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Abstract— This research aimed to evaluate the English competency and factors affecting the speaking performance of eighty (80) Bachelor of 

Arts in English Language (AB-EL) students at the Visayas State University (VSU). The first set of respondents composed of forty (40) AB-EL 

students were made to produce ten (10) Cebuano (L1) and ten (10) English (L2) responses based on the ten (10) cartoon images searched from 

Google Image but modified with the aid of graphic/photo editing software. For criteria evaluation, the study adopted the grammatical error 

categories by Ellis (1997). Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics. Pearson r and linear regression analyses were also used. 

Competency in this regard was measured by the correlation and regression modelling of the responses made between attention time and 

performance errors. Results showed that application of grammar rules in speaking construction has no relation to the attention time. The study 

also found out that in speaking fluency, "hesitation" occurrence is a product of the learners' lack knowledge of the target language and it is a 

useful tool in measuring speaking competency rather than grammatical error. In both languages, "Misinformation" is the common grammatical 

error committed by the respondents while "Parenthetical remark" is the most "Hesitation" occurrence. In all parameters, results showed a 

similar trend and characteristic concluding that the respondents attained a good level of speaking competency. The study suggests that it is vital 

for students to have a good command on the rules of restrictions of the target language because conscious application of the rules on grammar 

will affect the fluency of the utterance. On the other hand, the second set of respondents composed of the remaining forty (40) AB-EL students 

answered a survey questionnaire on factors affecting students' speaking performance adopted from Mai and Tuan (2015). The speaking 

proficiency test was from the International English Language Testing System (IELTS, 2008). Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics. 

Pearson r coefficient was used for correlation analysis. Findings revealed that there were various factors that affect the speaking performance 

of the students like the lack of motivation, worried about committing mistakes, and deficient vocabulary. There were also factors that have a 

significant relationship to students' speaking proficiency, and these were "confidence", "listener's support", "cannot think of anything to say" 

and "speak very litter or not at all". Findings suggest that teachers are to be more aware on the factors that hinder the students' oral 

participation so they could devise relevant teaching strategies that could match to their students' needs to become proficient speakers of the 

English language. 
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I. INTRODUCTION  

In understanding the second language (L2) acquisition, 

Fulcher (1995) stated that Chomsky (1965) has drawn the 

distinction between competence and performance. 

Competence refers to the speaker's knowledge of the language, 

while the speaker's use of this knowledge is performance or 

the actual use of the language in concrete situations. Oral 

performance is operationalized by occurrence of errors in the 

speech production. Ellis (1997) stated that error is an 

indication of the learners' lack of knowledge in the target 

language. Thus, it is a way to check the consistency in 

learners' performance. He further categorized errors into 

grammatical categories: 1) "omission" which is leaving out an 

item for an utterance to be considered grammatical; 2) 

"misinformation" which is using one grammatical form in 

place of another grammatical form; and 3) "misordering" 

which is putting the words in an utterance in the wrong order. 

As a second language learner of English, it is natural that not 

all can speak fluently and concisely the English language 

(Tong, 2006). One keeps on switching from English to the 

first language and vice versa, and due to the different grammar 

between the Mother Tongue and the foreign language, it is 

very often that students find this as an obstacle in learning to 

speak English. Therefore, without a good understanding of 

grammar, the message or the idea will not be sent clearly and 

effectively to the listeners. Moreover, students' lack self-

confidence because of their deficient language background 

may affect his or her oral participation (He and Chen, 2009). 

In this study, it was hypothesized that the AB-EL students of 

VSU had already acquired a more or less homogeneous 

proficiency, competency, and higher level of fluency in a 

prepared or planned written and oral discourses in English and 

had already established their speaking competence. The real 

question now is what about in an unprepared, unplanned or 

impromptu situations where time is limited, and what could be 

the factors affecting their speaking performance. If ever they 

need some improvements, they can probably develop their 

grammatical competence and speaking performance through 

the findings of this study.  

Objectives of the Study 

This research attempted to investigate the English 

competency as well as the factors affecting the speaking 

performance of the college students. Specifically, the research 

aimed to:  

1. Determine the relationship between students' attention time 

and their performance errors in both Cebuano (L1) and 

English (L2) responses; 

2. Determine the common types of errors and hesitations 

committed by the students in L1 and L2; 

3. Determine the students' speaking proficiency; 

4. Determine the factors affecting the speaking performance 

of the students; and  
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5. Determine the relationship between the factors affecting 

the students' speaking performance and their speaking 

proficiency.  

Theoretical Background  

The Monitor Theory of adult second language acquisition 

as hypothesized by Krashen (1981) states that adults have two 

independent systems in developing ability in second 

languages: the subconscious acquisition and the conscious 

language learning, and that these two systems are interrelated 

in a different way. He further argues that Monitoring Theory 

has an extremely limited function in language performance. 

He gives three conditions for its use: 1) there must be 

sufficient time; 2) the focus must be on form and not on 

meaning; and 3) the user must know the rule. This study 

considered attention time in milliseconds as dependent 

variable. The independent variables are the grammatical errors 

and hesitation occurrences in oral production. These 

grammatical errors are classified into omission, 

misinformation, and misordering. Hesitation occurrences were 

classified into false start, repetition, parenthetical remarks, 

silent pause, filled pause, and lengthening. Meanwhile, it is 

necessary to also determine the factors affecting the speaking 

performance of the students so that they will be aware of the 

effects these factors bring. These things are all important for 

them to form or to have a strong foundation in communicative 

competence, specifically, in speaking as a preparation for 

more crucial situations ahead of them. The theory formulated 

by Bygate (1987) says that in order to achieve a 

communicative goal through speaking, there are two factors to 

be considered: knowledge of the language and skill in using 

this knowledge.  

II. MATERIALS AND METHODS 

The first set of respondents composed of forty (40) AB-EL 

students were evaluated based from a criteria adopted from 

Ellis (1997). Respondents were made to produce 10 Cebuano 

(L1) and 10 English (L2) responses based on cartoon images 

searched from Google Image but modified with the aid of 

graphic/photo editing software. Attention time was manually 

read in the timeline of the audio recording using an audio 

editing software application Wondershare Filmora version 

8.0.0 (2017). Grammatical errors were taken from the 

transcription of the responses and further classified according 

to categories of omission, misinformation, and misordering in 

both L1 and L2. Hesitation occurrences were recorded and 

noted by listening to the recoded responses using the above-

mentioned audio application software and further classified 

according to the following categories: false start, repetition, 

parenthetical remark, silent pause, filled pause, and 

lengthening. Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics. 

Pearson r and linear regression analyses were also employed. 

Meanwhile, the second set of respondents composed of the 

remaining forty (40) AB-EL students answered a survey 

questionnaire adopted from Mai and Tuan (2015). The 

speaking proficiency test was from the International English 

Language Testing System (IELTS, 2008). The researchers 

requested an instructor from the Department of Liberal Arts 

and Behavioral Sciences (DLABS) to conduct the oral activity 

with the respondents and to rate them based on the IELTS 

Speaking Band Descriptors. Data were analyzed using 

descriptive statistics and Pearson r coefficient was used for 

correlation analysis.  

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

For the students' English competency, there were 400 total 

responses in Cebuano (L1) and another 400 total responses in 

English (L2) gathered and recorded. Results showed that L2 

recorded a higher time than L1 which can be considered 

normal since the respondents had a strong command of their 

Mother Tongue (Cebuano). However, respondents were found 

to be confident enough to speak the L2 even though they are 

not that good in grammar. Findings further revealed that there 

is no significant relationship between the students' attention 

time and their grammatical errors but there is a positive 

correlation between hesitation occurrence and time. This 

means that as hesitation occurrence increases or decreases, 

attention time also increases or decreases correspondingly. 

Results further showed that there is a significant relationship 

between grammatical error and hesitation. This implies that as 

hesitation increases or decreases, the grammatical error also 

increases or decreases correspondingly. Nonetheless, the study 

found out that there is a moderate relationship between 

grammatical error and hesitation occurrence in L1 responses. 

The implication is that even in L1, the respondents still 

hesitate in their utterances when they are conscious of their 

syntax and grammar construction. Linear models were 

produced and they indicated a similar trend between L1 and 

L2 although L1 has a lesser time compared to L2 but the 

characteristic showed that statistically, AB-EL students 

attained a good level of English speaking fluency. In error 

analysis, results showed that Misinformation is the common 

grammatical error committed by respondents both in L1 and 

L2. Moreover, results also showed that parenthetical remark is 

the most common Hesitations committed by the respondents 

both in L1 and L2 probably because of the attempts to correct 

utterances the respondents perceived as wrong so they would 

just utter automatically words or phrases that could serve as 

replacements. On the other hand, among the remaining 40 

respondents, result in their speaking proficiency test showed 

that 5% of them fell under "expert" user, 12.5% "very good 

user", 27.5 % "good user", 37.5% "competent user", 15% 

"modest user", and 2.5% "intermittent user". On the factors 

affecting the speaking performance of the students, results 

showed that "confidence" stands out as the most dominant 

affective factor among the respondents. Even if they major in 

English Language, confidence, anxiety, pressure to perform 

well, teacher's feedback, insufficient knowledge, time for 

preparation, motivation to speak, listener's support, and time 

to perform still hindered them to participate in oral 

performances. In addition, among the twenty-six (26) factors 

listed in the study, four (4) factors emerged as having a 

significant relationship to the students' speaking proficiency. 

These are the "listener's support" "confidence", "cannot think 

of anything to say, and "speak very little or not at all". Results 

imply that students must have a strong foundation of 
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confidence within them to have higher chances not to fall into 

the listed factors.  

IV. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study has come to conclude that in speaking, a 

speaker must have a good command on the grammatical rules 

and restrictions of the target language because conscious 

application of the rules on grammar will affect the fluency of 

the utterance. Moreover, findings were able to establish that if 

students are more motivated and confident to speak, the higher 

are the chances for them to enjoy participating in oral 

activities and become proficient as time goes by.  

REFERENCES 

[1] Adegbile, J. A. and Alabi, O. F. (2005). Proficiency and Communicative 

competence in L2: Implications for Teachers and Learners. International 
Journal of African – American Studies. Volume IV, No. 2, July 2005. 

Institute of Education, University of Ibadan, Nigeria. Retrieved on July 

26, 2016. https://ojcs.siue.edu 
[2] Al-Abri. K. (2008). Teachers’ evaluation of EFL textbooks used in the 

Omami basic education schools (Unpublished master’s thesis). ELT 

Curriculum and Methodology, College of Education. Sultan Qaboos 
University. 

[3] Bensoussan, M. (2012).  Alleviating Anxiety for Students of Advanced  

Reading Comprehension. RELC Journal, 43(2), 203-216. 
doi:10.1177/00336788212444951 

[4] Boonkit (2010). “Enhancing the development of speaking skill for non-

native speakers of English”. Retrieved from 
http://150.164.100.248/cei/data1/arquivos/1-Boonkit-oral-skills.pdf last 

March, 2018. 

[5] Brown,  H.D., 2001. Teaching by principles: mathematics. Unpublished 
research  projected An University of Jos. New York: Longna 

[6] Bygate, M. (1987).  Speaking in C., Roland and D. Nunan (Eds), 
Teaching to speakers of other language. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. 

[7] Chomsky, N. (1965). Aspects in the Theory of Syntax. Massachussets: 
Cambridge. 

[8] Chou, T-H. (2011). Learning values and learning  strategies of high-

achieving senior high school students in Taipei and Guangzhou. Journal 
of Gifted Education, 10(2), 89-124. 

[9] Ellis, R. (1986). Understanding Second Language  Acquisition. Oxford 

University Press. 
[10] Ellis, R. (1997). Second Language Acquisition. Oxford Introductions to 

Language Study. Series editor H. G. Widdowson. Oxford University 

press. 
[11] Fulcher, G. (1995). Variable Competence in Second Language 

Acquisition: A problem for research methodology? System, Vol. 23, No. 

1 page 25-33. Elsevier Science Ltd. Printed in Great Britain, Pergamon. 
Retrieved on October 11, 2016. 

Pdf.languagetesting.info/article/store/variable.competency.pdf 

[12] Gardner, R. C. ( 2011).  Integrative motivation and second language 
acquisition. In Domyei, Z. &  Schimidt, R. (eds). Motivational second 

language acquisition. Honolulu: Oxford. 

[13] Grills-Taquechel, A.E., Fletcher, J. M. Vaughn, S. R. and Stuebing, K. 
K. (2012). Anxiety and reading difficulties in early elementary school: 

Evidence for unidirectional-or bidirectional relations? Child Psychiatry, 

& Human Development, 43, 350-4doi:10.1007/s10578-011-0246-1. 
[14] Harner, J. (2003).  The practice of English language teaching. Malaysia: 

Longman. 

[15] He, Summer, X and Chen, Amanda, J. Y. (2010). How to Improve 
Spoken English. (Online) Available: 

http://sites.google.com/site/languagejournal/Home/how-to-improve-

spoken-English(February19,2010) on April 5, 2017. 
[16] Haryanato, Tony. (2007). Grammatical Error Analysis in Students’ 

Recount Texts. The Case of the Twelfth Year Students of SMA N 1 

Slawi, Tegal in the Academic Year of 2006/2007). English Department 
Faculty of Languages and Arts. Semarang State  University, September 

27, 2010. Retrieved from http://diglib.unnes.ac.id/gsdl/collect 

/skripsi/index/assoc/HASH0151/37dd5eee.dir/doc.pd1879 last August 

10, 2017. 

[17] IELTS – The International English Language Testing System (2008). 
Exam English Retrieved from https://www.examenglish.com>IELTS 

last October 3, 2017. 

[18] Jacquelyn, S. (1990).  Communicative  Competence Revisited. The 
development of second language proficiency. Cambridge University 

Press. 

[19] Khan, Nadeem and Ali, Arshad (2010). Improving the speaking ability 
in English: The students’ perspective. Procedia Social and Behavioral 

Sciences, 2, 3575-3579. 

[20] Khorsravani, M. (2014). Introducing E-mail Portfolio as a Means of 
Developing EFL Learner’s Autonomy. Procedia-Social and Behavioral 

Sciences, 98:504-512. 

[21] Kohl, Gwynne, O., Liliana J. Lengua, and Robert  J. McMahon, 2000. “ 
Parent Involvement in School  Conceptualizing Multiple Dimensions 

and Their Relations with Family and Demographic Risk Factors.” 

Journal of School Psychology, 38(6): 501-523. 

[22] Krashen, Stephen. (1981).  Second Language Acquisitin and Second 

Language Learning.  University  of Southern California. 

[23] Kubo, Michael, (2009). Extensive Pair Taping For College Students in 
Japan: Action, Research in Confidence and Fluency Building. Accents 

Asia [Online] Retrieved  from: http://accentasia.org/3-1/kubo.pdf last  

April 2018. 
[24] Mehrang, F. and Rahimpour, M. (2010). The Impact of task  structure 

and Planning conditions on oral performance of EFL learners. Procedia-

Social and Behavioural Sciences, Vol. 2, Issue 2, pp. 3678-3686 
[25] Merisou-Storm. T. (2007). Pupils attitudes towards foreign-language 

learning and the development of literacy skills in bilingual education. 

Teaching and Teacher education, 23, 226-235. 
[26] Mirdamadi, SF and De Jong NH(2014). “The Effect of Syntactic 

complexity on fluency: Comparing actives and passives in L1 and L2 

speech”. Second Language Research Retrieved June 13, 2016. 
http://sir.sagepub.com 

[27] Mosha, H. (2004). New directions in teacher education for quality 
improvement in Africa. Papers in Education and  Development, 24, 23-

28. 

[28] Prieto, (2007). Improving Eleventh Graders’ Oral Production in English 
Class through Cooperative Learning Strategies, PROFILE, 8, 75-90. 

Bogota, Colombia.  

[29] Quist, D. (2000). Primary teaching methods, London: Macmillan. 
[30] Rabab’ah, G. (2005). Communication problems facing Arab learners of 

English Journal of Language and Learning, 3(1), ISSN: 1740-4983. 

[31] Rose, RL (2010). Hesitation Phenomena and Second Language 
Development, Tokyo: Waseda University Faculty  of Science and 

Engineering. 

[32] Rose, RL (2012). A brief Taxonomy of Hesitation Phenomena.  
Retrieved June 26, 2016 http://filledpause.com.taxonomy 

[33] Roza, ZD and Rosa, RN (2013). “Types of hesitation occurrence used by 

the characters in Movie AKEELAH AND THE BEE.” English 
Language and Literature E-Journal. Retrieved June 26, 2016 

http://ejournal.unp.ac.id/index.php 

[34] Savasci, M. (2014). Why are some students reluctant to use L2 in EFL 

speaking classes? An action research at tertiary level. Procedia-Social  

and Behavioural Sciences, 1116, 2682-2686. 

[35] Syaifuddin, 2008. Hesitations Found in Students’ Speeches. Malang: 
The State Islamic University of Malang. 

[36] Tarone, E. (1983). On the Variability of interlanguage system. Applied 

Linguistic 4, 143-163. 
[37] Tarone, E. (1985). Variability in interlanguage use: A Study of Style-

shifting in morphology and syntax. Language Learning, 35, 373-403. 

[38] Tokoz-Goktepe, F. (2014). Speaking problems of 9th grade high school 
Turkish learners of L2 English and possible reasons for those problems: 

Exploring the teachers and students’ perspectives. Procedia-Social and 

Behavioural Sciences, 116, 1875. 
[39] Tong, R., B. Ma, D. Zhu H., Li, and E.S. Chng (2006). “Integrating 

acoustic, prosodic and phonotactic features for spoken language 

identification,” Proc. ICASSP 
[40] Tuan, N. H., and Mai, T. N. (2015). Factors Affecting Students’ 

Speaking Performance at LE Than h Hien High School. Asian Journal of 

Educational Research, 3(2),  8-23. 

 

https://ojcs.siue.edu/
http://150.164.100.248/cei/data1/arquivos/1-Boonkit-oral-skills.pdf
http://diglib.unnes.ac.id/gsdl/collect%20/skripsi/index/assoc/HASH0151/37dd5eee.dir/doc.pd1879%20last%20August%2010
http://diglib.unnes.ac.id/gsdl/collect%20/skripsi/index/assoc/HASH0151/37dd5eee.dir/doc.pd1879%20last%20August%2010
http://diglib.unnes.ac.id/gsdl/collect%20/skripsi/index/assoc/HASH0151/37dd5eee.dir/doc.pd1879%20last%20August%2010
http://accentasia.org/3-1/kubo.pdf

