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Ade Silvana *) Abstract: This paper is aimed at discussing on Small Group

Discussion and Snowballing techniques enhance students’ self-
efficacy and speaking skill on hortatory exposition text at class
XI State [slamic Senior High School 1 Padang in academic year
2016/2017. The experimental research type and factorial design
were used to conduct the research. Two groups of experimental
classes, who were cluster randomly selected, were taught by
different techniques. First group was taught by Snowballing and
second one was taught by Small Group Discussion. Both groups
were given post-test after they got different treatments to find out
whether both two groups shown differences and the effectiveness
of the different treatments. Speaking test and questionnaires were
used to collect the data. The t- test and two ways ANOVA were
used to analyze the data. The results of the research have shown
that students who were taught by snowballing were better than
those who were taught by small group discussion in speaking
skill on hortatory text. The students’ self-efficacy in speaking
skill that was taught by snowballing was higher than that was
taught by small group discussion. The students with high self-
efficacy got higher speaking score than students with low self-
efficacy. It is concluded that Snowballing technique gives more
significant effect on students self-efficacy in speaking skill than
Small Group discussion one. It is recommended that English
teachers have to use Snowballing technique (o increase students’
self-efficacy and skill in speaking.
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INTRODUCTION

Small group discussion and snowballing,
as examples of teaching techniques, can be used
to increase students’ skill in English spcaking.
Small group discussion is a technique in which
the students sit in groups about three until six
students in a group. and then they discuss about
the material and allow the presenter to announce
topic or idea for group discussion (AbuSeileek,

2012; Burns & Joyce, 1997). Small group
discussion serves intellectual, emotional, and
social purposes. Intellectually, discussion helps
participants become of the diversity of opinions
on an issue. Emotionally means the participants
may have some sort of personal involvement in
the issue they are discussing, making it
important to them. It can be important affective
quality that is the key to the building of self-
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confidence and sense of belonging. Group
discussion builds a sense of cohesion and trust
with one another and helps participants to build
their inter-personal skills and confidence about

offering  individual opinions in  group
atmosphere (Jun Liu, 2001).
Meanwhile, snowballing is another

technique in which the students sit individually
and think about the topic, then sits in pair, and
then the pairs sit with another pair. At last four
students in group sit with another four. After
they discuss, one of the members will present
the topic (Burns & Joyce, 1997). It is in line
with the procedure of snowballing as stated by
(Carless, 2007, Harmer, 2001) who say that
students discuss a particular issue in pairs. The
pairs then join another pair to share their ideas.
The small groups join together gradually to
form larger groups to share ideas. It can develop
students’ critical understanding and enhance
self-critique and foster appreciation for diverse
views (Burns & Joyce, 1997).

Related to procedures of those
techniques, those can improve students’ skill in
speaking and be better in learning outcomes
(Lin, Liu, & Yuan, 2001). Small group
discussion can not only students’ skill but also
teachers™ activities in classroom (Ramsden,
2003; Shernoff, Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, &
Shernoff, 2014) . In addition. it can improve
students’ seclf-cfficacy aspect of students in
learning since that techniques can encompass
the term “work with peers”. Work with peers
had closely relation on students’ self-efficacy.

According to (Bandura, 2006), perceived
self-efficacy means persons” beliefs about their
capabilities to produce designated levels of
performance that affect their lives. Their beliefs
will influence how they feel, think, motivate
themselves and behave. Such those beliefs
produce these diverse effects through four major
processes which include cognitive,
motivational, affective and selection processes
(Schunk, 1999). Thus, Self efficacy affects
one’s behaviors and environments with which
one interacts, and is influenced by one’s action
and conditions in environment. In other words,
self efficacy will influence students™ behavior

based on themselves and their environment
(Pajares & Schunk, 2001).

According to (Brown, 2000; Burns &
Joyce, 1997), speaking can be defined as the
process of meaning construction that engages
the speakers to receive, process and produce the
information and convey it to listeners. Thus, the
form and meaning are depend upon the context
in which it occurs, including the participant,
their collective experience, the physical
environment and the purpose of speaking
(Burns & Joyce, 1997 Hymes, 2005; Salmon,
2004). The other experts define speaking as a
learners” competence deals with the knowledge
of the language and the skill to use that
knowledge to interpret and produce meaningful
text appropriate to the situation in which they
arc used (Canale, 2014: Richards, 2005;
Shumin, 2002). In short, competence means
knowing the language and performance when
the interaction happens.

In speaking. students arc intended not
only understand how to produce the language
components like grammar, pronunciation, and
vocabulary (linguistic competence), but also
that they understand when, why, and in what
ways to receive, process, and produce language
(sociolinguistic competence). Thus, spoken
language differs from written language in its
structures and conventions (Barton, 2017;
Fillmore & Snow. 2000: Finegan, 2014). A
good speaker synthesizes this array of skills and
knowledge to succeed in a given speech act. In
order to gain those competences, some
Snowlalling and small group discussion can be
used to increase students’ self efficacy and skill
in speaking. Hortatory text was chosen to be
taught for the students. Hortatory Exposition
had function to persuade the reader or listener
that something is the case. It means that the text
argue something to the reader and convince by
giving some arguments. As a kind of text, this
hortatory exposition had generic structure.
Hortatory exposition text had organized
structure which covers on three main points,
namely: thesis, arguments and recommendation
(Jianxin Liu, 2008, Rustipa, 2014).

The purposes of the research are to find
out whether snowballing technique had better
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results on students’ speaking skill of hortatory
exposition texts as compared to small group
discussion technique or not. It is also beneficial
to find out whether the first had higher results
on students’ speaking skill of hortatory
exposition text for students with high self-
efficacy as compared to the second or not. In
addition, it is useful to find out whether
snowballing technique had higher results on
students” speaking skill of hortatory exposition
text for students with low self-efficacy as
compared to small group discussion technique
or not. Therefore. the researcher conducted a
research to find out whether there is an
interaction between snowballing and small
group discussion with students’ self-efficacy
towards speaking skill or not. This research is
expected to contribute to improving the quality
of students at class XI of MAN 1 Padang.

METHOD

This research was a quasi experimental
research type. The population of the research
was Class XI of MAN 1 Padang which involved
three classes which consisted of 109 students.
Two of three classes were chosen through
cluster random sampling technique (Creswell,
2013). The experimental class onec was taught
by wusing snowballing technique while the
experimental class two was taught by small
group discussion technique. The instruments of
this research were speaking test, questionnaire.
Form of speaking was in question and answers
(Abeywickrama & Brown, 2010). The
indicators were used to assess students’
speaking skill were pronunciation, vocabulary,
grammar, fluency and comprehension. The
main purpose of this component was to build
students’ speaking fluency. Questionnaire was
used in order to measure the students’ self-
efficacy. The questionnaire was designed in a
five point (5-1) based on Likert scale ranging
from strong agree to strongly disagree. The
items of questionnaire were adapted from
(Weinstein & Sandman, 1992).

This research was conducted in ecight
meetings for each class, experimental class one
and experimental class two. After having
statistical analysis, it had been known that

snowballing technique had better result on
students’ speaking skill of hortatory exposition
texts as compared to small group discussion
technique. After collecting the data, the
normality testing. the homogeneity testing and
hypothesis testing were analyzed. Quantitative
analysis was used to describe the ecffect
techniques in improving students’ @ill and
analyze the gain score groups by using t-test and
two ways Anova. All the data were input into
the computer, and then analyzed through the
Statistical Package for Social Science
(SPSS17.0). To be more specific, firstly,
descriptive statistics such as frequencies means,
and standard deviations were computed. This
research used self-efficacy as moderator
variable where it was designed as factorial
design 2x2,

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The finding of the rescarch was found
that small group discussion technique and
snowballing technique gave (@ifferent effect
towards students’ skill and students’ self-
efficacy in speaking.

Effect of Small Group Discussion and
Snowballing Techniques towards Students’
Speaking Skill

The result of research showed that
Snowballing Technique gave better result on
students” speaking skill on hortatory exposition
texts as compared to small group discussion
one. It can be seen on the following table.

Table 1. Students” score on Speaking Skill

Description Group 1 Group 2
Snowballing Small Group
Discussion
Resp 35 35
Mean 71.05 65.14
St. Deviation 11.330 10.795
e

Based on the table above, it was shown
that the students who had been taught by
Snowballing technique had better skill on
speaking on hortatory exposition text than the
Small Group Discussion one. The mean
students’ speaking test score for experimental
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class one (who was taught by snowballing
technique) was 71.05. Then the highest score
was 92 while the lowest score was 50, with std.
deviation was 11,330 and variance was 128.376.
The mean of students™ speaking test for second
experimental class (who was taught by small
group discussion) was 65.14 while the highest
score was 96 and the lowest score was 48. Then
its standard deviation was 10.795 with variance
was 116.536. The data of students’ speaking test
can be illustrated by the data distribution figure
below:

J mSnowballing
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Figure 1. Students’ Speaking Skill Experimental Class
One and Experimental Class Two

The figure above stated that the students’
speaking skill of experimental class group 1 was
taught by snowballing got score between ranges
64-67 and 80-83 about ecight students of cach
range, while the students’ speaking skill of
experimental class group 2 most get score
between ranges 60-63 and 64-67 about seven
students of each range. The highest score for
snowballing was between ranges 92-95 got by
one student and the lowest score was about
range 48-51 got onc student. The highest score
for small group discussion was between ranges
96-99 got by one student and the lowest score
was about range 48-51 g by five students. It
meant that most students taught by snowballing
got higher result than those taught by small
group discussion. It is concluded that
Snowballing had better result in teaching
speaking.

8
Effect of Small Group Discussion and
Snowballing Techniques towards Students’
High Self- efficacy on Speaking

Snowballing technique gave higher
results on students speaking skill on hortatory
exposition texts for students with high self-
efficacy as compared to small group discussion
technique. It can be seen on the following table.

Table 2. Students” High Self- Efficacy on Speaking Skill

Description Group 1 Group 2
High Self Efficacy High Self
Efficacy

Resp 10 10
Mean 78.6 67.78
Varian 104.933 165.444
t-observed 2.039
t- table 1.734

P —value 0.05

The result second of hypothesis testing
shown that the value of t- jpservea Was 2.039 and
the value of t- e was 1.734. Because the value
of t observed was higher than the value of t on
the table, so statistically as consequence null
hypothesis (H,) that stated the snowballing
technique did not give higher result on students’
speaking skill of hortatory exposition text for
students with high self-efficacy as compared to
small group discussion technique was rejected
and alternative hypothesis (H,) that stated the
snowballing technique gave higher result on
students’ speaking skill of hortatory exposition
text for students with high self-efficacy as
compared to small group discussion technique
was accepted. It means that the snowballing
technique gave higher result on students’
speaking skill on Hortatory Exposition Texts for
students with high self-cfficacy.

|
Effect of Small Group Discussion and
Snowballing Techniques towards Students’
Low Self- efficacy on Speaking

Snowballing technique did not give
higher results on students’ speaking skill on
hortatory exposition texts for students with low
self-efficacy as compared to small group
discussion technique. It can be seen on the
following table.
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Table 3. Students” Low Self- Efficacy on Speaking Skill

Description Group 1 Group 2
Low Self Low Self
Efficacy Efficacy
Resp 10 10
Mean 62.80 60.89
Varian 77.511 122,111
t-observed 0.419
t- table 1.734
P —value 0.05

The result of third hypothesis testing
shown that the value of t- jpserved Was 0.419 and
the value of t- e was 1.734. Because the value
of t- ohservea Was smaller than the value of t-pic.
Thus, statistically as consequence null
hypothesis (Hg) that stated the snowballing
technique did not give higher result on students’
speaking skill on hortatory exposition text for
students with low self-efficacy as compared to
small group discussion technique was accepted
and alternative hypothesis (H,) that stated the
snowballing technique gave higher result on
students” speaking skill on hortatory exposition
text for students with low self-efficacy as
compared to small group discussion technique
was rejected. It means that the snowballing
technique did not give higher result on students’
speaking skill with low self-efficacy on
Hortatory Exposition Text.

Interaction between Snowballing and Small
Group Discussion Technique with Students’
Self-Efficacy toward Students’ Speaking Skill
on Hortatory Exposition Texts

Table 4. The Interaction between snowballing and small
group with students’ self-efficacy

Sum of Sum df  Mean F Sig F
Variance Square  Value Tab
Technique 384.01 1 384.01 3312 00 288
78 3
Self 12192 1121923 1051 00 288
Efficacy 5 03 3
Interact  188.07 1 188.07 1622 02 2.88
1 3
Error 39424 3115954
4
Total 179872 3
.000 5

The third row in the table ANOVA
(interaction) shown the value of F observed was
1.622 and the value of F on the table was 2.883.
Because the value of F observed was 1.622 and
it was lower than the value of F on the table
2.883, so as consequence null hypothesis (Hg)
that stated there was no interaction between
Snowballing and Small Group Discussion with
students”  self-efficacy towards students’
speaking skill on Hortatory Exposition Texts
was accepted and alternative hypothesis (HI)
that stated there was interaction between
Snowballing and Small Group Discussion with
students’  self-efficacy towards  students’
speaking skill on Hortatory Exposition Texts
was rejected. It is concluded that there is no
interaction between snowballing and small
group discussion with students’ self-efficacy
towards students’ speaking skill on Hortatory
Exposition Texts.

In addition, there were differences
between  students’  speaking score in
experimental class group one and experimental
class group two. The mean score of students’
speaking skill with high self-efficacy was taught
by snowballing technique was 78.60 while the
mean score of students” speaking skill with high
self-efficacy was taught by using small group
discussion was 67.78. The mean scores of
students’ speaking skill with low self-efficacy
taught by using snowballing technique was
62.80 while the mean score of students’
speaking skill with low self-efficacy was taught
by using small group discussion was 60.89. The
@ata from both classes have shown that the
students with high self-efficacy got higher
speaking score than students with low self-
efficacy. The data above can also be seen in the
following table:

Table 5. Students™ Score in Experimental and Control

group
Snowballing Small Group
Technique Discussion

Technique

High Self- 78.60 67.78

Efficacy

Low  Self- 62.80 60.89

Efficacy

Mean Score  70.7 64.33
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From the table above, it was stated that
the mean score of students’ speaking skill with
high and low self-efficacy was taught by using
snowballing technique was 70.7 while the mean
score of students’ speaking skill with high and
low self-efficacy was taught by using small
group discussion technique was 64.33. Based on
the score, there were significant differences
between both classes. The statistical data has
proved that one of the techniques was more
effective in teaching speaking. It indicated that
snowballing was more effective than small
group discussion in teaching speaking. It is
proven with the chart below:

Means of SF ORE
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Chart 1. Interaction between Techniques and Self-

Efficacy

If the lines were not parallel, an
interaction existed between teaching techniques
and sclf-efficacy toward students” speaking
skill. In contrast, if there were two lines in
ordinal line, it indicated that there was no
interaction between techniques used in teaching
and learning process and self-efficacy towards
students’ speaking skill. If the null hypothesis
was accepted. there was an implication that no
relation exists between the factor levels and the
response. There was not much could be learnt,
and it was just finished with the analysis.

It has shown that therc was no
interaction between both techniques
(snowballing and small group discussion) and
self-efficacy towards students” speaking skill.
So theoretically, there was no need to continue
further analysis (Post Hoc) with Turkey’s
Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) test. The
data analysis of students’ speaking skill and
self-efficacy shows that Snowballing technique
significantly has better results on students
speaking skill on hortatory exposition texts. The

scores of students’” gfeaking skill on hortatory
exposition texts taught by Snowballing
technique are higher than those taught by Small
Group Discussion.

Based on the statistical analysis of
hypothesis testing, it is found that the students’
mean scores in experimental class one is higher
than those in experimental class two.
Snowballing had better result on students’
speaking skill on hortatory exposition text. It is
in line with the previous research finding
conducted by (Bums & Joyce, 1997) They
found that snowballing can give better effect on
students’ English speaking skills.

Then, this finding is also in line with
(Burns & Joyce, 1997)about the effectiveness of
collaborative technique which found that
Snowballing is the most effective technique in
reading comprehension. Moreover the teacher
can get many advantages besides getting casy to
learn speaking, the students can develop their
opinion, their way to thinking, their interests of
some material ((Burns & Joyce, 1997). It means
that snowballing technique can be used as an
alternative technique in teaching speaking to
help the students and make their English better
and better. By learning with snowballing,
students can add knowledge and enhance their
insight through different students’ experience.
Snowballing offers more insight because the
steps of snowballing add students” participation
until cight students in a group.

Secondly, based on the result of the
second hypothesis. it is found that the mean
score of students’ speaking skill of hortatory
exposition text with high self-efficacy taught by
using snowballing had higher result than taught
by small group discussion.

Many experts on self-efficacy stated that
comparing the students who get worried on their
capabilities to those who feel self-efficacious
about learning or performing tasks competently
are able to participate more readily. work
harder. persist longer when they encounter
difficulties, and achieve at higher levels. It
means that the students with high self-efficacy
do better work in performing task (Bumns &
Joyce. 1997). Besides performing persistently,
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they also have high belief to recognize that they
can do.

The different mean score of students’
specaking skill achieved by both classes is
influenced by some factors. First, the
experimental class taught by snowballing
technique got more opportunities to develop
themselves in participating in the classroom
than the class taught by small group discussion.
As stated by (Burns & Joyce, 1997) that
students discuss a particular issue in pairs. The
pairs then join another pair to share their ideas.
The small groups join together gradually to
form larger groups to share ideas. The students
have more understanding about the topic
because they exchange their ideas many times.

Second, in both snowballing and small
group discussion, the students got more
maximum time to speak target language by
providing tasks, material and shared knowledge.
In this research, the teacher reduced her talking
time in class to add chances the students to
speak. It means that the researcher develops
oriented learners in speaking English. The
different result for both experimental classes
depends on students’ skill to maximize the
chances and result findings showed that
snowballing gets higher result because the
students have more chances to speak.

Snowballing and  Small  Group
Discussion belong to cooperative learning. It
means that the implementation of these
techniques relate to work with peers. Work with
peers itself will influence the students’ self-
efficacy (Burns & Joyce, 1997). Self-efficacy is
strongly influenced by peers. In other words,
applying snowballing and small group
discussion will influence the students’ self-
efficacy as a result of the discussion they do and
provide them social persuasion.

Thirdly, based on the result of the third
hypothesis, the score of students’ speaking skill
on Hortatory Exposition Text with low self-
efficacy taught by snowballing had better result
than that taught by small group discussion, but
statistically in t- test the snowballing technique
does not have higher result on students’
speaking skill.

As theory about self-efficacy mentioned
by (Burns & Joyce, 1997) that compared with
learners who doubt their capabilities, those who
feel self-efficacious about learning or
performing tasks competently are able to
participate more readily, work harder. The
rescarcher focuses on the first statement
compared with the learners who doubt their
capabilities. It means that the students who had
low self-efficacy tend to doubt to their skill in
accomplishing or performing task.

The result of testing in the third
hypothesis has shown that students’ speaking
skill with low self-efficacy taught by using
snowballing is not significantly higher than
those taught by small group discussion
compared with students’ speaking skill with
high self efficacy. There is something new of
finding that the rescarcher found in this
research. The means score of students’ speaking
skill with low self-efficacy taught by
snowballing is not significantly higher than
those taught by small group discussion. Despite
their self-efficacy is low, but there is another
factor influence the result, that is intelligence. It
is supported by (Burns & Joyce, 1997) who
reveal that self efficacy depends on students’
intelligence. But of course the result of the
students’ speaking skill with low self-efficacy is
not better than those with high-self-efficacy.
This is in line with the Bouffard —Bouchard’s in
Schunk and Meece (2005:79) who found that
high school students with high self- efficacy for
problem solving demonstrated the greater
performance-monitoring and persistence than
did the students with lower self-efficacy.

To sum up, the students with low self-
efficacy tend to have lower performance in their
speaking because they do not have high belief to
perform well. They have low judgment toward
their skill in speaking English.

Last, based on result of the fourth
hypothesis, there is no interaction between
snowballing and small group discussion with
self-efficacy toward students’ speaking skill of
hortatory exposition texts. It is found that
alternative hypothesis (H;) is rejected and null
hypothesis (Hp) is accepted. If the null
hypothesis is accepted, there is an implication
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that there is no relation between snowballing
and small group discussion with students’ self-
efficacy toward students’ speaking skill of
hortatory exposition texts.

The chart shows that there are two
parallel ordinal lines. It means that there is no
interaction between the used of snowballing and
small group discussion toward students’
speaking skill of hortatory exposition texts. But
the data showed that snowballing technique is
better than small group discussion toward
students’ speaking skill from the mean scores of
students’ speaking skill.

The result of the fourth hypothesis is
related to the theory proposed by (Burns &
Joyce, 1997). They reveal that the teaching
techniques which are used and combined with
the goal setting raise the students’ skill and self-
efficacy. In other words, small group discussion
and snowballing give positive results toward
students’ speaking skill and students’ self-
efficacy.

If it is seen from the mean score of
students” speaking skill, there is possibility that
there is interaction between students’ self-
efficacy and students” speaking skill. Thif is
related to the second and third hypothesis. The
students with high self-efficacy get the higher
scores than those with low self-efficacy toward
speaking skill. It is in line with (Burns & Joyce,
1997) that compared with learners who doubt
their capabilities, those who feel self-efficacious
about learning or performing tasks competently
arc able to participate more readily, work
harder.

In conclusion, there is 1} interaction
between teaching techniques (small group
discussion and snowballing) and self-efficacy
toward students’ speaking skill. Self-efficacy
encourages students to speak English. But,
based on the statistical calculation, the
interaction between techniques used and self-
efficacy can not affect students™ speaking skill
of Hortatory Exposition Texts. It is concluded
from four of hypothesis that snowballing
@cnerally gives better result towards students’
speaking skill than small group discussion. It is
similar result with the students with high self

efficacy: the snowballing can give higher result
on students’ speaking skill. For students with
low self-efficacy. the snowballing does not help
students’ speaking skill. At last, there is no
interaction between techniques used and self-
cfficacy toward students” speaking skill.

CONCLUSION
RECOMMENDATION

AND

Based on the result of the data analysis
and findings of this research which was
conducted at Class XI of MAN 1 Padang,
several conclusions can be drawn as follow:
first, snowballing technique is very beneficial in
teaching speaking as it gives significant effect
on students’ speaking ability. It can be secen
from the scores that the students” grouped to
experimental class one taught by snowballing
technique are higher than theirs in experimental
class two taught by small group discussion
technique.

Second, the result of the data analysis
and findings prove that the students who feel
self-efficacious about learning or performing a
task competently can participate more actively
in activities and work harder when they
encounter difficulties. The students’ speaking
ability having high self-efficacy taught by
snowballing technique is significantly higher

than those taught by using small group
discussion technique.
Third, snowballing does not help

students with low self-efficacy on their speaking
ability. It is proven by the speaking ability of
students” having low self-efficacy taught by
snowballing technique are not significantly
higher than those taught by small group
discussion technique.

Finally, the finding of this research also
shows that there is no interaction between both
snowballing and small group discussion with
students’ speaking ability. It shows that no
matter what teaching technique is. students
having low self efficacy got lower score than
those having high self-efficacy. It also indicates
no matter what the level of students’ sclf-
efficacy, the students taught by snowballing
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technique got higher score than those taught by
small group discussion.

Based on the result of this research, it
can be implied that Snowballing technique is
better than Small Group Discussion to
maximize students’ speaking ability. The
implication of the Snowballing technique in
teaching and learning of speaking ability is the
snowballing technique brings important role on
students’ speaking skill. Snowballing technique
makes students think critically, stimulate
students’  cooperation, respects  different
viewpoints among them and facilitate them to
get the knowledge and discuss together about
the text.

Students are provided with a text and
instruction what should be done to control the
discussion. It makes students work effectively to
speak English. Self-efficacy is a very important
aspect to be considered in teaching speaking. In
this research, it is found that the students’
speaking skill having high self-efficacy taught
by Sn@vballing technique has higher result than
those taught by using Small Group Discussion.
It implies that the students having high self-
efficacy in learning can participate more readily
and work harder when they encounter
difficulties.

Snowballing technique does not help too
much toward students’ speaking skill having
low sclf-efficacy which is proven by the
students’ speaking skill having low self-efficacy
taught by snowballing teclfjique is not
significantly higher than those taught by small
group discussion. It implies that the students
having low self-efficacy tend to have low ability
in speaking. The judgment about their skill
directly influences their speaking ability.

Referring to the conclusion and
implication of the research, it is recommended
teacher of MAN 1 Padang and other teachers to
use Snowballing technique in teaching speaking
with interesting text. The more interesting the
text used, the more successful the use of
Snowballing technique in teaching and learning
process. Second, English teacher can apply
Snowballing technique as one of the alternative
techniques to improve students’ speaking skill.

It can help the teacher to vary the activities in
the classroom especially in the teaching and
learning English speaking.
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