Modern English Education, Vol. 22, No. 2,2021 (22-34)

@eso

Modern English Education

Hojgolng

Modern English
Education

https://doi.org/10.18095/mees0.2021.22.2.22

The Impact of Communication Strategy Training on WTC

and Strategy Use

Hyona Park”
Keimyung University

Jaeseok Yang

Daegu National University of Education

ARTICLE INFO

ABSTRACT

Received: 8 March 2021
Revised: 15 April 2021
Accepted: 10 May 2021

Examples in: English
Applicable Languages: English
Applicable Levels: Tertiary

KEYWORDS

willingness to communicate/
communication strategies/
strategy-based instruction/
college EFL students/
OJAt2S2JAl/
O|AtASHEY

e Al amey)

CHet Y ofstg At

Park, Hyona, & Yang, Jaeseok. (2021). The impact of communication strategy training
on WTC and strategy use. Modern English Education, 22(2), 22-34.

The purpose of this research was to investigate the effects of communication strategy training
on tertiary EFL students’ willingness to communicate (WTC) and their strategy use. The exper-
imental group received a 7-week intervention involving communication strategy-based training.
Both quantitative and qualitative data, including self-report questionnaires on communication
strategy and WTC, transcriptions of think-aloud protocols, strategy logs, and short memos, were
collected. Pre- and post-oral communication tasks were given to measure changes in participants’
actual use of CSs. Seven strategies, including code-switching, appeal for assistance, non-verbal
expression, word coinage, avoidance, circumlocution, and approximation were introduced in a
college language classroom setting. The results showed that the explicit communication strategy
instruction had a positive impact on both WTC and strategy use. Specifically, there was a signifi-
cant increase in the participants’ use of four compensatory strategies, approximation, word-coin-
age, code-switching, and non-verbal expression, after seven weeks of CS training. The findings
suggest that the students’ increase in the use of four CSs was closely related to their increase of the
awareness of the CSs. Therefore, raising learners’ awareness of CSs, training them to apply the
strategies, and providing opportunities for practice can enhance their communication abilities.

I. INTRODUCTION

However, achieving oral proficiency in a foreign language
can take a long time, and it is very difficult for many EFL

In this global era, communication skill, particularly in
English, is one of the critical elements for establishing
interactive linkages among countries around the world as
English is the primary language used as a medium in in-
ternational communications (Jackson & Stockwell, 2011).
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learners to speak English fluently (Alderson & Bachman,
2004). Moreover, speaking a foreign language requires
not only linguistic knowledge such as lexical and gram-
matical knowledge, but also pragmatic knowledge of the
socio-cultural rules and discourse practices of the target
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language (Canale & Swain, 1980).

Effective communication skill includes the ability
to use the language appropriately in cross-cultural and
cross-linguistic interactions (Shumin, 2002), which re-
quires linguistic, sociolinguistic, rhetorical, and strategic
competencies (Canale & Swain, 1980; Nunan & Bailey,
2009). According to Canale and Swain (1980), strategic
competence involves the ability to use strategies to over-
come communication problems resulting from lack of
the other competences, especially linguistic. Non-native
speakers sometimes feel frustrated when transfer of their
intended meaning fails due to their linguistic deficien-
cies. Communication strategies (CSs henceforth) may be
used to address such difficulties in conveying an intended
meaning or purpose (Tarone, 2005). Therefore, the effec-
tive use of CSs is vital in EFL oral communications (Firth
& Wagner, 1997), and it is important for teachers to teach
EFL students communication strategies so that they can
maintain conversations with interlocutors whatever their
level of linguistic competence (Nakatani, 2005).

Some studies have provided positive evidence of the
teachability of CSs and modified patterns of using CS
(Faucette, 2001; Nakatani, 2005; Rossiter, 2003; Salo-
mone & Marsal, 1997) and their role in oral proficiency
(Dornyei, 1995). However, the impact of CS training on
learners’ willingness to communicate has not been tested.
Thus, present study is an examination of the effects of CS
training not only on the use of CSs by Korean EFL stu-
dents, but also on their willingness to communicate in the
target language.

Il. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
1. Communication Strategies

Coined by Selinker in 1972, the term “Communication
Strategies” generally refers to linguistic approaches or
devices that language learners can readily employ to reach
particular communicative goals and to overcome linguistic
deficiencies or problems in interlanguage communica-
tion (Dornyei & Scott, 1997; Mei & Nathalang, 2010;
Mesgarshahr & Abdollahzadeh, 2014; Sukirlan, 2014).
However, scholars have discussed CSs without a consen-
sus on a rigorous definition (Mei & Nathalang, 2010). In
the present study, CS is defined as “a conscious attempt to
communicate the learner’s thought when the interlanguage
structures are inadequate to convey that thought” (Hua et
al., 2012, p. 834). In other words, CSs are particular tactics
that language learners employ to maintain and improve
the effectiveness of active communication (Brett, 2001).

Cervantes and Rodriguez (2012) describe CSs as “a
mutual attempt of two interlocutors to agree on a meaning
in situations in which they do not share the requisite [lin-
guistic] meaning structures” (p. 114). They identify such
strategies for bridging the communication gap between
an L2 learner and his/her interlocutor as approximation,
non-verbal expression, and circumlocution.

Several scholars (Cervantes & Rodriguez, 2012;
Faerch & Kasper, 1984; Hua et al., 2012) classify CSs as
either achievement or reduction strategies. Achievement
strategies allow language learners to pursue their commu-
nication through an alternative plan using the linguistic
resources that are available (Cervantes & Rodriguez,
2012; Hua et al., 2012). They consist of compensatory
strategies and retrieval strategies, including word coin-
age, code-switching, interlingual transfer, paraphrasing,
approximation, circumlocution, appeal for assistance, and
time-gaining maneuvers.

In contrast, reduction strategies entail giving up the
original communication goal without solving the commu-
nication problem (Cervantes & Rodriguez, 2012; Hua et
al., 2012). Reduction strategies include meaning replace-
ment, message abandonment, and topic avoidance. Of
the specific strategies mentioned above, seven strategies,
including code-switching, appeal for assistance, non-ver-
bal expression, word coinage, avoidance, circumlocution,
and approximation, were introduced in a college language
classroom setting as will be further discussed in later sec-
tions. Except for avoidance, all of the strategies are con-
sidered as achievement strategies.

With regard to the frequency of uses of CSs, Hua et
al. (2012) found that code switching was most frequently
used by low proficiency learners, and self-repair by high
proficiency learners, and both used word coinage the least.
Sukirlan (2014), however, found that circumlocution was
the most frequently used CS, pointing out that is a particu-
larly efficient not only for bridging gaps in communication
but also for maintaining the flow of conversation. Sukirlan
also found that word coinage was used the least by the
language learners. In a pre- and post-test study, Teng (2012)
also found that in the pre-test, circumlocution was the
most frequently used and word coinage the least frequent
strategy. In the post-test, however, appeal for assistance
was the most frequently used strategy and word coinage
remained the least used. Across these three studies, the
only consistent finding was that word coinage was marked
as the least frequently used strategy.

2. Studies of Teaching Communication Strategies
(CSs)

The effectiveness of teaching CSs has been the subject
of con troversy (J. Han & K. Lee, 2012; Mesgarshahr &
Abdollahzadeh, 2014). Many scholars (Brett, 2001; Cer-
vantes & Rodriguez, 2012; Dornyei, 1995; Dornyei &
Thurrell, 1991; Ellis, 1984; Faucette, 2001; Maleki, 2007;
Sukirlan, 2014; Tarone, 1984; Teng, 2012) advocate for
the teaching CSs. In particular, Faucette (2001) has de-
scribed CSs as devices that “empower students to partici-
pate in communication by helping them to not give up in
the conversation” (p. 27) and emphasized language teach-
ers’ responsibility to provide students with such tools.
Referring to the positive outcomes of previous studies
(Dornyei & Thurrell, 1991, 1994; Faerch & Kasper, 1983,
1984; Tarone & Yule, 1989; Willems, 1987) Maleki (2007)
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concludes, “CS teaching is conducive to the development
of strategic competence” (p. 585).

However, some scholars do not advocate teaching CSs
but put more weight on the underlying cognitive processes
of learning languages, including many similarities be-
tween L1 and L2 learning. According to Faucette (2001)
and Maleki (2007), Bialystok (1990) expressed negative
opinions about teaching CSs, stating, “what one must
teach students of a language is not strategy, but language”
(p. 147). Cervantes and Rodriguez (2012) discussed a sim-
ilar perspective on teaching CSs, arguing that most adult
language learners at all levels of proficiency are already
aware of how to use CSs in their L1. Thus, if the language
learners do not feel differences in cognitive processes
between L1 and L2, teaching CSs is meaningless (Kell-
erman, 1991), because the language learners are already
fluent in using CSs in their L1. Thus Bialystok (1990) and
Kellerman (1991) emphasize the importance of teaching
the language itself rather than strategies for negotiating
insufficiencies.

Despite the controversy, CSs have been discussed from
a pedagogical perspective (Faucette, 2001; Maleki, 2007)
as a legitimate aspect of language instruction. However,
given that many language teachers are not well-prepared
to teach CSs, a topic often not included in training pro-
grams (Cervantes & Rodriguez, 2012), there is a need for
research on CSs and related pedagogical issues, including
the role of CS instruction in language education. The cur-
rent study is a quantitative investigation of the impact of
teaching CSs on young adult EFL learners’ Willingness to
Communicate (WTC henceforth), and qualitative explora-
tion of learners’ perspectives on the seven strategies taught
in the intervention.

3. Willingness to Communicate (WTC)

Li (2005) has identified willingness to communicate as
a significant factor affecting foreign language communi-
cation skills. Derived from the concept of unwillingness
to communicate (Burgoon, 1976), the notion of WTC was
conceptualized by McCroskey and Baer (1985), McCros-
key and Richmond (1987) and McCroskey (1992) with
regard to L1 communication (Li, 2005; Maclntyre et al.,
1998). Maclntyre et al. (1998) borrow McCroskey and
Baer’s (1985) conceptualization of WTC as “the proba-
bility of engaging in communication when free to choose
to do so,” adding that WTC reflects “the stable predispo-
sition” to initiate communication in given situations (p.
546). While MaclIntyre (2007) and Maclntyre et al. (1998)
consider WTC a personality trait rather than a variable
dependent upon situations, Mesgarshahr and Abdollahza-
deh (2014) describe WTC as “a dynamic system changing
from moment to moment” (p. 54, referenced from Mac-
Intyre & Legatto, 2011).

Factors that Maclntyre et al. (1998) claim influence
WTC include communication apprehension, perceived
communication competence, introversion-extraversion,
and self-esteem, and so forth. Mesgarshahr and Ab-

dollahzadeh (2014) focus on two of these as the most
immediate precursors of WTC: communication appre-
hension and self-perceived communicative competence.
Li (2005) and Yashima et al. (2004), furthermore, discuss
Maclntyre’s (1994) notion that WTC is a combination of
self-perceived communicative competence and communi-
cation apprehension.

Mesgarshahr and Abdollahzadeh (2014) explain com-
munication apprehension is “an individual’s level of fear
or anxiety associated with either real or anticipated com-
munication with another person or persons” (p. 54; cited
in Burroughs et al., 2003, p. 231). The anxiety generally
comes from language learners’ experience and negatively
affects their self-perceived communication competence,
which makes them reluctant to communicate and over
time hinders the development of their communication
skills in given situations (Li, 2005).

Self-perceived communicative competence refers to
language learners’ perceptions of their competence as
communicators (Burroughs et al., 2003). Whereas perceiv-
ing themselves as competent encourages learners to inter-
act with others and thereby develop communication skill,
according to Mesgarshahr and Abdollahzadeh (2014), per-
ceiving themselves as lacking competence makes learners,
regardless of their actual level of competence, reluctant to
communicate and prefer to remain silent.

Maclntyre et al. (1998) investigate WTC in L1 and L2
separately and discover that WTC in L2 is manifested dif-
ferently from L1, (referenced from Charos, 1994). Based
on McCroskey and Baer’s (1985) conceptualization, they
define WTC in L2 communication as “a readiness to enter
into discourse at a particular time with a specific person or
persons, using a L2” (p. 546) and argue that an appropriate
goal of L2 education is “to create WTC” (p. 547), that is,
develop language learners’ willingness to seek out com-
munication opportunities. Therefore, this present study
sheds light on whether and how L2 education encourages
the development of college language learners’ WTC.

4. Strategy-Based Instruction (SBI)

There are three representative models of strategy-based
instruction (SBI henceforth) (Cohen & Weaver, 2006).
First, Pearson and Dole’s (1987) 5-step model, including
teacher modeling, guided practice, consolidation, inde-
pendent practice, and application, provides a structure for
teaching strategy use. Teachers introduce and demonstrate
the use of target strategies, following which learners apply
the strategies to new learning situations through guided
exercises. Oxford, et al. (1990) proposed a 7-step model
comprising language activity, discussion of strategy use,
expansion of strategy repertoire, strategy practice, strategy
transfer, strategy practice with new tasks, and evaluating
strategy use. This model highlights raising awareness
and monitoring and the strategies used by learners during
language activities in the early stages. Finally, Chamot et
al. (2003) suggested a model involving preparation, pre-
sentation, practice, evaluation, and expansion. The aim of
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all three of these models is to increase learners’ autonomy
through explicit strategy training. Nonetheless, they have
noteworthy differences. The first model (Pearson & Dole,
1987) focuses more on teacher modeling and learner prac-
tice, while the second model (Oxford et al., 1990) focuses
on raising learners’ strategic awareness but might include
too many steps and activities to fit into a 50-minute class.
The third model (Chamot et al., 2003) was chosen for this
study because of its emphasis on both learners’ awareness
of strategy use and the application of CS training, which
was in accordance with the existing EFL syllabus.

This study examined not only the impact of CS training
on Korean EFL students’ use of communication strategy
and their willingness to communicate, but also their actual
use of CS in the oral performance after the CS training.
This study is guided by the following research questions:

1) How does explicit CS training affect EFL students’
use of CSs and their willingness to communicate?

2) What communication strategies do two focal partic-
ipants exhibit before and after the EFL lessons with
CS training? How have these participants’ uses of
CSs changed after the intervention?

lll. METHODOLOGY
1. Participants

The participants in this study were 51 college freshmen
in South Korea who at the time of data collection were en-
rolled in a required EFL conversation course, including 19
(37.3%) males and 32 (62.7%) females. On a preliminary
survey to gather the students’ background information,
most rated their proficiency in speaking English as inter-
mediate. About two thirds (33) of the students had started
to learn English as a foreign language before the age of
nine, which meant they had started at least by the third
grade. Twenty-nine were majoring in science education
majors and twenty-two in physical education. Also, two
focal participants were selected for qualitative investiga-
tion of the effectiveness of CS training. They were chosen
based on their levels of English speaking proficiency.
They were one male and one female. While the male
student had beginner proficiency, the female student had
advanced proficiency. These students participated in both
the quantitative and qualitative procedures of the study.

2. Procedures

For the CS training, Chamot et al.’s (2003) SBI model
involving preparation, presentation, practice, evaluation,
and expansion was used. Each weekly communication
strategy was introduced in the preparation and presentation
phases. In the preparation phase, the researcher, who was
in charge of CS training, tried to stimulate the students’
background knowledge of the strategies by asking them

about experiences of using certain strategy. After that, the
researcher introduced the new strategy for each week in
the presentation phrase. To present the strategy explicitly,
the researcher clearly stated the name of the strategy, ex-
plained how to use it and when to use it, modeled it, and
explained its importance as Chamot et al. (2003) suggest-
ed. Moreover, by giving the students specific examples of
using the strategy, the researcher helped them to under-
stand the use of the strategy.

In the practice phase, the students had opportunities to
practice the strategy in the classroom. In a group of four or
five, they were given a task (a conversation topic for each
week) and each group member took turns to talk about the
conversation topic for one or two minutes. As evaluation,
the students had times to reflect their individual usage of
each strategy in the strategy log. There were some ques-
tions, which made the students reflect themselves when us-
ing each strategy in the strategy log. The questions includ-
ed “How much do you think the strategy you learned today
fit you?”, “What was difficult thing in using the strategy?”’
and “What was easy point in using the strategy?”

Finally, as expansion, they were asked to keep practic-
ing the strategy for the rest of the week and record their
usage in strategy logs. In the strategy log, some questions
including “What are some situations in which you can
apply the strategy you learned today?”, “How can you
use they strategy you learned today over the next week?”,
and “How did you feel when using the strategy outside of
the classroom?”” were listed. The researcher asked the stu-
dents to use each strategy outside of the classroom and to
answer those questions after using the strategy for a week
in order to make sure the students applied the expansion
phase in their daily lives.

3. Communication Strategies Introduced in the
Course

The seven strategies, including code-switching, ap-
peal for assistance, non-verbal expression, word coinage,
avoidance, circumlocution, and approximation, are ex-
plained in Table 1.

4. Quantitative and Qualitative Data Collection
Procedures

One of the researchers taught the strategy based EFL
class for 7 weeks. Prior to the 7-week data collection pe-
riod, the participants received approximately the same in-
struction. After the data collection began, CS training was
offered for the last 7 weeks, which involved the introduc-
tion of target strategies and practice with one strategy each
week. Before the data collection began, the participants
were asked to fill out WTC and CS questionnaires; after
the data collection, they completed the same question-
naires.

Qualitative data collection was initiated at the begin-
ning of the data collection. At that time, the researchers
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TABLE 1
Weekly Target Strategies and Tasks

Week Communication Descriptions Tasks
Strategy P (Conversation topics)
The students were allowed to use Korean when speaking in ~ What kinds of a teacher do I want to be?
English, when they lacked knowledge of English vocabulary Why?
| Code- or grammar to understand or express themselves. That is,
Switching they could code-switch to Korean words or phrases when
encountering communication problems in English. (For
example, they can say “I saw 2% last week. It was so pretty.”)
To maintain the flow of communication, the students could Four different illustrations were provided
Appeal for ask for assistance with such expressions as “What is this?” or to each small group. Each group member
2 Al;g:tange “Do you know how to say this in English?” in either English or described one picture to the other
Korean. Also, the students could ask for assistance indirectly ~group members with and appealed for
by using eye contacting. assistance when encountering problems.
The students practiced using mime, gestures, facial expressions, The same task as that given for the appeal
Non-Verbal Lo . . - .
3 . imitative sounds, or manipulation of objects rather than verbal for assistance strategy.
Expression o .
expression in either English or Korean.
. ‘When encountering difficulty in delivering messages in English ~ Tell us about your best friends. Describe
Word Coinage . .
because of lack of proper vocabulary, the learners could create  your memorable experiences with them,
and . . .
4 . alternative words or phrases based on the morphological rules and why you are especially fond of them.
Alternative . . « PP
. of English. (For example, if they lacked the word “veterinarian
Phrasing oo »
they could say “animal doctor.”)
Syntactic/ The learners were allowed to avoid using words/structures or  Tell us about yourself! What do you
yniactic talking about the topics or concepts, which they found difficult usually do in your free time? What do
Lexical/ . L R .
5 . to discuss for linguistic reasons. you usually like to eat? What else do
Topic .
. you like? What else can you share about
Avoidance
yourself?
With circumlocution, students could use descriptive words and
phrases to convey their meaning when they lacked a specific Students were given an imaginary
6  Circumlocution term in English. situation and asked to describe how they
(For example, when they want to express a word “scissor,” they ~ would fix problems they found in it using
can say “you know, the thing you cut something like paper, circumlocution strategy.
fabric, and so on.”)
Approximation involved substituting a target language Two tasks: The first was to describe
vocabulary item or structure, which had similar semantic how to make their favorite food and the
7  Approximation  features with the intended item. second was to tell what their three wishes

(For example, they could use a word “sailboat” when they
wanted to express “ship.”)

would be if they met the genie of the
magic lamp.

met with the two focal participants first to engage in ca-
sual conversation with them and then to have them com-
plete a think-aloud task, which involved a task describing
pictures they were given in English, while the researchers
noted whether and what CSs they employed before the
CS training began. After each had finished describing,
the researchers asked such questions as “What were you
thinking when you describe this?”, “Why did you switch
between Korean and English?”, or “Why did you pause
when you describe this?” Then the researchers conducted
a brief interview to elicit the participants’ personal English
histories, their perceptions of learning English, and their
feelings about doing the think-aloud task.

The researchers and focal participants met a second

time after the CS training was completed. At this time,
the participants were asked to the same task while the
researchers noted their uses of CSs when speaking in
English. Then, they were interviewed to determine any
changes in their perceptions of CSs and learning English
after the intervention. With the focal participants’ permis-
sion, all the procedures of both think-aloud protocols were
recorded for analysis.

Additional qualitative data were collected from all stu-
dents in the experimental group. Upon completion of each
CS training, students in the experimental group write a
short memo about the CS they learned for the day. Also, as
requested by the researcher/instructor, they kept strategy
logs to record their uses of each week’s CS. In addition,
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the researchers’ observations when the students were prac-
ticing CSs in the classroom provided qualitative data.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
1. Willingness to Communicate

A paired-samples #-test was employed to investigate
the experimental participants’ changes in degree of WTC
between the pre-and post-instruction. As shown in Table
2, the mean score of WTC before the CS training was 6.96
(SD=1.98) while that of WTC after the CS training was
7.58 (SD=1.32). The t-test results showed a statistically
significant increase in the level of WTC between the pre-
and post-CS training (1=-3.33, p=.002).

TABLE 2
Comparison of WTC
n=51 M SD t )4
Pre-test 6.96 1.98
-3.33 .002
Post-test 7.58 1.32

5 p< 01

This finding implies that the CS training influenced the
participants’ affective factors such as self-confidence and
anxiety, both of which are closely related to WTC (Peng &
Woodrow, 2010). That is, using such compensation strat-
egies as code switching and non-verbal expression might
have increased participants’ self-perceived communicative
competence and lowered their anxiety. Thus, the partici-
pants became more willing to communicate in English as
they perhaps learned strategies for coping with communi-
cative difficulties due to limited proficiency.

Also, their broadened repertoire of compensation strat-
egies may have influenced them affectively by lowering
their communication apprehension and encouraging them
to speak up in the communication practices. As the male
focal student stated in the second interview,

I haven’t had a chance to use the strategies in a
real conversation with native speakers, but the fact
that I know those strategies makes me less anxious
because I know what to do.

[The male focal participant, the second interview]

2. Communication Strategies
1) The Most and Least Frequently Used CSs

As shown in Table 3, the five CS which were used the
most frequently before the CS training were appeal for
assistance (M=4.08, SD=.66), non-verbal expression (M=
3.78, SD=.95), syntactic avoidance (M=3.67, SD=1.24),
lexical avoidance (M=3.63, SD=1.08), and approximation
(M=3.47, SD=.95). In contrast, approximation was never

TABLE 3
CS Uses before Training
M SD
Appeal for assistance 4.08 .659
Non-verbal expression 3.78 945
Syntactic avoidance 3.67 1.244
Lexical avoidance 3.63 1.076
Approximation 3.47 .946
Circumlocution 3.41 942
Code-switching 2.76 1.176
Topic avoidance 2.61 1.218
Word coinage/Alternate phrasing 2.16 925

used by the participants in Cervantes and Rodriguez’s
(2012) and Surkirlan’s (2014) studies. However, avoidance
and appeal for assistance were two of the most frequently
used strategies in Surkirlan’s (2014) study, even though
the most frequent one was circumlocution. To use the
avoidance strategy, most students answered that they em-
ployed such phrases as “I’m sorry, next,” or “hmmm....”

In the first think-aloud protocol, it was also observed
that both focal participants frequently used appeal for as-
sistance. However, there was a difference in tendency be-
tween two participants. The male focal participants whose
proficiency was beginner applied appeal for assistance
indirectly. When he encountered communicative difficulty,
he was confirmed if the interlocutor understood what he
meant by constantly doing eye contact and checking the
interlocutor, and kept the flow of the conversation; howev-
er, he rarely used the expression “signaling direct appeal”
(Sukirlan, 2014, p. 2037) like “What is this in English?”
Later, he answered the reason why he did not ask for as-
sistance directly was because he could not signal direct
appeal whenever he was not sure that his intention was
delivered correctly. In sum, the purposes of his indirect
appeal for assistance were both confirmation and keeping
the conversational flow.

The female focal participant also used indirect appeal
for assistance, but as she had advanced English proficien-
cy, her tendency differed from his. Encountering expres-
sions or vocabulary that she did not know in English, she
indirectly appealed for assistance through eye contact with
the interlocutor, if silently asking for the expressions or
vocabulary needed for delivering her message. On the oth-
er hand, if the expressions or vocabulary were not import-
ant in context, she applied avoidance, instead of applying
appeal for assistance indirectly, to maintain the flow of
communication. In the use of both appeal for assistance
and avoidance strategies, the goal of both focal partici-
pants was to keep the conversational flow.

On the other hand, the three CSs which were used the
least frequently before the CS training were word coinage
(M=2.16, SD=.93), topic avoidance (M=2.61, SD=1.22),
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and code-switching (M=2.76, SD=1.18). As briefly stated
earlier, Surkirlan (2014) also found that word coinage was
one of the least frequently used communication strategies.

The interview with the focal participants helped to infer
the reason that some of the CSs were selected as the least
frequently used ones. In the second interview, both focal
participants shared their perception that code-switching
would not be as efficient as other CSs in communication
with English native speakers because the interlocutors
may not comprehend code in Korean. Also, word-coinage
was used less frequently than other strategies. Even though
they perceived it as a useful tactics to overcome commu-
nicative difficulties, the participants found it more difficult
to use in actual conversation because they required more
lexical fluency, as they needed to coin new words. The fe-
male focal student observed in the second interview,

I know it would be useful to create new words or
say it in a different way when I feel frustrated in a
conversation. However, I rarely use these strategies
because I want to use other ways that are simpler
and easier.

[The female focal participant, the second interview]

In terms of topic avoidance, the two focal participants
rejected the strategy but had different ideas. The female
focal participant stated that it could be impolite to avoid
the conversation topic when encountering communicative
difficulty, particularly with an interlocutor with whom one
has less intimacy. Also, she would not want the interlocu-
tor to think her English proficiency was not good enough
for her to discuss the topic. However, the male focal par-
ticipant’s reason for rejecting the strategy reflected his at-
titude toward taking on communication challenges. In the
second interview he said,

It is not that you could be fluent in speaking with
any other conversation topic. If I just avoid this
topic, I will still be silent in other topics, because |
am not able to talk actively about them.

[The male focal participant, the second interview]

It is notable that their reasons for avoiding using topic
avoidance were different depending on their language pro-
ficiency.

It was also noteworthy that the female focal student,
who had higher language proficiency, used CSs selective-
ly and blended CSs in her English communications. For
example, she first used the Korean term Tteok-bbok-kki
in her English communication. Then, when an interlocutor
could not understand her code-switching, she blended in
other CSs such as circumlocution and approximation to
reach her communicative goal and to maintain the flow of
the communication. In other words, she selected CSs that
suited certain situations and used alternatives when neces-
sary. In the second interview, she explained her use of CSs
as follows:

When doing the CS training, it was a little bit hard
to communicate using only one CS, so I blended
other CSs during the conversation. So, it would be
helpful for me to use several CSs. I didn’t have to
practice them one by one. Some CSs could be new
to me, but I could use some without realizing it.
I would not think that “this is the strategy” when
using it, and I would naturally use several strategies
simultaneously.

[The female focal participant, the second interview]

Strategies can be combined to make communications
more effective depending on the given context, such as
the learner’s experience or language proficiency. Specifi-
cally metacognitive strategies are reported to be clustered
with other strategies or used consecutively (N. Kim, 2011;
2012). The female focal participant could use metacogni-
tion-driven strategy clusters effectively based on her lin-
guistic experience and high language proficiency.

Here, it was noticeable that she considered interper-
sonal and intrapersonal factors in choosing strategies. The
interpersonal factors include the level of intimacy with the
interlocutor and the interlocutor’s knowledge of Korean;
her intrapersonal factor included her language proficiency
and how she presented it. As Mesgarshahr and Abdol-
lahzadeh (2014) observe, “CSs help learners achieve a
higher perception of their communicative competence” (p.
62).

2) Pre- and Post- Instruction Changes in the Uses of
CSs

A paired-samples #-test was used to examine whether
there was a significant difference in the participants’ uses
of CS between pre- and post-instruction. The result as
shown in Table 4 shows that the average of CS use was
3.12 (SD=.54) before the training and 3.31 (SD=.50) after
the training, indicating a statistically significant increase in
the frequency of CS use (¢=-2.93, p=.005).

TABLE 4
Uses of CS Between Pre- and Post-Training
n M SD t )4
Pre-test 51 3.12 .54
-2.93 .005
Post-test 51 331 .50

As shown in Table 5, five items (lexical avoid-
ance, approximation, word coinage/alternate phrasing,
code-switching, non-verbal expression) showed significant
change between pre- and post-training. The frequency of
four strategies (approximation, word coinage/alternate
phrasing, code-switching, non-verbal expression) showed
the significant increase. However, the use of lexical avoid-
ance decreased because they became able to use compen-
satory strategies such as code-switching or non-verbal
expression, so avoidance naturally became less necessary.
In the follow-up interview, the male focal participant men-
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TABLE 5
Changes Between Pre- and Post-Training
M SD t P (2-way)
Syntactic avoidance 216 1.222 1.261 213
Lexical avoidance .588 1.268 3.314 .002
Topic avoidance .020 1.273 110 913
Circumlocution -.294 1.316 -1.596 117
Approximation -.569 1.100 -3.691 .001
Word coinage/Alternate phrasing -.490 1.317 -2.658 .011
Code-switching -451 1.346 -2.392 .021
Non-verbal expression -.490 987 -3.545 .001
Appeal for assistance -.039 799 -.350 127

tioned about the decrease of lexical avoidance as follows:

Sometimes, it was just difficult to avoid certain
words that I didn’t know, but it was easy to just
say the words in Korean. And because I knew the
interlocutor was Korean, when I encountered some
words that I didn’t know in English, I just said the
words in Korean. Also, because it was not as if I
could use only one strategy. I used other ones while
using the avoidance strategy.
[The male focal participant, the second interview]

Perhaps because the students had previous learning ex-
perience with code-switching and non-verbal expression
before the CS lessons, they used them naturally, as con-
firmed through the significant increase of code-switching,
and non-verbal expression.

Furthermore, as the students’ awareness of some CSs
increased and they practiced them, their uses of the CSs
also developed. The students were not aware of some CSs
such as word coinage, code-switching, and non-verbal ex-
pression as communication strategies. Moreover, using ap-
proximation and word coinage/alternate phrasing, the stu-
dents were able to perceive that the flow of conversation
need not be limited by their own vocabulary knowledge
at that time. Some students were not confident of coining
words at first. However, as they perceived that the flow
of communication continued by practicing word-coinage
and approximation strategies, the use of these strategies
increased.

Likewise, many students did not perceive code-switch-
ing and non-verbal expression as CSs, and some seemed
surprised and confused. For example, the male focal par-
ticipant expressed his confusion in the second interview.
However, as they became aware that those CSs helped
them maintain the flow of a conversation and solve their
communicative difficulties and practiced them, their uses
of them increased. In the second interview, the male focal
participant commented on how he had internalized the use
of CSs:

When practicing, sometimes 1 thought about using
CSs before saying sometimes, but sometimes after
I finished saying something in English, I thought, ‘I
used this strategy.’

[The male focal participant, the second interview]

Conscious or unconscious use of strategies also could
reduce their apprehension in future English communica-
tions. In terms of non-verbal expression, some students
already understood that body language could be used
to alleviate their communicative problems but were not
aware that it could work as a CS. With awareness, the stu-
dents were able to incorporate the non-verbal strategy in
their English communication, even though some students
expressed difficulty becoming accustomed to it.

This study shows that once the learners became aware
of each CS, they started to practice it, so it eventually ame-
liorated their communication difficulties, confirming Mes-
garshahr and Abdollahzadeh’s (2014) finding that “CSs
make learners feel less communication apprehension” (p.
62). Hence, training that raises learners’ awareness of CSs
and strengthens their applications of them through practice
may have positive impact on their communicative compe-
tence and willingness to communicate. For example, once
they are aware that appeal for assistance is a communica-
tion strategy, learners can be trained to use standardized
expressions, such as “What is this in English?”” and “How
do you say this in English?”” Therefore, this study demon-
strates that raising learners’ awareness of CSs, training
them to apply the strategies, and providing opportunities
for practice can enhance their communication abilities.

V. CONCLUSION

This study examines the effects of explicit training of
seven CSs on EFL students’ willingness to communicate
(WTC) and their strategy use. With respect to the increase
of their willingness to communicate after the CS instruc-
tion, the participants had the chance to learn new coping
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strategies to address communicative breakdowns so that
they could find themselves more confident about how to
maintain L2 communication. In this sense, CS instruction
makes them feel more secure and contributes to their level
of willingness to communicate in L2. Furthermore, based
on the most and least frequently used CSs before and af-
ter the seven weeks of CS training, a significant increase
in the use of four communication strategies was found,
including approximation, word-coinage, code-switching,
and non-verbal expression. Known as resource deficit-re-
lated strategies (Dorneyi & Scott, 1997), these are also
reported to be used frequently by L2 learners (Pornpibul,
2005; Wongsawang, 2001). Such strategies allowed them
to compensate for their limited linguistic deficiency. An-
other possible reasons for change during the training were
probed through pre- and post-interviews featuring think-
aloud protocols with two focal participants, which indicat-
ed that the increase in the use of these four CSs was close-
ly related to the learners’ increased awareness of them, and
that the CS practices of the focal participants were similar
to uses by all participants.

However, effectiveness of the seven-week of the CS
training needs to be verified more thoroughly in terms of
the extended duration of CS training. This is because the
seven-week CS training period might not have been long
enough for them to practice applying the CSs as their own.
Although they were constantly encouraged to use the CSs
outside of the classroom, they would have difficulty doing
so because in their linguistic environment, English was a
foreign language, rarely used in daily communications, as
indicated by male focal participant’s testimony in the sec-
ond interview. For future studies, therefore, it is recom-
mended that the CS training should be taught for a longer
period to investigate the effectiveness of CS training more
accurately.

To ensure that students have opportunities to apply the
CSs outside of the classroom, they may be given specific
assignments to practice them in their L1, especially as this
study demonstrated the importance of increasing aware-
ness of the CSs. This approach, focusing on the charac-
teristics of each CS, would enable students to internalize
their use prior to immersion in English speaking environ-
ments and their application of the strategies in their L2. In
that way, more explicit effectiveness of the CS training can
be shown in the future studies. For example, syntactic/lex-
ical avoidance and appeal for assistance were frequently
used by the two focal participants when speaking in their
L2, as they had already used them in their L1, suggesting
they had transferred them. However, they had not used
other CSs, such as code-switching and word coinage, so
these were not available for transfer from L1 to L2. Thus,
being explicitly assigned to practice specific novel CSs in
their L1 may prepare students to transfer them to their L2.
Through such an approach, the efficacy of teaching CSs
could be enhanced so as to “empower students to partici-
pate in communication by helping them to not give up in
the conversation” (Faucette, 2001, p. 27).
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APPENDIX |
CS Questionnaire
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APPENDIX I
WTC Questionnaire
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