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ABSTRACT

Supatsorn Jindathai. (2016). Communication Strategies of Engineering Students at a
Private University Institute in Bangkok in the Academic Year of 2015

The objective of this study is to investigate which communication strategies
(CSs) are most frequently used by first-year engineering students at Mahanakorn
University of Technology (MUT), and Thai-Nichi Institute of Technology (TNI)
recognised as private university institutes in Bangkok. It also aims to examine the
differences of the use of CSs according to gender, high school background, and self-
perception of English speaking ability of the participants. An adopted Metcalfe and
Noom-Ura’s Oral Communication Strategy Inventory (OCSI) (2013) was employed
to collect quantitative data from 361 first-year engineering students whose age ranged
from 17 to 29 years during the first semester in the academic year of 2015. Stratified
random sampling technique was applied to select participants. Statistics used for
analysing the data were frequency, percentage, mean, standard deviation, t-test, F-test
or ANOVA, and Scheffe test. The results of this study show that the use of overall
oral communication strategies was at a moderate level of use. The students’ most
frequently used speaking strategies were message reduction and alternation whereas
the least frequently used strategies were accuracy-oriented. As for listening strategies,
the most often used strategies were negotiating of meaning whilst listening strategies;
on the other hand, the least frequently used strategies were fluency-maintaining. In
addition, the overall use of speaking and listening strategies reported by male
engineering students and their female counterparts showed no significant difference.
Additionally, there were no significant differences in the overall use of speaking and
listening strategies among the engineering students with different high school
background; however, a significant difference was found at an individual level of oral
communication strategies. Finally, there was a significant difference in the overall use
of oral communication strategies among the students with different levels of self-
perception speaking ability. Students with good self-perception reported using some
oral communication strategies more significantly different than did their poor

counterparts.
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Chapter |

Introduction

1.1 Rational of the Study

In the era of globalisation, English is perceived as one of the world’s dominant
languages for conducting international trade, developing and transferring new modern
technology, and exchanging breakthrough scientific discoveries. Therefore, language
learners in any study field need to integrate their language abilities and specialised
knowledge in order to obtain better career opportunities. In the field of engineering
English plays a vital language communication bridge in international engineering
projects which two parties are interacting with different native languages (Riemer,
2002). Ability to convey messages effectively and professionally are crucial during
the course of communication, not only syntactical knowledge and lexical in
engineering field but also appropriate discourses in exchanging views or negotiating
environments (Wells, 1985:22). In addition, they must respond appropriately and
intelligibly with minimal hesitation to achieve their communication objectives
(Alderson and Bachman, 2004: ix). Many researchers and journalists concluded that
some Thai students, including engineering students, lacked linguistic and
communicative competence in order to maintain oval communication with
interlocutors (Draper, 2012; Foley, 2005; Kirkpatrick, 2012; Methithan and
Chamcharatsri, 2011). They also lacked self-confidence in interacting with native or
non-native speakers (Jindathai, 2015; Kongsom, 2009; Toosiri, 2005). In real-life
communicative situations, language learners often face difficulties in retrieving a
intended word or expression, or comprehending the topic they are talking with
interlocutors; as a result, a communicative goal breaks down (Willems, 1987).

The term “communication strategies” are generally defined as problem solving
devices which language learners employ when facing linguistic difficulties in oral
communication with interlocutors in the target language. According to Canale (1983:
10) CSs refer to “verbal and non verbal strategies that may be called into action to
compensate for breakdowns in communication due to limiting conditions in actual
communication or to insufficient competence in one or more other areas of

communicative competence, and to enhance the effectiveness of communication”.



Similarly, Tarone (1983:62) suggests that “the term CSs relates to a mutual attempt of
two interlocutors to agree on a meaning in situations where requisite meaning
structures do not seem to be shared.” During the past decades, several experts such as
(Bialystok, 1990; Dornyei, 1995; Faerch, and Kasper, 1983; Willems, 1987) have
suggested language learners to develop these language devices, or communication
strategies which enable them to cope with their language deficiency, and enhance
communication effectively.

As for CSs research in Thailand, several researchers focused on investigating
the frequency of CS use of undergraduate students with English majors such as
Metcalfe and Noom-Ura, 2013; Phothongsunan, 2010; Somsai, 2011. Some
researchers also investigated variables which affected the use of CSs such as level of
proficiency, task types, and gender (Chuanchaisit and Prapphal, 2009; Somsai, 2011,
Metcalf and Noom-Ura, 2013). After a review of the relevant literature an empirical
research conducting in the field of CSs with engineering students at a private
university institute to examine the differences of students’ gender, high school
background, and self-perception in speaking ability is scarce. For this reason, the
practitioner aims to identify useful CSs which may help Thai learners to increase their
communicative competence and investigate these variables may affect their choice of
CS use. These research results could use as insight in the use CSs for instructors at
these institutions to assist students to overcome speaking difficulties and eventually
improve their communicative competence.

This present research attempts to answer the following questions.

1. What kinds of communication strategies are used by first- year engineering
students at a private university institute?

2. Are there any differences in the use of communication strategies between
male first-year engineering students and female counterparts?

3. Are there any differences in the use of communication strategies employed
by first-year engineering students with different high school background?

4. Are there any differences in the use of communication strategies employed

by first-year students with a different level of self-perceived speaking ability?



1.2 Background of Private University Institutions

Private University Institutions, or an official name, Private Higher Education
Institutions are under the supervision of Office of Higher Education Commission
(OHEC), Ministry of Education. With higher demands of high school students who
were seeking to further their higher education in Private Higher Education Institutions,
there are forty-one private institutions were located in Bangkok (Sattayawaksakul,
Putsom and Keawduang, 2013). Each institution presented their philosophies,
commitments and objectives. During the past decades, three private universities and
one private institution have confirmed and dedicated one of their main objectives to
provide education at an undergraduate level focusing on promoting science and
technology, especially in the engineering fields since at the beginning of their
operation until present time. These institutions include Mahanakorn University of
Technology (MUT), Siam University (SU), Southeast Asia University SAU), and
Thai-Nichi Institute of Technology (TNI). MUT and TNI were purposively selected
for this present study. Background of MUT and TNI and their English language
teaching and learning is shown as follows:

English language learning and teaching at Mahanakorn University of
Technology, MUT provided English as a foreign language to engineering students as
compulsory and elective courses for both English program and non-English major
students. The group of students for this present study was non-English major. These
students were required to enroll five compulsory English subjects: Fundamental
English (ENGL1101), Fundamental English for Academic Purposes (ENGL1102),
English for Future Careers (ENGL1308), Fundamental English Communication
(ENGL2101), English Communication in the Workplace (ENGL2102). After that
they could enroll for one elective English subject. The total numbers of credits for the
English subject course were 12 credits.

As for English language learning and teaching at Thai-Nichi Institute of
Technology (TNI), English as a foreign language was provided to engineering
students as compulsory and elective courses. All students were non-English major and
required to take three compulsory English subjects: English for Communication
1(ENL-101), English for Communication 2 (ENL-102), English for Communication 3



(ENL-201). After that they could enroll for one elective English subject. The total
numbers of credits for the English subject course were 12 credits.

1.3 Objectives of the Study

The objectives of the study are in the following section.

1. To identify types of communication strategies employed by first-year
engineering students at a private university institute

2. To compare communication strategies according to students’ gender, high
school background , and self-perceived speaking ability

1.4 Research Questions

1. What kinds of communication strategies are used by first- year engineering
students at a private university institute?

2. Are there any differences in the use of communication strategies between
male first-year engineering students and female counterparts?

3. Are there any differences in the use of communication strategies employed
by first-year engineering students with different high school background?

4. Are there any differences in the use of communication strategies employed

by first-year students with a different level of self-perceived speaking ability?

1.5 Theoretical Perspectives
Nakatani’s (2006) Oral Communication Strategy Inventory (OCSI) was

originally developed in Japan. His original questionnaire consisted of 15 taxonomies
of communication strategies containing eight strategies which a learner applies when
facing speaking difficulties and consisting of seven strategies which are used for
overcoming listening problems. The important feature of Nakatani’s OCSI, which
contains speaking and listening factors, reflects the interactive nature of oral
communication in a foreign language. This feature is non-existed in any other
communication taxonomies. Nakatani’s original inventory has been widely utilisesd
in many studies across different countries such as Chen, 2009; Chiang, 2011; Huang,
2010; Metcalfe and Noom-Ura, 2013; Li, 2010; Mirzaei and Heidari, 2012; Teng,
2011.



Metcalfe and Noom-Ura (2013) adopted the original version of Nakatani’s
(2006) OCSI. Circumlocution strategies, which are commonly used in all of the
major taxonomies, were added in the speaking part. This makes nine communication
strategies in this part. Scanning strategies were deleted from the listening part so there
were only six communication strategies in this listening part. Consequently, the final
adapted version contains 15 taxonomies of communication strategies which are shown

in the following section.



1.6 Conceptual Framework of the Study
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Figure 1.1: Conceptual Framework Diagram
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1.7 Definitions of Terms

Communication strategies

The term “communication strategies” refers to language techniques used by language
learners in an attempt to overcome problems in expressing their intended meaning to
listeners due to linguistic deficiency, or to enhance the effectiveness of oral

communication (Somsai, 2011).

Oral Communication strategies inventory

Oral communication strategies inventory was initiated by Nakatani (2006) as an
instrument for assessing the frequency of communication strategy use by language
learners. The inventory contained two sections — strategies for coping with speaking
problems or speaking strategies, and strategies for overcoming listening difficulties or

listening strategies.

Speaking strategies

Speaking strategies or strategies for coping with speaking difficulties refer to
speaking techniques which a language learner employed in order to overcome
speaking problems. They contain nine speaking strategies that are social and affective,
fluency-oriented, negotiation for meaning whilst speaking, accuracy-oriented,
message reduction and alteration, non-verbal, message abandonment, attempt to think

in English, and circumlocution strategies.

Listening strategies

Listening strategies or strategies for coping with listening difficulties refer to listening
techniques which a language learner employed in order to overcome listening
problems. They consist of six listening strategies that are negotiation for meaning
whilst listening, fluency-maintaining, getting the gist, non-verbal, less active listener,

and word-oriented strategies.



High school background

The term “high school background” refers to the location of high schools where
students attended before they entered their university level. It is divided into “urban
high schools”, “suburbanised high schools”, and “rural high schools. “Urban high
schools” refer to the schools which are located in Bangkok Metropolitan area.
“Suburbanised high schools” refer to five provincial areas (or Parimonthon)
surrounded the Bangkok Metropolitan area, that are Nonthaburi, Pathum Thani,
Samut Prakan, Nakhon Pathom, and Samut Sakhon. Lastly, “rural high schools” refer
to 70 provinces outside Bangkok Metropolitan areas and Parimonthon.

Self-perceived speaking ability
The term “self-perceived speaking ability” refers to students’ perception about their
English speaking ability level based on their self-evaluation which was divided into

three levels: good, moderate, and poor.

1.8 Scope and Limitations

Participants of this study consisted of first-year engineering students who were
taking their first compulsory English subject in the first semester of the academic year
of 2015 from two private university institutes - Thai-Nichi Institute of Technology
(TNI), and Mahanakorn University of Technology (MUT). The limitations that could
influence this present study could possible be as follows:

1. The investigation was conducted with only first-year engineering students
who were studying at two private university institutes. The generalisations of the
study may be suitable for students who are studying in the same field of study and at
the same type of institute.

2. This present study was restricted to only one type of data collection which
was a distribution of questionnaires. Therefore, if other type of data collection was
used along side with the questionnaire, such as a role-play task, a speaking task, or a
interview. The results of the participants’ choice of communication strategy use might

be more accurate and may reveal different results.



1.9 Significance of the Study
This present investigation is useful and important for language instructors and

learners in increasing better understanding of how to use communication strategies in
an attempt to overcome language deficiency of lexical and discourse knowledge while
having oral interacting with interlocutors. Language instructors may gain better
understanding in the use of learners’ communication techniques in communicating in
English inside and outside classroom setting. The new insight in the use of CSs can
also help language instructors to improve their oral communication techniques and
teaching styles in order to assist their students to become successful and effective
communicators. As for language learners, they may gain higher knowledge of CSs
and can apply appropriate and better communication techniques to overcome their
deficiency in oral communication ability and to improve the effectiveness of

communication.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1 Historical Overview of Communication Strategies

The study of communication strategies was introduced in the 1970s by four
important researchers: Selinker (1972), Savignon (1972), Varadi (1973), and Tarone
(1977) in the field of apply linguistics. Selinker (1972) published the paper entitled
“Interlanguege” and introduced the notion of communication strategies for the first
time. In the same year Savignon (1972) conducted pedagogical research aiming at
investigating the use of CSs in training students. Later the empirical and systematic
studies of CS were introduced by Varadi (1973), and Tarone (1977).

During the past three decades, the expansion of CSs in the field of a second
language learning is due to the work of Canale & Swain (1980) and Faerch & Kasper
(1983). The famous framework of Canale & Swain (1980) involves learners’ abilities
to apply problem-solving devices in order to solve communication difficulties due to
lack of linguistic knowledge. Several experts and researchers conducted CS research
by studying relationship between CS use and learners’ factors such as proficiency
levels (Bialystok ,1983; Poulisse & Schils, 1989; Ddrnyei, 1995; Nakatani, 2006;
Nakatani, 2010); task types (Poulisse & Schils, 1989; Flyman, 1997; Smith, 2003).
Some researchers applied experiment research to investigate CS use through training
and teaching learners (Dornyei, 1995; Brett, 2001, Nakatani, 2005; Lam, 2006).

2.2 Important of Communication Strategies in Enhancing Communication
Abilities
The aim of most second or foreign language learners is to communicate
effectively. However, some of them cannot master the language and find it difficult to
communicate in the target language. They may lack a word, an idiom, a phrase, a
structure, a tense marker to convey the message across (Bialystok, 1990). How do the
learners cope with their linguistic knowledge deficiency? They may attempt to use

their hands, mix L1 and L2, create new words, or describe or circumlocute something
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they do not know the word. In other words, they apply CSs to solve their oral
communication difficulties in order to reach a communication goal (Dornyei, 1995).

In addition, several experts (such as Canale (1983); O’Malley and Chamot
(1990); Tarone (1981) assert an important of CSs for second or foreign language
learners. Language learners could apply CSs for two main purposes. The first one is
to overcome speaking difficulties in convey a message. These CSs are crucial at the
beginning stages of second or foreign language learning (Terrell, 1977). The second
aim of using CSs is for learners with higher levels. They apply CSs to maintain and
improve the effectiveness of communication (Canale, 1983).

2.3 Conceptualisation of Communication Strategies

Over the past decades, several definitions of CSs have been proposed by
scholars such as Tarone (1977, 1980); Canale (1983); Faerch & Kasper (1983);
Bialystok (1990); Ddérnyei & Scott’s (1997); Nakatani, (2005, 2006) but there has not
been a final agreement on a single definition of CSs this is due to perception, beliefs,
and range of strategies involved in their research. CSs are generally defined based on
two main perspectives: the interactional view and the psycholinguistic view. The
interactional view of CSs as proposed in Tarone’s studies (1980:419) states that “a
mutual attempt of two interlocutors to agree on a meaning in the situation where
requisite meaning structures do not seem to be shared”. Under this view, it implies
that CSs are used as language tools when two interlocutors are trying to negotiate for
meanings in the situation where unavailable communicate meanings are shared
between two interlocutors. Other experts such as Canale (1983); Long (1983)
Nakatani (2005, 2006); Nakatani and Goh (2007); Pica (2002); agree and support this
interactional process. According to this view, a learner tries to negotiate for meanings
with an interlocutor but due to their deficiency of language knowledge CSs are
utilised in order to overcome their difficulties and communication breakdown. On the
other hand, under the psycholinguistic view, researcher like Bialystok (1990); Faerch
and Kasper (1983); Poulisse (1993) emphasises CSs as a cognitive process of a
learner and focus on the learner’s comprehension and speech production. According
to Faerch and Kasper (1983: 36), CSs were considered as “potentially conscious plans

for solving what to an individual presents itself as a problem in reaching a particular
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communicative goal”. The psycholinguistic view of Faerch and Kasper defines CSs in
terms of a learner’s mental response to lexical and discourse problems experienced by
them during speech production without any support from the interlocutor for

resolution.

2.4 Characteristics of Communication Strategies

Scholars offer various definitions for communication strategies; however,
these definitions seem to share three characteristics: problematicity, consciousness,
and intentionality. Problematicity refers to “the idea that strategies are used only when
a speaker perceives that there is a problem which may interrupt communication”
(Bialystok 1990:3). This criterion of problematicity has been included in definitions in
most CS studies.

Consciousness refers learner’s awareness to choose a strategy in order to
convey messages and appears in many definitions of CSs. Experts such as Faerch and
Kasper (1980); Dornyei and Scott’s (1997) include this criterion in their definitions.
However, Bialystok (1990) claims that consciousness is implicit in the proposed
definitions of CSs and finds no supported evidence to show that learners have an
awareness of what kinds of strategy they have employed.

According to Bialystok (1990:5) intentionality refers to “the learner’s control
over a repertoire of strategies so that particular ones may be selected from the range
of the options and deliberately applied to achieve certain results”. This criterion
shows the evidence that learners have control over the strategy use and make a choice

from the range of strategies in order to achieve their communication problems.

2.5 Classifications of Communication Strategies

Over the past three decades, various taxonomies of CSs have been developed
and proposed by several researchers in the field of CSs. Most literature on CSs
provide taxonomies which are similar and overlap these may be divided into reduction
or avoidance strategies, and achievement or compensation ones, such as Tarone,
1980; Faerch and Kasper, 1983; Dornyei, 1995.
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Dornyei (1995), classified CSs into avoidance or reduction strategies,
achievement or compensatory strategies, and stalling or time-gaining strategies.
Avoidance or reduction strategies are identified as topic avoidance (or message
reduction), and message abandonment (or message replacement). Achievement or
compensatory strategies comprise circumlocution, approximation, use of all-purpose
words, word coinage, use of non-linguistic means, literal translation, foreignising,
code switching, and appeal for help. The last classification is stalling or time-gaining
strategies or the use of fillers/hesitation devices.

Nakatani (2006) combines the features of reduction and achievement and
develops the Oral Communication Strategy Inventory (OCSI). The Nakatani’s OCSI
comprises two parts: speaking strategies and listening strategies.

The first part refers to speaking strategies or strategies for dealing with
speaking difficulties containing eight strategies shown as follows:

- Social-affective involves learners’ affective factors in social context.

- Fluency-oriented relates to fluency of communication.

- Negotiation for meaning whilst speaking is relevant to learners’ attempt to
negotiate with interlocutors.

- Accuracy-oriented concerns with desire to speak English accurately.

- Message reduction and alternation involves avoiding a communication
breakdown by reducing an original message or using a similar expression.

- Nonverbal strategies whilst speaking uses eye contact, gestures, or facial
expressions to help listeners.

- Message abandonment associates with message abandonment

- Attempt to think in English involves thinking as much as possible in the
target language during actual communication.

The second part contains listening strategies or strategies for coping with
listening strategies comprising seven strategies

- Negotiation for meaning whilst listening involves negotiating behaviour
whilst listening.

- Fluency-maintaining pays attention to the fluency of conversational flow.

- Scanning focuses on specific points of speech, such as subject and verb.

- Getting the gist pays attention to general information contained in speech
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rather than specific utterance.

- Nonverbal strategies whilst listening makes use of nonverbal information,
such as speakers’ eye contact and gestures.

- Less active listeners translates the message into their native language little by
little and depending on familiar words.

- Word-oriented pays attention to individual words.

Metcalfe and Noom-Ura (2013) combined Nakatani’s (2006), Chuanchaisit
and Prapphal’ s (2009), and Chiang’s (2011) inventories, and came up with a new
classification which also contain two parts: strategies in coping with speaking
difficulties, and strategies in dealing with listening difficulties.

In the first part, Metcalfe and Noom-Ura (2013) added circumlocution
strategies which relate to learners’ lexical compensation. This makes nine strategies
relating to strategies in coping with speaking problems. These include in the
following section.

- Social-affective strategies refer to affective factors of learners in social
context.

- Fluency-oriented strategies relate to learners’ fluency in communication.

- Negotiation for meaning whilst speaking strategies are relevant to learners’
attempt to negotiate with interlocutors.

- Accuracy-oriented strategies concern with learners’ desire to speak English
accurately.

- Message reduction and alternation strategies refer to avoiding a
communication breakdown by reducing an original message or using a similar
expression.

- Nonverbal strategies whilst speaking strategies include eye contact, gestures,
or facial expressions to help listeners.

- Message abandonment strategies associate with reduction of message.

- Attempt to think in English strategies involve thinking as much as possible in
the target language during actual communication.

- Circumlocution strategies refer to describing the main characteristics or

elements of the target word.
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In the second part, Metcalfe and Noom-Ura (2013) deleted scanning strategies
in Nakatani’s OCSI (2006). The new classification contains Six strategies referring to
problems in dealing with listening shown as follows:

- Negotiation for meaning whilst listening strategies refer to negotiating
behaviour whilst listening.

- Fluency-maintaining strategies relate to learners’ attention to the fluency of
conversational flow.

- Getting the gist strategies mean learners’ attention to general information
contained in speech rather than specific utterance.

- Nonverbal strategies whilst listening makes use of nonverbal information,
such as speakers’ eye contact and gestures.

- Less active listeners strategies refer to learners’ translation of the message
into their native language little by little and depending on familiar words.

- Word-oriented strategies mean learners’ attention to individual words.

2.6 Relevant Research on Communication Strategies

2.6.1 Communication Strategies Research in Foreign Countries

Over the past decades, several research in foreign countries revealed
diversified results of frequency of CS use this is due to different taxonomies
employed. Nakatani (2006), Chen (2009), Huang (2010), Chiang (2011), Teng (2011)
applied the Oral Communication Strategy Inventory (OCSI) based on Nakatani’s,
2006. Their results showed that message reduction and alteration (renamed
compensation by Chiang, 2011), non-verbal strategies while speaking, social affective,
and negotiation for meaning while speaking appeared to rank in high speaking
strategy use in most of these studies. As for the lowest frequent strategy used, their
findings showed diversified results. Chen (2009); Huang (2010) reported message
abandonment strategies as the least frequent speaking strategies in Taiwan. On the
contrary, Nakatani (2006) reported this strategy use as the second most highly used
speaking strategies of Japanese students. Regarding listening strategies, studies in
Japan and Taiwan like Nakatani (2006); Chiang, (2010) reported using non-verbal
strategies whilst listening, negotiation for meaning whilst listening, and word-oriented

strategies as the most high listening strategy used.
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Mei and Nathalang (2010) used Faerch and Kasper’s (1983) taxonomy to
collect data from Chinese undergraduate students. The results showed that
‘paraphrase’ was the most frequently used strategy whereas ‘foreignising’ was the
least frequent strategy used.

Teng (2011) used Nakatani’s OCSI to collect data from Taiwanese university
students. The instruments consisted of Nakatani’s questionnaire, a role play task, and
an interview guide. The results show that the participants most frequently used
strategy group were non-verbal strategies to overcome speaking problems whereas

least often strategy group was accuracy-oriented strategies.

e Communication Strategy Use and Gender

Learners’ gender is one of the variables that may influence the choice of CSs.
Several researchers in the field of language learning strategies such as (Politzer, 1983;
Ehrman and Oxford, 1989; Oxford and Nyikos, 1989; Green and Oxford, 1995;
Williams et al., 2002) found relationship between gender and learning strategies.
However, in the field of communication strategies, gender of learners had only minor
relationship on the use of CSs (Huang, 2010; Bui and Intaraprasert, 2012; Zhao and
Intaraprasert, 2013) while Kaivanpanah, Yamouty and Karami’s (2012) study
revealed no significant difference between students’ gender, and the significant
difference was reported at an individual strategy level. Due to different taxonomy
applied their results were diversified. Li (2010); Bui and Intaraprasert’s (2012); Zhao
and Intaraprasert’s (2013) study showed that a significant higher percentage of female
students than their male peers reported using familiar words, using all-purpose words,
using examples, thinking in their native language and then translating into English,
asking the interlocutor to slow down, and asking the interlocutor to clarify unknown
words. Kaivanpanah, Yamouty and Karami (2012) applied (Dornyei and Scott’s
(1997) inventory. Their results revealed that female students reported using
circumlocution, asking for clarification, omission, comprehension check, and using

fillers significant higher than did their male counterparts.
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e Communication Strategy Use and Students’ High School Background

One variable which receives a little attention from researchers is learners’ high
school background. This variable may influence the choice of CSs. After an extensive
review of relevant literature, empirical research investigated high school background
of learners and the choice of CS use seem rare. Bui and Intaraprasert (2012) examined
the relationship of this variable and the CS use of undergraduate students majoring in
English in the south of Vietnam. The results found minor relationship; however,
significant variations were found at an individual strategy level. The students with
rural high school background reported use of CSs more frequent than did those with
urban high school background.

e Communication Strategy Use and Self-Perceived Speaking Ability

Over the past decade, several researchers examined the influence of
communication strategy use and actual learners’ proficiency level (Nakatani, 2006,
2010; Chen, 2009; Li, 2010; Mirzaei and Heidari, 2012). Investigation on the
relationship between learners’ self-perceived speaking ability and the CS use was
very few and their results showed diversify (Huang, 2010; Zhao and Intaraprasert
(2013). Huang (2010) investigated an influence of students’ self-perceived speaking
ability and the use of CSs among Taiwanese university students. The results found a
significant difference between students with different self-perceived speaking ability
and overall strategy use. There were significant difference in social affective,
fluency-oriented, and negotiation for meaning while speaking strategies. Zhao and
Intaraprasert (2013) examined the effect of Chinese students’ self-perceived speaking
ability (good, fair, and poor) and the choice of the CS use. The finding showed that
there was no significant difference of CS in overall use; however, the significant
differences of CS use were found at individual items. There was significant higher
percentage of students with good self-perceived speaking ability than students with
fair self-perceived ability and than students with poor self-perceive ability (good >
fair > poor) in using familiar words, phrases, or sentences, applying self-correction of
utterances, using synonym and antonym, and applying self-correction of
pronunciation, grammar, lexical mistakes, and. A group of fair self-perceived

speaking ability significantly used trying to enjoy conversation, thinking in their
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native language before speaking, using translating from their native language to the
target language more significant than good self-perceived ability students and poor
self-perceived ability (fair > good > poor). The final group of poor self-perceived
speaking ability significantly reported asking interlocutors to simplify the language
more often than fair self-perceived ability and than good self-perceived ability (poor >

moderate > good).

2.6.2 Communication Strategies Research in Thailand

Considering CS research in Thailand, previous studies of Thai learners, such
as Phothongsunan (2010); Somsai and Interaprasect (2011); Prapobratanakul and
Kangkun (2011 generally focused on frequency of CS use and results showed
diversity due to the different taxonomies that were employed.

Phothongsunan (2010) applied Celce-Murcia, Dornyei and Thurrell’s (1995)
taxonomy and used observation and semi-structured interviews to examine Thai
university students using English as a medium for teaching and learning. The
findings revealed that avoidance strategies were the most frequent strategies used.

Somsai and Interaprasect (2011) collected the data by using semi-structured
interview techniques to examine CSs used of Thai university students. They
categorised CSs into 2 groups: strategies for conveying a message to interlocutors and
strategies for understanding the message. The strategies for conveying a message to
interlocutors were sub-categorized into continuous strategies and discontinuous
strategies. The results in the continuous strategies showed that the students used
familiar words or phrases, switched into Thai, used circumlocution, used fillers, and
appealed for help. As per discontinuous strategies, they reported switching topics,
appealing for assistance, and consulting a dictionary. With regard to the strategies for
understanding the message, the findings presented that the students noticed gestures
and facial expression, asked for a repetition, and appealed for assistance.

Prapobratanakul and Kangkun (2011) examined the CS use of forth grade Thai
students during a speaking task. Tarone’s (1981) and Faerch and Kasper’s (1983)
taxonomy was applied. They revealed using gestures or facial expression strategies
were the most frequently CS used, followed by circumlocution and approximation

strategies.
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Metcalfe and Noom-Ura (2013) used their Oral Communication Strategy
Inventory (OCST) which combined Nakatani’s (2006), Chuanchaisit and Prapphal’ s
(2009), and Chiang’s (2011) inventories to investigate the use of CSs of first-year
undergraduate students. The results showed that message reduction and alteration
strategies were the most frequent use while message abandonment strategies were the
least frequent use in coping with speaking difficulties. As for the most often CS use in
overcoming listening problems were negotiation for meaning whilst listening
strategies whereas the least often listening strategy use was less active listener
strategies.

Nitisakunwut and Soranastaporn (2014) investigated communication strategies
used by high school Thai and ASEAN students participating in Thailand ASEAN
Camp 2013. Nakatani’s OCST (2006), observation, and interview were used to collect
an information. The results found that the students applied overall CSs at the high
level. Social-affective strategies were most frequently used whereas message
abandonment strategies were least employed in coping with speaking difficulties.
Negotiations for meaning whilst listening strategies were most frequent CS use;
however, less active listener strategies were the least applied in overcoming listening
problems. The findings also showed that there was a statistically significant

relationship between CSs used between Thai and ASEAN students.

e Communication Strategy Use and Gender

Several research outside Thailand such as Huang (2010); Bui and Intaraprasert
(2012); Zhao and Intaraprasert (2013) investigated the impact of learners’ gender and
the choice of CSs and found minor relationship between male learners and female
counterparts. Furthermore, the significant difference in the use of CSs between males
and females only showed at individual strategy use. In the Thai context, empirical
research about this variable seems scarce and there is only one study of Somsai was
found. Somsai (2011) examined the choice of CS use of Thai undergraduate students
majoring in English, and used an adapted CS classification based on Dérnyei and
Scott’s (1997) and Nakatani’s (2006) taxonomy to collect data. The results revealed
that there were significant differences between male students and female counterparts.

Female students reported using CSs significantly more often than did male peers in
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overcoming speaking problems. For example, switching some unknown words or
phrases into Thai, speaking slowly to gain time to think, appealing for assistance from
other people, asking the interlocutor for a repetition, asking the interlocutor to slow
down, and paying attention to the interlocutor’s intonation. On the other hand, male
students reported using strategies which involve with managing their anxiety more
often than female peers, such as feeling all right about their wrong pronunciation, and
feeling all right if the conversation does not go smoothly by keeping speaking. Since
there were very few conclusions about significance of this variable in the Thai context

further investigation is needed to gain new insight information of learners’ gender.

e Communication Strategy Use and Students’ High School Background

After an extensive review of relevant literature, investigation about the choice
of CSs in relation to learners’ high school background in the Thai context seems rare.
Somsai (2011) investigated the use of communication strategies of English major
undergraduate students and the location of their institute. The results found that there
was no significantly difference in the choice of students’ overall CS use. However, at
an individual strategy level, the findings revealed significant differences in the use of
some CSs. Students whose institutes situated in tourist areas reported higher use of
familiar words, phrases, or sentences, and employed expressions which they heard
from movies, or songs to convey messages to interlocutors than did those studying at

the institutes located in non-tourist destinations.

e Communication Strategy Use and Self-Perceived Speaking Ability

During the past decades, most studies in Thailand paid attention to learners’
levels of proficiency such as Chuanchaisit and Prapphal (2009); Metcalfe and Noom-
Ura (2013); Malasit and Sarobol, 2013; Somsai (2011) and their results showed
diversity due to difference of taxonomies employed. Chuanchaisit and Prapphal
(2009) investigated the use of communication strategies among 300 high proficiency
university students and low proficiency peers. The self-report questionnaire, Strategy
Use in Speaking Task Inventory (SUSIT) based on Corder’s (1983); Dornyei and
Cohen (2002); and Nakatani’s (2005, 2006) taxonomies was used to collect

quantitative data. The findings found that there were no significant differences
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between the two groups. High proficiency students reported significantly more risk
taking techniques, such as social-affective, fluency-oriented, and help-seeking
strategies. On the contrary, low proficiency reported applying avoidance strategies
and message abandonment strategies.

Metcalfe and Noom-Ura (2013) used the Oral Communication Strategy
Inventory (OCSI) based on Nakatani’s, 2006; Chuanchaisit and Prapphal’s, 2009; and
Chiang’s, 2011 taxonomies to collect quantitative data from first-year undergraduate
students. They investigated the use of CSs of first-year undergraduate students and
examined the relationship between strategy use and proficiency levels. The results
revealed there were a significant difference between high and low proficiency groups.
High proficiency students reported significantly higher use of social-affective,
fluency-oriented, negotiation for meaning whilst speaking and circumlocution
strategies. On the other hand, low proficiency counterparts reported significantly
higher use of message abandonment and less active listener strategies.

Using CS categories based on Tarone’s (1980); Faerch and Kasper’s (1983);
Dornyei and Scott’s (1997) taxonomy, Malasit and Sarobol (2013) used a speaking
task to examine the choice of CSs among ninth-grade Thai students. The results
showed that fillers/hesitation devices were the most frequent CS used. The findings
also reported that there were no significant differences in the use of CSs among high-
proficiency, moderate-proficiency, and low-proficiency students.

Somsai (2011:179) investigated the choice of CS use of Thai undergraduate
students majoring in English and English levels of the students. The findings showed
that the advanced level students reported using ‘“circumlocution to convey the
message to the interlocutor continuously”, and “feeling all right for taking risks while
speaking to maintain the conversation” than intermediate and beginner level students.
The intermediate level students reported “referring to a dictionary, a book, or other
type of document to convey the message” than the beginners and advanced students.

After an extensive review of relevant literature, empirical research exploring
the CS use and learners’ self-perceived speaking ability in the Thai context seem
scarce. Therefore, further investigating is needed to gain insight information about

this matter.
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For the purpose of easier comparison with research from other countries
outside Thailand where OCSI (Nakatani, 2006) has been used, this present research
adapted Metcalfe and Noom-Ura’s (2013) Oral Communication Strategy Inventory
which was based on Nakatani, 2006. It aims to gain new insight knowledge on the use
of CSs of engineering students and to examine the use of CSs in relation to different
variables such as gender, high school background, and self-perception speaking
ability by applying Nakatani (2006)’s taxonomy to gather information. In addition,
very little empirical research has been found in relation to Thai engineering students.
For this reason, further investigation is needed in order to contribute to the existence

of CSs knowledge of the Thai engineering context.



CHAPTER Il

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Population and Subjects

The population of this study totaled 630 first-year engineering students from
two private university institutes including 272 students from Mahanakorn University
of Technology (MUT) and 358 students from Thai-Nichi Institute of Technology
(TNI) in the 2015 academic year. At MUT, there were nine study programs in the
Engineering Faculty: Electrical Engineering, Civil Engineering, Mechanical
Engineering, Chemical Engineering, Computer Engineering, Mechatronic
Engineering, Industrial Engineering, Logistics Engineering, and Information and
Communication Engineering. At TNI, there were five study programs in the
Engineering Faculty: Automotive Engineering, Production Engineering, Computer
Engineering, Industrial Engineering, and Electrical Engineering. All students at MUT
and TNI were taking their first compulsory English subjects. Although each institute
named their compulsory English subject differently (ENGL-1101) Fundamental
English at MUT, and (ENL-101) English for Communication 1 at TNI, their course
syllabus contained four skills of listening, speaking, reading, and writing. How to
calculate the sample size of this present study will be shown in the following section.

All students at MUT and TNI were non-English major students. The number
of subjects in the present study was selected from the population total of 630 students
relying on Krejcie & Mogan’s (1970) sampling table at 95 percent confidence level.
Consequently, all subjects of this study had to be at least 345 first-year students
including 159 students from MUT and 186 students from TNI.

Next, the use of stratified random sampling techniques was applied to select
the subjects. After determine the subjects, 400 questionnaires were distributed to the
students at MUT, and TNI. Finally 386 out of 400 sets of questionnaires were
returned.

After rechecking completeness of the returned questionnaires, the final
numbers of subjects participating in this study were 361 students including 161
students from MUT and 200 students from TNI.
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3.2 General Information of Participants

Table 3.1 Frequency and Percentage of Participants’ Year of Study

Name of Institute Frequency Percentage
Mahanakorn University of Technology (MUT) 161 44.60
Thai-Nichi Institute of Technology (TNI) 200 55.40
Total 361 100.00

Table 3.1 shows participants in each university including 161 students from
MUT (44.60%), 200 students from TNI (55.40%).

Table 3.2 Frequency and Percentage of Participants’ Study Programs

Study Programs Frequency Percentage
Production Engineering 33 9.10
Computer Engineering 49 13.60
Mechanical Engineering 45 12.50
Chemical Engineering 7 1.90
Information and Communication Engineering 3 0.80
Electrical Engineering 62 17.20
Automotive Engineering 59 16.30
Civil Engineering 31 8.60
Mechatronics Engineering 4 1.10
Industrial Engineering 20 5.50
Total 361 100.00

Table 3.2 reports participants’ study programs including 33 students (9.10%)
were in production engineering, 49 students (13.60%) were in computer engineering,
45 students (12.50%) were in mechanical engineering, 7 students (1.90%) were in
chemical engineering, 3 students (0.80%) were in information and communication
engineering, 62 students (17.20%) were in electrical engineering, 59 students

(16.30%) were in automotive engineering, 31 students (8.60%) were in civil
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engineering, 4 students (1.10%) were in mechatronics engineering, 20 students

(5.50%) were in industrial engineering.

Table 3.3 Frequency and Percentage of Participants’ Gender

Gender Frequency Percentage
Males 283 78.40
Females 78 21.60
Total 361 100.00

Table 3.3 illustrates participants’ gender containing 283 male students

(78.40%), and 78 female counterparts (21.60%).

Table 3.4 Frequency and Percentage of Participants’ Age

Age Frequency Percentage
17 years 1 0.30
18 years 105 29.10
19 years 208 57.60
20 years 21 5.80
21 years 11 3.00
22 years 3 0.80
23 years 5 1.40
24 years 3 0.80
25 years 1 0.30
26 years 2 0.60
29 years 1 0.30
Total 361 100.00

Table 3.4 demonstrates participants’ age range classifying into 0.30% were 17

years, 29.10% were 18 years, 57.60% were 19 years, 5.80% were 20 years, 3.00%

were 21 years, 0.80% were 22 years, 1.40% were 23 years, 0.80% were 24 years,

0.30% were 25 years, 0.60% were 26 years, 0.30% were 29 years.
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Table 3.5 Frequency and Percentage of Participants’ High School Background

High School Background Frequency Percentage
Urban Setting (Bangkok) 191 52.90
Suburbanised Setting 45 12.50
(5 Surrounding Provinces of Bangkok)

Rural Setting (70 Provinces) 125 34.60
Total 361 100.00

Table 3.5 reports participants’ high school background including 191 students
(52.90%) whose high schools were located in urban setting, 45 students (12.50%)

whose high schools were located in suburbanised setting, and 125 students (34.60%)

were located in rural setting.

Table 3.6 Frequency and Percentage of Participants’ Self-perception Speaking Ability

Self-perception Speaking Ability Frequency Percentage
Good 39 10.80
Moderate 199 55.10
Poor 123 34.10
Total 361 100.00

Table 3.6 shows participants’ self-perception speaking ability including 39
students (10.80%) self-perceived as good English speakers, 199 students (55.10%)

self-perceived as moderate English speakers, 123 students (34.10%) self-perceived as

poor English speakers.

3.3 Research Instrument

3.3.1 Questionnaire

In this survey research, the questionnaire was named an adopted Oral

Communication Strategy Inventory (OCSI) developed by Metcalfe and Noom-Ura

(2013) was used as the main research instrument. In order to measure communication

strategies used by first-year engineering students the adopted version of Metcalfe and
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Noom-Ura’s (2013) questionnaire was employed in this present study. Due to
modification, the adopted version used in this study consisted of 63 strategy items and
divided into two parts — background information and Oral Communication Strategy
Inventory (see Appendix A).

Part I: Background information

This part is background information about participants and they were required
to complete their institute’s name, study program, gender, age, high school
background, opportunities to speak English inside classroom, opportunities to speak
English outside classroom, self-perception speaking ability, and self-perception
listening ability.

Part 11: Oral Communication Strategy Inventory (OCSI)

This part was 63 strategy-items with five rating scales. It was grouped into
two sections: communication strategies for dealing with speaking difficulties, and
communication strategies for coping with listening problems. Section one contained
nine speaking strategies and sub-divided into 38 strategy items. As for section two
consisted of six listening strategies and further divided into 25 strategy items. All of
the items have been translated into Thai language. The practitioner slightly modified
some strategy items (see Appendix B). The adopted Metcalfe and Noom-Ura’s (2013)
OCSlI is shown as follows:

Section 1: Communication strategies for dealing with speaking difficulties:

1. Social and affective strategies (item 1-6), see Appendix A, were used for
handling affective factors of learners in social context.

2. Fluency-oriented strategies (item 7-12) were related to learners’ fluency in
communication.

3. Negotiation for meaning whilst speaking strategies (item 13-16) were
relevant to learners’ attempt to negotiate with interlocutors.

4. Accuracy-oriented strategies (item 17-21) were concerned with learners’
desire to speak English accurately.

5. Message reduction and alteration strategies (item 22-24) were used for
avoiding a communication breakdown by reducing an original message or using a
similar expression.

6. Nonverbal strategies whilst speaking strategies (item 25-28) were relevant
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to using eye contact, gestures, or facial expressions to help listeners.

7. Message abandonment strategies (item 29-33) were associated with
learners’ reduction of message.

8. Attempt to think in English strategies (item 34-35) were involved with
learners’ attempt very hard to think in English during actual communication.

9. Circumlocution strategies (item 36-38) were referred to learners’ attempt
to describe the main characteristics or elements of the target word.

Section 2: Communication strategies for coping with listening problems

1. Negotiation for meaning whilst listening strategies (item 1-6) were used
for negotiating behaviour whilst listening.

2. Fluency-maintaining strategies (item 7-10) were related to learners’
attention to the fluency of conversational flow.

3. Getting the gist strategies (item 11-15) were referred to learners’ attention
to general information contained in speech rather than specific utterance.

4. Nonverbal strategies whilst listening (item 16-17) were relevant to the use
of nonverbal information, such as speakers’ eye contact and gestures.

5. Less active listener strategies (item 18-19) were involved with learners’
translation of the message into their native language word by word and depending on
familiar words.

6. Word oriented strategies (item 20-25) were relevant to learners’ attention
to individual words.

To assess the frequency of communication strategy use of learners, the
participants were asked to respond to each strategy description based on 5 Likert-
Scale with their honest assessment of communication strategy use. Then, all the
scores were calculated according to the designed points, that is, 1 = lowest frequent
use, 2 = low frequent use, 3 = moderate frequent use, 4 = high frequent use, and 5 =
highest frequent use. Finally, the summation of all scores in each strategy group were
analysed in order to find out which group of strategy the participants used the most
while they were overcoming communication difficulties.

The criteria used for evaluating the degree of frequency of strategy use are:

never or almost never used (1.00 — 1.49), generally not / seldom used (1.50 — 2.49),
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sometimes or occasionally used (2.50 — 3.49), generally or often used (3.50 — 4.49),
and always or almost always used (4.50 — 5.0), see Table 3.7 as follows:

Table 3.7: Criteria for Assessing the Frequency of Strategy Use (Adapted from
Oxford, 1990:300)

Level of Strategy Use Frequency of Strategy Use Average Mean Scores
Highest Always or Almost always used 450 -5.00
High Generally or Often used 3.50-4.49
Moderate Sometimes or Occasionally used 2.50 — 3.49
Low Generally not / Seldom used 1.50 - 2.49
Lowest Never or Almost never used 1.00 -1.49

3.3.2 Development of Questionnaire

The original version of Oral Communication Strategy Inventory (OCSI) was
initiated in Japan by Nakatani in 2006. His original questionnaire consisted of 15
taxonomies of communication strategies containing eight strategies which a learner
applied when facing speaking difficulties and consisting of seven strategies which
were used for overcoming listening problems.

Metcalfe and Noom-Ura (2013) combined Nakatani’s (2006), Chiang’s (2011),
and Chuanchaisit and Prapphal’s (2009) questionnaires and came up with a new
adopted version. As a result of Metcalfe and Noom-Ura’s (2013) modification, in the
speaking part, circumlocution strategies were added; consequently, there were nine
strategies in this part. Moreover, some strategy items were reworded and new items
were created. This resulted in a total of 37 strategy items.

Strategies used to overcome speaking difficulties

1. Social-affective (6 items)

2. Fluency-oriented (6 items)

3. Negotiation for meaning whilst speaking (4 items)

4. Accuracy-oriented (4 items)

5. Message reduction and alteration (3 items)

6. Non-verbal strategies whilst speaking (4 items)
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7. Message abandonment (5 items)

8. Attempt to think in English (2 items)

9. Circumlocution (3 items)

As for the listening part, scanning strategies were deleted so there were six
communication strategy groups. Furthermore, some strategy items were revised and
new items were created. This resulted in a total of 25 strategy items.

Strategies used to overcome listening difficulties

1. Negotiation for meaning whilst listening (6 items)

2. Fluency-maintaining (4 items)

3. Getting the gist (5 items)

4. Non-verbal strategies whilst listening (2 items)

5. Less active listener (2 items)

6. Word-oriented (6 items)

Metcalfe and Noom-Ura’s (2013) questionnaire was tested for reliability and
the Cronbach alpha coefficient was .838 for a speaking section and .905 for a listening
part. This means that their reliability value showed high internal consistency. With
regard to Item Objective Congruence (I0C) index, it indicated 0.83 which was judged
to be good validity. Since Metcalfe and Noom-Ura’s (2013) questionnaire was
relatively new in the Thai context and was utilised only one time; therefore, retesting
was needed to recheck its value of reliability and validity. The questionnaire test for

reliability and validity for the present research is shown in the following sections.

3.3.3 Reliability and Validity of Questionnaire

In the past, Metcalfe and Noom-Ura’s (2013) questionnaire showed high
internal consistency and was judged to be good validity (Foster & Parker, 1995);
however, its value of reliability and validity was needed to review and recheck. Three
experts at Thai-Nichi Institute of Technology were invited to verify the reliability and
validity of the original version. The result of verification showed that one strategy
item in the speaking section was suggested to be split. Hence, the modified version
contained 38 strategy items. As for the listening section, 25 strategy items remained
the same. Moreover, some items in the Thai translation version were slightly modified.

The new Cronbach alpha coefficient was at .923 for the speaking section, and .931 for
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the listening part. This is the confirmation that the present questionnaire showed high
level of internal consistency. As for validity, the new 10C index was found at 0.91
which was judged to be good validity (Nakatani, 2006).

3.4 Distribution and Collection of Questionnaire

This section shows the summary process of how the research instrument was
administered in order to gather data for the present study. The adopted Metcalfe and
Noom-Ura’s OCSI in Thai version was distributed to first-year engineering students
at MUT and TNI during their regular English classes. The practitioner reminded the
participants that there was no right or wrong answer. In addition, they were informed
that the questionnaires were designed to help them improve their speaking and
listening abilities and their responses did not affect their study and grading system.
After that, they were given time to complete the questionnaires. Finally, the
completed questionnaires were returned back to the practitioner for analysing the
results by using the program of Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) for

window.

3.5 Data Analysis

After the returned questionnaires were received, they were fully checked for
completeness. The final numbers of questionnaires were 361 sets. The practitioner
analysed the results by using the program of Statistical Package for Social Science

(SPSS) for window as follows:

1. Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive Statistics contain Arithmetic Mean (M) and Standard Deviation
(SD). Arithmetic Mean (M) was used to identify the average levels of the use of
communication strategies of the participants. (SD) shows the average distance of the
scores from (M) (McMillan and Schumacher, 1997). (SD) is used for indicating the
nature of distribution of a set of scores. Therefore, (SD) is useful for comparing the

set of scores that had the same (M) but with a different range.
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2. Independent Sample t-test

Independent sample t-test will be used to determine the level of significant if
there are differences in the mean scores of two variables such as gender in relation to
the use of CSs.

3. An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) or F-test

An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) or F-test will be used to determine the
level of difference in the mean scores of more than two variables such as students’
study programs, levels of self-perception in speaking ability in relation to the use of
CSs.

4. Scheffe Test
After obtaining a statistically significant F-test from the ANOVA, Scheffe
test will be used for a pair-wise comparison of two significant F-test to find out which

pairs are particularly different from each other.



CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

This chapter reports the results of the study basis on the analysis of the data
obtained from the returned questionnaires. The results are presented in according with
the four research questions proposed in chapter one. These five questions are
presented as follows:

Question One: What kinds of communication strategies are used by first- year
engineering students at a private university institute?

Question Two: Are there any differences in the use of communication
strategies between male first-year engineering students and female counterparts?

Question Three: Are there any differences in the use of communication
strategies employed by first-year engineering students with different high school
background?

Question Four: Are there any differences in the use of communication
strategies employed by first-year students with a different level of self-perceived

speaking ability?

4. 1 Finding One
Research question 1: What kinds of communication strategies are used by first- year
engineering students at a private university institute?

To answer research question one, this section presents average frequency of
use of the overall communication strategies reported by first-year engineering student
at a private university institution. The descriptive results were analysed from the data
in 361 returned questionnaires. In table 4.1, nine speaking strategy groups (social-
affective, fluency-oriented, negotiation for meaning whilst speaking, accuracy-
oriented, message reduction and alteration, non-verbal strategies whilst speaking,
message abandonment, attempt to think in English, and circumlocution strategies) are
presented according to degrees of use ranking from the most frequent used speaking
strategies to the least frequently used speaking strategies. All the data of the overall

speaking strategies (entirely 38 items) are shown in Appendix C: Table 1.



34

As for the criteria for evaluating the levels of frequency are as follows: lowest
level - never or almost never used (1.00 — 1.49), low level - generally not / seldom
used (1.50 — 2.49), moderate level - sometimes or occasionally used (2.50 — 3.49),
high level - generally or often used (3.50 — 4.49), highest level - always or almost
always used (4.50 — 5.00).

4.1.1 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Overall Speaking

Strategy Category

Table 4.1 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Overall Speaking
Strategy Category

(N =361)
Average
Speaking Strategy Category M SD Rank (I):fr %czfaigg
Use
Message reduction and alteration 3.82 73 1 High
Non-verbal strategies whilst speaking 3.69 .70 2 High
Social-affective 3.62 .59 3 High
Attempt to think in English 3.59 75 4 High
Negotiation for meaning whilst speaking 3.46 .70 5 Moderate
Circumlocution 341 .69 6 Moderate
Fluency-oriented 3.40 .80 7 Moderate
Message abandonment 3.27 .67 8 Moderate
Accuracy-oriented 3.17 71 9 Moderate
Overall 3.47 49 Moderate

Table 4.1 discloses an average frequency use of nine speaking strategies
reported by 361 first-year engineering students at a private university institute. The
results show that the overall use of speaking strategies was at a moderate level with
mean scores (M= 3.47). The findings also reveal that the first-year engineering
students reported applying four speaking strategies at a high level of use, and five
speaking strategies at a moderate level of use. The most frequently used strategies
were message reduction and alternation strategies (M = 3.82), followed by nonverbal
strategies (M = 3.69), and social-affective (M = 3.62). The least frequently used
strategies were accuracy-oriented strategies (M = 3.17).

From the findings in Appendix C, Table 1, the students’ use of all speaking
strategies ranged from a high level of use to a moderate level of use. The strategy



35

group of message reduction and alteration were devoted as the most frequently used
strategy group (item 23, M = 3.99), the second most frequently used strategy group
were nonverbal strategies whilst speaking (item 26, M = 3.80). However, accuracy-
oriented strategy group were devoted as the least frequently used strategy group (item
19, M = 2.94). From the analysis, none of the strategy group reached the level of
highest use. Likewise, none of the strategy group reached the low and lowest levels of
use. (See Appendix C: Table 1).

The next sections present more detailed information of first-year engineering
students’ speaking strategies. Their highest frequent use of speaking strategies will be
shown first. Consequently, message reduction and alteration will be presented first
followed by nonverbal strategies whilst speaking, social-affective, attempt to think in
English, negotiation for meaning whilst speaking, circumlocution, fluency-oriented,
message abandonment, accuracy-oriented. All reference tables in the nine following

sections will be totally located in Appendix C (Table 2 — Table 10).

4.1.1.1 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Message
Reduction and Alteration Strategies

As shown in Appendix C: Table 2, the first-year engineering students reported
the use of message reduction and alteration strategies at a high level in all items, the
mean scores ranging from 3.99 — 3.70. None of the students reported a moderate level,
a low level and the lowest level. Likewise, there was not any item falling into the
highest level. According to the findings, most of the students reported “using words
that they were familiar with” (M = 3.99, item 23). Furthermore, “they reduced the
message and use simple expressions” (M = 3.77, item 22), regarded as the second
high frequently used strategies. The lowest range of these strategies was that “they
changed their sentences when they felt they could not get the message across with the

first/previous sentence they produced ” (M = 3.70, item 24). See Appendix C: Table 2.

4.1.1.2 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Nonverbal
Strategies whilst Speaking Strategies
As can be seen in Appendix C: Table 3, the first-year engineering students

reported the use of nonverbal strategies whilst speaking strategies at a high level in all
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items, the mean scores ranging from 3.89 — 3.56. None of the students reported a
moderate level, a low level and the lowest level. Likewise, there was not any item
reached the highest level. According to the findings, the most frequently used
strategies were “using gestures if they could not express themselves” (M = 3.80, item
26). Moreover, when they could not think of word, “they used mime to try and convey
the meaning” were the second most frequently used strategies (M = 3.77, item 28).
The lowest in the range (M = 3.56, item 27) was “using facial expression if they could

not express what they wanted to say ”. See Appendix C: Table 3.

4.1.1.3 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Social-Affective
Strategies

According to Appendix C: Table 4, the frequency of use of social-affective
strategies of the first-year engineering students was ranged from a high level of use to
a moderate level of use (M = 3.76 - 3.46). None of the students reported a low level
and the lowest level. Likewise, there was not any item found reaching the highest
level. From the findings, it discloses that most of the students reported that “they
tried to relax when they felt anxious” (M = 3.76, item 1). Furthermore, “they tried to
give a good impression to the listener” (M = 3.65, item 3) regarded as the second high
frequently used strategies. The lowest frequently used strategies were “using fillers
such as “well”, “you know”, “uh” when they could not think of what to say” (M =
3.46, item 6). See Appendix C: Table 4.

4.1.1.4 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Attempt to Think
in English Strategies

From the findings in Appendix C: Table 5, the first-year engineering students
reported the use of attempt to think in English strategies at a high level in all items,
the mean scores ranging from 3.66 — 3.52. None of the students reported a moderate
level, a low level and the lowest level. Likewise, there was not any item falling into
the highest level. According to the findings, most of the students reported that “they
created the sentence in Thai first and then constructed English sentences” (M = 3.66,

item 34). The lowest frequently used strategies were that “they thought first of a
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sentence they already know in English and they tried to change it to fit the situation”
(M =3.52, item 35). See Appendix C: Table 5

4.1.1.5 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Negotiation for
Meaning whilst Speaking Strategies

As shown in Appendix C: Table 6, the frequency of use of negotiation for
meaning whilst speaking strategies of the first-year engineering students were ranged
from a high level of use to a moderate level of use (M = 3.57 - 3.34). None of the
students reported a low level and the lowest level. Likewise, there was not any item
found reaching the highest level. From the findings, it reveals that most of the
students reported that while speaking, “they paid attention to the listener’s reaction to
their speech” (M = 3.57, item 15). Furthermore, “they gave an example if the listener
did not understand ” (M = 3.54, item 16), regarded as the second high frequently used
strategies. The lowest frequently used strategies were “repeating what they wanted to
say until the listener understood ” (M = 3.34, item 14). See Appendix C: Table 6

4.1.1.6 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Circumlocution
Strategies

According to Appendix C: Table 7, the frequency of use of circumlocution
strategies of the first-year engineering students were ranged from a high level of use
to a moderate level of use (M = 3.57 - 3.20). None of the students reported a low level
and the lowest level. Likewise, there was not any item reported reaching the highest
level. From the findings, it shows that most of the students reported that “they
described the characteristics of the object instead of using the exact word when they
were not sure” (M = 3.57, item 36). The lowest frequently used strategies were
“creating new words when they did not understand how to express themselves” (M =
3.20, item 37). See Appendix C: Table 7

4.1.1.7 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Fluency-Oriented
Strategies
As shown in Appendix C: Table 8, the frequency of use of fluency-oriented

strategies of the first-year engineering students were ranged from a high level of use
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to a moderate level of use (M = 3.56 - 3.28). None of the students reported a low level
and the lowest level. Likewise, there was not any item reported reaching the highest
level. From the findings, it discloses that the most frequently used strategies were
“paying attention to their rhythm and intonation” (M = 3.56, item 7). They reported a
moderate level of use that “they took time to express what they wanted to say” (M =
3.37, item 11) and the least frequently used strategies were “trying to speak English
as fluently as a native speaker” (M = 3.28, item 10). See Appendix C: Table 8.

4.1.1.8 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Message
Abandonment Strategies

As can be seen in Appendix C: Table 9, the frequency of use of abandonment
strategies of the first-year engineering students were ranged from a high level of use
to a moderate level of use (M = 3.67 - 3.03). None of the students reported a low level
and the lowest level. Likewise, there was not any item found reaching the highest
level. From the findings, it discloses that the most frequently used strategies were
“asking other people to help when they could not communicate well ” (M = 3.67, item
30). They reported a moderate level of use that “they left the message unfinished if
they faced some language difficulties” (M = 3.48, item 29). The least frequently used
strategies were that “they preferred to remain quiet if they did not know what to say to

avoid embarrassing ” (M = 3.03, item 33). See Appendix C: Table 9.

4.1.1.9 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Accuracy-
Oriented Strategies

According to Appendix C: Table 10, the frequency of use of accuracy-
oriented strategies of the first-year engineering students was ranged from a high level
of use to a moderate level of use (M = 3.50 - 2.94). None of the students reported a
low level and the lowest level. Likewise, there was not any item reported reaching the
highest level. From the findings, it shows that the most frequently used strategies
were “they corrected their speech when they noticed that they had made a mistake”
(M = 3.50, item 20). They reported a moderate level of use that “they emphasised the

subject -verb agreement” (M = 3.24, item 21). The least frequently used strategies
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were that “they noticed themselves using a phrase which fitted a grammatical rule
that they have learnt” (M = 2.94, item 19). See Appendix C: Table 10.

4.1.2 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Overall Listening
Strategy Category

With regard to listening strategy category, in table 4.2, six listening strategy
groups (negotiation for meaning whilst listening, fluency-maintaining, getting the gist,
non-verbal strategies whilst listening, less active listener, and word-oriented) are
presented according to degrees of use ranking from the most frequently used listening
strategies to the least frequently used listening strategies. All the data of the overall
listening strategies (entirely 25 items) are shown in Appendix C: Table 11.

As for the criteria for evaluating the levels of frequency are as follows: lowest
level - never or almost never used (1.00 — 1.49), low level - generally not / seldom
used (1.50 — 2.49), moderate level - sometimes or occasionally used (2.50 — 3.49),
high level - generally or often used (3.50 — 4.49), highest level - always or almost
always used (4.50 — 5.00).

Table 4.2 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Overall Listening
Strategy Category

(N =361)
Average
. . Frequency
Listening Strategy Category M SD Rank of Strategy
Use
Negotiation of meaning whilst listening 3.71 71 1 High
Word-oriented 3.61 .64 2 High
Less active listener 3.61 .84 3 High
Nonverbal strategies whilst listening 3.60 1.31 4 High
Getting the gist 3.56 .67 5 High
Fluency-maintaining 3.46 .64 6 Moderate
Overall 3.60 .56 High

Table 4.2 presents an average frequency use of six listening strategies reported
by 361 first-year engineering students at a private university institute. The results
show that the use of overall listening strategies is high at an average frequency of 3.60.
The findings also show that the first-year engineering students ‘often or generally

used’ five types of listening strategies. In other words, five listening strategies were
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rated at a high level of use. The rest of the strategies were rated at a moderate level of
use. The most frequently used strategies were negotiating of meaning whilst listening
strategies (M = 3.84). The second most frequently used strategies were word-oriented
strategies (M = 3.71). The least frequently used strategies were fluency-maintaining
strategies (M = 3.46).

From the findings in Appendix C, Table 11, the students’ use of all listening
strategies ranged from ‘often or generally used’ at an average frequency of 3.84, item
1) to ‘sometimes or occasionally used’ at an average frequency of 3.34, item 9. The
strategy group of negotiation for meaning whilst listening were devoted as the most
frequently used strategy group (item 1, M = 3.84); however, the second most
frequently used strategy group were also in negotiation for meaning whilst listening
(item 4, M = 3.79). The least frequently used strategy group were fluency-maintaining
strategy group (item 9, M = 3.34). From the analysis, none of the strategy group
reached the level of ‘always or almost always used’. Likewise, none of the strategy
group reached the level of ‘seldom used’ and ‘never or almost never used’. See
Appendix C: Table 11.

The next sections present more detailed information of first-year engineering
students’ listening strategies. Their highest frequent use of listening strategies will be
shown first. Consequently, negotiation for meaning whilst listening strategies will be
presented first followed by word-oriented, less active listener, nonverbal strategies
whilst listening, getting the gist, and fluency-maintaining. All reference tables in the

six following sections will be totally located in Appendix C (Table 12 — Table 17).

4.1.2.1 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Negotiation for
Meaning whilst Listening Strategies

As shown in Appendix C: Table 12, the first-year engineering students
reported the use of negotiation of meaning whilst listening strategies at a high level in
all items, the mean scores ranging from 3.84 — 3.60. None of the students reported a
moderate level, a low level and the lowest level. Likewise, there was not any item
falling into the highest level. According to the findings, most of the students reported
that “they asked for repetition when they could not understand what the speaker has

said” (M = 3.84, item 1). Furthermore, “they asked the speaker to slow down when
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they could not understand what the speaker has said” regarded as the second high
frequently used strategies (M = 3.79, item 4). The lowest range was “asking the
speaker to give an example when they were not sure what he/she said” (M = 3.60,
item 6). See Appendix C: Table 12.

4.1.2.2 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Word-Oriented
Strategies

As can be seen in Appendix C: Table 13, the first-year engineering students
reported the use of word-oriented strategies at a high level in all items, the mean
scores ranging from 3.71 — 3.68. None of the students reported a moderate level, a
low level and the lowest level. Likewise, there was not any item falling into the
highest level. According to the results, most of the students reported that “when they
heard a question, they focused on what question word had been used” (M = 3.71, item
25). Furthermore, “they guessed the speaker’s intention by picking up familiar words”
(M = 3.68, item 21), regarded as the second high frequently used strategies. The
lowest range was “trying to catch every word that the speaker used” (M = 3.54, item
22). See Appendix C: Table 13.

4.1.2.3 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Less Active
Listener Strategies

From the findings in Appendix C: Table 14, the first-year engineering students
reported the use of less active listener strategies at a high level in all items, the mean
scores ranging from 3.69 — 3.54. None of the students reported a moderate level, a
low level and the lowest level. Likewise, there was not any item falling into the
highest level. According to the findings, most of the students reported that “they
translated into native language little by little” (M = 3.69, item 18). The lowest range
was that “they only focused on familiar expression” ((M = 3.54, item 19). See
Appendix C: Table 14.

4.1.2.4 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Nonverbal

Strategies whilst Listening Strategies
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According to Appendix C: Table 15, the first-year engineering students
reported the use of nonverbal strategies whilst listening strategies at a high level in all
items, the mean scores ranging from 3.64 — 3.55. None of the students reported a
moderate level, a low level and the lowest level. Likewise, there was not any item
falling into the highest level. From the findings, most of the students reported that
“they used gestures when they had difficulties in understanding” (M = 3.64, item 16).
The lowest strategy item was “paying attention to the speaker’s eye contact, facial

expression and gestures” (M = 3.55, item 17). See Appendix C: Table 15.

4.1.2.5 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Getting the Gist
Strategies

According to Appendix C: Table 16, the frequency of use of getting the gist
strategies of the first-year engineering students was ranged from a high level of use to
a moderate level of use (M = 3.69 - 3.41). None of the students reported a low level
and the lowest level. Likewise, there was not any item found reaching the highest
level. From the findings, it reveals that most of the students reported that “they tried
to catch the speaker’s main point if there are too many detail ” (M = 3.69, item 11).
Furthermore, “they guessed what the speaker is going to say based on the context”
(M = 3.50, item 12), regarded as the second high frequently used strategies. The
lowest frequently used strategies (M = 3.41, item 15) were that “they did not mind if
they could not understand every single detail ”. See Appendix C: Table 16.

4.1.2.6 First-Year Engineering Students’ Implementation of Fluency-
Maintaining Strategies

As shown in Appendix C: Table 17, the frequency of use of fluency-
maintaining strategies of first-year engineering students were ranged from a high level
of use to a moderate level of use (M = 3.63 - 3.34). None of the students reported a
low level and the lowest level. Likewise, there was not any item found reaching the
highest level. From the findings, it reveals that most of the students reported that
while speaking, “they paid attention to the speaker’s pronunciation, rhythm, and
intonation” (M = 3.63, item 7). Furthermore, “they sent the speaker signals to show

their understanding to avoid communication gaps” (M = 3.51, item 8) regarded as the
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second high frequently used strategies. The lowest frequently used strategies (M =
3.34, item 9) were that “even if they did not understand what the speaker has said,
they still tried to respond to him/her by saying ‘Really?’, ‘Is that so? . See Appendix
C: Table 17.

4.2 Finding Two
Research question 2: Are there any differences in the use of communication
strategies between male first-year engineering students and female counterparts?

This section presents the comparison of nine speaking strategies of CS use
between male first-year engineering students and female peers (see Table 4.3).
Additionally, it discloses the comparison of six listening strategies of CS use between
male students and female counterparts (see Table 4.4). T-test was applied to identify
the significant level of the difference. The criterion set for the value of significance is
at <.05.

4.2.1 Implementation of Overall Speaking Strategy Category

Table 4.3 Comparing Nine Speaking Strategies between First-Year Male Engineering

Students and Female Counterparts at a Private University Institute (N = 361)

Gender
Use of CSs in Speaking Males Females
Mean  SD. Mean  SD. t P

Social-affective 3.61 .61 3.68 .54 -.972 .332
Fluency-oriented 3.41 .83 3.36 .69 .529 597
Negotiation for meaning whilst speaking 3.46 71 3.47 .66 -.208 .835
Accuracy-oriented 3.18 72 3.14 .70 429 .668
Message reduction and alteration 3.80 T4 3.88 .69 -.852 .395
Nonverbal strategies whilst speaking 3.67 .70 3.77 71 -1.154 .249
Message abandonment 3.24 .68 3.37 .63 -1.505 .133
Attempt to think in English 3.57 74 3.67 77 -.989 .323
Circumlocution 3.43 .79 3.35 .68 .985 .325

Overall 3.46 .50 3.49 .45 -.511 .610

* Statistical significant at .05 level

Table 4.3 presents the mean scores of overall speaking strategies of female

engineering students were higher than that of male counterparts, but not at a
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significant level of p < .05. In other words, the use of CSs in speaking strategies
reported by male engineering students and their female counterparts showed no
significant difference at a confident level of .05. In addition, there was no significant
difference in all speaking strategies - social-affective, fluency-oriented, negotiation
for meaning whilst speaking, accuracy-oriented, message reduction and alteration,
nonverbal strategies whilst speaking, message abandonment, attempt to think in
English, and circumlocution strategies between female students and male peers at a
confident level of .05.

T-test was further analysed to examine the statistically significant difference
between male engineering students and female peers for each item appearing in nine
speaking strategies. The findings reveal that there was no significant difference in five
speaking strategies -social-affective, fluency-oriented, negotiation for meaning whilst
speaking, accuracy-oriented, and attempt to think in English. On the other hand, there
was a significant difference in the rest of speaking strategies - message reduction and
alteration, nonverbal strategies whilst speaking, message abandonment, and
circumlocution strategies between female students and male peers at a confident level
of .05.

The next sections present the levels of significant differences between male
engineering students and female peers in the use of four speaking strategies. All the
tables discussed in the four following strategies were shown in Appendix D: Table 1 —
Table 4.

4.2.1.1 Comparing the Implementation of Message Reduction and Alteration
Strategies between First-Year Male Engineering Students and Female Counterparts

Regarding the use of overall message reduction and alteration strategies of
male engineering students and female peers, the test found that there was no
significant difference at a confident level of .05. However, the results in (Appendix D:
Table 1) discloses that there was one strategy item that showed a significant
difference. In Appendix D: Table 1 presents that “female students reported the use of
words which were familiar to them ™ significantly higher than did male peers, p <.020
(item 23).
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4.2.1.2 Comparing the Implementation of Nonverbal Strategies whilst
Speaking Strategies between First-Year Male Engineering Students and Female
Counterparts

Regarding the use of overall nonverbal strategies whilst speaking strategies
between male engineering students and female peers, the test found that there was no
significant difference at a confident level of .05. However, the results in (Appendix D:
Table 2) reveals that there was one strategy item that showed a significant difference.
In Appendix D: Table 2 shows that female students reported “when they could not
think of a word, they used mime to try to convey the message ” than did male peers, p
<.001 (item 28).

4.2.1.3 Comparing the Implementation of Message Abandonment Strategies
between First-Year Male Engineering Students and Female Counterparts

Regarding the use of message abandonment strategies between male
engineering students and female peers, the test found that there was no significant
difference at a confident level of .05. However, the findings in (Appendix D: Table 3)
discloses that there was two strategy items that showed a significant difference. In
Appendix D: Table 3 reveals that female students reported that “if they faced
language difficulties, they left the message unfinished than did male peers”, p <.001
(item 29). Moreover, female students also reported that “they used a talking
dictionary when they did not know what to say than did male counterparts”, p < .032
(item 32).

4.2.1.4 Comparing the Implementation of Circumlocution Strategies between
First-Year Male Engineering Students and Female Counterparts

Regarding the use of overall circumlocution strategies between male
engineering students and female counterparts, the test found that there was no
significant difference at a confident level of .05. However, the results in (Appendix D:
Table 4) reveals that there was one strategy item that showed a significant difference.
In Appendix D: Table 4 presents that male students reported “creating new words
when they did not understand to express themselves ” higher than did female peers, p
<.017 (item 37).
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4.2.2 Implementation of Overall Listening Strategy Category

Table 4.4 Comparing Six Listening Strategies of First-Year Male Engineering
Students and Female Peers at a Private University Institute (N = 361)

Gender
Use of CSs in Listening Males Females
Mean  SD. Mean  SD. t P

Negotiation for meaning whilst listening 3.65 71 3.93 68 -3.112 002
Fluency-maintaining 3.45 .64 3.49 .62 -.584 .560
Getting the gist 3.54 .65 3.65 jé -1.298 195
Nonverbal strategies whilst listening 3.58 1.43 3.65 .78 -.384 .702
Less active listener 3.57 .81 3.77 .93 -1.842 .066
Word oriented 3.61 .63 3.61 .67 -.063 .950

Overall 3.57 .56 3.69 .56 -1.669 .096

* Statistical significant at .05 level

Table 4.4 reveals the mean scores of overall listening strategies of female
students were higher than that of male counterparts, but not at a significant level of p
< .05. In other words, the use of CSs in listening strategies reported by females and
males showed no significant difference at a confident level of .05. Additionally, there
was no significant difference in fluency-maintaining, getting the gist, nonverbal
strategies whilst listening, less active listener, and word-oriented strategies between
male students and female counterparts. On the other hands, the findings disclose that
female peers reported higher in negotiation for meaning whilst listening strategies
than their male students at a confident level of .05.

T-test was further analysed to examine the statistically significant difference
between males and females for each item appearing in six listening strategies. The
findings disclose that there was no significant difference in three listening strategies -
fluency-maintaining, nonverbal strategies and word-oriented strategies between male
students and female counterparts. However, there was a significant difference in the
rest of listening strategies - negotiation for meaning whilst listening, getting the gist,
and less active listener strategies at a confident level of .05.

The next section presents the levels of significant differences between male
students and female peers’ use of three listening strategies. All the tables discussed in

the three following strategies were shown in Appendix D: Table 5 — Table 7.
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4.2.2.1 Comparing the Implementation of Negotiation for Meaning whilst
Listening Strategies between Male Students and Female Counterparts

Regarding relationship between male students and their female counterparts
and the use of negotiation for meaning whilst listening strategies, the results found
that female students used negotiation for meaning whilst listening strategies
significantly more often than did male peer, at a confident level of .05. Additionally,
the findings in (Appendix D: Table 5) discloses that a significant higher use five out
of six strategies were reported by female students including “making a clarification
request when they were not sure what the speaker has said”, p < .028 (item 2),
“asking the speaker to use easier words, when they had difficulties in
comprehension”, p < .003 (item 3), “asking the speaker to slow down when they
could not understand what the speaker has said”, p < .025 (item 4), “making clear to
the speaker what they were not been able to understand ”, p < .001 (item 5), “asking
the speaker to give an example when they were not sure what he/she has said ”, p
< .005 (item 6).

4.2.2.2 Comparing the Implementation of Getting the Gist Strategies between
Male Students and Female Counterparts

Regarding relationship between male students and their female counterparts
and the use of getting the gist strategies, the test found that there was no significant
difference at a confident level of .05. However, the results in (Appendix D: Table 6)
reveals that there was one strategy item that showed a significant difference. In
Appendix D: Table 6 presents that female students reported “guessing the speaker
intention by paying attention to the first part of the sentence” higher than did male

peers, p < .036 (item 14).

4.2.2.3 Comparing the Implementation of Less Active listener Strategies
between Male Students and Female Counterparts

Regarding relationship between male students and their female peers and the
use of less active listener strategies, the test found that there was no significant
difference at a confident level of .05. However, the results in (Appendix D: Table 7)

presents that there was one strategy item that showed a significant difference. In
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Appendix D: Table 7 reveals that female students reported “focusing in familiar
expression” greater than did their male peers, p <.044 (item 19).

4.3 Finding Three

Research question 3: Are there any differences in the use of communication
strategies employed by first-year engineering students with different high school
background?

This section reveals the comparison of nine speaking strategies and the first-
year engineering students studying in different high school background (see Table
4.5). Additionally, it presents the comparison of six listening strategies of the students
with different high school background (see Table 4.6). F-test or ANOVA was applied
to identify the significance level of difference. The criterion set for the value of
significance is at <.05.

4.3.1 Implementation of Overall Speaking Strategy Category

Table 4.5 Comparing the Use of Nine Speaking Strategies of First-Year Engineering
Students with Different High School Background at a Private University Institute
(N=361)

ANOVA
Components SS df MS F p Scheffe
Social and affective Between groups .202 2 101 .285 7152
Total 127.084 360
Fluency-oriented Between groups 112 2 .056 .086 917
Total 232.481 360
Negotiation for meaning Between groups 912 2 456 944 390

whilst speaking

Within groups 172.881 358 483

Total 173.793 360

Accuracy-oriented Between groups .016 2 .008 .016 .985

Within groups 183.576 358 513

Total 183.592 360
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Components SS df MS F p Scheffe
Miessage reduction and. | petyyeen groups | 745 2 | 372 | 701 | 497
Within groups 190.310 | 358 532
Total 191.055 | 360
Non-verbal strategies
whilst speaking Between groups 412 2 .206 419 | .658
Within groups 175.780 | 358 491
Total 176.191 | 360
Message abandonment Between groups 1.007 2 .503 1.135 | .322
Within groups 158.789 358 444
Total 159.796 360
Attempt (UL e 2 | 251 | 452 | 637
English
Within groups 199.138 | 358 .556
Total 199.641 360
Circumlocution Between groups 3.003 2 1.501 | 3.167 | .043* | RU>UB
Within groups 169.725 358 474
Total 172.728 360
Overall Between groups 1346 2 .073 .306 737
Within groups 85.337 358 .238
Total 85.483 360

* Statistical significant at .05 level

Table 4.5 presents that there was no significant difference in the overall CSs
use of speaking strategies of engineering students studying in different high school
background at a confident level of .05. Additionally, there was no a significant
difference in eight speaking strategies, that are social and affective, fluency-oriented,
negotiation for meaning while speaking, accuracy-oriented, message reduction and
alteration, nonverbal strategies whilst speaking, message abandonment, and attempt to
think in English strategies. However, the findings disclose a significant difference, at
a significance level of < .05, appeared only in circumlocution strategies. In the
following sections further analysis was applied by using Scheffe test to find
significant difference in the circumlocution strategies.

The findings disclose a significant difference between engineering students
whose high schools are located in rural setting (RU) and their peer whose high school
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are in urban setting (UB) appeared only in circumlocution strategies. As shown in

(Appendix D: Table 8), RU students reported “describing the characteristics of the

object instead of using the exact word when they were not sure”, p < .013 (item 36),

more often than that of their UB peers.

4.3.2 Implementation of Overall Listening Strategy Category

Table 4.6 Comparing between Six Listening Strategies of First-Year Engineering

Students with Different High School Background at a Private University Institute

(N=361)
ANOVA
Components SS df MS F p Scheefe
E‘Setg;’::’g“’” of meaningWhilst | & tween groups | 1.551 2 775 | 1531 | 218
Within groups 85.337 358 .238
Total 182.817 | 360
Fluency-maintaining Between groups .593 2 297 734 | 481
Within groups 144,782 | 358 404
Total 145.375 360
Getting the gist Between groups 1.134 2 567 | 1.276 | .280
Within groups 159.053 | 358 444
Total 160.186 | 360
:f;z:fr:ga' strategles Whilst | & tween groups | 4.258 2 | 2129 | 1.240 | 201
Within groups 614.849 358 1.717
Total 619.107 | 360
Less active listener Between groups 1.356 2 .678 .965 .382
Within groups 251.623 | 358 .703
Total 252979 | 360
Word-oriented Between groups 482 2 241 593 | .553
Within groups 145.654 358 407
Total 146.135 | 360
Overall Between groups | 1.042 2 521 | 1.672 | .189
Within groups | 111.593 | 358 | .312
Total 112.635 | 360

* Statistical significant at .05 level
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Table 4.6 reveals that there were no significant differences in the overall use
of listening strategies among engineering students with different a high school
background at a confidence level of .05. Moreover, the findings reveal that there was
no significant difference, at a significant level of < .05, in all six listening strategies -
negotiation for meaning whilst listening, fluency-maintaining, getting the gist,
nonverbal strategies whilst listening, less active listener, and word-oriented strategies.

F-test or ANOVA was further applied to identify the significance level of
difference of six listening strategies. The findings reveal that there was no significant
difference with all six listening strategies. The criterion set for the value of

significance is at <.05.

4.4 Finding Four
Research question 4: Are there any differences in the use of communication
strategies employed by first-year students with a different level of self-perceived
speaking ability?

This section reveals the comparison of nine speaking strategies of CS use and
students with different self-perceived speaking ability (see Table 4.8). F-test or
ANOVA was applied to identify the significance level of difference. The criterion set

for the value of significance is at <.05.
4.4.1 Implementation of Overall Speaking Strategy Category
Table 4.7 Comparing the Use of Nine Speaking Strategies of Engineering Students

with Different Self-Perceived Speaking Ability at a Private University Institute
(N=361)

ANOVA
Components SS df MS F p Scheffe
g ; G>P
Social and affective Between groups 4.274 2 2.137 6.229 .002* M> P
Within groups 122.811 | 358 343
Total 127.084 | 360
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Components SS df MS F p Scheffe
G>M
Fluency-oriented Between groups 13.671 2 6.835 11.184 | .000* | G>P
M>P
Within groups 218.810 358 .611
Total 232.481 360
V'\\l,ﬁ,?giigsgkmg meaning Between groups 6.428 2 3.214 6.875 | .001* | G>P
Within groups 167.365 | 358 467
Total 173.793 360
Accuracy-oriented Between groups 6.792 2 3.39% | 6.876 | .001* | G>P
Within groups 176.800 | 358 494
Total 183.592 360
mgszal‘?:r;i%‘:ft'on Betweengroups | 6064 | 2 | 3032 | 5868 | .003* ;ZZ
Within groups 184.991 358 517
Total 191.055 360
\l,\lvﬁﬂ:t/i;)beﬂkﬁggtegles Between groups 475 2 .238 484 617
Within groups 175.716 358 491
Total 176.191 | 360
gﬂ)gsﬁggﬁmem Between groups | 5437 2 2719 | 6.305 | .002* ;Z'\P"
Within groups 154.359 358 431
Total 159.796 360
Attempt Lofninn Between groups 778 2 .389 .700 497
English
Within groups 198.864 358 .555
Total 199.641 360
Circumlocution Between groups 2.243 2 1122 | 2355 | .096
Within groups 170.485 358 476
Total 172.728 360
Overall Between groups 2.715 2 1.357 5.871 | .003*
Within groups 82.768 358 231
Total 85.483 360

* Statistical significant at .05 level

Table 4.7 discloses that there was a significant difference (p =.003) in the
overall use of oral communication strategies among the engineering students with

different self-perceived speaking ability at a confident level of .05. The findings show
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a significant difference, at a significant level of <.05, six out of nine strategies, that
are social and affective, fluency-oriented, negotiation of meaning whilst speaking,
accuracy-oriented, message reduction and alteration, and message abandonment
strategies. On the contrary, there was no significant difference in non-verbal, attempt
to think in English, and circumlocution strategies. In the following sections further
analysis was applied by using Scheffe test to find significant difference in each pair of
these six speaking strategies.

The findings disclose a significant difference between students with good self-
perception and peers with poor self-perception or (G > P) in social and affective,
message reduction and alteration, fluency-oriented, negotiation for meaning whilst
speaking, and accuracy-oriented (see Appendix D: Table 9 — Table 12). On the other
hand, the group of G < P reported applying message abandonment strategies. In
addition, there was no significant difference between students with good self-
perception (G) and their peers with moderate self-perception (M) in social and
affective, message reduction and alteration, and message abandonment strategies.
However, some strategy items were found significantly (see Appendix D: Table 13 —
Table 14).

4.4.2 Implementation of Overall Listening Strategy Category

Table 4.8 Comparing between Six Listening Strategies of First-Year Engineering
Students with Different Self-Perceived Speaking Ability at a Private University
Institute (N=361)

ANOVA
Components SS df MS F p Scheffe
Moot TN Between groups | 947 2 473 | 932 | 395
Within groups 181.870 358 .508
Total 182.817 360
Fluency-maintaining | Between groups 1.292 2 .646 1.606 | .202
Within groups 144.083 358 402
Total 145.375 360
Getting the gist Between groups 1.584 2 792 | 1.788 | .169
Within groups 158.602 358 443
Total 160.186 360
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Components SS df MS F p Scheffe

oo SEeTIE ML | otyeen groups | 1:215 2 608 | 352 | .704
Within groups 617.892 358 1.726
Total 619.107 360

Less active listener Between groups 1.040 2 .520 739 | 478
Within groups 251.939 358 704
Total 252.979 360

Word-oriented Between groups 1.127 2 .563 1.391 | .250
Within groups 145.010 358 405
Total 146.136 360

Overall Between groups 726 2 363 | 1.162 | .314
Within groups 111.909 358 .313
Total 112.635 360

* Statistical significant at .05 level

Table 4.8 discloses that there was no significant difference in the overall use
of listening strategies among the engineering students with different self-perception
speaking ability at a confident level of .05. In addition, the findings show no
significant difference, at a significant level of <.05, in all six listening strategies. The

results of Scheffe test also showed no significant difference in any of these strategies.



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSIONS

In the previous chapter reported the results of frequency of communication
strategies used by first-year engineering students at a private university institute. In
addition, it showed differences according to gender, high school background, and self-
perception of speaking ability. This chapter shows discussions of four results in the

following sections.

1. Discussion of finding one - frequency of communication strategies used by first-
year engineering students at a private university institute.

2. Discussion of finding two — discrepancy of communication strategies used by first-
year engineering male students and female counterparts at a private university
institute.

3. Discussion of finding three - discrepancy of communication strategies used by first-
year engineering students with different high school background at a private
university institute.

4. Discussion of finding four - discrepancy of communication strategies used by first-
year engineering students with different levels of self-perceived speaking ability at a

private university institute.

This present research attempts to answer the following questions.

1. What kinds of communication strategies are used by first- year engineering
students at a private university institute?

2. Are there any differences in the use of communication strategies between
male first-year engineering students and female counterparts?

3. Are there any differences in the use of communication strategies employed
by first-year engineering students with different high school background?

4. Are there any differences in the use of communication strategies employed

by first-year students with a different level of self-perceived speaking ability?
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5.1 Discussion of Finding One

The findings of this study reveal that first-year engineering participants at the
private university institutes most frequently used message reduction and alteration
strategies (or using familiar vocabulary, expressions, and grammatical structures) to
cope with speaking difficulties whereas least frequently used strategies were
accuracy-oriented. The results support Bialystok’s report (1990) that second language
or foreign language learners tend to use familiar words more often than to take risk to
apply unfamiliar ones. The findings are also in line with Thai studies (Metcalfe and
Noom-Ura (2013); Somsai (2011). In addition, they also correspond with the
investigation in Japan (Nakatani, 2006) and some results in Taiwan (Chen, 2009;
Chiang, 2011; Huang, 2010). To be specific, students had a tendency to use familiar
words or in-complicated expressions to communicate when overcoming language
difficulties with native or non-native listeners. As for some difficult words or
expressions that they could not retrieve spontaneously, they often resourced for
utilising gestures or mine to facilitate the meaning.

The results could infer that whether undergraduates are English major or non-
English major the techniques which they are most likely to apply to overcome
speaking difficulties are message reduction and alteration strategies. Even though
their deficiency in lexical and syntactic knowledge, most of them did not abandon
their attempt to communicate, they showed strong intention to overcome oral
communication difficulties and used other alternative achievement strategies to reach
communication goals.

In addition, it is worth to note here that a method of data collection may affect
results of participants’ use of communication strategies. This case appears in Teng’s
(2011) report in Taiwan. He used a questionnaire, a role-play task, and an interview
guide to collect data and revealed that Taiwanese EFL students mostly made use of
non-verbal strategies to overcome their speaking difficulties. A possible factor that
can influence these results is the different methods of data collection in his survey.
Teng (2011) used a role-play task, which is a two-way communicational method.
Hence, it is not surprised why most of his participants applied non-verbal strategies to

compensate for their deficiency of the target language. Nakatani (2006) and Noom-
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Ura (2013) used speaking tasks, which is classified as a one-way communication
method, and participants reported using message reduction and alteration strategies
when they lacked of words or expressions to communicate.

Regarding listening problems, negotiation for meaning whilst listening, word-
oriented, and less active listener were reported as the most frequently used strategies
in order to cope with listening difficulties by first-year engineering students at the
private university institutes whereas fluency-maintaining strategies were the least
frequent strategy group.

As for the first most frequently reported listening strategies, these present
findings are in line with Metcalfe and Noom-Ura’s (2013) study in Thailand and
Teng’s (2011) research in Taiwan. On the other hand, their findings contradict with
Nakatani, 2006 who presented that most of his participants used non-verbal strategies
to overcome listening problems and Chiang, 2011 who found that most of Taiwanese
participant made use of getting the gist strategies. When taking closer consideration,
one possible explanation could be that students’ level of listening ability may
influence the choice of listening strategies. As stated in Irgin (2011); Mirzaei and
Heidari (2012), high ability students are capable to get the general information, can
analyse the context, and guess overall meaning. On the other hand, low ability
students utilised nonverbal strategies, such as a speaker’s eye contact, facial
expressions, and gestures more frequently to compensate for their deficiency of the
target language (Canale & Swain, 1980; Faerch & Kasper, 1983; Tarone, 1977).

The second most highly used listening strategy group in this present study was
word-oriented strategies which are not consistent with Metcalfe and Noom-Ura,
2013; Nakatani, 2006; nor Chiang, 2011. Even though the results did not consistent
across different cultures, all these reported strategies - word-oriented, non-verbal
strategies whilst listening, negotiation for meaning whilst listening - were categorised
as achievement strategies. Therefore, it may be inferred that learners in each culture
view these strategies as a useful language tool to achieve success in listening. Several
researchers seem to support these achievement listening tools such as Allen, 1999;
Murphy, 1991; Nakahama, Tyler and Van Lier, 2001; Naughton, 2006; Vandergrift,
1999; Vogely, 1995.

The third most highly used listening strategy group in this present study was
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less active listener strategies which contradict with Metcalfe and Noom-Ura’s (2013);
Nakatani’s (2006); Chiang’s (2011) investigation. The participants in this present
research translated the words they heard into Thai little by little and only focused on
familiar words. This strategy group was categorised as non-achievement strategies
which imply their deficiency in listening competence. One possible factor could be
their field of study; all the participants in this current study were non-English major.
Due to their engineering technical knowledge requirements are highly demanding and
they tend to have less opportunity to be exposed to English authentic or natural
listening materials. As a result, their listening ability is still needed for further practice.

5.2 Discussion of Finding Two

Even though the results of this current study show no significant difference in
the overall use of speaking strategy category reported by first-year male engineering
students and their female counterparts, these findings reveal there are the significant
differences at individual strategy items, that are using words that are familiar to them
(item 23) ; using mime to convey the meaning (item 28); leaving the message
unfinished when facing some language difficulties (item 29); using a talking
dictionary to help communication (item 32); creating new words when do not
understand (item 37). When considering these significant variations, it was found that
female students applied more social orientation when facing difficulties than their
male peers. This supports Oxford, 1993 who claim that females had a tendency to be
more active in applying strategy use than did their male counterparts. In addition,
these present findings are also consistent with Bui and Intaraprasert, 2012;
Kaivanpanah et al., 2012; Somsai, 2011; Zhao and Intaraprasert, 2013.

One possible explanation for such significant difference is females’ social
orientation. This is affirmed by several experts such as Browne, 1996; Ok, 2003; Mori
and Gobel, 2006. Browne’s (1996) report confirms that female students show
willingness to communicate and deal with people in English more than their male
peers. Ok (2003) affirms that females are superior to males; they are different in many
social skills which females show more social orientation than their male counterparts.
Mori and Gobel’s (2006) study assert that female students want to make friends and

show interest in getting contact with foreign speakers than their male peers.
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According to this current research, although deficiency of female students in lexical
and syntactic knowledge, they used familiar words and applied mine to convey the
meaning, they also used modern devices such as a talking dictionary to maintain the
conversation with interlocutors. These strategies used may be implied interactive and
cooperative skills when facing difficulties.

However, the findings of this present study support Ghani’s (2003:33)
statement that “males do better than females in the use of some strategies.” These
present findings found one strategy item which stated that more male students created
new words when they did not understand how to express themselves (item 37) than
their female peers. Somsai’s (2011) study also revealed that more male students
reported the use of certain individual strategy items than their female counterparts.
These included managing their anxiety while maintaining the conversation with native
or non-native speakers, such as “feeling OK when making wrong pronunciation to
maintain the conversation”, “feeling alright if the conversation does not go smoothly
by keeping speaking to maintain the conversation”. The possible explanation is that
male students may have higher self-confidence in oral interacting with foreign
speakers and have more enjoyment of speaking activities in maintaining conversation
than that of their female counterparts which is confirmed with Maubach and Morgan,
2001. Therefore, these male students have a higher tendency to create new unknown
words while interacting without leaving unfinished message and keep a conversation
flow enjoyably and confidently than that of their female peers.

With regard to listening strategies, the results of this present study reveal that
the use of CSs in coping with listening problems reported by female students and their
male peers showed no significant difference. On the contrary, the findings disclose
that there was significant difference in the use of negotiation for meaning whilst
listening strategies of female students and their male counterparts. That is, female
peers reported higher use in making a clarification request (item 2); asking the
speaker to use easier words (item 3); asking the speaker to slow down (item 4);
making clear to the speaker when being unable to understand (item 5); asking the
speaker to give an example (item 6) than their male counterparts. Somsai’s (2011)
study also found similar results. These may be inferred that their differentiation is due

to a personality variable in terms of tolerance of ambiguity as appeared in Erten and
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Topkaya, 2009. Females try to make sure that everything they have heard are true and
correct without uncertainty. There is possibility that they ask questions to confirm
their comprehension, they clarify some unknown information, and also use other
methods to resolve ambiguity during the course of conversation. Consequently, they
applied several listening techniques to overcome their difficulties.

5.3 Discussion of Finding Three

The surprising findings of this present study is that the engineering students
whose high school background were located in the rural setting (RU) reported
significant higher use of circumlocution strategies than did their peers whose high
school were located in the urban setting (UB). Circumlocution strategies refer to
describing the characteristics of the object instead of using the exact word when a
learner is not sure. After extensive searching of relevant literature, there is very little
empirical research investigating about the choice of CSs and students’ high school
background in terms of their school setting. There are two different possibilities in
providing explanation.

The first possible explanation can be inferred from some research in Thailand,
for example Metcalfe and Noom-Ura, 2013; Somsai, 2011who reported that high
proficiency students applied circumlocution strategies when they lacked of the
appropriate word to express themselves. Their findings are in line with some experts
such as Potizer (1983); Oxford and Nyikos (1989) who also asserted that high ability
students used communicative and functional strategies more often than their lower
ability peers. Therefore, it may be implied that some of these engineering students
whose high schools were located in the rural setting possessed a higher level of oral
communication ability (RU) than their counterparts whose high schools were in the
urban setting (UB). Hence, which factor may influence their high level of oral
communication ability?

One possible factor which may influence a high level of oral communication
ability is students’ motivation (Rubin, 1975). As mentioned in Intaraprasert (2000),
the highly motivated students tend to seek opportunities to be exposed to English
outside the classroom setting. The more exposure to oral communication in English

the more fluency they become. This results in increasing their oral communication
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ability and applying a wider range of strategies; consequently, they may become high
proficiency students (Yule, 1996).

However, there is some research which concluded different assumption.
Chuanchaisit and Prapphal’s (2009:113); study asserted that circumlocution strategies
were popularly used among low proficiency students. They tend to paraphrase by
describing characteristic elements of the intended word to compensate for their
deficiency in linguistic knowledge. Their study is in line with several scholars, such
as Fulcher (2003); Poulisse (1990); Yoshida-Morise (1998) who have asserted that the
students with a low level of oral communication ability lacked of lexical knowledge;
therefore, instead of using the appropriate words they used explanation or employed
expressions with have similar feature to the intended words. On the contrary, high
proficiency students could retrieve for the appropriate words and expressions to
express themselves and convey the message to the listener. Consequently, according
to these groups of researchers, it may be implied that some of these engineering
students who finished high school from the rural setting (RU) may have a low oral
communication ability. On the contrary, it is most likely to imply that those students
who finished from the urban setting (UB) could possess higher oral communication
proficiency.

Therefore, there may be other factors which affect the different assumptions of

there experts such as a method of data collection.

5.4 Discussion of Finding Four

The results of this present study disclose that there was a significant difference
in the overall use of oral communication strategies among the engineering students
who had different self-perceived speaking ability. The findings also reveal that six out
of nine speaking strategy groups indicated significant differences, that are social and
affective, fluency-oriented, negotiation of meaning whilst speaking, accuracy-
oriented, message reduction and alteration, and message abandonment strategies. In
addition, the findings also show that there was a significant difference between
students with good self-perception (G) and their peer with poor self-perception (P), or
(G > P) in five strategy groups, that are social and affective, message reduction and

alteration, fluency-oriented, negotiation for meaning whilst speaking, and accuracy-
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oriented strategies. On the contrary, the group of G < P reported applying message
abandonment strategies. When taking a look at several strategy groups in these
present study they are in line with Chuanchaisit and Prapphal’s (2009); Metcalfe and
Noom-Ura’s (2013); Mirzaei and Heidari’s (2012) studies even though these previous
research aimed to investigate students’ actual speaking proficiency. Consequently, a
possible explanation may be inferred that the term ‘self-perception’ competence in
speaking might share some areas with assessing actual oral competence with the
actual speaking tasks as reported in the study of Bacon and Finnemann, 1990; Baker
and Maclntyre, 2000. Students with good self-perception competence might not be
directly related to their actual proficient competence but it might be implied that they
possess stronger confidence and show more willingness to communicate as found in
Chen, 20009.

Furthermore, this present study reports that students with good self-perception
competence (G) reported higher frequency of achievement strategies than moderate
self-perception (M) and poor self-perception (P), or (G > M & P). These are in line
with the findings in Intaraprasert (2000); Zhao and Intaraprasert (2013). This may be
implied that students with high language ability may seek opportunities to be exposed
to English inside and outside the classroom setting which finally may enable them to

employ a wider variety of strategies.



CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION

6.1 Conclusion of the Study

This study aims to investigate which communication strategies (CSs) are most
frequently used by first-year engineering students at Mahanakorn University of
Technology (MUT), and Thai-Nichi Institute of Technology (TNI) recognised as
private university institutes in Bangkok. The participants in this study were 361
students including 161 students from MUT and 200 students from TNI. To collect
data the adopted version of Metcalfe and Noom-Ura’s (2013) questionnaire was
administrated to all the subjects. Lastly, the data obtained from the questionnaires
were analysed through SPSS statistic package. The findings of this study are

summarised in the following sections.

6.1.1 Conclusion of Finding One

The results show that the overall use of CSs in speaking strategies by
engineering students was reported at a moderate level. The most frequently used
strategies were message reduction and alternation strategies whereas the least
frequently used strategies were accuracy-oriented strategies. As for listening strategies,
the results report that the use of overall listening strategies was showed at a high level.
While the most frequently used strategies were negotiating of meaning whilst
listening strategies, the least frequently used strategies were fluency-maintaining

strategies.

6.1.2 Conclusion of Finding Two

The overall use of CSs in speaking strategies reported by male engineering
students and their female peers showed no significant difference. However, a
significant difference was found at an individual level. Regarding listening strategies,
the overall use of CSs in listening strategies reported by male engineering students
and their female peers showed no significant difference. On the other hands, the
findings disclose that female students reported higher used in negotiation for meaning

whilst listening strategies than did their male peers.
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6.1.3 Conclusion of Finding Three

There was no significant difference in the overall CSs use of speaking
strategies of engineering students studying in different high school background.
However, a significant difference between engineering students whose high schools
are located in rural setting (RU) and their peer whose high school are in urban setting
(UB) appeared only in circumlocution strategies. As for listening strategies, the
findings present that there were no significant differences in the overall use of
listening strategies among engineering students studying in different high school
background. In addition, there was not any significantly different in every strategy

group of listening strategies.

6.1.4 Conclusion of Finding Four

The findings report that there was a significant difference in the overall CS use
of oral communication strategies among engineering students with different self-
perception speaking ability. The results also show a significant difference of six out of
nine speaking strategies. According to further analysis, a significant difference was
found in social and affective, message reduction and alteration, fluency-oriented,
negotiation for meaning whilst speaking, and accuracy-oriented strategies between
students with good self-perception and peers with poor self-perception or (G > P). On
the other hand, the group of G < P reported applying message abandonment strategies.
In addition, there was no significant difference between students with good self-
perception (G) and their peers with moderate self-perception (M) in social and

affective, message reduction and alteration, and message abandonment strategies.

6.2 Implications of the Research Findings for Teaching and Learning of English
for MUT and TNI Students Majoring in Engineering

In the previous sections, the findings of research questions are summarised.
Some implications for teaching and learning of English for MUT and TNI students
majoring in engineering will be shown as follows:

1. One finding reveals that female engineering students reported using more
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oral communication strategies, specifically message reduction and alteration, message
abandonment, and nonverbal strategies to cope with speaking difficulties than did
their male peers. Even though the female students tended to use more types of
strategies their choice of strategy use is considered as reduction strategy; in other
words, it is avoiding methods. In addition, nonverbal strategies are not required any
linguistic knowledge. As for their male counterparts who significantly employed a
small number of speaking strategies, that was circumlocution. Language teachers
should encourage and train the students to use a wider range of strategies such as
asking and checking confused messages from listeners. The teachers can also suggest
them to give further explanation by giving some examples if listeners still do not
understand. These techniques may reduce their use of avoidance strategies.
Additionally, teachers should encourage the students to feel relaxed and show
willingness in taking risks in making mistakes while speaking. It is necessary to
inform the students that they are not expected to speak English accurately and fluently.
The teachers should explicitly teach their students to resort to CSs in order to cope
with difficulties without being shy and afraid of making mistake. Furthermore, the
teachers should encourage their students about benefits of learning from making
mistakes.

2. Due to students’ limitation of being exposed to naturally communication
outside the classroom setting, creating of English speaking activities outside
classroom setting such as English game shows, story telling, or English speaking
contests lead to increasing more opportunities for the students to be exposed to natural
English speaking. These activities can assist them to practice the target language, have
more opportunities to hear more vocabulary, and provide more chance to employ the
CS use when encountering difficulties while participating in the activity.

3. Based on the findings related to students’ choice of listening strategies
when coping with listening problems, even though the strategy group of negotiation
for meaning whilst listening was the first rank of most frequently used strategies their
second and third ranks (word-oriented and less active listeners; respectively) are
considered to be applied by low proficiency students. The teachers should train them

to use better listening techniques such as getting the gist.
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6.3 Proposals for Further Research

1. After extensive searching of related literature, there is a little research in
investigating the relationship between gender and the choice CS use in the Thai
context. In addition, other variable should be crossed examination such as
investigating the possible differences between reported strategy use and actual use of
CS on a wide variety of different language tasks is needed.

2. Empirical research exploring the relationship between CS use and learners’
self-perceived speaking ability in the Thai context seem scarce. Therefore, further
investigating is needed to contribute to the existence of CSs knowledge of the Thai
engineering context.

3. There is a little empirical research investigating the relationship between the
use of CSs and students’ high school background in terms of the location of school
setting in the Thai context. According to the findings of this present study, there were
over thirty percent of engineering students studied in the rural setting (and nearly
fifteen percent studied in the suburbanised setting). The number was accounted for
nearly a half of the total number of engineering students participating in this study.
Due to a limitation of data collection and data analysis, there is some unclear
explanation about their level of oral communication ability. Further investigating is
needed to contribute to the existence of CSs knowledge of the Thai engineering
context.

4. This research aims to investigate CSs employed by engineering students at a
private university institute. An objective to examine the choice of CSs in other
students’ fields of study such as information technology, business administration, or

medical studies may discover interesting results.
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Appendix A

Oral Communication Strategy Inventory

The Oral Communication Strategy Inventory (OCSI) is designed to gather
information about how you, as a student who is learning English as foreign language,

solve communication problems in speaking and listening English.

Part I: General Information

Put (V) in front of the item which you select and write required information

1. Name of university
[ ] Thai-Nichi Institute of Technology
[ 1 Mahanakorn University of Technology

2. Program of Study

[ Production Engineering
Computer Engineering
Mechanical Engineering
Chemical Engineering
Logistic Engineering
Information and
Communication Engineering

Electrical Engineering
Automotive Engineering
Civil Engineering
Mechatronic Engineering
Industrial Engineering

Others (please specific )

L B s B s T s T e |
e bd b d b b
— r—————
e e e e e

3. Gender
[ ]Male [ ]Female

4. Age

5. Location of High School
[ ] Bangkok
[ 1 Parimonthon Area (Nonthaburi, Pathum Thani, Samut Prakan, Nakhon
Pathom, and Samut Sakhon
[ 1 70 Provinces outside Bangkok and Parimonthon Area
(please specific )

6. Opportunity to speak English inside-classroom.
[ ]Rarely [ ]Sometimes [ ]Often
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7. Opportunity to speak English outside-classroom.
[ ]Rarely [ ]Sometimes [ ]Often

8. Self-perception about speaking ability.
[ ]1Good [ ]Moderate [ ]Poor

9. Self-perception about listening ability.
[ ]1Good [ ]Moderate [ ]Poor

Part 11
Section 2.1

There are 38 statements in this section, please carefully read each statement
and put (V') on the response number (5, 4, 3, 2, or 1) which reflects frequency of

technique do you use in order to solve speaking problems in English. In each item

only one number can be chosen. There is no right or wrong answer to these

statements. The criteria for the response are as follows:

= Highest frequent use (Always or almost always used)
= High frequent use (Generally or often used)
Moderate frequent use (Sometimes or occasionally used)

= Low frequent use (Generally not / seldom used)

P N w B~ O
1

= Lowest frequent use (Never or almost never used)

How often do you use each
strategy item?

3
o S
) I3} E &
. I : = 3 8 k)
Communication Strategies Used o = = =
. | - = o = 3
to Overcome Speaking Difficulties & q% E =
g | £ | E| &
5| 5| 8| 2
T T = -
1 1 1l 1l
Lo < o N

Lowest frequent use

1=

Strategy 1: Social and affective strategies

1. I try to relax when | feel anxious.

2. | try to enjoy the conversation.
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Communication Strategies Used
to Overcome Speaking Difficulties

How often do you use each
strategy item?

Highest frequent use
High frequent use
Moderate frequent use
Low frequent use
Lowest frequent use

5
4
3
2
1

3. | try to give a good impression to the listener.

4. | actively encourage myself to express what | want to
say.

5. | encourage myself to use English even though I might
make mistakes.

6. I use fillers such as “well, you know”, “uh” when I
cannot think of what to say.

Strategy 2: Fluency-oriented strategies

7. | pay attention to my rhythm and intonation.

8. | pay attention to my pronunciation.

9. | pay attention to the conversation flow and avoid
silence.

10. I try to speak English as fluently as native speaker.

11. | take my time to express what | want to say.

12. | try to speak clearly and loudly to make others heard.

Strategy 3: Negotiation for meaning while speaking
strategies

13. | check with the listener to make sure he/she
understands what | have said.

14. | repeat what | want to say until the listener
understands.

15. While speaking, I pay attention to the listener’s
reaction to my speech.

16. | give example if the listener does not understand
what | am saying.

Strategy 4: Accuracy-oriented strategies

17. | pay attention to grammar during conversation.

18. | pay attention to word order during conversation.

19. I notice myself using a phrase which fits a
grammatical rule that | have learnt.
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Communication Strategies Used
to Overcome Speaking Difficulties

How often do you use each
strategy item?

Highest frequent use
High frequent use
Moderate frequent use
Low frequent use
Lowest frequent use

5
4
3
2
1

20. | correct my speech when | notice that | have made a
mistake.

21. | emphasis the subject and verb of the sentence.

Strategy 5: Message reduction and alteration strategies

22. | reduce the message and use simple expressions.

/23. | use words which are familiar with.

24. | change my sentence(s) when | feel I cannot get the
message across with the first/previous sentence |
produced.

Strategy 6: Nonverbal strategies while speaking

25. | make eye-contact when | am talking.

26. | use gestures if | cannot express myself.

27. 1 use facial expression if | cannot express what | want
to say.

28. When I can’t think of a word, I use mime to try and
convey the meaning.

Strategy 7: Message abandonment strategies

29. If | face some language difficulties, | leave the
message unfinished.

30. | ask other people to help when | cannot
communicate well.

31. | give up when | cannot make others understand.

32. | use my talking dictionary to help me communicate
when | do not know what to say.

33. | prefer to remain quiet if I do not know what to say
to avoid embarrassing myself.

Strategy 8: Attempt to think in English strategies

34. | create the sentence in Thai first and then construct
the English sentence.

35. | think first of a sentence | already know in English
and then try to change it to fit the situation.
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How often do you use each
strategy item?

Communication Strategies Used
to Overcome Speaking Difficulties

Highest frequent use
High frequent use
Moderate frequent use
Low frequent use
Lowest frequent use

5
4
3
2
1

Strategy 9: Circumlocution strategies

36. | describe the characteristics of the object instead of
using the exact word when | am not sure.

37. | create new words when | do not understand how to
express myself.

38. | use key words to replace a whole sentence when |
have difficulties conveying my ideas.

Section 2.2

There are 25 statements in this section, please carefully read each statement
and put (V) on the response number (5, 4, 3, 2, or 1) which reflects frequency of

technigue do you use in order to solve listening problems in English. In each item

only one number can be chosen. There is no right or wrong answer to these

statements. The criteria for the response are as follows:

= Highest frequent use (Always or almost always used)
= High frequent use (Generally or often used)
Moderate frequent use (Sometimes or occasionally used)

= Low frequent use (Generally not / seldom used)

N W B~ O
1

= Lowest frequent use (Never or almost never used)
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Communication Strategies Used
to Overcome Listening Difficulties

How often do you use each
strategy item?

Highest frequent use
High frequent use
Moderate frequent use
Low frequent use
Lowest frequent use

5
4
3
2
1

Strategy 1: Negotiation for meaning while listening
strategies

1. I ask for repetition when | cannot understand what the
speaker has said.

2. | make a clarification request when | am not sure what
the speaker has said.

3. | ask the speaker to use easier words when | have
difficulties in comprehension.

4. | ask the speaker to slow down when | cannot
understand what the speaker has said.

5. | make clear to the speaker what | have not been able
to understand.

6. | ask the speaker to give an example when | am not
sure what he/she has said.

Strategy 2: Fluency-maintaining strategies

7. 1 pay attention to the speaker’s pronunciation, rhythm
and intonation.

8. I send the speaker signals to show my understanding to
avoid communication gaps.

9. Even if | do not understand what the speaker has said, |
still try to respond to him/her by saying “Really?”, “Is
that so?”, etc.

10. I pretend that | understand what the speaker has said,
even | do not understand all the details.

Strategy 3: Getting the gist strategies

11. I try to catch the speaker’s main point if there are too
many details.

12. | guess what the speaker is going to say based on the
context.

13. I guess the speaker’s intention based on what he/she
said so far.

14. I guess the speaker’s intention by paying attention to
the first part of the sentence.

15. I do not mind if I cannot understand every single
detail.




82

Communication Strategies Used
to Overcome Listening Difficulties

How often do you use each
strategy item?

Highest frequent use
High frequent use
Moderate frequent use
Low frequent use
Lowest frequent use

b
4
3
2
1

Strategy 4: Nonverbal strategies while listening

16. I use gestures when I have difficulties in
understanding.

17. 1 pay attention to the speaker’s eye contact, facial
expression and gestures.

Strategy 5: Less active listener strategies

18. I translate into native language little by little to
understand what the speaker has said.

19. I only focus on familiar expressions.

Strategy 6: Word oriented strategies

20. | pay attention to the words which the speaker slows
down or emphasises.

21. 1 guess what the speaker wants to say by catching
from familiar words.

22. | try to catch every word that the speaker uses.

23. | pay attention to the first word to judge whether it is
an interrogative sentence or not.

24. | pay attention to the parts of speech, such as noun
and verb.

25. When | hear a question, | focus on which question
word has been used.
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Table 1 Average Frequency of First-Year Engineering Students’ Speaking Strategy Use at a Private

University Institute

Average Frequency

when | do not know what to say.

Speaking Strategies M SD of Strategy Use
1. | try to relax when | feel anxious. 3.76 .83 High
2. | try to enjoy the conversation. 3.64 .86 High
3. I try to give a good impression to the listener. 3.65 .84 High
4. | actively encourage myself to express what | want to 3.59 .80 High
say.
5. I encourage myself to use English even though | 3.63 92 High
might make mistakes.
6. [ use fillers such as “well, you know”, “uh” when I 3.46 1.08 Moderate
cannot think of what to say
7. | pay attention to my rhythm and intonation. 3.56 2.36 High
8. | pay attention to my pronunciation. 3.34 .96 Moderate
9. | pay attention to the conversation flow and avoid 3.34 .93 Moderate
silence.
10. | try to speak English as fluently as native speaker. 3.28 .95 Moderate
11. | take my time to express what | want to say. 3.37 91 Moderate
12. | try to speak clearly and loudly to make others 3.53 .83 High
heard.
13. | check with the listener to make sure he/she 3.38 .92 Moderate
understands.
14. | repeat what | want to say until the listener 3.34 .87 Moderate
understands.
15. While speaking, I pay attention to the listener’s 3.57 .89 High
reaction to my speech.
16. | give example if the listener does not understand 3.54 .93 High
what | am saying.
17. | pay attention to grammar during conversation. 2.98 1.03 Moderate
18. | pay attention to word order during conversation. 3.19 .96 Moderate
19. I notice myself using a phrase which fits a 2.94 .99 Moderate
grammatical rule that | have learnt.
20. | correct my speech when I notice that | have made 3.50 .86 High
a mistake.
21. | emphasis the subject and verb of the sentence. 3.24 .94 Moderate
22. | reduce the message and use simple expressions. 3.77 93 High
23. | use words which are familiar to me. 3.99 .83 High
24. | change my sentence (s) when | feel | cannot get 3.70 .89 High
the message across with the first/previous sentence |
produced.
25. | make eye-contact when | am talking. 3.63 91 High
26. | use gestures if I cannot express myself. 3.80 .97 High
27. | use facial expression if | cannot express what | 3.56 .87 High
want to say.
28. When | cannot think of a word, | use mime to try 3.77 91 High
and convey the meaning.
29. If | face some language difficulties, | leave the 3.48 .83 Moderate
message unfinished.
30. I ask other people to help when I cannot 3.67 92 High
communicate well.
31. | give up when | cannot make others understand. 3.06 .97 Moderate
32. | use my talking dictionary to help me communicate 311 1.08 Moderate
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have difficulties conveying my ideas.

33. | prefer to remain quiet if | do not know what to say 3.03 1.05 Moderate
to avoid embarrassing myself.

34. | create the sentence in Thai first and then construct 3.66 .98 High
the English sentence.

35. 1 think first of a sentence | already know in English 3.52 .87 High
and then try to change it to fit the situation.

36. | describe the characteristics of the object instead of 3.57 81 High
using the exact word when | am not sure.

37. | create new words when | do not understand how to 3.20 .96 Moderate
express myself.

38. 1 use key words to replace a whole sentence when | 3.47 .84 Moderate

Table 2 Average Frequency of First-Year Engineering Students’ Message Reduction and Alteration

Strategies at a Private University Institute

Average Frequency

the message across with the first/previous sentence |
produced.

Message Reduction and Alteration Strategies M SD
of Strategy Use
22. | reduce the message and use simple expressions. 3.77 .93 High
23. | use words which are familiar to me. 3.99 .83 High
24. | change my sentence (s) when | feel | cannot get 3.70 .89 High

Table 3 Average Frequency of First-Year Engineering Students’ Nonverbal Strategies whilst Speaking

Strategies at a Private University Institute

Average Frequency

and convey the meaning.

Nonverbal Strategies whilst Speaking Strategies M SD of Strategy Use
25. | make eye-contact when | am talking. 3.63 .91 High
26. | use gestures if I cannot express myself. 3.80 .97 High
27. | use facial expression if | cannot express what | 3.56 .87 High
want to say.
28. When | cannot think of a word, | use mime to try 3.77 91 High

Table 4 Average Frequency of First-Year Engineering Students’ Social and Affective Strategies at a

Private University Institute

Social and Affective Strategies

SD

Average Frequency

cannot think of what to say

of Strategy Use
1. | try to relax when | feel anxious. 3.76 .83 High
2. | try to enjoy the conversation 3.64 .86 High
3. | try to give a good impression to the listener 3.65 .84 High
4. | actively encourage myself to express what | want to 3.59 .80 High
say
5. | encourage myself to use English even though | 3.63 92 High
might make mistakes.
6. L use fillers such as “well, you know”, “uh” when I 3.46 1.08 Moderate
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Table 5 Average Frequency of First-Year Engineering Students’ Attempt to Think in English

Strategies at a Private University Institute

Average Frequency

and then try to change it to fit the situation.

Attempt to Think in English Strategies M SD of Strategy Use
34. | create the sentence in Thai first and then 3.66 .98 High
construct the English sentence.
35. 1 think first of a sentence | already know in English 3.52 .87 High

Table 6 Average Frequency of First-Year Engineering Students’ Negotiation for Meaning whilst

Speaking Strategies at a Private University Institute

Average Frequency

what | am saying.

Negotiation for Meaning whilst Speaking Strategies M SD of Strategy Use
13. I check with the listener to make sure he/she 3.38 92 Moderate
understands.

14. | repeat what | want to say until the listener 3.34 .87 Moderate
understands.

15. While speaking, I pay attention to the listener’s 3.57 .89 High
reaction to my speech.

16. | give example if the listener does not understand 3.54 .93 High

Table 7 Average Frequency of First-Year Engineering Students’ Circumlocution Strategies at a Private

University Institute

Average Freguency

have difficulties conveying my ideas.

Circumlocution Strategies M SD
of Strategy Use
36. | describe the characteristics of the object instead 3.57 .81 High
of using the exact word when | am not sure.
37. | create new words when | do not understand how to 3.20 .96 Moderate
express myself.
38. | use key words to replace a whole sentence when | 3.47 .84 Moderate

Table 8 Average Frequency of First-Year Engineering Students’ Fluency-Oriented Strategies at a

Private University Institute

Fluency-Oriented Strategies

SD

Average Frequency

heard.

of Strategy Use

7. | pay attention to my rhythm and intonation. 3.56 2.36 High

8. | pay attention to my pronunciation. 3.34 .96 Moderate

9. | pay attention to the conversation flow and avoid 3.34 .93 Moderate
silence.

10. I try to speak English as fluently as native speaker. 3.28 .95 Moderate
11. | take my time to express what | want to say. 3.37 91 Moderate
12. I try to speak clearly and loudly to make others 3.53 .83 High
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Table 9 Average Frequency of First-Year Engineering Students” Message Abandonment Strategies at a

Private University Institute

Average Frequency

to avoid embarrassing myself.

Message Abandonment Strategies M SD
of Strategy Use

29. If | face some language difficulties, I leave the 3.48 .83 Moderate
message unfinished.
30. I ask other people to help when | cannot 3.67 .92 High
communicate well.
31. I give up when | cannot make others understand. 3.06 .97 Moderate
32. 1 use my talking dictionary to help me communicate 311 1.08 Moderate
when | do not know what to say.
33. | prefer to remain quiet if I do not know what to say 3.03 1.05 Moderate

Table 10 Average Frequency of First-Year Engineering Students’ Accuracy-Oriented Strategies at a

Private University Institute

Average Frequency

Accuracy-Oriented Strategies M SD of Strategy Use
17. | pay attention to grammar during conversation. 2.98 1.03 Moderate
18. | pay attention to word order during conversation. 3.19 .96 Moderate
19. I notice myself using a phrase which fits a 2.94 .99 Moderate
grammatical rule that | have learnt.
20. | correct my speech when I notice that | have 3.50 .86 High
made a mistake.
21. | emphasis the subject and verb of the sentence. 3.24 .94 Moderate

Table 11 Average Frequency of First-Year Engineering Students’ Listening Strategy Use at a Private

University Institute

Average Frequency

to avoid communication gaps.

Listening Strategies M SD of Strategy Use
1. | ask for repetition when | cannot understand 3.84 .86 High
what the speaker has said.
2. | make a clarification request when | am not sure 3.74 .82 High
what the speaker has said.
3. | ask the speaker to use easier words when | have 3.65 .90 High
difficulties in comprehension.
4. | ask the speaker to slow down when | cannot 3.79 .93 High
understand what the speaker has said.
5. | make clear to the speaker what | have not been able 3.65 91 High
to understand.
6. | ask the speaker to give an example when | am not 3.60 .88 High
sure what he/she has said.
7. 1 pay attention to the speaker’s pronunciation, thythm 3.63 .86 High
and intonation.
8. I send the speaker signals to show my understanding 351 .86 High
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word has been used.

9. Even if | do not understand what the speak has said, | 3.34 .96 Moderate
still try to respond to him/her by saying “Really?”, “Is

that so?”, etc.

10. | pretend that | understand what the speaker has 3.34 1.03 Moderate
said, even | do not understand all the details.

11. T try to catch the speaker’s main point if there are 3.69 .85 High
too many details

12. 1 guess what the speaker is going to say based on the 3.50 .85 High
context.

13. I guess the speaker’s intention based on what he/she 3.61 .86 High
said so far.

14. 1 guess the speaker’s intention by paying attention 3.62 .89 High
to the first part of the sentence.

15. I do not mind if | cannot understand every single 341 .93 Moderate
detail.

16. | use gestures when | have difficulties in 3.64 2.30 High
understanding.

17. 1 pay attention to the speaker’s eye contact, facial 3.55 .87 High
expression and gestures.

18. | translate into native language little by little to 3.69 92 High
understand what the speaker has said.

19. | only focus on familiar expression. 3.54 .96 High
20. | pay attention to the words which the speaker slows 3.59 .82 High
down or emphasises.

21. | guess what the speaker wants to say by catching 3.68 .84 High
from familiar words.

22. | try to catch every word that the speaker uses. 3.54 .94 High
23. | pay attention to the first word to judge whether it 3.57 .89 High
is as interrogative sentence or not.

24. | pay attention to the parts of speech, such as noun 3.56 .86 High
and verb.

25. When | hear a question, | focus on what question 371 88 High

Table 12 Average Frequency of First-Year Engineering Students’ Negotiation for Meaning whilst

Listening Strategies at a Private University Institute

Average Frequency

sure what he/she has said.

Negotiation for Meaning whilst Listening Strategies M SD of Strategy Use
1. | ask for repetition when | cannot understand 3.84 .86 High
what the speaker has said.
2. | make a clarification request when | am not sure 3.74 .82 High
what the speaker has said.
3. | ask the speaker to use easier words when | have 3.65 .90 High
difficulties in comprehension.
4. | ask the speaker to slow down when | cannot 3.79 93 High
understand what the speaker has said.
5. | make clear to the speaker what | have not been able 3.65 91 High
to understand.
6. | ask the speaker to give an example when | am not 3.60 .88 High




98

Table 13 Average Frequency of First-Year Engineering Students’ Word-Oriented Strategies at a

Private University Institute

Average Frequency

word has been used.

Word-Oriented Strategies M SD
of Strategy Use

20. | pay attention to the words which the speaker slows 3.59 .82 High
down or emphasises.
21. 1 guess what the speaker wants to say by catching 3.68 .84 High
familiar words.
22. | try to catch every word that the speaker uses. 3.54 .94 High
23. | pay attention to the first word to judge whether it 3.57 .89 High
is as interrogative sentence or not.
24. | pay attention to the parts of speech, such as noun 3.56 .86 High
and verb.
25. When | hear a question, I focus on what question 3.71 88 High

Table 14 Average Frequency of First-Year Engineering Students’ Less Active Listener Strategies at a

Private University Institute

Average Frequency

Less Active Listener Strategies M SD
of Strategy Use
18. I translate into native language little by little to 3.69 .92 High
understand what the speaker has said.
19. | only focus on familiar expression. 3.54 .96 High

Table 15 Average Frequency of First-Year Engineering Students’ Nonverbal Strategies whilst

Listening Strategies at a Private University Institute

Average Frequency

expression and gestures.

Nonverbal Strategies whilst Listening Strategies M SD of Strategy Use
16. | use gestures when | have difficulties in 3.64 2.30 High
understanding.
17. 1 pay attention to the speaker’s eye contact, facial 3.55 .87 High

Table 16 Average Frequency of First-Year Engineering Students’ Getting the Gist Strategies at a

Private University Institute

Average Frequency

detail.

Getting the Gist Strategies M SD of Strategy Use
11. 1 try to catch the speaker’s main point if there 3.69 .85 High
are too many details
12. | guess what the speaker is going to say based on the 3.50 .85 High
context.
13. 1 guess the speaker’s intention based on what he/she 3.61 .86 High
said so far.
14. 1 guess the speaker’s intention by paying attention 3.62 .89 High
to the first part of the sentence.
15. 1 do not mind if | cannot understand every single 341 .93 Moderate
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Table 17 Average Frequency of First-Year Engineering Students’ Fluency-Maintaining Strategies at

aPrivate University Institute

Average Frequency

said, even | do not understand all the details.

Fluency-Maintaining Strategies M SD of Strategy Use
7. 1 pay attention to the speaker’s pronunciation, 3.63 .86 High
rhythm and intonation.
8. | send the speaker signals to show my understanding 351 .86 High
to avoid communication gaps.
9. Even if I do not understand what the speak has said, | 3.34 .96 Moderate
still try to respond to him/her by saying “Really?”, “Is
that so?”, etc.
10. | pretend that | understand what the speaker has 3.34 1.03 Moderate
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Table 1 T-test Comparing Each Item in Message Reduction and Alteration Strategies between Male
and Female First-Year Engineering Students at Private University Institution (N = 361)

Message Reduction and Gender
Alteration Strategies Males Females
Mean SD. Mean SD. t P

22. | reduce the message and use
simple expressions.
23. 1 use words which are familiar to me. 3.93 84 4.18 a7 -2.333 .020*
24. 1 change my sentence (s) when |
feel I cannot get the message across
with the first/previous sentence |
produced.

* Statistical significant at .05 level

3.78 .93 3.73 91 .393 .694

3.69 .94 3.73 .83 -.336 137

Table 2 T-test Comparing Each Item in Nonverbal Strategies while Speaking Strategies between Male
and Female First-Year Engineering Students at Private University Institution (N = 361)

Nonverbal Strategies while Gender
Speaking Strategies Males Females
Mean SD. Mean SD. t P

25. I make eye-contact when | am 366 90 350 94 1.414 158
talking.

26. | use gestures if | cannot express 378 97 3.83 B T s
myself.

27. | use facial expression if | cannot 3.53 89 368 . 130 o
express what | want to say.

28. When | cannot think of a word, | use 369 90 4.06 92 3284 001>

mime to try and convey the meaning.
* Statistical significant at .05 level

Table 3 T-test Comparing Each Item in Message Abandonment Strategies between Male and Female

First-Year Engineering Students at Private University Institution (N = 361)

. Gender
Message Abandonment Strategies Males Females
Mean SD. Mean SD. t P
29. If | face some Iang_ugge difficulties, | 3.42 84 369 76 2604 010*
leave the message unfinished.
30. | ask other pfeople to help when | .66 92 372 91 488 626
cannot communicate well.
31. | give up when | cannot make 307 99 303 93 301 596
others understand.
32. 1 use my talking dictionary to help
me communicate when | do not know 3.05 1.09 3.35 1.04 -2.153 .032*
what to say.
33. | prefer to remain quiet if | do not
know what to say to avoid 3.02 1.-5 3.08 1.05 -.440 .661

embarrassing myself.
* Statistical significant at .05 level
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Table 4 T-test Comparing Each Item in Circumlocution Strategies between Male and Female First —

Year Engineering Students at Private University Institution (N = 361)

. . . Gender
Circumlocution Strategies Males Females
Mean SD. Mean SD. t P
36. | describe the characteristics of the
object instead of using the exact word 3.53 .80 3.69 .83 -1.534 126
when | am not sure.
37. I create new words when ldonot .. 93 297 1044 2.408 o017+
understand how to express myself.
38. 1 use key words to replace a whole
sentence when | have difficulties 3.50 .83 3.37 .88 1.173 241

conveying my ideas.
* Statistical significant at .05 level

Table 5 T-test Comparing Each Item in Negotiation for Meaning whilst Listening Strategies between

Male and Female First-Year Engineering Students at Private University Institution (N = 361)

o . Gender
Negotiation for Meaning Males Females

while Listening Strategies Mean SD. Mean SD. t P
1. l'ask for repetition when | cannot
understand what the speaker has said. 380 88 3.97 N -1.562 =
2. | make a clarification request Whe_n | 3.69 84 3.92 79 2901 028*
am not sure what the speaker has said.
3. | ask the speaker to use easier words
when | have difficulties in 3.58 91 3.91 .83 -2.871 .003*
comprehension.
4. | ask the speaker to slow down when |
cannot understand what the speaker has 3.73 .95 3.99 .85 -2.269 .025*
said.
5. I make clear to the speaker what | -
have not been able to understand. 3.57 01 3% 84 i o
6. | ask the speaker to give an example 353 88 385 86 2805 005*

when | am not sure what he/she said.
* Statistical significant at .05 level

Table 6 T-test Comparing Each Item in Getting the Gist Strategies between Male and Female First-

Year Engineering Students at Private University Institution (N = 361)

y ) L Gender
Getting the Gist Strategies Males EEAL [0S
Mean SD. Mean SD. t P
'1 1. T try to catch the spealfer’s main point 367 82 376 93 786 430
if there are too many details
12. | guess what the speaker is going to say
based on the context. 3.48 84 3.5 88 s o
13. I guess the speaker’s intention based on
what he/she said so far. 3.59 86 3.67 i * &=
14. I guess the speaker’s intention by
paying attention to the first part of the 3.57 .87 3.81 .96 -2.101 .036*
sentence.
15. I do not mind if | cannot understand 339 91 347 98 692 489

every single detail.
* Statistical significant at .05 leve
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Table 7 T-test Comparing Each Item in Less Active Listener Strategies between Male and Female

First-Year Engineering students at Private University Institution (N = 361)

) ) . Gender
Less Active Listener Strategies Males Females
Mean SD. Mean SD. t P
18. | translate into native language
little by little to understand what the 3.66 .90 381 .98 -1.283 .200
speaker has said.
19. 1 only focus on familiar expression. 3.49 93 3.73 .99 -2.020 .044*

* Statistical significant at .05 level

Table 8 Comparing between Circumlocution Strategies and First-Year Engineering Students with
Different High School Background at a Private University Institution (N=361)

ANOVA
Circumlocution Strategies sS df MS = p
36. | describe the characteristics of the
object instead of using the exact word Between groups 5.678 2 2.839 4.401 .013*
when | am not sure.
Within groups 230.909 358 .645
Total 236.587 360
37. | create new words when | do not Between groups 1.840 2 920 995 371
understand how to express myself.
Within groups 330.991 358 .925
Total 332.831 360
38. | use key words to replace a whole
sentence when | have difficulties conveying Between groups 2.200 2 1.100 1.552 213
my ideas.
Within groups 253.745 358 .709
Total 255.945 360

* Statistical significant at .05 level

Table 9 Comparing between Social and Affective Strategies and First-Year Engineering Students with

Different Self-Perceived Speaking Ability at a Private University Institution (N=361)

ANOVA
Social and Affective Strategies SS df MS E p
1. 1try to relax when I feel anxious. Between groups 2.539 2 1.270 1.844 .160
Within groups 246.447 358 .688
Total 248.986 360
2.1try to enjoy the conversation. Between groups 5.951 2 2.975 4.141 .017*
Within groups 257.235 358 719
Total 263.186 360
flslt;;’;" givea goodimpressiontothe g\ 00y oroips 10.118 2 5.059 7.496 001*
Within groups 241.600 358 .675
Total 251.717 360
4. | actively encourage myself to express what Between groups 2818 2 1409 2209 111

1 want to say.



Within groups

Total

5.1 encourage myself to use English

even though I might make mistakes. BEREEUIERs

Within groups

Total

6.1 use fillers such as “well, you know”,

Bi n gr
“uh” when I cannot think of what to say. etween groups

Within groups

Total

* Statistical significant at .05 level

228.141

231.141

11.795

294.205

306.000

ATT

419.191

419.668

358

360

358

360

358

360

.638

5.898

.922

.238

1171

1.176

.204

104

.001*

.816

Table 10 Comparing between Fluency-Oriented Strategies and First-Year Engineering Students with

Different Self-Perceived Speaking Ability at a Private University Institution (N=361)

ANOVA
Fluency-Oriented Strategies ss df MS E D
7.1 pay attention tomy rhythm and Between groups 12.025 2 6.012 1.081 340
intonation.
Within groups 1991.061 358 5.562
Total 2003.086 360
8.1 pay attention to my pronunciation. Between groups 7.151 2 3.575 3.984 .019*
Within groups 321.292 358 .897
Total 328.443 360
o-1pay attention to the conversation Between groups 27361 2 13.680 17.404 000*
flow and avoid silence.
Within groups 281.409 358 .786
Total 308.770 360
10. I try to speak English as fluently as
native speaker. Between groups 21.568 2 10.784 12.633 .000*
Within groups 305.611 358 .854
Total 327.180 360
i nyitime to express whatl Between groups 12.347 2 6.173 7.683 .001*
want to say.
Within groups 287.653 358 .804
Total 300.000 360
D speak clearly and loudlyto Between groups 13.339 2 6.669 10.091 .000*
make others heard.
Within groups 236.606 358 .661
Total 249.945 360

* Statistical significant at .05 level
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Table 11 Comparing between Negotiation for Meaning whilst Speaking Strategies and First-Year
Engineering Students with Different Self-Perceived Speaking Ability at a Private University Institution
(N=361)

ANOVA
Negotiation for Meaning whilst SS df MS = D
Speaking Strategies
13.1 check with the listener to make -
sure he/she understands. Between groups 5.629 2 2.814 3.388 .035
Within groups 297.380 358 .831
Total 303.008 360
14. | repeat what | want to say until the
listener understands. Between groups 2.243 2 1.122 1.492 .226
Within groups 269.164 358 752
Total 271.407 360
15. While speaking, I pay attention to the Between groups 11.925 2 5963 7837 000*
listener’s reaction to my speech. ' ’ ' '
Within groups 272.379 358 761
Total 284.305 360
16.1 give example if the listener does Between groups 8.935 2 4468 5250 005*
not understand what I am saying. ' ’ ' i
Within groups 304.649 358 .851
Total 313.584 360

* Statistical significant at .05 level

Table 12 Comparing between Accuracy-Oriented Strategies and First-Year Engineering Students with

Different Self-Perceived Speaking Ability at a Private University Institution (N=361)

ANOVA
Accuracy-Oriented Strategies SS df MS E p
17. | pay attention to grammar during *
onversation. Between groups 6.873 2 3.436 3.263 .039
Within groups 377.027 358 1.053
Total 383.900 360
18. | pay attention to word order during
conlereation Between groups 3.814 2 1.907 2.081 126
Within groups 327.998 358 916
19. I notice myself using a phrase which
fits a grammatical rule that I have Between groups 11.368 2 5.684 5.993 .003*
learnt.
Within groups 339.524 358 948
20.1 correct my speech when I notice that [
e evle s Ay Between groups 4.128 2 2.064 2.841 .060
Within groups 260.121 358 727
Total 264.249 360
21.1 emphasis the subject and verb of
the sentence. Between groups 15.022 2 7.511 8.890 .000*
Within groups 302.490 358 .845

* Statistical significant at .05 level
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Table 13 Comparing between Fluency-Oriented Strategies and First-Year Engineering Students with
Different Self-Perceived Speaking Ability at a Private University Institution (N=361)

ANOVA
Message Reduction and
. _ SS df MS F P
Alteration Strategies
22. | reduce the message and use simple 1 2 150 176 173
expressions. Between groups 3.0 505 765 .
Within groups 305.443 358 .853
Total 308.454 360
23. I use words which are familiar to me. BeERRBIGT oups 7.193 2 3.597 5.326 005*
Within groups 241.738 358 675
Total 248.931 360

24.1change my sentence (s) when I feel
I cannot get the message across with the Between groups 9.049 2 4,525 5.898 .003*
first/previous sentence I produced.

Within groups 274.641 358 767

Total 283.690 360

* Statistical significant at .05 level

Table 14 Comparing between Message Abandonment Strategies and First-Year Engineering Students

with Different Self-Perceived Speaking Ability at a Private University Institution (N=361)

ANOVA
Message Abandonment Strategies SS df MS = p
29. If | face some language difficulties,
| leave the message unfinished. Between groups e 2 1646 2388 e
Total 150.050 360
30. I ask other people to help when | "
cannot communicate well. Between groups 9.407 2 4.704 L 003
Within groups 292.022 358 816
Total 301.429 360
31. | give up when | cannot make others
undergstand.p Between groups 3.833 2 1.917 2.044 131
Total 339.535 360
32.1 use my talking dictionary to help me
communicate when I do not know what to Between groups 5.989 2 2.994 2.575 .078
say.
Within groups 416.355 358 1.163
Total 422.343 360
33. I prefer to remain quiet if I do not
know what to say to avoid embarrassing Between groups 7.059 2 3.529 3,243 .040*
myself.
Within groups 389.606 358 1.088
Total 396.665 360

* Statistical significant at .05 level
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