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The present study aspired to systematically investigate the relationship among EFL learners’
Self-Regulation (SR), Self-Efficacy (SE), and their Use of Oral Communication Strategies
(UOCS). To this end, 367 male and female undergraduate students, within the age range of 20 to
30 (M, = 25) were selected based on convenience sampling strategy. They were asked to fill in
three questionnaires, namely the Oral Communication Strategies Inventory (Nakatani, 2006), the
Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie,
1991), and the SE Questionnaire (Sherer, Maddux, Mercadante, Prentice-Dunn, Jacobs, &
Rogers, 1982). Both parametric and non-parametric formulas were conducted to inspect the
significance of the relationships. The results revealed that there was a significant and positive
correlation between SR and UOCS, SE and UOCS, and SE and SR. Furthermore, a regression
analysis revealed that only SR makes a strong statistically significant unique contribution to
predicting UOCS (f = 0.682, ¢t = 15.3, p = 0.0005). SE did not turn out to be a significant
predictor of UOCS scores. The study concludes with a discussion on the obtained results

followed by presenting some implications for EFL teachers, learners, and syllabus designers.
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INTRODUCTION

This study was an attempt to systematically inspect the way
self-efficacy, self-regulation, and use of oral communication
strategies, as major factors in learning (Luszczynska, Guti-
érrez-Dona, & Schwarzer, 2005; Skantze, 2005), interact
with one another. A further goal of the study was to compare
the predictive capacity of self-efficacy and self-regulation
in terms of predicting use of oral communication strategies.
Today, it is no longer unbeknownst to TEFL experts and
scholars that the main function of language is to enable in-
dividuals to communicate ideas and information with other
speakers of the language while highlighting comprehensibil-
ity and clarity (Lightbown & Spada, 2013; Mitchell & Myl-
es, 2004). This awareness has been contemporaneous with
the growing endorsement of the social constructivist theory
which favors the active construction of language compe-
tence through a social and experiential process, highlighting
the role of active and planned communication (Ashton-Hay,
2006; Zaker, 2016a, 2016b).

As EFL learners are always faced with a myriad of lim-
itations when it comes to oral second language (L2) pro-
duction, affecting the accuracy and fluency of the spoken
L2 production (Mitchell & Myles, 2004), techniques and
strategies have been in use which enable the L2 speakers
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to compensate for the limitations they suffer (Ellis, 2008;
Nakatani, 2005). Specifically calibrated for addressing L2
production issues, oral communication strategies have been
defined as “potentially intentional attempts to cope with any
language-related problems of which the speaker is aware
during the course of communication” (Ddrnyei & Scott,
1977, p. 179). These strategies help EFL learners obviate
communicative problems (Bialystok, 1990; Dérnyei, 1995).

Oral communication strategies are categorized into two
main groups, achievement and reduction strategies (Tarone,
1981). Regardless of the group to which each strategy be-
longs, they are all the components of the mental construct
which, by nature, correlates with and is affected by the
unique cognitive, metacognitive, and personality charac-
teristics of each single individual (Fahim & Zaker, 2014;
Marashi & Moghaddam, 2014). Moreover, many of these
internal factors are subject to change and manipulation (Fa-
him & Zaker, 2014; Zaker, 2016a), making it reasonable to
attempt to develop and strengthen a construct indirectly and
through other related constructs. In other words, it might en-
hance our knowledge of oral communication strategies and
provide us with the chance to indirectly manipulate it if we
study the way this construct interacts with other constructs.
Rooted in the above-mentioned penchant, this descriptive
study intended to systematically inspect the way self-effica-
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cy, self-regulation, and use of oral communication strategies
interact among EFL learners.

As stated by Pintrich (2000), self-regulation is “an ac-
tive constructive process whereby learners get goals for
their learning and then attempt to monitor, regulate, and
control their cognition, motivation, behavior, guided and
constrained by their goals and the contextual features in the
environment” (p. 453). Self-regulation, as a metacognitive
process, is a major factor in determining learners’ motiva-
tional states and communicative efforts (Zimmerman, 2000).
It has been stated that the manipulation and development of
self-regulation functions as an effective measure to develop
use of oral communication strategies among EFL learners
(Zimmerman, 2000, 2008) and improve their speaking per-
formance (Aregu, 2013). Consequently, it is reasonable to
inspect if there exists a significant relationship between use
of oral communication strategies and self-regulation so that
oral communication can be promoted through self-regula-
tion instruction.

Self-efficacy, the other inspected mental construct in
this study, has been defined as “personal judgment of one’s
capabilities to organize and execute course of action to at-
tain designated type of educational performance” (Bandura,
1977, p. 174). Quite reasonably, it has been suggested that
self-efficacy is a crucial factor in determining EFL learners’
communicative efforts in L2 (Abedini & Rahimi, 2009),
and it can function as a motivational construct which affects
the application of strategies, including oral communication
strategies (Schunk, 1994). Therefore, it is sensible to
inspect if the self-perceived image of the learners, or their
self-efficacy should be one of the concerns when attempting
to develop the quality of L2 production among EFL learners
(Aregu, 2013; Chiu-Ping, 2010).

Pertinent to the abovementioned premises, previous re-
search has suggested that self-efficacy and self-regulation
are in a direct relationship with use of oral communication
strategies and can affect each other (Aregu, 2013; Pintrich,
1995; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2001). More specifically, ac-
cording to Zimmerman (1989), self-efficacy should be con-
sidered one of the components of self-regulation. Rooted
in this background, it could be another goal for the present
study to inspect the existence of this relationship. Finally, it
becomes of high value to educational policy makers, curric-
ulum developers, teacher trainers, and teachers to realize if
there is an association among the three variables introduced
so far and, if so, between self-efficacy and self-regulation
which one is the better choice for investing time, energy, and
resources in order to develop EFL learners’ communication
skills.

Rooted in the penchant for coming up with new pedagog-
ical solutions for developing EFL learners’ oral communica-
tion skills, this study intended to systematically inspect the
way use of oral communication strategies, self-efficacy, and
self-regulation interact among EFL learners. To fulfill this
purpose, the following research questions were formulated:

Research Question 1: Is there any significant relation-
ship between EFL learners’ self-regulation and their use
of oral communication strategies?

Research Question 2: Is there any significant relation-
ship between EFL learners’ self-efficacy and their use of
oral communication strategies?

Research Question 3: Is there any significant relationship
between EFL learners’ self-efficacy and self-regulation?
Research Question 4: Is there any significant difference
between EFL learners’ self-regulation and self-efficacy
in predicting their use of oral communication strategies?

METHOD

Participants

The participants of the present study were 367 undergrad-
uate male and female (110 or 30% male and 257 or 70%
female) EFL learners, within the age range of 20 to 30
(Mage = 25), studying TEFL, English Translation, and En-
glish Literature at Islamic Azad University (Central Tehran,
South Tehran, and Science and Research Branches) and
Aal-e-Taha University in Tehran. The sampling strategy for
the selection of the participants was convenience sampling.
It should be noted that the initial number of participants was
402, but 35 of them were excluded from the data due to
providing incomplete answers, bringing the final number to
367 participants.

Instrumentation

In order to collect the quantitative data and fulfill the purpose
of the study, the following instruments were employed:

*  The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire

*  The Oral Communication Strategy Inventory

*  The Self-Efficacy Questionnaire

Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, and McKeachie’s MSLQ
Questionnaire

To estimate the level of participants’ self-regulation, the Mo-
tivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ), de-
veloped by Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, and McKeachie (1991)
was used. The MSLQ is a self-report survey instrument de-
signed to assess college students’ motivational orientations
and use of different learning strategies. The original form of
MSLQ has 81 Likert-scale statements, from 1 “not at all true
of me” to 7 “very true of me”, within 15 modular subscales
divided into two categories: Motivation (6 subscales) and
Learning Strategies (9 subscales).

The total scores of the instrument could vary from 81
to 567, and the respondents were asked to answer the ques-
tions in 35 minutes. The psychometric properties of this
scale also have been well-established at different educa-
tional levels (Garcia & McKeachie, 2005; Pintrich et. al.,
1991, 1993; Wolters, Pintrich, & Karabenick, 2005). The
MSLQ has proved reliable and valid in several studies
(Garcia & Pintrich, 1994, 1995; Kivinen, 2002; Pintrich,
Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1993). In this study, the re-
liability of the MSLQ was computed through Cronbach al-
pha at 0.8.
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Nakatani’s OCSI Questionnaire

Nakatani (2006) developed the Oral Communication
Strategy Inventory (OCSI) for EFL university students.
This instrument aims to assess the frequency with which the
students use certain strategies in oral communication while
coping with speaking problems in L2 communicative tasks.
As Nakatani (20060) stated, both speaking and listening
skills are essential for oral communication. They involve
strategies of a different nature. Therefore, the inventory
con-sists of 58 statements divided into two sections:
strategies for coping with speaking problems related to
strategic behavior during communicative tasks (32 items)
and strategies for coping with listening problems related to
strategic behavior at comprehension during communicative
tasks (26 items).

The participants were expected to respond on the five-
point Likert-scale ranging from 1 “never or almost never
true of me” to 5 “always or almost always true of me” that
asked them to report the frequency with which they use cer-
tain strategies in oral communication to compensate for the
problems. The allocated time for responding to the items of
the questionnaire is 30 minutes, and the scores could vary
from 58 to 290. In a study conducted by Nakatani (2000),
utilizing Cronbach’s alpha, the reliability of the speaking
section was estimated to be » =.838 and » =.905 for the lis-
tening part. In this study, the reliability of the OCSI was
computed through Cronbach alpha at 0.87.

Sherer, Maddux, Mercadante, Prentice-Dunn, Jacobs,
and Rogers’ Self-Efficacy Scale

To evaluate participants’ level of self-Efficacy, the English
version of the Self-Efficacy Questionnaire developed by
Sherer, Maddux, Mercadante, Prentice-Dunn, Jacobs, and
Rogers (1982) was administered. It consists of 23 items
which measure three aspects of behavior: initiative, effort,
and persistence. It has two subscales; the general self-effi-
cacy (17 items) and the social self-efficacy (6 items). Par-
ticipants respond on the basis of a five-point Likert-scale,
ranging from strongly disagree (1 point) to strongly agree
(5 points).

The scores range from 23 to 115, and the allocated time
i1s 15 minutes. Scores for Items 1, 3, 8, 9, 13, 15, 19, 21, 23
correspond to the answer and remaining items are scored in
reverse direction. Obtained score lower than 45 is character-
ized as low self-efficacious, between 46 and 70 moderate,
and score more than 71 is known as having high self-effica-
cy. The reliability of the self-efficacy scale in this study was
estimated to be 0.81, using the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient.

Procedure

To achieve the purpose of this study and address the ques-
tions posed, the researchers followed the following proce-
dure. After obtaining a formal approval for conducting the
research at the universities where the data were collected,
the three questionnaires of were distributed in one package
among 402 undergraduate EFL learners in the above-men-
tioned universities.

Before administering the packages of the questionnaires,
the researchers intentionally randomized the order of the
questionnaires in each package to control the impact of order
on the completion process. The required explanations were
given to the participants. Also, the researchers mentioned
that the results of the questionnaires would be just used for
the sake of the academic value of this research. The proce-
dures in filling all three questionnaires were also explained.
The allocated time for answering the three questionnaires
was about 80 minutes, and the completed questionnaires
were collected and scored by the researchers. From the ini-
tial 402 administered questionnaires, a number of 367 sets
answered for three questionnaires, were considered for sta-
tistical analyses regarding the relationship among the three
variables.

RESULTS

The design of this study was descriptive. The predicted
variable was use of oral communication strategies and the
predictors were self-efficacy and self-regulation. Moreover,
participants’ age and gender were considered the intervening
variables. In order for the researchers to answer the research
questions, a series of pertinent calculations and statistical
routines were conducted whose results are presented in this
section.

The Preliminary Analyses

Before answering the research questions, it was needed to
check a number of assumptions and perform some prelim-
inary analyses. To begin with, the assumptions of interval
data and independence of participants (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007) were already met as the present data were measured
on an interval scale and the participants were independent of
one another. In addition, it was needed to check some other
significant assumptions through inspecting the features of
the data. These assumptions, according to Tabachnick and
Fidell (2007), are:

1. Linear relation between each pair of variables,

2. Homoscedasticity, and

3. Normality of the distribution of variables.

The following sections will check the three abovemen-
tioned assumptions which are pertinent to the first, second,
and third research questions of the study. However, as the
legitimacy of addressing the fourth research question is de-
pendent on the answers given to the three initial research
questions, the preliminary analyses pertinent to the fourth
research question are reported after addressing the first three
research questions.

Linear Relation between Each Pair of Variables and
Homoscedasticity

To check the linearity of relations, the researchers visual-
ly inspected the data through creating a multiple scatterplot
which is presented in Figure 1.

Through inspecting Figure 1, it can be inferred that the
relationships among these variables are not fundamentally
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non-linear. As it can be observed, there is not a U-shaped or
curvilinear pattern of distribution. Consequently, the linear-
ity of relations can be confirmed. Moreover, the distribution
of scores was not funnel-shape, i.e., wide at one end and nar-
row at the other; therefore, the assumption of homoscedas-
ticity was met for these variables.

Normality of the Distributions

In order to check the normality of the distributions, first, the
kurtosis and skewness ratios were calculated, followed by in-
specting the distribution histograms and Normal Q-Q Plots.
However, as the main measure, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov
test was run, results of which are presented in Table 1.

As presented in Table 1, the Sig. value for the scores of
oral communication strategies (.0005) is lower than the crit-

Oral

Communication
Strategies

Self-Efficacy

Self-Regulation

Oral Self-Efficacy
Communication
Strategies

Self-Regulation

Figure 1. Multiple scatterplot of oral communication strate-
gies, self-efficacy, and self-regulation

Table 1. Tests of normality of the scores

ical value (.05). Therefore, only the normality of distribution
for self-efficacy and self-regulation scores is supported (Ta-
bachnick & Fidell, 2007). Consequently, it was systematically
suggested that the assumption of normality is violated for the
scores of oral communication strategies. Therefore, the cor-
relational research questions including oral communication
strategies (research questions one and two) were answered
through employing a non-parametric test, Spearman rank
order coefficient of correlation. In order to answer the third
research question, the data were analyzed using Pearson’s
product-moment correlation coefficient, a parametric formula.

Answering the Three Initial Research Questions
The First Research Question

In order to answer the first research question, the data were
analyzed using the Spearman rank order coefficient of cor-
relation which is a non-parametric formula. Table 2 shows
the result of this analysis.

According to the results of the analysis reported in
Table 2, it was concluded that there was a significant and
positive correlation between self-regulation and use of oral
communication strategies, p =705, n =367, p <.01, and high
levels of self-regulation were associated with high levels of
use of oral communication strategies. According to Cohen
(1988), this signified a large effect size (99% confidence in-
tervals: 0.631 to 0.766).

The Second Research Question

In order to answer the second research question, the data
were analyzed using the Spearman rank order coefficient of
correlation. Table 3 shows the result of this analysis.

Kolmogorov-smirnov?*

Shapiro-wilk

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Oral communication strategies 0.071 367 0.000 0.989 367 0.009
Self-efficacy 0.036 367 0.200%* 0.995 367 0.256
Self-regulation 0.036 367 0.200* 0.993 367 0.106

a. Lilliefors significance correction ,*. This is a lower bound of the true significance.

Table 2. Spearman’s correlation between oral communication strategies and self-regulation

Oral communication strategies

Self-regulation

Spearman’s rho

Oral communication strategies
Correlation coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Self-regulation
Correlation coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

1.000 0.705%*
0.000
367 367
1.000
0.705%*
0.000 367
367

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 3. Spearman’s correlation between oral communication strategies and self-efficacy

Oral communication strategies

Self-regulation

Spearman’s rho

Oral communication strategies
Correlation coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Self-regulation
Correlation coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

1.000 0.399%*
. 0.000
367 367
0.399** 1.000
0.000 .
367 367

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 4. Spearman’s correlation between self-efficacy
and self-regulation

Self-Efficacy Self-regulation
Self-efficacy 1 0.541%*
Pearson correlation 0.000
Sig. (2-tailed) 367 367
N
Self-regulation 0.541%* 1
Pearson correlation 0.000
Sig. (2-tailed) 367 367

N

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

According to the results of the analysis reported in Ta-
ble 3, it was concluded that there was a significant and pos-
itive correlation between self-efficacy and use of oral com-
munication strategies, p =399, n = 367, p <.01, and high
levels of self-efficacy were associated with high levels of
use of oral communication strategies. According to Cohen
(1988), this signified a medium-to-large effect size (99%
confidence intervals: 0.28 to 0.506).

3.2.3 The Third Research Question

In order to answer this question, the data were analyzed
using Pearson’s product-moment correlation coefficient, a
parametric formula. Table 4. shows the result of this anal-
ysis.

According to the results of the analysis reported in
Table 4, it was concluded that there was a significant and
positive correlation between self-efficacy and self-regula-
tion, r=.571, n =367, p <.01, and high levels of self-efficacy
were associated with high levels of self-regulation. Accord-
ing to Cohen (1988), this signified a large effect size (99%
confidence intervals: 0.439 to 0.629).

Based on the findings of the three initial research ques-
tions, both self-efficacy and self-regulation were signifi-
cantly and positively related to use of oral communication
strategies. In other words, self-efficacy and self-regulation
significantly interact with use of oral communication strate-
gies among EFL learners. As a result, the researchers could

opt for answering the fourth research question, considering
self-efficacy and self-regulation the predictor variables of
the predicted variable, use of oral communication strategies.

Preliminary Analyses Pertinent to the Fourth Research
Question

The fourth research question of this study was answered
through running a multiple regression analysis. However,
there were a number of assumptions which had to be checked
before performing the analysis. According to Tabachnick
and Fidell (2007), these assumptions are:

1. Sample size

2. Multicollinearity

3. Normality

4. Outliers

Employing Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2007) formula for
calculating sample size (N > 50 + 8m) indicated that this
assumption was met as 367 is way above the minimum re-
quired number of 66 participants. Furthermore, the research-
ers implemented some measures in order to systematically
inspect the existence of multicollinearity in the sample, the
Tolerance value and VIF value. Table 5 reports the Tolerance
and VIF values in this study.

As reported in Table 5, both of the Tolerance values were
desirably higher than.l. Moreover, the VIF values were
desirably lower than 10. Therefore, it was concluded that,
as required, multicollinearity did not exist in this sample.
Furthermore, in order to check the normality, the Normal
Probability Plot (P-P) was created which suggested no ma-
jor deviation from normality. Furthermore, the scatterplot of
standardized residuals showed that residuals were rectangu-
larly distributed.

Finally, the researchers inspected the Mahalanobis dis-
tance value in order to notice and inspect the existence of
outliers. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), when
there are two independent variables in the model, the crit-
ical value for the Mahalanobis value is 13.28. This means
that if the Mahalanobis value for a variable is larger than
13.28, that case is an outlier. According to the initial analy-
sis result, the highest Mahalanobis value in this sample was
13.58 which is above the critical level. The inspection of the
data indicated that the case 131 has the Mahalanobis value of
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13.57607, making it the only outlier case. Consequently this
case was removed from the data, and the rest of the analyses
were carried out on the data obtained from 366 participants.
After removing the outlier case, the new highest Mahalano-
bis value in the sample was 11.36, and the Cook’s Distance
values were, desirably, smaller than the critical value 1. As a
result, the researchers could argue that the assumption perti-
nent to the outliers is met.

The Fourth Research Question

In order to answer the fourth research question, a standard
multiple regression was run. Table 6 presents the regression
model summary including the R and R,

As reported in Table 6, R came out to be 0.706 and R’
came out to be 0.498. This means that the model explains
49.8 percent of the variance in use of oral communication
strategies (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). More-
over, /2 =.992 indicated a large effect size for the regression.
Table 7 reports the results of ANOVA (F (2, 363)=179.986,
p =0.0005), the results of which were considered significant.
This means that the model can significantly predict EFL

Table 5. Tolerance and VIF values

Model Collinearity statistics
Tolerance VIF
1
(Constant)
Self-efficacy 0.708 1.413
Self-regulation 0.708 1.413

Table 6. Model summary — R and R square

learners’ use of oral communication strategies, self-efficacy,
and self-regulation.

Table 8 demonstrates the Standardized Beta Coefficients
which signify the degree to which each predictor variable
contributes to the prediction of the predicted variable. The
inspection of the Sig. values showed that only self-regula-
tion makes a statistically significant unique contribution to
the equation as its Sig. values is less than.05.

Self-regulation seemed to have the only Sig. value small-
er than.05 with the absolute f coefficient of.68 (8 = 0.682,
t=15.3, p =0.0005). This means that self-regulation makes
a strong statistically significant unique contribution to pre-
dicting use of oral communication strategies. Therefore, it
was concluded that, compared to self-efficacy, self-regu-
lation is the best factor which can significantly predict use
of oral communication strategies scores of the participants.
Self-efficacy did not turn out to be a significant predictor of
use of oral communication strategies scores (f = 0.041, ¢t =
0.924, p = 0.365). Finally, the inspection of Part correlation
(semipartial correlation coefficient) revealed that self-regu-
lation uniquely explains 32.37 percent of the variance in use
of oral communication strategies (0.569 x0.569 =0.3237).

DISCUSSION

The first research question of the study attempted to system-
atically inspect the relationship between EFL learners’ use
of oral communication strategies and self-regulation, the lat-
ter being considered a major factor in determining learners’
metacognitive attempts and motivational states (Zimmerman,
2000). The results of the Spearman rank order coefficient of
correlation indicated that there was a significant and positive

Model R R square

Adjusted R square Std. error of the estimate

1 0.706* 0.498

0.495 18.43553

a. Predictors: (Constant), Self-regulation, self-efficacy, b. Dependent variable: Oral communication strategies

Table 7. Regression output: ANOVA

Model Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.
1
Regression 122343.081 2 61171.540 179.986 0.000¢
Residual 123372.419 363 339.869
Total 245715.500 365

a. Predictors: (Constant), self-regulation, Self-efficacy, b. Dependent variable: Oral communication strategies

Table 8. Regression output: coefficients

Model Unstandardized Standardized T Significance Part correlation
coefficients coefficients
B Std. error B
1
(Constant) 87.273 7.355 11.867 0.000
Self-efficacy 0.084 0.091 0.041 0.924 0.356 0.034
Self-regulation 0.304 0.020 0.682 15.300 0.000 0.569
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correlation (the largest in this study) between self-regulation
and use of oral communication strategies, p =.705, n = 367,
p <0.01. This finding provides systematic support for the po-
tential amplification of use of oral communication strategies
through self-regulation training as suggested by Zimmerman
(2000, 2008) and reported by Littlemore (2001). This finding
is also in line with the framework of socio-cognitive learning
theory, as stated by Pajares and Schunk (2001), which high-
lights the role of learners’ cognition in social engagement
and communicative attempts.

The systematic inspection of the relationship between use
of oral communication strategies and self-efficacy among
EFL learners was the concern of the second research ques-
tion. As it has been suggested, self-efficacy is a crucial factor
in determining EFL learners’ communicative efforts in L2
(Abedini & Rahimi, 2009). In a similar vein, Schunk (1994)
suggests that self-efficacy as a motivational construct affects
the application of strategies, including oral communication
strategies. However, in order to confirm this argument, the
researchers ran a Spearman rank order coefficient of cor-
relation test whose results reported a significant and positive
correlation between self-efficacy and use of oral communi-
cation strategies, p =0.399, n = 367, p <0.01. This is in line
with the argument provided by Pajaras (2000) and Zimmer-
man (1995). However, as the effect size of this correlational
analysis turned out to be medium-to-large, it seems reason-
able to argue that other studies should replicate this study in
order to make a logical and meaningful conclusion about the
existence of this positive correlation (Springer, 2010).

The third research question focused on the relationship
between EFL learners’ self-efficacy and self-regulation.
Previous research has suggested that these two constructs
are positively correlated (Bandura, 1997). It has also been
suggested that high levels of self-regulation in EFL learn-
ers would be contemporaneous with high levels of self-ef-
ficacy (Pintrich, 1995; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2001). In
order to conduct a systematic probe, the researchers ran
Pearson’s product-moment correlation coefficient whose re-
sults reported a significant and positive correlation between
self-efficacy and self-regulation, » =.571, n = 367, p <.01.
This outcome seems to provide a systematic support for the
statements made by Bandura (1997), Pintrich (1995), and
Zimmerman and Schunk (2001). Moreover, as the effect size
turned out to be large, it seems that considering self-efficacy
as one of the components of self-regulation, as suggested by
Zimmerman (1989), is reasonable and meaningful. More-
over, it becomes more and more reasonable to argue for the
causality of the relationship between these two constructs
(Springer, 2010).

Having observed a significant and positive relationship
between use of oral communication strategies, on one hand,
and self-efficacy and self-regulation, on the other hand, it was
legitimate for the researchers to inspect and compare how
self-efficacy and self-regulation predict use of oral commu-
nication strategies among EFL learners. After checking the
preliminary assumptions, a standard multiple regression was
run whose results indicated that self-regulation makes the
only statistically significant unique contribution to predict-
ing use of oral communication strategies (f = 0.682). This is

to say that self-regulation is the better predictor of use of oral
communication strategies, and attempts to enhance the level
of self-regulation, as suggested by Zimmerman (2000, 2008),
have a higher potential to enhance EFL learners’ use of oral
communication strategies. However, as self-efficacy did not
exhibit a significant predictive capacity toward use of oral
communication strategies and knowing that self-efficacy and
self-regulation share considerable features (Bandura, 1997),
rejecting the predictive capacity of self-efficacy seems to be
irrational before observing the same results in other studies
replicating the present study (Best & Kahn, 2006).

CONCLUSION

Around the world and among language educators, it is now
a widely held belief that the major function of language is
to enable individuals to communicate ideas and informa-
tion with other speakers of the language (Mitchell & Myles,
2004). However, when it comes to L2, the mixed impact of
L1 and L2, materialized through the developed inter-lan-
guage (Selinker, 1972), along with many other psycholog-
ical, personality, cognitive, and metacognitive factors might
affect or hinder one’s success in getting the ideas across and
cause problems like misunderstanding and making linguistic
mistakes (Cohen & Macaro, 2007; Zaker, 2016a). Initially
introduced by Selinker (1972, as cited in Ellis, 2008), com-
munication strategies are believed to be a set of conscious at-
tempts used by L2 speakers which facilitate communication
(Dornyei, 1995; Theng, 2012).

More specifically, oral communication strategies help
learners compensate for L2 problems, have more interac-
tion in L2, have a conversation, and finally promote their
communicative competence (Nakatani, 2005, 2010). These
strategies have also proven to positively affect speakers’
willingness to communicate (Sarvghadi, 2016). However,
employing oral communication strategies, as a set of con-
scious cognitive and metacognitive attempts, is affected by
the internal, cognitive, mental, and personality characteris-
tics of the speakers (Marashi & Moghaddam, 2014; Nosra-
tinia & Zaker, 2014; Zaker, 2015). Knowing that many of
these internal factors are subject to change and manipula-
tion (Dulewicz & Higgs, 2004; Fahim & Zaker, 2014), the
present study aimed for inspecting the interaction of EFL
learners’ use of oral communication strategies, on one hand,
and their self-efficacy and self-regulation, on the other hand,
through posing four research questions.

Through answering the first research question of the
study, it was systematically confirmed that self-regulation
and use of oral communication strategies are in a significant
direct relationship. In the wake of this finding, it seems rea-
sonable to argue that the manipulation and development of
self-regulation can be considered a significant measure to
develop use of oral communication strategies among EFL
learners, as suggested by Zimmerman (2000, 2008), and
finally improve their speaking performance (Aregu, 2013).
Through answering the second research question of the
study, it was systematically confirmed that self-efficacy and
use of oral communication strategies are significantly and
positively correlated. This finding is in line with the stated
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argument provided by Pajaras (2000), Schunk (1994), and

Zimmerman (1995). Consequently, a systematic support is

provided for the argument that the self-perceived image of

the learners, or their self-efficacy should be one of the con-
cerns when attempting to develop the quality of L2 produc-

tion among EFL learners (Aregu, 2013; Chiu-Ping, 2010).

As discussed above, self-efficacy and self-regulation
both are in a direct relationship with use of oral communi-
cation strategies. This premise was confirmed through an-
swering the third research question. Consequently, it is fair
to expect that by developing EFL learners’ self-efficacy, we
can expect higher levels of self-regulation, and vice versa
(Aregu, 2013; Pintrich, 1995; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2001).
Moreover, it seems that considering self-efficacy one of the
components of self-regulation, as suggested by Zimmerman
(1989), is reasonable and meaningful. From another perspec-
tive, now that both self-efficacy and self-regulation are in
a direct relationship with use of oral communication strate-
gies, it becomes of high value to educational policy makers,
curriculum developers, teacher trainers, and teachers to re-
alize between self-efficacy and self-regulation which one is
the better choice for investing time, energy, and resources.

This question was addressed through answering the
fourth/last research question of the study whose answer
determined that self-regulation is the best predictor of EFL
learners’ use of oral communication strategies. Based on
this outcome, it seems reasonable to argue that manipulating
learners’ self-regulation (O’ Donnell, Reeve, & Smith, 2012;
Zimmerman, 2000) is one of the best tools for developing
use of oral communication strategies, and special attention
needs to be paid to cognitive, metacognitive, affective, and
motivational as well as social contextual factors which pre-
dict and affect self-regulation (Pintrich, 2000).

Knowing that self-regulation is a significant predictor
of use of oral communication strategies and that it is sub-
ject to development and training (Schunk, 1996; Zimmer-
man, 2000), EFL teachers should endeavor to allocate time
for self-regulation training and implementation. According
to Pintrich (2000), self-regulation consists of the following
components:

*  Cognitive,

e Metacognitive,

e Affective,

*  Motivational, and

*  Social contextual factors.

Considering the above-mentioned components, EFL teach-

ers are suggested to:

*  help learners manipulate various cognitive strategies for
learning that a few of them are deep processing strate-
gies (Garcia & Pintrich, 1994),

* introduce and employ both top-down processes (cogni-
tive control) and bottom-up processes (cognitive moni-
toring; Nelson & Narens, 1990; Reder & Schunn, 1996),

e guide learners to estimate their cognitive process and
employ strategies which lead to the self-regulated
achievement (Baker & Brown, 1984),

* introduce emotion regulation which has a continuum
from conscious, effortful, and controlled regulation to
unconscious, effortless and automatic regulation. In

fact, expressive suppression and reappraisal are two
kinds of effective/emotion regulation strategies which
are the major components of self-regulation (Balzarotti,
John, & Gross, 2010), and

 work on managing motivational beliefs including
self-efficacy and goal-orientation (Zimmerman, 1989).

Moreover, EFL teachers can instruct EFL learners on
employing oral communication strategies through (Faerch &
Kasper, 1983):

*  helping EFL learners to obtain their conversation goals,
especially in the classroom through implementing
help-seeking strategies, negotiation signal strategies,
output modification strategies, time-gaining strategies,
and self-repairing strategies, and

*  help learners to employ message abandonment strat-
egies, first-language-based strategies, and inter-lan-
guage-based reduction strategies.

Additionally, in order to help learners speak English more
fluently, teachers may have to examine the possible effect of
learner variables on the choice of oral communication strat-
egies by the EFL learners, along with the impact of gender,
language proficiency, self-perceived oral proficiency, the fre-
quency of speaking English outside the classroom, and moti-
vation in speaking English (Chiu-Ping, 2010). Furthermore,
it might be possible to consider self-regulation test scores
as one of the informing sources to determine the complexi-
ty and other features of the pedagogical tasks. Finally, EFL
teachers should create an environment in which EFL learners
feel comfortable and confident to participate in pedagogical
tasks and, in this case, carry out the speaking and communi-
cation tasks with a lower level of anxiety and a higher level
of concentration.

Along with highlighting the significance of learners’
self-efficacy in developing their oral communication skills,
the obtained results have clear implications for EFL learn-
ers when attempting to develop their communicative skills.
In addition to active involvement in carrying out pedagogi-
cal tasks and activities and considering the components of
self-regulation, EFL learners should:

* attempt to manipulate various cognitive strategies for
learning, including processing strategies (Garcia & Pin-
trich, 1994),

» attempt to learn and employ both top-down processes
(cognitive control) and bottom-up processes (cognitive
monitoring; Nelson & Narens, 1990; Reder & Schunn,
1996),

* try to estimate their cognitive process and employ
strategies which lead to the self-regulated achievement
(Baker & Brown, 1984),

* implement emotion regulation (Balzarotti, John, &
Gross, 2010), and

 work on managing motivational beliefs including
self-efficacy and goal-orientation (Zimmerman, 1989).

Moreover, EFL learners should attempt to employ oral
communication strategies through (Faerch & Kasper, 1983):
* implementing and employing help-seeking strategies,

negotiation signal strategies, modifying output strate-
gies, time-gaining strategies, and self-repairing strate-
gies, and
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* employing message abandonment strategies, first-lan-
guage-based strategies, and inter-language-based reduc-
tion strategies whenever it is appropriate.

Based on the findings of the present study, a
statistically-supported justification is provided for paying a
higher level of attention to EFL learners’ internal factors and
the process of strategy training, especially self-regulation
training. EFL syllabi should provide the learners and teach-
ers with a clear and comprehensible definition of self-regula-
tion, its categories, and how it can be promoted and trained.
Furthermore, EFL syllabi are recommended to pay attention
to the main components of self-regulation, i.e. cognitive,
metacognitive, affective, motivational, and social contextual
factors (Pintrich, 2000). Concurrently, EFL syllabi should:

* introduce the different aspects of self-regulation and
oral communication strategies,

*  provide the learners and teachers with an objective cri-
terion for evaluating their own self-regulation, and

*  provide meaningful tasks through which teachers and
learners focus on regulating the learning behavior.

Finally, dealing with oral communication strategies, EFL
syllabi should directly and indirectly introduce the different
categories of communication strategies, achievement and
reduction strategies (Nakatani, 2005), and introduce the fol-
lowing strategies (Faerch & Kasper, 1983):

*  help-seeking strategies,

*  negotiation signal strategies,

*  output modification strategies,

e time-gaining strategies, and

*  self-repairing strategies.

Based on the principles of descriptive research, the focus
of the study, the characteristics of the participants, and the
peculiarities of this study, there are a number of areas which
were not touched in this study. Furthermore, other studies
are required to inspect relevant concepts and confirm the re-
sults of this study. Accordingly, a limited number of recom-
mendations are presented here, hoping that other researchers
would find them interesting enough to pursue in the future.
a) This study can be replicated to find out whether the

same results would be obtained or not.

b) Itissuggested to replicate this study with equal numbers
of male and female participants, so that gender might
not act as an intervening variable.

c) It is suggested to compare the predictive power of
self-regulation with other internal, personality, cogni-
tive, and metacognitive factors in predicting use of oral
communication strategies.

d) This study can be replicated employing some qualitative
instruments to increase the validity and reliability of the
results and interpretations.

e) The participants of the study were selected on the basis
of convenience sampling. Other researchers can attempt
to employ random sampling methods for replicating this
study so that the validity of the findings is more defend-
able.

f)  Within an experimental framework, other studies might
endeavor to explore and study the comparative effect of
self-efficacy and self-regulation training on EFL learn-
ers’ use of oral communication strategies.

g) Other studies can inspect the relationship between EFL
teachers’ self-regulation and EFL learners’ self-regula-
tion so that the impact of teachers’ mental capacities on
EFL learners is examined.
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