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ABSTRACT
DIFFERENCES IN THE PERCEPTIONS ON LANGUAGE LEARNBN
STRATEGIES OF ENGLISH PREPARATORY CLASS STUDENTSWMIYING
AT
GAZI UNIVERSITY

YALCIN, Mehmet

M. A., Department of Teaching English as a Foréignguage
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Abdullah ERTA
June, 2006
The present study investigates the uséanfuage learning strategieported by
students of English at the Preparatory School ofi Ghiversity. It is based on five
independent variables (learners’ gender, facufye tof High School background, previous
English learning experience, and proficiency levalix dependent variables (memory,
cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affectived asocial strategies) and possible
relationships between these variables. 334 stademi Grade B (104 students), Grade C
(99 students), and Grade D (131 students) classtisipated in the study. The researcher
used a two-part instrument to collect data.
The treatment of the data was carried out thr@&ig8S 12.0 for Windows. The
results of the study indicated the following:
1. Students of English at Preparatory School of Ganivélsity use language
learning strategies at medium level.
Females use language learning strategies morarihbs.
Students from the Faculty of Medicine use languagening strategies more than
students from other three faculties (Faculty of rfmoic and Administrative
Sciences, Faculty of Engineering and ArchitectBesulty of Technical Education).
4. Generally, students from Private Lycées use langlegrning strategies more than
students from other four lycées.
5. A statistically significant difference is seen beem students’ previous English
learning experience and their use of compensatrategjies.
6. There are three statistically significant differeadetween the pairsD/Band D/ C
Grades in the uses of memory, metacognitive anidisstcategies.
In the light of the results, it was suggested tlesirning Strategy Training be integrated
in the present curriculum.
Key words: Learning, Foreign Language Learning laagiguage Learning

Strategies



OZET
GAZI UNIVERSITES! INGILiZCE HAZIRLIK OKULUNDA OKUYAN
OGRENCILERIN DiL OGRENME STRATEJLERI ALGILAMALARINDAK |
FARKLILIKLAR

YALCIN, Mehmet

Yuksek Lisansjngiliz Dili Egitimi Bolumdi
Dansman: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Abdullah ERT
Haziran 2006

Bu calsma Gazi Universitesi Yabanci Diller ggetimi Arastirma ve Uygulama
Merkezi Ingilizce Hazirlik siniflarinda okuyan giencilerin dil 6grenme  stratejilerini
argtirmaktadir. Cabma, bg bagimsiz dgisken (&rencilerin cinsiyeti, okuyacaklari
fakilte, hangi liseden mezun olduklari, 6ncékgilizce @renme deneyimleri ve yeterlik
seviyeleri), altt baimh dezisken (hafiza, biksel, telafi, bilsi yonetme, duygsal ve sosyal
stratejiler(i)) ve bu d&skenler arasindaki muhtemelshiler Gzerine kuruludur. Toplam 334
ogrenci (104-B, 99-C, ve 131-D kuru) gahaya katildi. Bu ¢aimada veri toplamak icin,
iki bélimden olgan bir anket kullanild.

Verilerin analizinde SPSS kullanilghr. Analiz sonucunda elde edilen bulgular
maddeler halindesagidaki sekildedir:

1- Gazi Universitesiingilizce Hazirlik siniflarinda okuyanggenciler dil @&renme
stratejilerini orta diizeyde kullanmaktadirlar.

2- Kiz ogrenciler erkek grencilere nazaran daha c¢ok strateji kullanmaktadirl

3- Tip faklltesinde okuyacaksienciler, dger faklltelerde okuyacakgtencilere oranla
daha fazla strateji kullanmaktadirlar.

4- Ozel lise/Anadolu lisesi ve Ozel lise/Teknik lisitleri arasinda strateji kullanimi
bakimindan istatistiksel farklar vardir.

5- Telafi stratejileri kullanimindaingilizce @&renme tecriibesine sahip olagrénciler
ile olmayan @renciler arasinda istatistik fark gézlemlenmektedir

6- D/ B ve D/ C kuru ciftleri arasindagkencilerin hafiza, biti yonetme ve sosyal
stratejileri kullanimlarinda istatistiksel farkhaardir.

Elde edilen sonuglarigiginda, Ggrenme Stratejileri Eitiminin miifredata

eklenmesi konusunda 6nerilerde bulunuldu.

Anahtar Kelimeler: @enme, Yabanci Dil grenimi ve Dil Gsrenme Stratejileri
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

The significance of language learning strategisskay elements in the
acquisition of English as a second or foreign lagguis a subject that has received
considerable attention of researchers worldwide¢Br& Oxford, 1995). Research
on language learning strategies has also been wofi@rkey. Karahan (1991),
Yuzbalogullarl (1991), Kaya (1995) and Erton (2004) didemsh on the related
topic. However, it is difficult to state that ey#ring is known about the use of
language learning strategies of the students ikélur Thus, this current study deals
with the use of language learning strategies oflestts learning English at the

Preparatory School of Gazi University.

1.1 Background to the Study

The late 1960s witnessed a change in the methggablanguage learning
and teaching. The focus on teachers and teachetboas turned to learners and
learning. That was due to the vast array of ogtionlanguage learning/teaching
area as well as the developments in cognitive pdggly (Wenden, 1987: 4).
Accordingly, researchers and educators began tmieeawhat successful second
language learners do to achieve their goals. Suiese studies also showed that
some language learners acquire a second (or thif@uah) language more quickly
and more effectively than others. Finally, it vaso found that several factors are
involved in this difference (such as intelligenogtivation, learning styles and age),
and that one important factor affecting studentgicess is their use of learning
strategies (Mitchell & Myles, 1998: 18-19).



In terms of language learning, learning strategies strategies that help a
learner develop a language system (Rubin, 1987). ufiderstand the process of
language acquisition, researchers are concernddl@atning strategies rather than
communication strategies or production strategidschv relate to language use
(O’'Malley, Chamot and Kupper, 1995). A great defalesearch has been conducted
to identify and classify language learning strageg{Chamot, 1987; O’'Malley &
Chamot, 1990; O’'Malley, Chamot and Kupper, 1995fdik 1990; Rubin, 1987;
Brown & Palinscar, 1982; Naiman, Frohlich, SternT&desco, 1978). Some of the
research has handled how learning strategies amat the second language
acquisition process, and other researchers havét de the teachability of
strategies (Vance, 1999: 3).

Different researchers have produced different nitedns for language
learning strategies and these definitions occaBior@verlap. However, they
sometimes disagree on which behaviors and procestsedd be placed under the
term language learning strategie@Venden, 1987). O’Malley & Chamot define
learning strategies as “special thoughts or behaviat individuals use to help them
comprehend, learn, or retain new information” (19890 Rigney (as cited in Oxford,
1989: 235) describes them as “operations or stepd by a learner to facilitate the
acquisition, storage or retrieval of information"Wenden’s definition is wide-
reaching; it clarifies not only what learners dddarn and regulate the learning of a
second language, but also what learners know aheustrategies they use and the
factors that make learning a second language €&@8mmden, 1987). Oxford defines
learning strategies as “behaviors or actions wiéarners use to make language
learning more successful, self-directed and enjeygh989: 235). Table 1. 1 gives
a summary of definitions related to language lewysitrategies.



Table 1. 1:Definitions of language learning strategies

RESEARCHERS | DEFINITIONS

Bialystok, E.| Language learning strategies are defined as optineans for exploiting available
(1978) information to improve competence in a second laggup. 71).
Rubin, J. (1987) Learning strategies are strategibikh contribute to the development of the

language system which is constructed by the leamnéraffects learning directly (p.
23).

Chamot, A. (1987) Learning strategies are techrigapproaches, or deliberate actions that students

take in order to facilitate the learning and recdilboth linguistic and content area

information (p. 71).

O’'Malley, J., and | the special thoughts or behaviors that individugde to help them comprehend,

Chamot, A. (1990) learn or retain new information (p. 1)

Oxford, R. (1990) | Learning strategies are speeifitons taken by the leaner to make learning easier
faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, mofecéfe, and more transferable o

new situations (p. 8).

Just as different researchers have different tiefns of learning strategies,
they also organize strategies into different framdsw. Chamot (1987) organizes
them into three types: cognitive, metacognitive aadial/affective, and omits some
of the compensation strategies Oxford mentionslis E1994) distinguishes two
types of language learning strategies: those thigt learners to master the linguistic
content of the target language (similar to cogeitiand those that help learners to
become a skilled speaker, listener, reader andemw(gimilar to metacognitive).
Rubin (1987: 23) divides strategies into two priyneategories: strategies that affect
learning directly and those that affect learningjiectly. Under these are three kinds
of strategies: learning strategies (both cognime metacognitive), communication
strategies (basically what Oxford calls “comperwsdti strategies) and social
strategies (Rubin, 1987). Naiman et al. organizgegies into five broad categories:
1) Active Task Approach, 2) Realization of Languagea System, 3) Realization of
Language as a Means of Communication and Intergc¥) Management of
Affective Demands, and 5) Monitoring of L2 Perfomsa (Skehan, 1989: 76-77).
According to Oxford (1994), there are a dozen sgwtclassification systems
grouped into at least five typologies. Oxford,d&df (1990), divides strategies into



direct (including memory, cognitive, and compermatiand indirect (metacognitive,
affective and social) strategies. These can bersammed as follows:

a) Memory Strategies are strategies that help thighstorage and retrieval of
new information. Using sounds and mental picturesagsociation with the new
information or using flash cards are examples isf skrategy category.

b) Cognitive Strategies are techniques relatedtramsformation, direct
analysis, or synthesis of the language. Reasortmagslating, analyzing, and
practicing functions in natural situations are amstes of cognitive strategies.

c) Compensation Strategies enable learners tmfghps of information with
technigues such as predicting from context, usegfuges, native language use, and
using descriptions.

d) Metacognitive Strategies involve planning ahthking about learning.
Examples include establishing goals and objectigef;monitoring, evaluation of
progress, and planning of how and when to learn.

e) Affective Strategies are those that help laart@maintain stable attitudes,
emotions, and motivations helpful to consistenglaage learning. Examples include
self-encouragement and talking with others.

f) Social Strategies relate to interacting withhess in various social
environments (Holt, 2006: 4-5).

Although researchers agree that a certain beh@&a/@iearning strategy, and
their accompanying frameworks include a similaegaty, they sometimes disagree
about which category it should be put under. Famgple, both Rubin’s (1987) and
Oxford’'s (1990) frameworks include a category oftlilact strategies. Yet the
strategy of “clarification or verification” is plad in the direct category by Rubin
and in the indirect category by Oxford. Chamot82Rand Rubin (1987) agree that
guestioning for clarification is a language leaghstrategy but Chamot sees it as a
social/affective learning strategy because it negguinteraction with another person
but Rubin takes it as a cognitive learning strategy

Despite different definitions and categorizatiolaiguage learning strategy
researchers agree that language learners useldleaeiors and processes and these

contribute to language learning (Vance, 1999: 6).



1. 2 Statement of the Problem

Students learning English as a Foreign Languag)(h universities often
face the difficult task of gaining a certain degrek proficiency especially in
preparatory classes. What is generally observedhas while some learners
experience great difficulty in learning a new laage, others adapt to the learning
atmosphere quickly and make progress easily. Hidyusome students are brighter
than others and some study harder than others. etwthis does not explain the
situation clearly. Obviously, there are other dastwhich lead students to success or
failure. Chamot (1993: 308) asseverates that ‘ssafal language learners differ
from less successful ones in a number of ways,le¢hlwperhaps the most important
is the degree to which they are strategic in thpproach to the various tasks which
comprise language learning”.

The effects of language learning strategies oeidorlanguage learning have
been evidenced in quite a few studies in diffeygates heretofore. Nevertheless,
not many studies have been carried out on the t@sipecially in the context of
Preparatory Schools at university level in Turkey.

This study aims to explore the language learnitrgtegyies utilized by
students of English at the Preparatory School dofi Gmiversity. It also aims to
analyze the use of six categories of language ilegustrategies in accordance with
learners’ gender, faculty, type of high school lzaokind, previous English learning

experience, and proficiency level.

1. 3 Significance of the Study

The need for English in Turkey is an ever-increggihenomenon today. It is
required in almost all fields, from academic stgdi@ commerce. Being a language
of science, technology, and international commuiuoa mostly, the English
language is popular in universities throughout Byrk Several universities have
English as a medium of instruction; and still otheffer English instruction in some
of their departments. Therefore, most universifigevide English preparatory

classes for students.



Preparatory classes last two academic terms (adeauc year). The
regulations for preparatory classes sometimes rddfecording to the decisions
reached in university faculty councils. In otherords, a one-year English
preparatory program is obligatory in some departsyemereas it is not in others.

Every year, approximately 1500 students go throagiteparatory year and
try to get the required points to pass on at Gamvérsity. To effectively cope with
the learning demands of this huge group of studéhésresearcher thinks that it is
vital to investigate the use of language learnitrgtsgies by these students. The
results of the study might help with producing ne@as to better the training of the
English language at the institution.

1. 4 Research Questions

The following research questions were addressétkipresent study:

a) What language learning strategies de students of English at the
Preparatory School of Gazi University utilize, andw often do they use
them?

b) Is there a difference between the sttgleuse of language learning
strategies and their gender?

c) Is there a difference between thdeshts’ use of language learning
strategies and their faculties?

d) Is there a difference between the studemse of language learning
strategies and their type of high school gradu&tion

e) Is there a difference between the stisdese of language learning strategies
and their previous English learning experiencesfiver they had a prep-
class/an  intensive English course experiéedere)?

f) Is there a difference between the stiglaise of language learning strategies
and their proficiency levels (B Grade-high pradiecy group, C Grade-mid

proficiency group, and D Grade- low proficiencygp)?



1.5 Limitations of the Study

a) The research included only students of Englishe Preparatory School of
Gazi University. For this reason, it is pb$sito generalize the results
of the study to preparatory programs of otheiversities only to some

extent.

b) The study took gender, faculty, type of higihaa graduation, previous
English learning experience and proficiencseleas independent variables.
However, research suggests that certain iddali variables also affect
language learning (such as motivation, le@rsityles, and attitude). These
variables go beyond the scope of this stu@lgerefore, they are excluded

from the study.



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

INTRODUCTION

Learning is defined as a change in an individuktiswledge or behavior.
This change may be something deliberate or uniiotegit for better or worse. Cases
when students acquire information presented insot@sn or when they look up a
vocabulary item in the dictionary are examples @lflebrate learning. On the other
hand, a child who has experienced injection befaight feel anxious when he sees a
doctor coming with a needle. Needless to say, ithen example of unintentional
learning. In order for something to qualify asrieag, it must occur through the
interaction of a person with his or her environmer@@hanges such as growing taller
or turning grey are not instances of learning. iy, temporary changes which
result from illness, fatigue, or hunger are notluded in a general definition of
learning. For example, a person who has not eatgthing for two days does not
learn to be hungry, and a person who is ill doeklearn to run more slowly
(Woolfolk, 2001: 200, 201 ; Slavin, 2000: 140, 141)

2.1 Learning Theories

Learning has been explained mainly with two appgihea. One of them is
behavioral and the other is cognitive. Behavitialorists focus on the relationship
between stimulus (S) and response (R). Behaviacasired or changed when the
organism (whether it is a hungry rat or a chilgamool), forms connections between
S and R. The connections may arise due to themdss of S and R (contiguity
theory advocated by Watson), or by satisfactionctvlutomes from giving a correct
R to a given S (reinforcement theory advocated hpriidike). Consequently,
learning, in the behavioral approach, is a habitfttion process, which is realized

by means of the reinforcement of a stimulus-respaegjuence (Child, 2004: 143).



This approach suggests that the environmental faetee more important than the

learner and the learner is a passive receiverfofriration.

On the contrary, the cognitive approach puts theheasis on what goes on
inside the learner's head. Cognitive theoristsikhihat the learner is actively
involved in the learning process not as just redpanto circumstances but as
organizing and reorganizing incoming informationin the cognitive approach,
learning involves using mental structures to pregaformation often with a unique
or insightful result (Tuckman, 1991: 24; O'Malley &hamot, 1990:1).
Additionally, cognitive theorists assume that learning is thalres our attempts to
understand the world. To do this, we use all tlemtal tools available to us. The
ways we think about situations, along with our kiemge, expectations, feelings,
and interactions with others and the environmeriluence how and what we learn
(Woolfolk, 2001: 240-241).

2.2 Information-Processing Theory

Cognitive psychologists have tried to find answershese questions: How
does the human mind acquire information? What deters how much information
is learned? Why are some information remembered athdr information soon
forgotten? What can be done to improve the retantioinformation? Accordingly,
research on human memory has enabled learningidsteedo explain the learning
process. This process is usually referred to asAtkinson-Shiffrin model of
information-processing (Slavin, 2000: 175; Demb®8& 324). The model is

illustrated in Figure 2.1.
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Figure 2.1 Information-Processing Model
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The information-processing model consists of fmain components. These
are sensory memory, short-term memory, long-terrmamg and executive control
(or executive processes). It is essentially camexbrwith information and the
processes that are used to act upon that informatioformation from the external
world initially enters sensory memory (SM). Thare separate sensory registers for
each sense modality, and apparently they can kastpquantities of information but
only for a matter of milliseconds. Although all tfe information that is sensed is
registered, only part of it is attended to, transfed, and entered into short-term
memory (STM) (Klausmeier, 1985:105-106).

Short-term memory is a storage system that camnratdimited amount of
information for a few seconds. In addition to lgeof limited duration, STM is of
limited capacity; it holds 7 £ 2 units of informati. The information may be held
longer if it is rehearsed or operated on in sonmerotvay (Slavin, 2000: 177; Gagné
et al., 1993: 41). Short-term memory is also kn@asrworking memory (WM) — a
mechanism for keeping information while we asseasd think about it. This term
means that the significance of short-term memorpds its duration, but what it
performs actively. The mind conducts operationsirdarmation, organizes it for
storage or discarding, and links it to other infation.
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Once a person performs some cognitive operationshe information in
short-term memory, it will be stored in long-ternemory (LTM), and presumably
retained there indefinitely. Storage means a $girocesses whereby incoming
information is integrated with known information warious ways. The function of
LTM is to store information for later use (Hamilt@nGhatala, 1994: 80; Gagné et
al., 1993: 42).

Information-processing views of memory take thenpater as a model. A
computer receives input from a keyboard or othericke Human beings, like
computers, have various ways of receiving inputofigh their sense organs).
The information is coded, stored, retrieved frooragie, and processed electronically
by the computer. Second, the computer procesditigeoinformation is controlled
and monitored by a program that has also beemputhe computer. Human beings
encode, store, and process information; neverthetbe process is controlled and
monitored by programs that they learn. Finallyeiafhe information is processed by
the computer, it is outputted to the environmenbulyh a device such as a printer in
the form of a computer printout. After human baipgocess information, they may
generate and make vocal responses, such as speakimgscular movements, such
as typing. In some instances, human beings daeaspiond overtly; instead, they
store the processed information in long-term men{étgmilton & Ghatala, 1994:
21-22; Klausmeier, 1985:104).

In summary, like the computer, the human mind takesnformation,
performs operations on it to change its form andteat, stores the information,
retrieves it when needed, and generates respomses klence, processing involves
gathering and representing information, or encadmdding information, or storage;
and getting at the information when needed, oienf. The complete system is
guided by control processes that determine how wvainen information will flow
through the system (Woolfolk, 2001:243).

Information in LTM is stored in one of two formepisodic or semantic.
Episodic memory is the recall of events in ourdiveThese episodic memories not
only reflect what happened but also where it hapgderike a videotape we can
replay for ourselves. Semantic memory stores “nmggn It is the knowledge of

general concepts and principles, and their assocgat Underwood (1978: 238)
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suggests that our organized knowledge of words amtepts and how they are
associated is part of our semantic knowledge. Wiemead a sentence in a book,
we save the meaning of the sentence, not the sepaoads or grammatical features
of the sentence (Hamilton & Ghatala, 1994: 81; Denil988: 327).

Anderson classifies semantic memory under two typésknowledge:
knowledge about things (callel@clarative knowledgeand knowledge about how to
do things (calledbrocedural knowledge Declarative knowledge iknowing that
something is the case. For instance, we knowttietearth turns around the sun.
We know that lemons are yellow. Procedural knoggedknowinghow to perform
activities. For instance, we know how to driveaa, ¢tie our shoelaces, solve a math
problem, and identify the topic sentence of a paaly (cited in Hamilton &
Ghatala, 1994: 81; Dembo, 1988: 327). Proceduramaries appear to be
represented as “condition-action” rules, which i@ferred to as productions. These
specify what to do under certain conditions, antive the form of ‘IF X, THEN
Y’. The following are examples of productions:

IF Figure is two dimensional And figuee i

three-sided And figure is closed
THEN Classify figure as triangle
And say “triangle”

IF Encounter word | do not know

THEN Look the word up in the dictionary (Long,@0 18; Hamilton &
Ghatala, 1994: 83).

The last component of the information-processingotii is the executive
processes that monitor and direct the cognitivivifies in progress. These skills are
responsible for assessing a learning problem, mi@erg learning strategies to
resolve the problem, assessing the effectivenets&eafhosen strategy, and changing
strategies to improve learning effectiveness (DemB88: 327).

The principles of the executive processes are bas@getacognitionwhich
has two major aspects: (1) knowledge and belietaiabognitive phenomena, and

(2) the regulation and control of cognitive behavilavell states:
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“Metacognition” refers to one’s knowledge concegnione’s own cognitive
processes and products or anything related to,teemthe learning-relevant
properties of information or data. .... Metacogmiticefers, among other
things, to the active monitoring and consequegulagion and orchestration
of these processes in relation to the cognitieaives on which they bear,
usually in the service of some concrete goal gedailve (cited in Dembo,
1988: 327, 328).

Essentially, metacognition involves the study ofvhadividuals think about
their own thinking in order to develop strategiessblve problems. As advanced
learners, when faced with a new learning problem knwow what makes it difficult
or easy, what we can do to make a difficult problaore manageable, and after we
have attacked the problem, whether we have solkedptoblem (Dembo, 1988:
328).

Briefly, cognitive perspective maintains that l@ag is an active,
constructivist process whereby learners selectagenize input, relate it to prior
knowledge, keep what is important, use the inforoma&ppropriately; and reflect on
the outcomes of their learning efforts (Gagné et ¥393; Shuell, 1986). In this
respect, second language acquisition could bezezhBuccessfully when learners are
actively involved in directing their own learningtnonly in classroom but also in
non-classroom settings. Second language learakyst $rom target language input,
analyze language functions and forms perceivednasitant, think about their own
learning efforts, anticipate the kinds of langudgenands they might encounter, and
activate prior knowledge and skills to apply to newguage learning tasks. Due to
this intricate set of mental processes, second ukgg acquisition has been

conceived as a complex cognitive skill (Chamotle1896: 176).

2.3 Second/Foreign Language and Foreign Languagening

Mitchell & Myles (1998) define ‘second languages any languages other
than the learner’s ‘native language’ or ‘mothergo®’. They include both languages
of wider communication spoken within the local myior community (for example,
at the workplace, or in the media) and truly foreilgnguages (for instance, English

language being learnt in Turkey) which have no idiate local uses or speakers.
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Hence, second language acquisition (SLA) diffemsnfrfirst language acquisition.
The former is the process whereby learners learadalitional language after they
have acquired their mother tongue. Second langaagaisition does not contrast
with foreign language acquisition since the fundatak learning processes are
essentially the same for more local and for moreote target languages (pp.1, 2).
SLA is an all-embracing term for both untutoredg¢mal and unstructured -as when
a new language is ‘picked up’ in the community) wsigion and tutored (formal,
planned and systematic -as in a classroom-baseagiriga acquisition (Ellis, 1985:
5).

Second language acquisition is sometimes thoughbetodifferent from
second language learning. The reason for thizaisthe term ‘acquisition’ is used to
refer to picking up a second language through exgosvhile the term ‘learning’ is
used to refer to the conscious study of a secamgukge. However, for the sake of
ease and the scope of the study, the researchsrthiseerms ‘second language
acquisition’, ‘second language learning’, ‘foreimguage acquisition’ and ‘foreign
language learning’ interchangeably throughout thesent study. To sum up, the
term ‘second language acquisition’ refers to thecenscious or conscious processes
by which a language other than the mother tongueaist in a natural or tutored
setting (Ellis, 1985: 6).

Second language learning is an immensely sophisticghenomenon.
Millions of people have experience of second laggudearning. The major
discussion about processes of second languagengasnhow much of the human
learning originates from innate tendencies, thatssme forms of genetic pre-
programming, and how much of it originates fromiaband cultural experiences
which affect people as they grow up (Mitchell & Mgl 1998: 7). Accordingly,
language learning has intrigued both psychologistslinguists. In the 1940s & 50s,
linguists (Leonard Bloomfield, Edward Sapir, Charldockett, Charles Fries and
others) were mainly interested in a strict appiaatof the scientific principle of
observation of human languages. In their view, lthguist's job was to describe
human languages and to identify the structuralufest of those languages (Brown,
2000: 8).
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The structural linguist dealt with only the overthpservable data. Such
attitudes are seen in B.F Skinner's ideas, espgadial Verbal Behavior(1957).
Skinner extrapolated stimulus-response behavianimals to the linguistic behavior
of humans. Behavior is determined by the reinforeet received from the
environment. Skinner advocated the idea that laggwould be and was taught to
the young child by the same mechanisms which hieussl explained other types of
learning. In Skinner's case, the mechanisms wése offered by general
behavioristic learning theory- essentially, copyargl memorizing behaviors present
in the surrounding environment. In this way, |laage could be learned only by
imitating others’ speech (Brown, 2000: 8; Maher &@&es, 1996: 42).

In the 1960s, the generative-transformational skchafo linguistics was
developed through Noam Chomsky's influence. Chgnatkempted to show that
human language cannot be researched only with el df observable stimuli or
responses or the volumes of raw data obtained digl finguists. The generative
linguist tried to both describe language (achiewtimg level of descriptive adequacy)
and arrive at an explanatory level of adequacyhm study of language (Brown,
2000:9).

In the early 28 century, ideas of generative-transformational hetan
appeared. Ferdinand de Saussare (1916) statedthivat existed a difference
between parole (what Skinner “observes”, and whain@sky called performance)
and langue (similar to the concept of competenéeording to Chomsky, a child is
born with a theory about the structure of langua@ensequently, it enables children
to work out how a language is organized. This gen@edisposition is called a
language acquisition device (LAD). Children recagngrammatical structures such
as noun phrases and verb phrases via LAD. Linguwsiversals (nouns, adjectives,
and verbs) are available in all languages and ke ¢s predisposed to recognize
these linguistic universals. This source of knalgk is known as Universal
Grammar. Additionally, Chomsky made a distinctlmetween the surface structure
of what is spoken and the deep structure. Theserstructure represents the actual
words and phrases which constitute the sentencereak the deep structure refers to

the meaning of the sentence. Transformational grams the capacity to transform
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this deep structure into the surface structure dvili & Myles, 1998: 7; Brown,
2000:10; Malim, 1994: 173).

Chomsky (1965) also distinguished between competand performance in
the study of language. Competence means the memi@sentations of linguistic
rules which make up the speaker-hearer’s interedlgrammar. Performance means
the comprehension and production of language. wLageg acquisition studies (both
first and second) mainly deal with how competensedeveloped. As the
internalized rules are not observed overtly, tesessary to examine how the learner
performs, especially in production. The learnergérances are thought to be as
windows through which the internalized rule can\bewed. In a sense, SLA
research is about performance; it monitors actti@rances. However, these are
treated as evidence for what happens inside thedea head. One of the significant
aspects of SLA research is exactly to what extempetence can be inferred from
performance (Ellis, 1985: 5, 6).

In a similar way, cognitive psychologists suggestdtht meaning,
understanding, and knowing were important data fmychological study.
Cognitivists tried to discover psychological priplels of organization and
functioning instead of dealing solely with stimulesponse connections. Like
generative linguists, cognitive psychologists afited to discover underlying
motivations and deeper structures of human behdoyiausing a rational approach.
They moved away from the strictly empirical studgpital of behaviorists and
utilized the tools of logic, reason, extrapolatiamd inference in order to explain
human behavior. It was very important to go beyaoledcriptive to explanatory
power (Brown, 2000: 10).

The structural linguist and the behavioral psych@bwere concerned with
description, answering what questions about hunedavior: objective measurement
of behavior in controlled circumstances. In themsavay, the generative linguist and
cognitive psychologist were concerned with the wipagstion; but they were much
more interested in the why question: what undegyireasons, genetic and
environmental factors and circumstances causedtiayar event? Chomsky, in his
explanations of language behavior in terms of theictures related to the

comprehension and production of language, rejetitedbehaviorist paradigm of
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learning. Studies of child development, spearha@dole Piaget, centred on the
cognitive structures and processes that underlimahudevelopment and growth
(Brown, 2000: 10).

Jean Piaget and Lev Vygotsky argue that humarngbeaionstruct their own
version of reality; consequently, multiple ways krfiowing and describing are
equally reasonable. This is the reason they dem @fssociated with constructivism.
A constructivist perspective differs from the beloaigtic view and the cognitive
psychological view in that it focuses on the sigraifice of individuals’ construction
of reality. Piaget and Vygotsky, described as troivist, exhibit some differences
since they emphasize social context. Piaget (1@n2erlined the importance of
individual cognitive development as a relativelyitaoy act. Biological timetables
and stages of development were fundamental;, saaiaeiaction was thought to
trigger development at the right moment in time.n the other hand, Vygotsky
(1978), described as a “social” constructivist bynge, asserted that social interaction
was basic in cognitive development and rejectechsdef predetermined stages
(Brown, 2000: 11). Table 2.1 gives a summary ohoepts and approaches
described in the three perspectives above (Broad0Q2212).

Table 2.1 Schools of thought in second language acquisition

Time Frame Schools of Thought Typical Themes

Early 1900s & Structuralism & description

1940s & 1950s Behaviorism observable performance
scientific method
empiricism

surface structure
conditioning, reinforcement

1960s & 1970s Rationalism & generative linguistics
Cognitive Psychology | acquisition, innateness
interlanguage systematicity
universal grammar

competence

deep structure
1980s, 1990s & | Constructivism interactive discourse
early 2000s socio-cultural variables

cooperative group learning
interlanguage variability
interactionist hypothesis
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Language learning and language proficiency oftealude a cognitive
component. In Cummin’s (1984) model of languagefipiency, tasks vary from
cognitively demanding ones to cognitively undemagdnes, while language varies

on a scale from context-embedded to context-red(@8dalley et al., 1985: 558).

2.4 Overview of Language Learning Strategies

Many models of second language acquisition (Garénécintyre, 1993;
Mcintyre, 1994; McLaughlin, 1987) have the featurek language learning
strategies. Skehan (1989) mentions language tepstrategies as one of the most
important individual difference factors in L2 acsjtion (Green & Oxford, 1995:
262, 263). Canale and Swain (1980) formulatedrthedel of communicative
competence as including grammatical, sociolinguistnd strategic knowledge. The
strategic component means communication strategibigh can be discriminated
from learning strategies by the intent of the sggtuse in this model (O’'Malley et
al., 1985: 559). The word ‘strategy’ is derivednfr ancient Greek word ‘strategia’.
It means “steps or actions generals take for thppgae of winning a war”. The
warlike meaning of strategia is gone now but thetwd and goal-directedness are
prevalent (Oxford, 2001: 361).

McLaughlin (1987) and Oxford (1990) assert thairgkel’s (1972) model of
interlanguage development is directly related teess core processes and one of
them is the use of learning strategies. Selinlsr states that the systematic nature
of the interlanguage is clearly identified by reszgble strategies. In Ellis’s (1985)
model, which is based on declarative and proceduraledge, he classifies three
processes for developing L2 knowledge as learniragegjies, production strategies,
and communication strategies. The learner has speds of knowledge: declarative
and procedural (Fearch & Kasper, 1983b). Dechedtnhowledge is ‘knowing that’;
it involves internalized and memorized chunks efgiaage. Procedural knowledge

is ‘knowing how’; it involves the strategies andpedures employed by the learner
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to process L2 data for acquisition and for useigEIL985: 163). Procedural
knowledge can be further divided into two sub-categs as social and cognitive
components. The social component embodies thevimehhstrategies used by the
learner to manage interactional opportunities (thathe use of L2 in face-to-face
contact or in contact with L2 texts). Fillmore ) mentions a number of general
social strategies utilized by five Spanish-spealdhtdren learning English in play

situations with native-speaking children.

The cognitive component of procedural knowledge @dids the various
mental processes involved in internalizing and mugitiving new L2 knowledge and
in using L2 knowledge in conjunction with other kviledge sources to communicate
in the L2. Consequently, these processes in questiolve both learning and using
the L2. Learning processes explain how learnecsiraalate new L2 rules and
automize existing ones by attending to input andibyplifying through the use of
existing knowledge. The processes related to usiBgknowledge consist of

production and reception strategies and also conuation strategies.

Tarone (1981) defines the former (production ancepéon strategies) as
attempts to utilize existing L2 knowledge efficignand clearly with a minimum of
effort. The latter (communication strategies) aoghen the speaker finds it difficult
to communicate his message in the way he planneahtb so is forced to look for
alternative means to express it. Accordingly, camitation strategies are the result
of an initial failure to implement a production pla Hence, language use involves
both production and reception strategies. Theserab® when the learner uses
available resources easily and subconsciouslyalsib embodies communication
strategies, which are realized when the learnedsiée make up for inadequate
means and which, in return, are to require greafésrt and to be closer to
consciousness (Ellis, 1985: 163, 164).

Figure 2.2 exhibits a framework of the differstrategies.
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Figure 2.2: Types of L2 Knowleddg&llis, 1985: 165)
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McLaughlin (1987) bases his own integrated modelL®f teaching and
learning on this three-part distinction. Howevether researchers (like Oxford,
1990) suggest that it is almost invariably impokesito distinguish between these
three kinds of strategies and that often all tHesel to learning (Green & Oxford,
1995: 262, 263).

Social psychologists have also contributed to kte®ity of language learning
and of language learning strategies. For exanidbs Intyre’s (1994) model of
language learning underlines the significance &ctifve factors and connects the
use of language learning strategies with task desjamproficiency, aptitude,
situation, attitude, motivation, previous succemsxiety, self-confidence, sanctions
against strategy use, goals, and criteria for ssccdhis model necessitates students
(affected by all the variables mentioned abovepaoaware of the strategy, have a
reason to use it and not have a reason not td (Gegen & Oxford, 1995: 263).

Similarly, Wenden (1987) states that research annleg strategies in L2
acquisition  relates to the field of cognitiveesce. The following questions are
concerned with the research on learning strategisscond language acquisition:

1. What do L2 learners do to learn a second layeRia

2. How do they manage or self-direct these efforts

3. What do they know about which aspects of th2itlearning process?
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4. How can their learning skills be refined andeleped?

According to Wenden (1987: 6, 7) the first threeesiions embody the
features of language learning strategies. Firitbtning strategies refer to language
learning behaviors learners actually engage ire&on and regulate the learning of a
second language. Information about these behaviass been obtained through
observing language learners or having them deswuib&t they are doing while
performing a learning or communication task. Selbgrearning strategies refer to
learners’ strategic knowledge (what learners kndwué the strategies they use).
Information about these behaviors could be obtaitedugh statements learners
make when asked to think over specific or genespéets of their language learning
(e.g. when they are interviewed, complete a questive, or write in a diary).
Finally, learning strategies refer to learners’ wiexlge about aspects of their
language learning rather than the strategies thidiyeu(e.g. personal factors that
facilitate L2 learning; general principles for learg a second language successfully;
things that are easy or difficult about learningeatain language; how successfully or
poorly they can use the language). This knowleogg have influence on the
selection of strategies.

Weinstein and Mayer (1986: 315) define learningtegies as “behaviors or
thoughts that a learner engages in during learttiagare intended to influence the
learner’s encoding process”. In a similar fashi@xford (1990: 8) mentions
learning strategies as “operations employed byl¢hener to aid the acquisition,
storage, retrieval and use of informationspecific actions taken by the learner to
make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, reelfedirected, more effective, and
more transferable to new situations”. Scarcelld @xford (1992: 63) continue to
clarify learning strategies for L2 as “specificiags, behaviors, steps or techniques-
such as seeking out conversation partners, orgeneself encouragement to tackle
a difficult task-used by students to enhance tbein learning”. Likewise, Oxford
(1990) and Rigney (1978) define language learntrefegyies as “specific actions or
techniques that students use, often intentionatby,improve their progress in
developing L2 skills” (cited in Hsiao & Oxford, 220 369). These strategies
embody several behaviors that can foster the dpaedat of language competence in
many ways (Green & Oxford, 1995: 262). Researdhr(fdn, Frohlich, & Todesco,
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1975; Naiman, Frohlich, Stern & Todesco, 1978; RuthB75; Stern, 1983) provides
the characteristics of good language learnerss@hban be listed as follows:

1. find their way, taking charge of their learning

2. organize information about language,

3. are creative, developing a “feel” for the laage by experimenting with
its grammar and words,

4. make their own opportunities for practice ging the language inside and
outside the classroom,

5. learn to live with uncertainty by not gettirigdtered and by continuing to
talk or listen without understanding every word,

6. use mnemonics and other memory strategies tall rahat has been
learned,

7. make errors work for them and not against them

8. use linguistic knowledge, including knowledgfetheir first language, in
learning a second language,

9. use contextual cues to help them in compigban

10. learn to make intelligent guesses,

11. learn chunks of language as wholes and forewhlroutines to help them
perform “beyond their competence”,

12. learn certain tricks that help to keep coratéoas going,

13. learn certain production strategies to filgaps in their own competence,

14. learn different styles of speech and writingl dearn to vary their

language according to the formality of the situatiBrown, 2000: 123).

Research (Abraham & Vann, 1987; O’Malley & Chani®&90; Block, 1986;
Galloway & Labarca, 1991) has also exhibited tligictive L2 learners are aware of
the strategies they use and why they use them. seTl@arners can apply their
strategies to the language task (satisfying thain gersonal needs as learners).
Similarly, less successful learners are able tatifietheir own strategies. However,
they have difficulty choosing the appropriate sggds or they are bad at forming
them into a useful “strategy chain” (Green & Oxfot@95: 262).
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Learning strategies for L2 help learners build aotay and it requires
learners to take conscious control of their ownrgey process (Hsiao & Oxford,
2002: 369). Holec defines autonomy as “the abilit take charge of one’s own
learning” and stresses three key components:

1. a dual emphasis on the ability to carry oubaamous learning and on the
learning structures that allow the possibility evdloping and exercising that ability;

2. an insistence that autonomy can only be deeeldprough the practice of
self-directed learning;

3. a principle of full control by learners overctions relating to their own
learning and a concept of teaching or counsellsigugpport (Benson, 1996:29).

Allwright suggests that autonomy is a term “asseciawith a radical
restructuring of our whole conception of languagelggogy, a restructuring that
involves the rejection of the traditional classroand the introduction of wholly new
ways of working”. Furthermore, he adds that thenght be ways to promote
autonomy within the context of whole-class instimct{Benson, 1996:29).

Wenden (1991) places Allwright's ideas into a beradtheoretical
framework. In doing so, she tries to put learnstigitegy training within the wider
theoretical context of learner autonomy. She dsfikearner autonomy in the
following terms:

In effect, ‘successful’ or ‘expert’ or ‘intelligeniearners have learned how to
learn. They have acquired the learning strategies knowledge about
learning, and the attitudes that enable them ¢otlusse skills and knowledge
confidently, flexibly, appropriately and indepentlg of a teacher.
Therefore, they are autonomous (p.15) (Bensorg:299.

Hsiao & Oxford (2002: 369) mention two charact@gsof autonomy:

a) willingness to perform a language task withditbr no assistance, with
flexibility according to the situation, and witlatrsferability to other contexts;

b) relevant action, including the use of apprdpria2 learning strategies for
accomplishing the task.

Autonomy in L2 is closely related to the concejpself-regulation in the field
of psychology (Vygotsky 1978). He assumes thatagermetacognitive actions,
such as planning and monitoring one’s learning.etiogr with all higher-order
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cognitive functions, such as analyzing and syninegj are internalized through
social interactions with more competent adultseerp who provide the learner with
scaffolding, that is, assistance that is graduaimoved when no longer needed by
the increasingly independent, self-regulated learn8ocial interaction implicitly
requires learners to use social strategies, suabkaisg questions for clarification or
verification, asking for help, and collaboratingavianguage. In Vygotsky’s
perspective, social speech (talking with otherspltgnately internalized to guide
action (Hsiao & Oxford, 2002: 369).
All things considered, strategies are the L2 lemntool kit for active,

conscious, purposeful, and attentive learning ahdy tbring about greater

proficiency, learner autonomy, and self-regulatidsiao & Oxford, 2002: 372).

2.5 Language Learning Strategies

In the late 60s and early 70s, teachers and s&ar encountered many
options of methods and materials in the field ofglaage learning and teaching.
Together with the influence of cognitive psycholpdlyere occurred a shift from
teachers and teaching towards learners and learnifftat move was directed to
defining how learners can take charge of their dearning and explaining how
teachers can help students become more autonon@mssequently, the new trend
led to the study of the characteristics learnenrsgtio the learning environment. An
important group of these traits embodies learntr@gtexgyies; in other words, “any set
of operations, steps, plans, routines used bydhmér to facilitate the obtaining,
storage, retrieval, and use of information” (Ruldii87: 15;Chamot, 1990:1,2).

Rubin (1987: 15) gives utmost importance to tHe od learning strategies in

second language acquisition by stating the follgwin

... all other things being equal, some students lval more successful than
others in learning a second or foreign languagehe learning strategy
literature assumes that some of this successeattibuted to particular sets
of cognitive and metacognitive behaviors whichrieas engage in.
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2.5.1 Major Researchers and Their Studies in Lagpgl@arning Strategies

Research on language learning strategies is cdidvie started with the study
‘The Method of Inference in Foreign Language Stualy’Aaron Carton (1966). In
his work, he suggested that learners show condibedifferences in their tendency
to make inferences and in their ability to makeidsalogical, and reasonable
inferences. Furthermore, he noticed that tolerasfcesk also changes with the
ability to make good inferences. In another atid971), Carton gives a detailed
discussion of inferencing as a strategy used bgrgktanguage learners. He puts
inferencing into three types of cues:

1. intra-lingual cues- in which the cues are swggpby the target language-

used when a student already has some knowlgidipe target language,

2. inter-lingual cues- which are brought to beada@ans between languages,
cognates and regularities of phonologicalgfamations from one
language to another

3. extra-lingual cues- in which the learner usésthe/she knows about the

real world to predict what is said in a forepmmunication.

Carton sees language learning as a kind of probt@mng. That is, the
learner can make use of his/her prior experiencekanwledge in the processing of
language (Rubin, 1987:19-20). Beginning with Aaf@arton (1966) and extending
to Rebecca Oxford (2002), several researchers ¢mveibuted to the definitions and

classifications of the area ‘Language Learningt8tias’.
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2.5.1.1 Wong-Fillmore’s Research

Lily Wong-Fillmore (1976, 1979) did research omhtihe children increased
in communicative competence in English. The subjeere five Mexican children
(aged from 5.7 to 7.3 years) who were attendinggliEn-speaking) school in
California. Each child formed a pair with a nativ¥enerican child, and their
conversations were recorded for an hour each weakschool playroom. At first, it
was assumed that there would not be much variati@nglish proficiency over the
nine-month study. However, the result was justapposite. In the end, there were
extremely wide differences, and the major problerasvwow to explain them
adequately. Wong-Fillmore ignored aptitude assasofmr the variation. Rather, she
placed the focus on the cognitive and social gireseutilized by the children which
helped in language learning (Skehan, 1989: 72-&)e identified three social and
five cognitive strategies as shown in Table 2.2:

Table 2.2 Children’s language learning strategies

Social strategies Cognitive strategies

S-1 Join a group and act as if you | C-1 Assume what people are saying is
understand what is going on, relevant to the situation at hand.
even if you do not. Metastrategy: Guess

S-2 Give the impression, with a few | C-2 Get some expressions you understand,
well-chosen words, that you speak  and start talking.
the language. C-3 Look for recurring parts in the formulas

S-3 Count on your friends for help. you know.

C-4 Make the most of what you have got

C-5 Work on the big things first: save the
details for later.

In Wong-Fillmore’s view, three social strategiesr&y more important. She
observed that the children’s interests were bdgical establishing social
relationships rather than learning language, bey there obliged to learn English in
order to establish such relations. The first datiategy implies that learners should

join groups, and act as though they understand hdggpens in them.
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2.5.1.2 Naiman et al.’s Research

Based on the work by Stern (1975), Naiman, Fréhlitodesco, and Stern
(1978) planned to interview a group of successfdl ansuccessful language learners
to obtain information about the strategies they hedd learning languages.
However, they restricted their study only to goadduage learners (GLLs). The
following are the strategies they identified at émel of the study:

Strategy 1:Active Task ApproachGood language learners actively involve
themselves in the language learning task.

Strategy 2:Realization of Language as a Systdduod language learners
develop or exploit an awareness of language asteBy.

Strategy 3:Realization of Language as a Means of Communicasiod
Interaction: GLLs develop and exploit an awareness of language aneans of
communication (i.e. conveying and receiving messagend interaction (i.e.
behaving in a culturally appropriate manner).

Strategy 4Management of Affective DemandSiLs realize initially or with
time that they must cope with affective demandsemgibn them by language
learning and succeed in doing so.

Strategy 5:Monitoring of L2 PerformanceGLLs constantly revise their L2
systems. They monitor the language they are aogubyy testing their inferences
(guesses), by looking for needed adjustments gd¢hen new material or by asking
native informants when they think corrections aeeded(Rubin, 1987: 20-21,
Skehan, 1989: 76-77).

2.5.1.3 Joan Rubin’s Research

Rubin (1981) conducted research on young adulbérarand focused on the
cognitive processes they utilized. Rubin propdbedollowing list of strategies:
1. Clarification/verification

e.g. a- Asks for example of how to use a wotliession
b- Puts word in sentence to check undedsng
c- Looks up word in the dictionary
d- Paraphrases a sentence to checkstadding.
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2. Monitoring

e.g. a- Corrects error in own/other’s pronutiaig vocabulary, spelling,
grammar, style.
b- Notes sources of own errors, e.g. tamguage interference, other
language interference.
3. Memorization

e.g. a- Takes notes of new items with or withowtregles, contexts, or
definitions.
b- Finds some associations (semantic, vigiel)
4. Guessing/Inductive inferencing

a- Uses clues from the following to guess the nregani
- other items in the sentence or phrase
- syntactic structure
- context of discourse, etc., etc.
b- Ignores difficult word order
5. Deductive reasonind.ooks for and uses general rules

e.g. a- Compares native/other language to targgtukge to identify similarities
and differences
b- Infers grammatical rules by analogy
c- Notes exceptions to rules
d- Finds meaning by breaking down word ipdots

6. Practice

e.g. a- Experiments with new sounds in isolatiod i@ context , uses mirror for
practice
b- Talks to self in target language
c- Drills self on words in different forms
It is obviously seen that all the strategies hawegnitive aspect, and suggest

a considerable degree of self-awareness in thaitgpprocess. In this respect, the
strategies are thought to be ones related to osgbelearning (‘direct’ strategies in
Rubin’s perspective) such as clarification/vedfion, guessing/inductive
inferencing, and deductive reasoning and thosdeeklto out of class activities
(‘indirect’ strategies in Rubin’s perspective) suah monitoring, memorization and
practice (Rubin, 1987: 23-24). Findings from thetedies can be summarized in
Table 2.3:
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Table 2.3 Comparison of findings from Naiman et al.’s, Rubjrdnd Wong-
Fillmore’s research

Wong-Fillmore

Naimanet al Rubin Social Cognitive
1 Active task approach 1 Clarification | 1 Join a 1 Assume
verification group relevance of
what is being
said
2 Language is a system 2 Memorization| 2 Give the 2 Get some

impression you expressions
can speak the

language
3 Language is a means of | 3 Guessing, 3 Count on 3 Look for
communication and inductive your friends recurring
interaction inferencing parts in a
formulae
4 Management of affective | 4 Deductive 4 Make the
demands reasoning most of what
you have got
5 Monitoring of performance5 Monitoring 5 Work on the
big things
first

The table shows remarkable similarities and diffiees between the findings.
For example, Naiman et al. (1978) give the primamportance to Active Task
Approach. This might be similar to Rubin’s ‘clacdtion/verification’,
‘memorization’ and ‘practice’ strategies, and Wdrlimore’s ‘get some
expressions’ and ‘make the most of what you hate dbalso embraces all Wong-
Fillmore’s social strategies. Similarly, Naimanattfs second strategy, Realization
of Language as a System, appears to embody Rubgusssing/inductive
inferencing’ and ‘deductive reasoning’ beside Wdilgmore’s ‘look for recurring
parts in formulae’. Lastly, Naiman et al.’s Monitgg of Performance strategy is
closely allied with Rubin’s ‘monitoring’. To sumputhe similarities include the
learner's capacity to involve himself in the leagpisituation; his predispositions;
and his capacity to assess (Skehan, 1989: 81).

There are differences among the studies as wdlhe first group of
differences are due to the fact that strategiepgs®ed by one researcher do not
overlap those proposed by the others. Naiman .&t @978) “Management of

Affective Demands” is an example of this categayjs Wong-Fillmore’s “Work on
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the Big Things First”. Beyond this, there are osh&hich could be more significant.
Above all, Naiman and Rubin take account of théeotibns of learners about their
own learning. For example, “the Monitoring Strated¢eads learners to evaluate
their own progress and to separate themselves fhmmactual learning abilities
beyond Wong-Fillmore’s young learners. Furtherma@nsciousness of learning
becomes important with “the Realization of Languaage a System Strategy”.
Naiman et al. (1978) focus on referring back to the and the concept of
inferencing, and Rubin similarly mentions guessangd inferencing as well as
deductive reasoning. In this respect, Naiman aobdirRseem to deal with quite
powerful metacognitive abilities while Wong-Fillmeoris more occupied with
immediate, context-dependent language use. Therealao differences between
Naiman —Rubin and Wong-Fillmore in terms of thecemstances where relevant
activity occurs. According to Wong-Fillmore, tradmost exclusively exists during
actual language functioning- learning to talk imtda talking to learn. This is
important for the other researchers, too. ConWerd¢éaiman and Rubin, in their
analysis, include situations where language useisnvolved, but where relevant
activity is. Both of them mention practice and neeixation as important activities
(Skehan, 1989: 82).

There are significant differences related to tregliage learning theories that
are implicitly seen in the works of the investigato Wong-Fillmore mentions
progress as a slow, hard-won process in which #mguage system develops
gradually, virtually grudgingly, out of the use farmulaic speech. Additionally,
Wong-Fillmore’s ‘theory’ of language learning pinpts that the context of speech is
necessary for guessing meaning (C1: Assume releyanConsequently, there is a
strong comprehension-driven element to most effecprogress, along with the
environment that provides the clues for those céildmost eager and capable to
exploit them to make language understood. By ceptfdaiman et al. (1978) and
Rubin (1981) focus on the development of a systBrough analysis Rubin
assumes two fundamental processes: guessing/imduafierencing and deductive
reasoning, implying a learner for whom mental pssogeggy and mental
transformation- not necessarily linguistic- are mucore important. Naiman et al.

(1978) also underline the importance of analysi iadicate that linguistic material
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Is involved, e.g. ‘referring back to the L1 judiaggly’. They highlight the benefits of
perceiving the systematic nature of language, wRildin puts the emphasis on
general processes of cognition (Skehan, 1989: 82).

The time allocated for learning is the final issu€ertain behaviors, e.g.
deductive reasoning, contribute directly to thecpss of language learning. In
contrast, Naiman’s “Active Task Approach”, Wonghiibre's “Social Strategies”,
Rubin’s “Memorization and Practice” all indicateathmore time is spent learning
(Skehan, 1989: 82).

2.5.1.4 Bialystok’s Research

Bialystok (1977, 1981) mentions the effects of tile® of two functional
strategies- inferencing and functional practicingrd two formal strategies-
monitoring and formal practicing. Bialystok statdmt the focus of functional
practicing strategies is language use. Conversaigal practicing strategies relate
to language form. The results exhibited that tbe of all four strategies influenced
achievement in certain kinds of tests positivelyd dhat the functional strategies
greatly affected performance for all tasks (Ruli@@7: 21). She defines learning
strategies as “optional means for exploiting avwdainformation to improve
competence in a second language”. The strategyttygt the learners use depends
on the type of knowledge required for a given ta8kcording to Bialystok, there are
three types of knowledge: explicit linguistic kn@abe, implicit linguistic
knowledge, and general knowledge of the world. &ksumes that inferencing
might be used with implicit linguistic knowledge darknowledge of the world.
Monitoring, formal practicing (such as verbal dgrilh a second language class), and
functional practicing (such as completing a tratisacat a store) contribute to both
explicit and implicit knowledge. That is to salysirategies are implicitly introduced
in a formal setting, they can contribute to imglionguistic knowledge, leading to
students’ ability to understand and produce spawas language (O’'Malley et al.,
1985: 559).
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2.5.1.5 Politzer and Mc Groarty's Research

Politzer and Mc Groarty (1985) conducted a studyaaroup of 37 students
in an eight-week course in the USA through a qoastire. The group was
composed of Hispanic and Asian students. They atsuinistered three pre- and
post-course proficiency tests: an aural comprebensest, a grammar test and a
communicative test. There were three sectiondhéndquestionnaire: 1- a 14-item
scale on classroom behaviors; 2- a 15-item scalsaimidual study; 3- a 22-item
scale on interaction with others outside the ctamsr The scales in question
distinguished between the two ethnic groups. Baliand Mc Groarty pointed out
that different groups may have different normsldehavior and these behaviors can
only be assessed within the set of cultural assimptthat prevail in each group.
Some of the items from their study can be seerablel2.4 (Skehan, 1989: 84).

Table 2.4 Items from Politzer and Mc Groarty’s scales

Classroom behavior
6 Do you interrupt yourself when you noticattiiou have made a mistake?
8* Do you speak to fellow students (in classyaur native language?
12 Do you ask the teacher when and by whom presegion can be used?
14 Do you often guess the meaning of new waia®s the rest of the sentence in
which they are used?

Learning behavior during individual study

3 Do you sometimes think about differences eetwEnglish and your native
language and — as a result- avoid makirsjakes?

4* Do you try to memorize sentences as much asiple without analyzing them
by grammar rules?

11 Do you keep track (e.g. by checking vocalydiats or vocabulary cards) of
words that you have learned?

12* When memorizing words or phrases, do you gelyeassociate them with
words or phrases in your native languadieer than with other words or
phrases in English or with pictures oi@aw?

Interactions with others outside the classroom

2 If you see that someone does not undergtamddo you often try to rephrase
what you are saying?

3 If you are not sure whether what you saigrammatically correct, do you as
for confirmation?

8 Can you often guess the meaning of whaebouly said either from his/her
expressions or from gestures?

18* In social gatherings, do you, whenever pdssiiy to talk to individuals who

speak your native language?

A

* = An answer of ‘No’ is regarded as the ‘positigttategy
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's Research

O’Malley, Chamot, Stewer-Manzares, Kupper and Rustoted another

major research programme in the USA in the 19808. a preliminary study,

O’Malley et al. gathered strategy data via intamgewith secondary-school ESL

learners, interviews with their teachers and okst@. Interviewees were asked for

strategy reports for the various activities (i.eorunciation, oral drills, grammar

exercises and vocabulary and situations outsidecldmsroom). At the end of the
study, O’Malley et al. (1985, 557-560) listed thagegies shown in Table 2.5:

Table 2.5 Learning strategy definition€®’Malley et al., 1985:582-84)

LEARNING
STRATEGY

DESCRIPTION

A. METACOGNITIVE STRATEGIES

Advance organizers

Making a preview of the orgagzoncept or principle in
learning activity

a

Directed attention

Deciding in advance what toratt® in a learning task

Selective attention

Deciding in advance to attémdspecific aspects of th
language input or situational details in a task

e

Self-management

Understanding and arranging forctireditions that hely
one learn

A=

Advance preparation

Planning for and rehearsirguistic components necessa
for a language task

iry

Self-monitoring

Correcting one’s speech for accyracfor appropriatenes
to context

S

Delayed production

Consciously deciding to postpepeaking in favour of

initial listening

Self-evaluation

Checking learning outcomes agamstnal standards

Self-reinforcements

Arranging rewards for succdBsftompleting a languag
learning activity

D

B. COGNITIVE STRATEGIES

1%

Repetition Imitating a language model, includingedvpractice ang
silent rehearsal

Resourcing Using target language reference magerial

Directed physical Relating new information to physical actions wifredtives

response

Translation Using the first language to understamdl produce th
second language

Grouping Reordering or reclassifying material tddzned

Note-taking Writing down main ideas, important gejnoutlines, of

summaries of information




34

Deduction Conscious application of rules

Recombination Constructing language by combiningwkm elements in a
new way

Imagery Relating new information to visual concaptsemory

Auditory Retention of the sound or similar sound for a wautkase,

representation etc.

Keyword Remembering a new word in the second lagpguby
mnemonic or associated techniques, e.g. keywords

Contextualization Placing a word or phrase in ammagul language sequencge

Elaboration Relating new information to existingicepts

Transfer Using previously acquired knowledge toilitate new
learning

Inferencing Using available information to guessamggs of new
items, predict outcomes, etc.

C. SOCIAL STRATEGIES

Cooperation Working with one or more peers to obfaedback, poal
information, etc.

Questions for Asking a teacher, etc. for repetition, paraphrasing

clarification explanation, and/or examples

They did not include many of the strategies adigmtdy Naiman et al.
(1978) and Wong-Fillmore (1976, 1979). Little erapis is put on the strategy of
“Realization of Language as a Means of Communioat{GLL 2), or “Management
of Affective Demands” (GLL 4), or on Wong-Fillmome’“Social Strategies”.
Additionally, there is little interest in the ingation and input-maximizing strategies
that Naiman et al. (1978) and Wong-Fillmore (19@®)pointed. This is surely due
to the different settings for the respective stsdiee. classrooms vs. naturalistic
environments.

Another striking aspect of the study is the greddeus on metacognitive
strategies, of which there are nine. These ardagito the Monitoring strategies
reported by Naiman et al. (1978) and Rubin (19Bd),monitoring is only one of the
several strategies in O’Malley et al.’s (1985a)spective. Essentially, the learner is
assumed to have a significant role as a self-fledeing, along with control over

his own learning processes (Skehan, 1985: 86-88).
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2.5.1.7 Oxford’s System and Its Comparison with iRisb

Rubin’s taxonomy, the systems suggested by Bia#tyl978) and O’Malley
& Chamot (1990) provided the basis for Oxford’s @P work on L2 learning
strategies. Oxford (1990) also divided languagenieg strategies into two-direct
and indirect- but with significant differences. Be more precise, Oxford defined
the first type of language learning strategies assothat directly include the
language being learned. She placed memory, cegraiid compensation strategies
under this category. Oxford defined the secone typlanguage learning strategies
as ones that are necessary or helpful for learthiedanguage. She further divided
them into three: metacognitive, affective and dociategories. Oxford (1990)
asseverates that direct and indirect strategiesttaas® six strategy groupings are a
kind of network within which different kinds of stiegies support and enhance each
other’s effects in order to foster L2 learning (&tsi& Oxford, 2002: 369 ; Nisbet,

2002: 17). Table 2.6 provides a comparison ofdle® systems:

Table 2.6 A Comparison of Rubin’s and Oxford’s Strategy Gfasgtions

Rubin (1981) Oxford (1990)

Direct Strategies
Clarification/Verification Indirect Social Strategies
Monitoring Indirect Metacognitive Strategies
Memorization Direct Memory Strategies
Guessing/Inductive Inferencing Direct Compensation Strategies
Deductive Reasoning Direct Cognitive Strategies
Practice Direct Cognitive Strategies

Indirect Strategies
Create Opportunities for Practice Indirect Social Strategies
Production Tricks Direct Compensation Strategies

The table above shows a comparison between Rulan® Oxford’s
classification of learning strategies into specdategories and reveals a significant
degree of difference. This is owing to the diffezes between Rubin’s and Oxford’s
definitions of direct/indirect strategies from theery beginning. Rubin’s
clarification/verification and monitoring - two dhe direct strategies- are matched

with Oxford’s indirect strategies (asking questidios clarification/verification =
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social strategy; monitoring = metacognitive strggegProduction tricks (one kind of
Rubin’s indirect strategies) overlap a subset ofo@Ks compensation strategies
(among the direct strategies) (Hsiao & Oxford, 20869).

2.5.1.8 O’'Malley et al.’s System and Its Comparigoth Oxford’s

O’Malley & Chamot’'s (1990) strategy system is corsgd of three broad
types of learning strategies: cognitive, metacagmit and socio-affective (or
sometimes called socioaffective or social-affegtisad it has gained considerable
importance since its introduction. This classifica is mainly based on Brown &
Palinscar’s (1982) and Anderson’s (1985) cognipggchological concepts. Table
1.6 shows the comparison between O’Malley & Chamdif990) system with
Oxford’s (1990) system. A considerable level okda&pping is seen between the
two strategy systems; however, there are also rddferences which are shown in
Table 2.7 (Hsiao & Oxford, 2002: 371).

Table 2.7 A Comparison of Two Major Strategy Classificatigst®ms

O’Malley &Chamot (1990) Oxford (1990)
O’Malley,Chamot, Stewner-Manzares,
Klpper &Russo (1985)
O’Malley,Chamot, Stewner-Manzares,
Russo, & Kiupper (1985)

Metacognitive Strategies

Advance Organizers Metacognitive Strategies

Directed Attention Metacognitive Strategies
Selective Attention Metacognitive Strategies
Self-Management Metacognitive Strategies
Functional Planning Metacognitive Strategies
Self-Monitoring Metacognitive Strategies
Self-Evaluation Metacognitive Strategies

Delayed Production
Cognitive Strategies

Metacognitive Strategies

Repetiton Cognitive Strategies
Resourcing Cognitive Strategies
Translation Cognitive Strategies
Grouping Memory Strategies

Note Taking Cognitive Strategies
Deduction Cognitive Strategies

Recombination

Cognitive Strategies
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Imagery Memory Strategies
Auditory Representation Memory Strategies
Keyword Memory Strategies
Contextualization Memory Strategies
Elaboration Memory Strategies
Transfer Cognitive Strategies
Inferencing Compensation Strategies
Socioaffective Strategies
Cooperation Social Strategies
Question for Clarification Social Strategies
Self-Talk Affective Strategies

The cognitive strategies of O'Malley & Chamot sdro@ match a
combination of Oxford’s memory and cognitive stggs. Nevertheless, Oxford’s
compensation strategy (inferencing)-make up forsmg knowledge- is part of
O’Malley & Chamot’s cognitive category.

Unlike O’'Malley & Chamot, Oxford makes a distirati between memory
strategies and cognitive strategies as memoryegiest seem to have a very clear,
specific function which teases them apart from mewgnitive strategies. Naturally,
memory strategies refer to cognition. Howeversthmcluded as memory strategies
are certain mnemonic devices that help learnersemoformation to long-term
memory for storage and retrieve it from long-terramory when it is needed for
further use. While cognitive strategies contribtdedeep processing, most of the
memory devices do not contribute to deep processitgnguage information.

To Oxford, compensation strategies are techniqussd by learners to
compensate for missing knowledge. This strategwiial for making up for
inadequate knowledge during reading or listenihg.Oxford’s system, some other
compensation strategies make up for missing infoonawhile the learner is
speaking or writing. Compensation strategies fpeaking are often termed
communication strategies. Communication strategiesiot overtly expressed in the
O’'Malley & Chamot system. As seen in Table 1.6M@lley & Chamot’s (1990)
metacognitive strategies are similar to those dio@ks (1990). The main function

of this category is planning, organizing and evthgaone’s own learning.
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The two systems take into consideration strategeewlling both affect and
social interaction. Affective strategies are teghes through which the learner
manages his or her emotions, feelings and motivakistates. Social strategies are
techniques including learning with other peoples #énderstood from Table 1.6,
O’Malley & Chamot put affective & social strategiegyether to form a subcategory
known as social-affective, socio-affective or saffective. Conversely, Oxford
categorized affective and social strategies undpamte headings and introduced
many more affective & social strategies than didM@lley & Chamot. The logic
behind this was that affective & social strategieserve considerable attention as
part of the “whole learner” (Hsiao & Oxford, 20087 2).

Oxford’s classification focuses on the communia@mature of language like
Bialystok’s model. On the other hand, it has arggrtheoretical base and provides a
comprehensive taxonomy of metacognitive and cognitrategies like O’'Malley &
Chamot’'s (1990) system. Furthermore, Oxford’s nhdaendles the social and
affective dimensions (these are less developed 'Malley & Chamot’'s (1990)
system). There are also memory and compensdtiategies as distinct categories
in Oxford’s model. Lastly, Oxford’s classificatiosystem is presented with her
widely recognized Strategy Inventory for Languageaining (SILL) (Nisbet, 2002:
17). Consequently, Oxford’s Language Learning 8tgwtClassification and the
accompanying strategy inventory (SILL) were choasrihe basis of research in the

present study.

2.5.2 A Review of Oxford’s Language Learning Stggt€lassification

Oxford (1990), in her book ‘Language Learning fgees What Every
Teacher Should Know’, gives a comprehensive accafnianguage learning
strategies. She explicates the whole idea aswselloThere are two main sections in

Oxford’s language learning strategies taxonomyealiand indirect strategies.
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2.5.2.1 Direct Strategies:

Strategies that are directly related to the tatgeguage are called direct
strategies. All direct strategies need processindanguage mentally; however, this
processing is realized differently and for differemms by the three sets of direct
strategies (memory, cognitive, and compensatidhgmory strategies (like grouping
or using imagery) embody a significant functiorgttts, helping learners to store and
retrieve new information. Cognitive strategieskdlisummarizing or reasoning
deductively) provide learners with tools to undanst and produce new language.
Compensation strategies (such as guessing or sgimanyms) enable learners to use

the language despite their inadequate knowledgéo(@x1990: 37).

2.5.2.1.1 Memory Strategies:

People have used Memory Strategies (cate@monicsfor ages. McCown
and Roop (1992:240) define mnemonics as technithedshelp us to organize or
elaborate information we want to retain. These rigphes work by relating well-
known or familiar information to the new informatido be learned. Hamilton and
Ghatala (1994:128) give a summary of mnemonic tiecias in Table 2.8:

Table 2.8 Summary of Mnemonic Techniques

Technique Description Uses

First-letter mnemonics The letters of items to |HRemembering sequence pf
remembered are used to form @&ems or list of items

phrase or word

Peg method Numbers 1-10 are associatBeémembering

with rhyming words (one is
bun, two is a shoe...); eaq
item to be remembered is thg
imaged interacting with one g
the pegs (a bottle of mil
dancing with a bun)

agrocery items or errands; al
huseful for rememberin
riemporal or spatial sequence
fas in directions or steps in
complex procedure

lists such zs

[0]

S,
a

Method of loci

ltems to be remembered ¢
linked with distinct landmarks
along a familiar route

al@emembering the key points
5 a speech, lists of items

Key-word method

The first item to be learned
linked with a familiar word tq
which it is acoustically similar
this key word is then linked t
the second item to be learn
by means of an image ¢

iRemembering the Englis

definitions of English words
ptechnical vocabulary; states al

brterms

sentence

translations of foreign words;

pdapitals; presidents and thei

nhd
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In ancient times, for example, orators could refnena long speech by the
help of connecting different parts of the speecthwiifferent rooms of a house or
temple, and then *“taking a walk” from room to roomBefore literacy was
widespread, memory strategies were used to remeprhetical information about
farming, weather, or when they were born. Afterhcy became widespread, people
gave up their previous habits and called thosenigales as “gimmicks” (Oxford,
1990: 38).

Memory Strategies are of four sets: Creating Memt@ages, Applying
Images and Sounds, Reviewing Well and Employingohst Memory strategies
work better when the learner uses metacognitisegres, like paying attention and
affective strategies, like reducing anxiety througlep breathing.

Memory Strategies are utilized through very simplenciples, such as
arranging things in order, making associations, i@wkewing. All these principles
include meaning. When a new language is beinghéeh the arrangement and
associations must be meaningful to the learnertla@anaterial reviewed must have
significance.

Most language learners have some difficulties emembering the large
amount of vocabulary essential to achieve fluendgmory strategies are helpful for
learners to cope with these difficulties. Theyldadearners to store verbal material
and then retrieve it if needed for communicatigdditionally, the memory strategy
of structured reviewing helps move information frane “fact level” to the “skill
level”, where knowledge is more procedural and muatiic. The skill level is
significant in that information is more easily rettred and less easily lost after a
period of disuse on this level (Oxford, 1990: 39).

Memory strategies often include pairing differéands of material. In
language learning, learners might give verbal k&lel pictures, or create visual
images of words or phrases. This process has ifopfications for language
learning. First, the mind’s storage capacity f@ual information goes beyond its
capacity for verbal material. Second, it is thdougsual images that the most
efficiently packaged chunks of information are sf@nred to long-term memory.
Third, visual images may have the most potentididlp remember verbal material.

Fourth, quite a lot of learners have a preferenceitual learning.
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Many language learners benefit from visual imagéowever, others have
aural (sound-oriented), kinaesthetic (motion-oreht or tactile (touch-oriented)
learning style preferences and benefit from conngahaterial with sound, motion

or touch (Oxford, 1990: 40). Below are the subugs of memory strategies:

a) Creating Mental Linkages

I. Grouping: Classifying or reclassifying languagaterial into meaningful units.

Il. Associating/Elaborating: Relating new languag®rmation to concepts already
In memory.

[ll. Placing new words in a context: Placing a ward phrase in a meaningful

sentence, conversation, or story in order to rengemb

b) Applying Images and Sounds

I. Using imagery: Relating new language informationconcepts in memory by
means of meaningful visual imagery.

[I. Semantic mapping: Making an arrangement of wadrdo a picture, which has a
key concept at the centre or at the top, and tlat@ds and concepts linked with
the key concept by means of lines and arrows.

lll. Using keywords: Remembering a new word by gsaiditory and visual links.

IV. Representing sounds in memory: Remembering ita&wguage information
according to its sound (Oxford, 1990: 41, 42).

c) Reviewing Well

I. Structured reviewing: Reviewing in carefully spd intervals.

d) Employing Action

I. Using physical response or sensation: Physicaiting out a new expression (e.g.
going to the door), or meaningfully relating a nexpression to a physical feeling or
sensation (e.g. warmth).

II. Using mechanical techniques: Using creative tamigible techniques, especially
involving moving or changing something which is coate, in order to remember

new target language information (Oxford, 1990:412),
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2.5.2.1.2 Cognitive Strategies

Cognitive strategies are vital in learning a n@anguage. These strategies
vary from repeating to analyzing expressions torsanzing. Cognitive strategies
are utilized by a common function- manipulation taansformation of the target
language by the learner. Research reports thatitogsy strategies are the most
popular strategies among language learners (Oxi®@D: 43).

There are four sets of cognitive strategies: Riacgf, Receiving and Sending
Messages, Analyzing and Reasoning, and Creatingct8te for Input and Output.
Following are important cognitive strategies (Oxf0ot990: 45).

a) Practicing

I. Repeating: Saying or doing something over argf.ov

[I. Formally practicing with sounds and writing $y%1s: Practicing sounds or
practicing the new writing system of the targeglaage.

[ll. Recognizing and using formulas and patternging aware of and/or using
routine formulas (such as “Hello, how are you?t)d ainanalyzed patterns (such as
“It's time ------- “).

IV. Recombining: Combining known elements in newysvdo produce a longer
sequence.

V. Practicing naturalistically: Practicing the nelanguage in natural, realistic
settings (Oxford, 1990: 45).

b) Receiving and Sending Messages

I. Getting the ideas quickly: Using skimming to eletine the main ideas or scanning
to find specific details of interest.

Il. Using resources for receiving and sending mgssaUsing print or non-print

resources.
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c) Analyzing and Reasoning

I. Reasoning deductively: Using general rules apgdlyang them to new target
language situations.

Il. Analyzing expressions: Determining the meanifi@ new expression by breaking
it down into parts.

[ll. Analyzing contrastively: Comparing elementstbé new language with those of
one’s own language.

IV. Translating: Converting a target language egpi@n into the native language.

V. Transferring: Directly applying knowledge of vds; concepts, or structures from

one language to another.

d) Creating Structure for Input and Output

I. Taking notes: Writing down the main idea or spepoints.

II. Summarizing: Making a summary or abstract tdrager passage.

[ll. Highlighting: Using a variety of emphasis tethues to focus on important

information in a passage (Oxford, 1990: 46, 47).

2.5.2.1.3 Compensation Strategies

Compensation strategies are for either comprebensi production despite
limitations in knowledge. Learners use these egiias with the aim of making up
for an inadequate repertoire of grammar and, ealwcof vocabulary. There are
two groups of compensation strategies: Guessinglliggntly in Listening and
Reading, and Overcoming Limitations in Speaking WAhding.

Guessing strategies (sometimes called “Infererigingplude using several
clues- linguistic and non-linguistic- to guess theaning when the learner does not
know all the words. When good language learnees faced with unknown
expressions, they make educated guesses. On nitrargp poor language learners
often panic, tune out or take a dictionary and laplevery unfamiliar word.

Guessing is utilized not only by beginners bubdlg advanced learners and
even native speakers. They use it when they d&kmmv a word, when they have

not heard something well enough or when the measihglden between the lines.
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Compensation occurs both in understanding thelaeguage and producing
it. Compensation strategies permit learners tayce spoken or written expressions

in the new language without complete knowledge ¢@kf1990: 48).

a) Guessing Intelligently in Listening and Reading

I. Using linguistic clues: Seeking and using largpshased clues in order to guess
the meaning of what is heard or read in the tdeggjuage.

II. Using other clues: Seeking and using clues #éinatnot language-based in order to

guess the meaning of what is heard or read irattget language (Oxford, 1990: 49).

b) Overcoming Limitations in Speaking and Writing

I. Switching to the mother tongue: Using the moti@ngue for an expression
without translating it.

Il. Getting help: Asking someone for help.

[ll. Using mime or gesture: Using physical motion.

IV. Avoiding communication partially or totally: Réally or totally avoiding
communication when difficulties are anticipated.

V. Selecting the topic: Choosing the topic of caisetion in order to direct the
communication.

VI. Adjusting or approximating the message: Altgrthe message by omitting some
items of information.

VII. Coining words: Making up new words to commuatie the desired idea.

VIII. Using a circumlocution or synonym: Gettingetimeaning across by describing
the concept (circumlocution) or using a word thaams the same thing (synonym)
(Oxford, 1990: 50, 51).

2.5.2.2 Indirect Strategies

Strategies that are indirectly related to the talgeguage are calleddirect
strategies. Indirect strategies are divided irttced categories; metacognitive,
affective, and social.Metacognitive strategiepermit learners to control their own

cognition- that is, to coordinate the process afieng by using such functions as
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centring, arranging, planning and evaluatinéffective strategiesre utilized to
regulate emotions, motivations and attitud&ocial strategiesid learners to learn
via interaction with others. All these strategige named ‘indirect’ as they support
and manage language learning without directly wwg the target language.
Indirect strategies are useful in almost all largguéearning situations and can be
applied to all language skills: listening, readisgeaking and writing (Oxford, 1990:
135).

2.5.2.2.1 Metacognitive Strategies

“Metacognitive” means beyond the cognitive.  Hengmetacognitive
strategies are actions which exceed cognitive @syiand which provide a way for
learners to coordinate their own learning.

Metacognitive strategies are significant for sgst@l language learning.
These help learners to cope with too much “newnessth is caused by the target
language (unfamiliar vocabulary, confusing rulesffedent writing systems,
seemingly inexplicable social customs and non-ti@akl instructional approaches).
Metacognitive strategies fall into three groupsn&eng Your Learning, Arranging
and Planning Your Learning, and Evaluating Yourrbazy (Oxford, 1990: 136).

a) Centering Your Learning

I. Overviewing and Linking with Already Known Matal: Overviewing
comprehensively a key concept, principle, or setnwterials in an upcoming
language activity and associating it with whatlieady known.

[I. Paying Attention: Deciding in advance to payeation in general to a language
learning task.

[ll. Delaying Speech Production to Focus on ListgniDeciding in advance to delay

speech production in the new language.

b) Arranging and Planning Your Learning
I. Finding Out About Language Learning: Making ef$oto find out how language

learning works.
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[I. Organizing: Understanding and using conditiogisited to optimal learning of the

new language.

[ll. Setting Goals and Objectives: Setting aimsléarguage learning.

IV. Identifying the Purpose of a Language Task: iDieg) the purpose of a particular

language task involving listening, reading, spegkor writing.

V. Planning for a Language Task: Planning for #meglage elements and functions
necessary for an anticipated language task ortigitua

VI. Seeking Practice Opportunities: Seeking outr@ating opportunities to practice

the new language in naturalistic situations.

c) Evaluating Your Learning

I. Self-Monitoring: Identifying errors in unders@@ding or producing the new
language, determining which ones are important.

II. Self-Evaluating: Evaluating one’s own prograasthe new language (Oxford,
1990: 138-140).

2.5.2.2.2 Affective Strategies

The term ‘affective’ is related to emotions, aftiés, motivations and values.
Affective factors influence language learning; #@fere, language learners should
gain control over these factors through affectivategies. H. Douglas Brown states
that the affective side of the learners is pert@aps of the most important factors on
language learning success or failure. Good langjleayners are believed to control

their emotions and attitudes about learning (Oxf@@90: 140).

a) Lowering Your Anxiety

I. Using Progressive Relaxation, Deep Breathingyleditation: Using the technique
of alternately tensing and relaxing all of the nnagauscle groups in the body.

[l. Using Music: Listening to soothing music, sweha classical concert, as a way to
relax.

[ll. Using Laughter: Using laughter to relax (eby.watching a funny movie).
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b) Encouraging Yourself

I. Making Positive Statements: Saying or writingsppige statements to oneself in
order to feel more confident in learning the nemglaage.

II. Taking Risks Wisely: Pushing oneself to takeks in a language learning
situation.

lll. Rewarding Yourself: Giving oneself a valualileward for a particularly good
performance.

c) Taking Your Emotional Temperature

I. Listening to Your Body: Paying attention to sidgmgiven by the body.

II. Using a Checklist: Using a checklist to discovieelings, attitudes, and
motivations concerning language learning.

[ll. Writing a Language Learning Diary: Writing aatly or journal to keep track of
events and feelings in the process of languageilear

IV. Discussing Your Feelings with Someone Else:kire with another person to

discover and express feelings about language fea(@ixford, 1990:143, 144).

2.5.2.2.3 Social Strategies

As language is a form of social behavior, langukgening involves other
people. Consequently, appropriate social stragegyie vital in this process (Oxford,

1990: 144). Three sets of social strategies eadtigtinguished as follows:

a) Asking Questions
I. Asking for Clarification or Verification: Askinghe speaker to repeat, paraphrase,
explain, slow down, or give examples; asking ipagfic utterance is correct.

[I. Asking for Correction: Asking someone for cartien in a conversation.

b) Cooperating with Others
I. Cooperating with Peers: Working with other laaga learners to improve

language skills.
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II. Cooperating with Proficient Users of the Newnigaiage: Working with native
speakers or other proficient users of the new lagguusually outside the language

classroom.

c) Empathizing with Others

I. Developing Cultural Understanding: Trying to eattpze with another person
through learning about the culture.

II. Becoming Aware of Others’ Thoughts and FeelinQ¥serving the behaviors of
others as a possible expression of their thoughts faelings (Oxford, 1990:146,
147).

2.6 Variables Affecting the Use of Language Leagrfstrategies

A lot of research on language learning strategiaditzer & Mc Groarty,
1985; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Ehrman & Oxford, 198%as investigated
connections between strategy use and learner \esiabch as language proficiency
level, gender, motivation, learning styles, culiumad age. On the whole, all these
variables have been found to affect learners’ @wmf language learning strategies
(Al-Otaibi, 2004: 42).

2.6.1 Language Proficiency Level

Several studies (Green & Oxford, 1995; Ku, 199%fo@d & Burry-Stock,
1995; Bremner, 1999; Wharton, 2000) have handleal ridationship between
strategy use and language proficiency level. Mogthas been found that there is a
strong relationship between the frequency and nunolbestrategies utilized and
language proficiency (Al-Otaibi, 2004: 43). Park997) did research on the
relationships between learning strategy use angukage proficiency within a
Korean context. He used the SILL to measure legrstrategies and the Test of
English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) to examinguage proficiency with 332
Korean EFL university students. The results indidathat Korean students used

metacognitive and compensation strategies mostiératy and the study concluded
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“the more students used language learning straethie higher their TOEFL scores”
(Song, 2004: 25).

2.6.2 Gender

Research (Politzer, 1983; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989ymhn & Oxford, 1989)
has shown that there is a significant differendevben males and females in the use
of language learning strategies (Al-Otaibi, 2008).4Ehrman & Oxford (1989)
reported that females from different cultures singyin the USA were more
intuitive than males, who were more sensing orgnkEeemales were more feeling-
oriented as well. They also noticed that feelingd antuition-oriented learners
demonstrated superiority for language learningerause, which could explain the
female superiority in learning strategies use. dkding to Bacon (1993), women use
more metacognitive and cognitive strategies tham mead that there are no
significant differences between comprehension teve#l men and women (Saleh,
1997:61).

2.6.3 Motivation

Motivation is one of the most important factors saccessful language
acquisition (Gardner & Lambert, 1972). Gardner88)09suggests that the major
determining factor in language learning is motieati Together with attitude,
motivation plays an important role while learnerstiveely engage in language
learning (Al-Otaibi, 2004: 55).

2.6.4 Learning Styles

Learning styles are defined as the general appesashich as global or
analytic, auditory or visual. Students use thenadquiring a new language or in
learning any other subject. Cornett (1983, 9)estahat styles are “the general
patterns that give general directions to learnielgdvior”. Ehrman & Oxford (1990)

mentioned nine major style dimensions related tdda2ning. Sensory preferences,
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personality types, desired degree of generality, l@alogical differences are said to
be of great importance in L2 learning (Oxford, 20839).

Sensory Preference$ensory preferences can be analyzed into fowstyp
visual, auditory, kinaesthetic (movement-orientedhd tactile (touch-oriented).
Visual students want to read and get much fromalistimulation. On the other
hand, auditory students get by without visual inpUbey like classroom interactions
in role-plays and similar activities. Kinaesthediod tactile students prefer a lot of
movement and love working with tangible objectd]ages, and flashcards (Oxford,
2001: 360).

Personality TypesPersonality type is another aspect that is ingmaror L2
education. It consists of four different kinds:trexerted versus introverted;
intuitive-random versus sensing-sequential; thigkwersus feeling and closure-
oriented/judging versus open/perceiving. Ehrman Xto@ (1989, 1990) observed
significant connections between personality type @mguage proficiency (Oxford,
2001: 360).

Desired Degree of GeneralityThis characteristic mainly distinguishes
learners who focus on the basic idea or big picluma learners who concentrate on
details. Global or holistic students prefer sdgialteractive, communicative events.
However, analytic students like dealing with grantioz details and avoid free-
flowing communicative activities (Oxford, 2001: 361

Biological DifferencesThere is also a relationship between L2 lear@ing
biological factors, such as biorhythms, sustenarasg] location. Biorhythms
determine the times students feel good and readgaim. Sustenance relates to
learners’ need for eating and drinking while leagni Some learners are comfortable
learning with a candy bar, a cup of coffee, or dasm hand, but others are not.
Location refers to the environmental factors: terapee, lightning, sound and even
the firmness of the chairs. L2 learners displagagdifferences with regard to these
factors (Oxford, 2001: 361).

Oxford advocates the idea that when the learnersaously chooses
strategies that fit his or her learning style ahd L2 task at hand, these strategies
become a useful tool-kit for active, conscious, gnuiposeful self-regulation of
learning (Oxford, 2001: 359).
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2.6.5 Culture

Several studies (including Rubin, 1975; A.D. Cohd®87/7; Chamot &
O’'Malley, 1984; and Oxford & Nyikos, 1989) have miened “culture” as an
important factor in strategy use. This is becahseculture of a student is partly
composed of prior formal and informal educationapexiences. O’Malley &
Chamot (1990) reports on students who belong taulture whose educational
system focuses on rote memorization. Accordinghtrtobservations, successful
learners have highly developed memory strategi@sehier, most learners from that
background have less developed problem-solving @mdprehension strategies.
Also, the SILL questionnaire results in differeratris of the world have exhibited

differences in strategy use frequency across @st(iKaylani, 1996: 79).

2.6.6 Age

Scarcella & Oxford (1992) state that age relatdanguage learning success.
Johnson & Newport (1989) revealed that early-ag® (3) learners acquired second
language better than older L2 learners becausg learhers are more likely to attain
fluency, native-like pronunciation, and very bagjcammatical rules (cited in
Ehrman & Oxford, 1995: 68). Young L2 learners h#s&s language anxiety when
they learn a second language. A number of sty@es & Krashen, 1982; Oyama,
1976; Snow & Hoefnagel-Hohle, 1978) proved thisramtion Some other well-
known studies (Burling, 1981; Schmidt, 1983; Schomal978) also suggest that
adults seem to find it hard to develop a new laggu&riffiths, 2003: 48). On the
contrary, adult learners have advantages in uratetstg the grammatical structure
and patterns, and easily transmit their knowledg¢hé language learning context
(Chang, 2003: 36). Bialystok (1981) also studieel telationship between learners’
language learning strategy choices and their agdse results showed that older
students used language learning strategies maneythanger students and that made
a difference in their successes (cited in Tamag@y111).
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents brief information on thedgtu The researcher will
touch upon the subject, the setting, the partidgatme instrument, data collection
procedures, and the analysis of the data respéctive

3.2 Problem

This study handles the use of language learnirgtegfies of students of
English at the Preparatory School of Gazi Univgrslt aims to:

a) investigate language learning strategies of iEmgireparatory class students

at Gazi University ,

b) gain insights into students’ perceptions of apdroaches to language learning
strategies,

c) provide suggestions related to the topic at lenodrding to the results of the
research.

The instrument in this study involves six categerof language learning
strategies [memory (mem.), cognitive (cog.), congad¢ion (com.), metacognitive
(met.), affective (aff.), and social (soc.) stragsy) Considering students’ use of
these strategies, the study addresses the folloguiegtions:

1- What language learning strategies do the stsdeinEnglish at the Preparatory
School of Gazi University utilize, and how often tthey use them?
2- Is there a difference in the students’ use pflemge learning strategies according

to their gender?
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3- Is there a difference in the students’ use nflege learning strategies according
to their faculties?

4- Is there a difference in the students’ use pflemge learning strategies according
their type of high school background?

5- Is there a difference in the students’ use nflege learning strategies according
to their previous English learning experience (Wkethey had a prep-class / an
intensive English course experience before)?

6- Is there a difference in the students’ use ofjlege learning strategies according
to their proficiency levels (B Grade-high proficesn group, C Grade-mid
proficiency group, and D Grade- low proficiency gpy?

3.3 Setting

The instrument (composed of the PIQ-Personal mdébion Questionnaire-
and the SILL- Strategy Inventory for Language L&agr) was administered to
English preparatory classes of Gazi University Regeand Application Center for
Instruction of Foreign Languages. There are faadgs at the school: Grade A (the
highest grade classes -students from the DepartaidakT), Grade B (the second
highest grade classes where there are studentstii@nest of the university), Grade
C (the third highest English grade classes forattglapart from ELT department),
Grade D (the lowest English grade classes for stisdgpart from ELT department).

The grades are determined through a preliminagmexalled Exemption
Exam (EE). Students take the exam just beford#ginning of the academic year.
Afterwards, they are put into different grade oissgA, B, C and D) in terms of the
scores they have gained in EE. Grade A studentste&school from intermediate
level and finish it with advanced level. They ateEnglish classes 25 hours a week.
Grade B students start the school from pre-interatedevel and finish it with upper
intermediate level. They have 20 hours of Englisheek. Grade C students begin
from elementary level and study up to upper intetiate level; they have 23 hours
of English in a week. Grade D students start fraowice level and finish with upper

intermediate level; they have 25 hours of Englisla week. In the school, there are
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students from the faculty of education, engineerargl architecture, technical
education, economic and administrative sciencegvsdicine.

3.4 Participants

334 prep-class students participated in the stutlyese students were from
B, C and D Grade classes. The researcher didnohide students from A Grade
classes. Grade A students study at the faculgdatationdepartment of English
language teaching; they are going to be Englisguage teachers themselves. It is
thought that their approaches to and use of largjleayning strategies are different
from those studying in other faculties and depantisie This difference could be
assigned to their English learning background (t#eyall graduates of high schools
with foreign language classes). Additionally, Eslglis directly related to their
future professions.

Among the three grades, Grade B students beloiggto proficiency level,
Grade C students belong to mid proficiency leval &rade D students belong to
low proficiency level. These three grades wédresen to observe the differences in
the use of language learning strategies acrosgiieaiplines (different faculties they
are going to study in). Table 3.1 illustrates thstribution of the participants by

their grade:

Table 3.1Distribution of Participants According to Grade

Grades Population Participants

n n (%)
B Grade 247 104 311
C Grade 512 99 29.6
D Grade 626 131 39.2

Total 1385 334 100
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As shown in table 3.1, 104 students are Grade Bests and it is the 31.1
percent of the population. 99 students are Gradei@ents and it is the 29.6 percent
of the population. 131 students are Grade D stsdamd it is the 39.2 percent of the
population. Among the participants, 229 of thera arale (68.6%) whereas 105
students are female (31.4%). Table 3.2 shows i8tgkdition of the participants by
their gender:

Table 3.2Distribution of Participants According to Gender

n (%)
Male 229 68.6
Female 105 314
Total 334 100

Among the participants, 145 students are from #uoellfy of economic and
administrative science, 102 students are from theulfy of engineeringand
architecture, 79 students are from the facultyeshhical education and 8 students

are from the faculty of medicine (Table 3.3).

Table 3.3Distribution of Participants According to Faculty

n (%)
Faculty of economic and administrative sciences 145 43.4
Faculty of engineering and architecture 102 30.5
Faculty of technical education 79 23.7
Faculty of medicine 8 2.4
Total 334 100

The schools in secondary education in Turkey rgaiall into five types:

Public Lycées, Anatolian/Science Lyceées, Privatecédeg, Super Lycées, and
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Technical/Vocational Lycées. Public Lycées offéhiee-year program aiming both
at general education as well as the preparatiorhifginer education. Entrance to
public lycées requires elementary education diplonfanatolian/Science Lycées
offer programs that are enriched in Western langsiaas well as basic sciences.
Both of these two types of lycées are highly selectthey accept pupils by
competitive examinations. Super Lycées provide esitgl with a three-year
education, placing emphasis on foreign languaged reparation for higher
education. Private Lycées offer essentially thedamic high school curricula with
emphasis on foreign languages and the universgggratory courses. They are run
by the private sector and under the control of Nheistry of National Education.
Technical/Vocational Lycées have 3- or 4- yearicula which give pupils training
for business, industrial jobs and higher educatiohhey also admit pupils by

competitive examinations. Table 3.4 shows theedldistribution:

Table 3.4Distribution of Participants According to High Sasi@ackground

n (%)
Public 107 32
Anatolian 85 25.4
Private 17 5.1
Super 63 18.9
Technical 62 18.6
Total 334 100

Finally, English backgrounds of the participantsrevexamined. Students
were asked whether they had an English prep-classtensive English course
experience or not. According to their answers, @f7them had a previous English
learning experience. On the other hand, 160 paatits did not have a previous
English learning experience. Table 3.5 shows thgquency of students’ previous

English learning experience:
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Table 3.5 Distribution of Participants According to Previousnglish Learning

Experience

n (%)
Yes 174 52.1
No 160 47.9
Total 334 100

3.5 Instrument

The instrument used in this study consists of seations: the Strategy
Inventory for Language Learning (SILL, Version TESL/EFL]), and the Personal
Information Questionnaire (P1Q).

Oxford (1990) developed the structured self-remuréstionnaire, the SILL
(ESL/EFL Student Version), so as to find out thaets and frequency of language
learning strategies that students utilize. The Stbhtains expressions that consist of
six categories: memory strategies for storing aetfiaving new information;
cognitive strategies for understanding and produdhe language; compensation
strategies for overcoming deficiencies of knowledgelanguage; metacognitive
strategies for directing the learning process; ciiffe strategies for regulating
emotions, motivations, and attitudes; and socidatagies for increasing learning
experiences with other people. The 50 Likert-satdens of the SILL measure
frequencies of strategy use and range as “1: n@valmost never true of me”, “2:
generally not true of me”, “3: somewhat true of & generally true of me”, and
“5: always or almost always true of me”. The reskar modified the choices,
reducing them tamever/rarely/sometimes/often/alwatygpe and placing them under
every item so that they could be answered morelyeasd adequately. These
categories were assigned values of 1, 2, 3, 4,5anekspectively. Higher scores

indicate more use of language learning strategiesble 3.6 gives a brief overview
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of groups in SILL. The figures in parentheses rédethe number of questions in

each group.

Table 3.60verview of Groups in SILL

Direct Strategies (29) Part A (9) Memory Strategies
Part B (14) Cognitive Strateygyie
Part C (6) Compensation 8tyegs
Indirect Strategies (21) PartD (9) Metacognitive Strategies
Part E (6) Affective Straiteg)
Part F (6) Social Strategies

The Personal Information Questionnaire (PIQ) wasduto understand the
results of this study fully. The PIQ includes dqimss about learners’ gender,
faculty, type of high school background, previouggksh learning experience, and
proficiency level. Turkish versions of the SILLdathe PIQ were used in the study
SO as to minimize any possible inconveniences tiagul from students’

comprehension of English.

3.6 Data Collection Procedures

In February, 2006, permission for conducting thesgionnaire was asked
from Gazi University Research and Application Cenfior Instruction of Foreign
Languages. The institution granted permission dettrmined 9 D Grade, 7 C
Grade, and 5 B Grade classes. The institutionsdsa date for the administration of
the questionnaire (February 10, 2006). The rebeargathered the data- the SILL
and the PIQ- during the class hour with the codperaf the English instructors in
charge of the classes. 345 questionnaires weendw the students. The subjects
were reminded that there are no right or wrong @nswn the SILL and the PIQ, and
they were asked to give an honest response. liti@ddhey were assured that their
responses would be kept confidential. Specifie caas also taken to remind the
subjects that the SILL does not measure theiregjias, that is, they are expected to
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mark not what they think about learning Englisht bhaw they actually go about
learning English.
334 questionnaires returned as valid and the gules¢ analysis of the data

was carried out using SPSS statistical program.

3.7 Data Analysis

SPSS 12.0 for Windows was used to analyze the ddtnly, two types of
analyses were conducted in the treatment of thee dBlhese are descriptive statistics
and a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).

Descriptive data (means, standard deviationsfra&giencies) were explored.
A one-way ANOVA was applied to the data to seeatan in categorical strategy
use (six different strategy categories) by learngender, faculty, type of high
school background, previous English learning exgre, and proficiency level. Six
strategy categories and total 50 questions werateille as dependent variables
whereas learners’ gender, faculty, type of highostibackground, previous English
learning experience, and proficiency level weratted as independent variables.

The researcher used p = .05 as significance tavelghout the study. p <
.05 indicates that a result would be consideredifstgnt if it could happen by
chance fewer than 5 times out of 100. When sigaite turned out as p < .05, a
standard Post-Hoc test was performed to decidehmmenthose differences occurred.

50 questions in the SILL (all dependent variables) accompanied by 5
choicesnever/rarely/sometimes/often/alwagach. The values for the choices are 1,
2, 3, 4, and 5 respectively. Oxford (1990: 291egarizes the mean strategy scores
under three levels, according to the degrees ategly use: low (1.0-2.4), medium
(2.5-3.4), and high (3.5-5.0). The same degreesadopted in the present study;

therefore, the findings are all analyzed accordintihese criteria.
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS

This study handles language learning strategiéigaat by students learning
English at Preparatory School of Gazi Universityatcordance with their gender,
faculty, type of high school background, previouggksh learning experience, and
proficiency level (high, medium, and low). Thedings are presented with regard to

the six research questions.

4.1 Research Question # 1

What language learning strategies do students roflish at Preparatory
School of Gazi University utilize, and how often tthey use them?

There are two main steps to answer the first rekeguestion. First of all,
frequency tests were run to examine how often &aujuage strategy is used. There
are 50 statements in the SILL questionnaire ang #ne divided into six different
strategy categories (memory, cognitive, compensatieetacognitive, affective, and
social). First nine statements relate to memorgtexgies. Students’ responses to
these statements are given in table 4.1.

Table 4.1 Distribution of Participants’ Responses for Statetsel-9 (Memory
Strategies)

Never Rarely Sometim Often Always
n % n % n % n % n %

Statement 1 14 4.2% 566.8% 96 28.7% 135 40.4%33 9.9%
Statement 2 51 153% 134 1%0. 111 33.2% 35 105% 3 0.9%
Statement 3 43 12.9% 83 .9%4 99 29.6% 91 27.2%18 5.4%
Statement 4 23 6.9% 968.7% 103 30.8% 100 29.9%12 3.6%
Statement 5 109 32.6% 97 0%8. 86 25.7% 36 10.8% 6 1.8%
Statement 6 111 33.2% 70 O%d. 57 17.1% 76 22.8%20 6.0%
Statement 7 134 40.1% 121 @6.2 51 15.3% 22 6.6% 4 1.2%
Statement 8 41 123% 114 1Bt 109 32.6% 64 192% 6 1.8%
Statement 9 54 16.2% 94 128 81 24.3% 90 26.9%14 4.2%
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According to the frequency test run to determioe loften students use the
strategies, it is possible to say that participanarked the option “always” for
Statement 1 (I think of relationships between whateady know and new things |
learn in English) mostly whereas Statement 2 (Inesg English words in a sentence
so | can remember them) was marked only by 3 %hetdtal participants.

Statements 10 to 23 were asked to gather informatmut the students’ use
of cognitive strategies. Frequency test for thast pf SILL is summarised below

with a table:

Table 4.2Distribution of Participants’ Responses for Stateisel0-23 (Cognitive

Strategies)

Never Rarely Somes Often Always
n % n % n % n % n %

Statement 10 96 28.7% 99 @6 72 21.6% 55 16.5% 12 3.6%
Statement 11 62 18.6% 886.3% 91 27.2% 66 19.8% 26 7.8%
Statement 12 104 31.1% 1154.4% 80 24.0% 31 9.3% 1.2%
Statement 13 68 20.4% 1339.2% 100 29.9% 27  8.1% 2.1%
Statement 14 135 40.4% 929.6% 73 21.9% 23 6.9% 3 0.9%
Statement 15 72 21.6% 886.3% 94 28.1% 58 17.4% 22 6.6%
Statement 16 121  36.2% 1082.3% 75 22.5% 27 8.1% 0.9%
Statement 17 133 39.8% 1185.3% 54  16.2% 27 81% 2 0.6%
Statement 18 51 15.3% 824.9% 63 18.9% 112 335% 25 7.5%
Statement 19 71 21.3% 826.0% 85 25.4% 73 21.9% 18 5.4%
Statement 20 48 14.4% 721.6% 110 32.9% 88 26.3% 15 4.5%
Statement 21 97 29.0% 9%8.4% 75 22.5% 56 16.8% 8 2.4%
Statement 22 37 11.1% 8&5.7% 68 20.4% 107 32.0% 36 10.8%
Statement 23 155 46.4% 106 .7%il 46  13.8% 26 78% 1 0.3%

According to the participants’ responses, Statén®h (I try to translate
word-for-word) is the mostly used strategy. Ondkiger hand, Statement 23 (I make
summaries of information that | hear or read in Iishy is the least used cognitive

strategy.
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Students’ opinions on compensation strategy wekedthrough statements
24- 29. Distribution and percentages of the stat@m24-29 are given in table 4.3.

Table 4.3 Distribution of Participants’ Responses for Statetse 24-29
(Compensation Strategies)

Never Rarely ongtimes Often Always
n % n % n % n % n %
Statement 24 6 1.8% 628.6% 115 34.4% 123 36.8% 6 27.8%

Statement 25 55 16.5% 74 2%2. 79 23.7% 91 27.2% 5 310.5%
Statement 26 95 28.4% 80 0%. 81 24.3% 55 16.5% 2 2 6.6%
Statement 27 32 9.6% 86 .7%26 86 25.7% 77 23.1%53 15.9%
Statement 28 29 8.7% 59 7%/ 92 27.5% 126 37.7% 8 2 8.4%
Statement 29 15 4.5% 45 5%3 88 26.3% 143 42.8% 3 4 12.9%

As it is seen in the table, 15.9 per cent of theigpants stated that they
always applied the strategy given in Statementl 2&ad English without looking up
every new word). On the other hand, only 6.6 et of the participants marked the
“always” option for Statement 26 (I make up new aif | do not know the right

ones in English).

Students’ use of metacognitive strategies was axasinthrough statements
30- 38 in SILL. Results of the frequency test tloese statements are summarized

below in table 4.4.
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Table 4.4 Distribution of Participants’ Responses for Statetse 30-38
(Metacognitive Strategies)

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
n % n % n % n % n %

Statement 30 34 102% 91 /.2 94 28.1% 88 26.3% 27 8.1%

Statement 31 26 7.8% 67 120. 105 31.4% 108 32.3% 28 8.4%
Statement 32 9 27% 37 .19 65 195% 153 458% 70 21.0%
Statement 33 28 84% 55 5%%. 97 29.0% 104 31.1% 50 15.0%
Statement 34 62 186% 88 #6.3 90 26.9% 71 21.3% 23 6.9%

Statement 35 51 153% 87 #6.0 95 28.4% 71 21.3% 30 9.0%
Statement 36 51 153% 116 34.7%92 27.5% 59 17.7% 14  4.2%
Statement 37 43 129% 57 /.1 87 26.0% 95 28.4% 52 15.6%
Statement 38 22 6.6% 66 8. 93 27.8% 112 33.5% 40 12.0%

According to participants’ responses, the leastroonly used metacognitive
strategy is represented by Statement 36 (I loolofigrortunities to read as much as
possible in English). In contrast, the most cominparsed one is represented by

Statement 32 (I pay attention when someone is apg&nglish).

There are statements about affective strategigbdrfifth part(Statements
39-44)of SILL. Results of the affective strategy stateiseare provided in table 4.5.
Table 4.5 Distribution of Participants’ Responses for Statetse39-44 (Affective
Strategies)

Never Rarely Simes Often Always

n % n % n % n % n %

Statement 39 53 15.9% 72 21.69%02 27.5% 95  28.4% 28.6%
Statement 40 50 15.0% 78 23.4%86 25.7% 80 24.0% 38 11.4%
Statement41 107 32.0% 78 23.4%64 19.2% 57 17.1% 28.1%
Statement 42 40 12.0% 56 16.8%70 21.0% 98 29.3% 0 721.0%
Statement 43 287 85.9% 24 7.2% 16 4.8% 5 1.5% D.6%

Statement 44 107 32.0% 88 26.3%b7 17.1% 57 17.1% 24 2%
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When the results of the frequency test for thig pathe questionnaire were
examined, it is noticed that although only 2 pgraats (0.6%) marked the “always”
option for Statement 43 (I write down my feelingsai language learning diary), the
majority of the participants marked “always” optitor Statement 42 (I notice if |

am tense or nervous when | am studying or usindigirg

Statements from 45 to 50 are all for social stiagegvhich are used in
interactions between people. Distribution and petages of these statements can be

seen in table 4.6.

Table 4.6 Distribution of Participants’ Responses for Statetse45-50 (Social
Strategies)

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Alway
n % n % n % n % n %
Statement 45 13 3.9% 42 6%2. 60 18.0% 134 40.1% 825.4%

Statement 46 9 28.7% 60 %*B.0 61 18.3% 78 23.4% 391.7%
Statement 47 91 27.2% 101 30.2%101 30.2% 27 8.1% 144.2%
Statement 48 36 10.8% 69 7Z0. 104 31.1% 106 31.7%  195.7%
Statement 49 41 12.3% 107 @2.0 109 32.6% 59 17.7% 185.4%
Statement 50 119 35.6% 73 %Al9 63 18.9% 54 16.2% 257.5%

Statement 45 (If I do not understand somethingmglish, | ask the other
person to slow down and say it again) was repateithe always used social strategy
by 85 students while Statement 47 (I practice EBhglith other students) was
reported only by 14 students.

Second step to answer the first research questignires commenting on
descriptive statistics. In order to find out whildnguage learning strategy type
students use mostly, means of each strategy type examined. Each strategy type
in SILL consists of a group of statements reflagtan language strategy. Hence,

instead of considering each statement individuatgiements of the same strategy
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type were considered together. Total means of saategy category and Oxford’s
classification of the mean value (low: 1-2.4; medil2.5-3.4; high: 3.5-5) are given

below in table 4.7.

Table 4.7Total Means of Language Learning Strategy Categories

Mean Oxford’s Classification
Memory Strategies 2.61 medium
Cognitive Strategies 2.40 low
Compensation Strategies 3.07 medium
Metacognitive Strategies 3.06 medium
Affective Strategies 2.53 medium
Social Strategies 2.80 medium

As the table suggests, although there is justightsdifference between
metacognitive strategies and compensation straegpenpensation strategies are the
most commonly used strategies. That is, they mastinpensate for their missing
knowledge. On the other hand, the least used ane&ognitive strategies.
Interestingly, all the mean values are so closeedoh other that the difference
between the mean value of the most favoured siratrgd the least favoured one is
just 0.67. Students’ order of language learnimgtasgies is listed from the mostly
used to the least one as follows:

1- Compensation strategies
2- Metacognitive strategies
3- Social strategies

4- Memory strategies

5- Affective strategies

6- Cognitive strategies
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4.2 Research Question # 2
Is there a difference in students’ use of languagming strategies according

to their gender?

a. Memory Strategies

When the means and standard deviations in TaBlar. considered, it can
be commented that females use memory strateggglglmore than males (24.94 >
20.90). To determine whether there is a statityicagnificant difference between

males and females in their use of memory strate§N©OVA was applied.

Table 4.8Means and Standard Deviations of Total Memory 8gias in Relation to
Students’ Gender

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
Male 229 22.90 5.15 .34  9.00 39.00
Female 105 24.94 4.89 47  12.00 37.00
Total 334 23.54 5.15 .28 9.00 39.00

Table 4.9 shows the related ANOVA results. Asnsem the table, the
observed value is .00. It is lower than the aitialue (p=.05). Therefore, it can be
said that there is a statistically significant eifnce between males and females in

their use of memory strategies.

Table 4.9 The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total Mgrsbrategies in

Relation to Students’ Gender

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 298.00 1 298.00 11.57 .00
Within Groups 8544.73 332 25.73

Total 8842.73 333
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b. Cognitive Strategies

Once the means and standard deviations in Tableadelexamined, it can be
concluded that females use cognitive strategie®riian males (36.06 > 32.68). To
determine whether there is a statistically sigafficdifference between males and

females in their use of cognitive strategies, ANOWAS run.

Table 4.10Means and Standard Deviations of Total Cognitivat8gies in Relation

to Students’ Gender

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
Male 229 32.68 8.24 .54 15.00 55.00
Female 105 36.06 7.64 .74 15.00 55.00
Total 334 33.74 8.19 44 15.00 55.00

The related ANOVA results are provided in Tabl#14. As indicated in the
table, the observed value is .00. It is lower tti@ncritical value (p=.05). Hence, it
is possible to say that there is a statisticaliyigicant difference between males and

females in their use of cognitive strategies.

Table 4.11The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total Givgnbtrategies in
Relation to Students’ Gender

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 822.97 1 822.97 12.67 .00
Within Groups 21563.89 332 64.95

Total 22386.87 333
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c. Compensation Strategies

When the means and standard deviations in TabRate explored, it can be
inferred that females use compensation strategjgistlg more than males (18.52 >
18.41). To find out whether there is a statishcaignificant difference between

males and females in their use of cognitive stiatgdANOVA was applied.

Table 4.12 Means and Standard Deviations of Total Compensaftrategies in
Relation to Students’ Gender

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
Male 229 18.41 3.65 .24 8.00 30.00
Female 105 18.52 2.99 29 12.00 25.00
Total 334 18.44 3.45 .18 8.00 30.00

Table 4.13 includes the related ANOVA resultsintticates that there is not
a statistically significant difference between nsalend females in their use of
compensation strategies since the observed vali®.slt is higher than the critical

value (p=.05).

Table 4.13 The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total Casgi®n

Strategies in Relation to Students’ Gender

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups .85 1 .85 .07 .79
Within Groups 3977.78 332 11.98

Total 3978.63 333




69

d. Metacognitive Strategies

Once the means and standard deviations in Tallé dre taken into
consideration, it can be commented that femalesmetacognitive strategies more
than males (29.10 > 26.92). To determine whetheretis a statistically significant
difference between males and females in their Usenetacognitive strategies,
ANOVA was applied.

Table 4.14 Means and Standard Deviations of Total MetacogaitBtrategies in
Relation to Students’ Gender

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
Male 229 26.92 7.38 48  9.00 44.00
Female 105 29.10 6.79 .66 9.00 43.00
Total 334 27.61 7.26 .39  9.00 44.00

The related ANOVA results are presented in Tablb4 As seen from the
table, the observed value is .01. It is lower ttrencritical value (p=.05). Therefore,
it can be said that there is a statistically sigaiit difference between males and

females in their use of metacognitive strategies.

Table 4.15 The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total Megaitive

Strategies in Relation to Students’ Gender

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 344.81 1 341.81 6.58 .01
Within Groups 17233.58 332 51.90

Total 17575.40 333
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e. Affective Strategies

According to the means and standard deviations/sho Table 4.16, it can
be commented that females use affective strategoee than males (16.40 > 14.63).
To determine whether there is a statistically digant difference between males and

females in their use of affective strategies, ANOWAs conducted.

Table 4.16Means and Standard Deviations of Total Affectivat8gies in Relation

to Students’ Gender

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
Male 229 14.63 4.17 .27 6.00 26.00
Female 105 16.40 3.82 .37 6.00 25.00
Total 334 15.19 4.14 .22 6.00 26.00

The related ANOVA results are in Table 4.17. A&ersfrom the table, the
observed value is .00. It is lower than the aitialue (p=.05). Therefore, it can be
said that there is a statistically significant eifince between males and females in
their use of affective strategies.

Table 4.17The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total tfeeStrategies in

Relation to Students’ Gender

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 223.61 1 223.61 13.52 .00
Within Groups 5490.11 332 16.53

Total 5713.73 333
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f. Social Strategies

When the means and standard deviations in Tahk @e considered, it is
possible to state that females use social strategomre than males (17.69 > 16.45).
To determine whether there is a statistically digant difference between males and

females in their use of social strategies, ANOV/Aswaaplied.

Table 4.18Means and Standard Deviations of Total Social 8ges in Relation to
Students’ Gender

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
Male 229 16.45 4.47 .29 7.00 30.00
Female 105 17.69 4.19 40 6.00 27.00
Total 334 16.84 4.42 .24 6.00 30.00

The related ANOVA results are seen in Table 4.A8.indicated in the table,
the observed value is .01. It is lower than thicat value (p=.05). Hence, it can be
said that there is a statistically significant eifince between males and females in

their use of social strategies.

Table 4.19The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total $&trategies in
Relation to Students’ Gender

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 110.88 1 110.88 575 .01
Within Groups 6401.01 332 19.28

Total 6511.90 333
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4.3 Research Question # 3
Is there a difference between students’ use @uage learning strategies and

their faculties?

a. Memory Strategies

The means and standard deviations are given loheT&20 and it can be
commented that students from faculty of medicine m&mory strategies more than
students from other three faculties. To determiteether there is a statistically
significant difference between students’ facultyicks and their use of memory

strategies, ANOVA was conducted.

Table 4.20Means and Standard Deviations of Total Memory 8gias in Relation

to Students’ Faculties

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. Err. Minimum  Maximum
F. of Eco. & Adm. 145 23.91 8.3 447 9.00 39.00
F. of Engi. & Arc. 102 22.98 97. 492 12.00 34.00
F. of Tech. Ed. 79 23.17 4.75 .534 12.00 36.00
F. of Medicine 8 27.75 5.25 1.858 20.00 35.00
Total 334 23.54 5.15 .281 9.00 39.00

Table 4.21 shows the related ANOVA results. didgates that there is not a
statistically significant difference between studémaculty choices and their use of
memory strategies since the observed value isnbieh is equal to the critical value
(p=.05).
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Table 4.21The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total MgrBtrategies in

Relation to Students’ Faculties

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 204.74 3 68.24 2.60 .05
Within Groups 8637.98 330 26.17
Total 8842.73 333

b. Cognitive Strategies

Once the means and standard deviations in TaB @e examined, it is
reasonable to say that students from faculty of i@l use cognitive strategies
more than students from other three faculties. fihd out whether there is a
statistically significant difference between studémaculty choices and their use of

cognitive strategies, ANOVA was applied.

Table 4.22Means and Standard Deviations of Total Cognitivat8gies in Relation

to Students’ Faculties

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. Err. Minimum ~ Maximum
F. of Eco. & Adm. 145 34.54 8.42 .699 16.00 55.00
F. of Engi. & Arc. 102 33.28 7.6 754 15.00 51.00
F. of Tech. Ed. 79 32.50 8.67 975 15.00 55.00
F. of Medicine 8 37.50 3.70 1.309 31.00 42.00
Total 334 33.74 8.19 448 15.00 55.00

The related ANOVA results can be seen in Tabl&.4.2 shows that there is
not a statistically significant difference betwestndents’ faculty choices and their
use of cognitive strategies since the observedevalul5, which is higher than the

critical value (p=.05).
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Table 4.23The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total Givgnbtrategies in
Relation to Students’ Faculties

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 348.41 3 116.13 1.73 15
Within Groups 22038.46 330 66.78
Total 22386.87 333

c. Compensation Strategies

As the means and standard deviations in Table éd®bit, students from
faculty of medicine use compensation strategiesertiain students from other three
faculties. To determine whether there is a stesiby significant difference between

students’ faculty choices and their use of comp@msatrategies, ANOVA was run.

Table 4.24 Means and Standard Deviations of Total Compensafitrategies in
Relation to Students’ Faculties

n Mean  Std. Dev. Std. Err. Minimum  Maximum
F. of Eco. & Adm. 145 18.80 3.43 .285 8.00 29.00
F. of Engi. & Arc. 102 18.32 8a. .283 13.00 24.00
F. of Tech. Ed. 79 17.81 3.96 445 10.00 29.00
F. of Medicine 8 20.00 4.75 1.679 13.00 30.00
Total 334 18.44 3.45 .189 8.00 30.00

Table 4.25 shows the related ANOVA results. didgates that there is not a
statistically significant difference between studémaculty choices and their use of
compensation strategies since the observed valukljswhich is higher than the
critical value (p=.05).
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Table 4.25 The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total Casgi®mn

Strategies in Relation to Students’ Faculties

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 70.95 3 23.65 1.99 A1
Within Groups 3907.67 330 .aul
Total 3978.63 333

d. Metacognitive Strategies

Once the means and standard deviations in Tab&ate analyzed, it can be

commented that students from faculty of medicine m&tacognitive strategies more

than students from other three faculties. ANOVAsvapplied to determine whether

there is a statistically significant difference weén students’ faculty choices and

their use of metacognitive strategies.

Table 4.26 Means and Standard Deviations of Total MetacogaitBtrategies in

Relation to Students’ Faculties

n Mean  Std. Dev. Std. Err. Minimum  Maximum
F. of Eco. & Adm. 145 28.51 6.86 570 9.00 43.00
F. of Engi. & Arc. 102 27.24 2.3 725 9.00 43.00
F. of Tech. Ed. 79 26.17 7.81 .878 13.00 44.00
F. of Medicine 8 30.12 6.12 2.166 23.00 39.00
Total 334 27.61 7.26 .397 9.00 44.00

The related ANOVA results are seen in Table 4.R'&hows that there is not

a statistically significant difference between smit$’ faculty choices and their use of

metacognitive strategies since the observed vau@d, which is higher than the

critical value (p=.05).
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Table 4.27The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied Total MetatiogrStrategies
to in Relation to Students’ Faculties

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 343.90 3 114.63 2.19 .08
Within Groups 17231.50 330 2.3
Total 17575.40 333

e. Affective Strategies

When the means and standard deviations in Tal#l8 4re taken into
consideration, it is possible to say that studeénbsn faculty of medicine use
affective strategies more than students from otheze faculties. To determine
whether there is a statistically significant difece between students’ faculty

choices and their use of affective strategies, AMQY¥as applied.

Table 4.28Means and Standard Deviations of Total Affectivat8gies in Relation

to Students’ Faculties

n Mean  Std. Dev. Std. Err. Minimum  Maximum
F. of Eco. & Adm. 145 15.48 4.36 .362 6.00 26.00
F. of Engi. & Arc. 102 15.02 88. .384 6.00 25.00
F. of Tech. Ed. 79 14.70 3.99 449 6.00 24.00
F. of Medicine 8 16.75 4.52 1.600 8.00 21.00
Total 334 15.19 4.14 226 6.00 26.00

Table 4.29 shows the related ANOVA results. didgates that there is not a
statistically significant difference between studémaculty choices and their use of
affective strategies since the observed value8swhich is higher than the critical
value (p=.05).
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Table 4.29The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total tfeeStrategies in

Relation to Students’ Faculties

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 52.81 3 17.60 1.026 .38
Within Groups 5660.92 330 7.16
Total 5713.73 333

f. Social Strategies

The means and standard deviations are in Tablg &3 it is possible to

state that students from faculty of medicine usaastrategies slightly more than

students from other three faculties. ANOVA was tometermine whether there is a

statistically significant difference between studémaculty choices and their use of

social strategies.

Table 4.30Means and Standard Deviations of Total Social 8ges in Relation to

Students’ Faculties

n Mean  Std. Dev. Std. Err. Minimum  Maximum
F. of Eco. & Adm. 145 17.12 4.34 .36 7.00 27.00
F. of Engi. & Arc. 102 16.41 58. .45 6.00 30.00
F. of Tech. Ed. 79 16.38 4.51 .50 7.00 26.00
F. of Medicine 8 17.37 3.15 1.11 14.00 23.00
Total 334 16.84 4.42 24 6.00 30.00

Table 4.31 shows the related ANOVA results. tlicgates that there is not a

statistically significant difference between studémaculty choices and their use of

social strategies since the observed value is 164 higher than the critical value

(p=.05).
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Table 4.31The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total $&trategies in
Relation to Students’ Faculties

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 32.69 3 10.89 .55 .64
Within Groups 6479.20 330 9.68
Total 6511.90 333

4.4 Research Question # 4
Is there a difference between students’ use @uage learning strategies and

their type of high school background?

a. Memory Strategies

As the means and standard deviations in Table h@2ate, students from
public and private lycées use memory strategiegthyi more than students from
other three lycées. To determine whether thesesististically significant difference
between students’ high school background and ths& of memory strategies,
ANOVA was conducted.

Table 4.32Means and Standard Deviations of Total Memory 8giass in Relation
to Students’ High School Background

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum ~ Maximum
Public 107 2446  4.95 A7 14.00 39.00
Anatolian 85 22.70 25. 57 9.00 34.00
Private 17 24.05 5.05 1.22 17.00 35.00
Super 63 23.84 522 .65 10.00 37.00
Technical 62 22.67 .0& .64 12.00 39.00

Total 334 23.54 5.15 .28 9.00 39.00
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The related ANOVA results can be seen in Tabl8.4I8 indicates that there
IS not a statistically significant difference beemestudents’ high school background
and their use of memory strategies since the obdevalue is .09, which is higher

than the critical value (p=.05).

Table 4.33The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total MgrBtrategies in
Relation to Students’ High School Background

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 207.54 4 51.88 1.97 .09
Within Groups 8635.18 329 26.24
Total 8842.73 333

b. Cognitive Strategies

Once the means and standard deviations in TaBdeate examined, it can be
commented that students from private lycées useitiog strategies slightly more
than students from other four lycées. To determwvhether there is a statistically
significant difference between students’ high sd¢heeckground and their use of

cognitive strategies, ANOVA was applied.

Table 4.34Means and Standard Deviations of Total Cognitivat8gies in Relation
to Students’ High School Background

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum ~ Maximum
Public 107 33.98 8.24 .79 16.00 55.00
Anatolian 85 32.64 67. .82 15.00 52.00
Private 17 36.05 7.86 1.90 15.00 46.00
Super 63 3530 7.55 .95 18.00 50.00
Technical 62 32.45 2P 1.17 15.00 55.00

Total 334 33.74 8.19 A4 15.00 550
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Table 4.35 includes the related ANOVA resultssHows that there is not a
statistically significant difference between stuérhigh school background and
their use of cognitive strategies since the obgeraue is .10, which is higher than

the critical value (p=.05).

Table 4.35The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total Givgnbtrategies in
Relation to Students’ High School Background

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 519.81 4 129.95 1.95 10
Within Groups 21867.05 329 66.46
Total 22386.87 333

c. Compensation Strategies

Table 4.36 shows the means and standard deviat@musit is possible to
comment that students from private lycées use cosgiion strategies slightly more
than students from other four lycées. To determvhether there is a statistically
significant difference between students’ high sd¢heeckground and their use of

compensation strategies, ANOVA was applied.

Table 4.36 Means and Standard Deviations of Total Compensaltategies in
Relation to Students’ High School Background

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum ~ Maximum
Public 107 18.24 3.35 .32 11.00 25.00
Anatolian 85 18.58 08. 33 8.00 29.00
Private 17 20.52 3.62 .87 16.00 30.00
Super 63 1890 2.97 37 13.00 25.00
Technical 62 17.58 22 53 10.00 29.00

Total 334 18.44 3.45 18 8.00 30.00
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The related ANOVA results are shown in Table 4.81ndicates that there is
a statistically significant difference between smt$’ high school background and
their use of compensation strategies since therebderalue is .01, which is lower
than the critical value (p=.05). Nonethelesssiinot possible to state where the
difference lies through the results of ANOVA. Tmd out the nature of the
difference, Post-Hoc Tukey HSD was conducted. &ahB8 shows the related
Tukey HSD results.

Table 4.37 The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total Casgi®n
Strategies in Relation to Students’ High Schoolkgeaaund

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 139.60 4 34.90 299 .01
Within Groups 3839.03 329 11.66
Total 3978.63 333

As seen from Table 4. 38, the difference is betwPeivate Lycées and

Technical Lycées and the mean difference is 2.948.
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Table 4.38 The Results of Tukey HSD for Differences BetweedeS8ts’ High
School Background and Total Compensation Strategies

Mean Diff. Std. Sig. _ 95% conftarval

(Dh. school (J) h. school (1-J) Err. Lower fgr
Public Anatolian -.345 496 957 -1.70 1.01
Private -2.286 891 .080 4.73 .16

Super -.661 542 740 -2.14 .82

Technical .662 542 743 .833 2.15
Anatolian Public .345 496 957 -1.01 1.70
Private -1.941 907 .206 -4.43 .54

Super -.316 567 .981 -1.87 1.24

Technical 1.00 570 .395 -557 2.57

Private Public 2.286 .891 .080 .160 4,73
Anatolian 1.941 907 .206 -.548 4.43

Super 1.621 933 411 -.936 4.18
Technical 2.948* 935 .015 -.383 5.51

Super Public .661 542 740 -.826 2.14
Anatolian .316 .567 981 -1.24 1.87

Private -1.624 .933 411 -4.18 .93
Technical 1.324 .611 195 -.352 3.00
Technical Public -.662 .545 743 2.15 .83
Anatolian -1.00 570 395 -2.57 .55

Private -2.948* 935 .015 -5.51 -.38

Super -1.324 611 195 -3.00 .35

* The mean difference is significant at the .0%lev

d. Metacognitive Strategies

Once the means and standard deviations in TaBfeate analyzed, it can be
commented that students from private lycées useacaughitive strategies slightly
more than students from other four lycées. ANOVAswapplied to determine

whether there is a statistically significant diffiace between students’ high school
background and their use of metacognitive strasegie



83

Table 4.39 Means and Standard Deviations of Total MetacogaitBtrategies in
Relation to Students’ High School Background

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum ~ Maximum
Public 107 2852 6.76 .65 11.00 43.00
Anatolian 85 26.60 04. .76 9.00 42.00
Private 17 30.05 6.85 1.66 9.00 41.00
Super 63 28.22 7.25 91 13.00 43.00
Technical 62 26.12 208 1.04 13.00 44.00
Total 334 27.61 7.26 39 9.00 44.00

Table 4.40 includes the related ANOVA results.intticates that there is not a
statistically significant difference between stuérhigh school background and
their use of metacognitive strategies since themfesl value is .08, which is higher

than the critical value (p=.05).

Table 4.40 The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total Mepaitive
Strategies in Relation to Students’ High Schoolkgeaund

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 437.51 4 109.37 2.10 .08
Within Groups 17137.88 329 52.09
Total 17575.40 333

e. Affective Strategies

On paying attention to the means and standard til@vsain Table 4.41, it can
be commented that students from private lycéestfisetive strategies slightly more
than students from other four lycées. To determwvhether there is a statistically
significant difference between students’ high sd¢heeckground and their use of

affective strategies, ANOVA was applied.
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Table 4.41Means and Standard Deviations of Total Affectivat8gies in Relation
to Students’ High School Background

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum ~ Maximum
Public 107 1582 4.08 .39 6.00 26.00
Anatolian 85 14.44 14. 44 6.00 25.00
Private 17 17.82 3.92 .95 10.00 25.00
Super 63 15.07 4.20 .52 6.00 25.00
Technical 62 14.51 948 .50 6.00 21.00
Total 334 15.19 4.14 22 6.00 26.00

Table 4.42 shows the related ANOVA results. Higates that there is a
statistically significant difference between stuérhigh school background and
their use of affective strategies since the obgkemadue is .00. It is lower than the
critical value (p=.05). However, it is not possilib state where the difference lies
through the results of ANOVA. To find out the n&twf the difference, Post-Hoc
Tukey HSD was conducted. Table 4.43 shows théeeklaukey HSD results.

Table 4.42The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total tfeeStrategies in
Relation to Students’ High School Background

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 236.54 4 59.13 3.55 .00
Within Groups 5477.19 329 16.64
Total 5713.73 333

As seen from Table 4. 43, there are two significdifferences. One is
between Private and Anatolian Lycées; the othdreisveen Private and Tehnical

Lycées. The mean differences are 3.37 and 3.3@casely.
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Table 4.43 The Results of Tukey HSD for Differences BetweedeSts’ High
School Background and Total Affective Strategies

Mean Diff. Std. Sig. _ 95% conf. intel

(Dh. school (J) h. school J{I- Err. Lower Upper
Public Anatolian 1.37 .59 .14 -25 3.00
Private -2.00 1.06 .33 .92 .92
Super 74 .64 .78 -1.03 2.52
Technical 1.30 .65 .26 8.4 3.09
Anatolian Public -1.37 .59 .14 -3.00 .25
Private -3.37* 1.08 .01 -6.35 -.40
Super -.63 .67 .88 -2.49 1.22
Technical -.06 .68 1.00 4.9 1.80
Private Public 2.00 1.06 .33 -92 492
Anatolian 3.37* 1.08 .01 .40 6.35
Super 2.74 1.11 .10 31-. 5.80
Technical 3.30* .64 .02 24 6.37
Super Public -74 .67 .78 -2.52 1.03
Anatolian .63 1.11 .88 -1.22  2.49
Private -2.74 72 .10 8G%. 31
Technical .56 .65 .93 3.4 2.56
Technical Public -1.30 .68 .26 -3.09 48
Anatolian .06 .68 1.00 8d. 1.93
Private -3.30* 1.11 .02 -6.37 -.24
Super -.56 72 93 -2.56 1.43

* The mean difference is significant at the .0%lev

f. Social Strategies

According to the means and standard deviation3able 4.44, it can be
commented that students from private lycées uselssicategies slightly more than
students from other four lycées. To determine tretthere is a statistically
significant difference between students’ high s¢hoackground and their use of
social strategies, ANOVA was applied.
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Table 4.44Means and Standard Deviations of Total Social 8ges in Relation to
Students’ High School Background

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum ~ Maximum
Public 107 17.10 4.40 42 8.00 27.00
Anatolian 85 16.36 261 46 7.00 30.00
Private 17 18.70 3.72 .90 11.00 26.00
Super 63 16.63  4.64 .58 6.00 26.00
Technical 62 16.75 5% .58 7.00 26.00
Total 334 16.84 4.42 24 6.00 30.00

Table 4.45 shows the related ANOVA results. tlicates that there is not a
statistically significant difference between stuérhigh school background and
their use of social strategies since the obseragaevis .33, which is higher than the

critical value (p=.05).

Table 4.45The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total $&trategies in
Relation to Students’ High School Background

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 88.83 4 22.20 1.13 .33
Within Groups 6423.06 329 19.52
Total 6511.90 333

4.5 Research Question # 5
Is there a difference between students’ use @uage learning strategies and
their previous English learning experience (whetlieey had a prep-class/an

intensive English course experience before)?
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a. Memory Strategies

Once the means and standard deviations in Taldke dre explored, it is
logical to say that students without previous Estgleaning experience use memory
strategies a little bit more than students withvimas English leaning experience
(24.12 > 23.01). ANOVA was conducted to deternwinether there is a statistically
significant difference between students’ previougylish learning experience and

their use of memory strategies.

Table 4.46Means and Standard Deviations of Total Memory 8giass in Relation

to Students’ Previous English Learning Experience

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
Yes 174 23.01 5.19 .39 9.00 37.00
No 160 24.12 5.06 40 on2. 39.00
Total 334 23.54 5.15 .28 9.00 39.00

The related ANOVA results are shown in Table 4.4&7exhibits that there is
not a statistically significant difference betwestndents’ previous English learning
experience and their use of memory strategies she®bserved value is .05. It is

equal to the critical value (p=.05).

Table 4.47The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total MgrBtrategies in
Relation to Students’ Previous English Learning étignce

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 102.12 1 102.28 3.88 .05
Within Groups 8740.44 332 26.32
Total 8842.73 333

b. Cognitive Strategies
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As the means and standard deviations in Table #hdRate, it can be
commented that students with previous English leprexperience use cognitive
strategies a little bit more than students withgnetvious English leaning experience
(33.86 > 33.62). To find out whether there is aistically significant difference
between students’ previous English learning expegeand their use of memory

strategies, ANOVA was applied.

Table 4.48Means and Standard Deviations of Total Cognitivat8gies in Relation

to Students’ Previous English Learning Experience

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
Yes 174 33.86 7.80 .59 15.00 52.00
No 160 33.62 8.62 .68 .005 55.00
Total 334 33.74 8.19 44 15.00 55.00

Table 4.49 shows the related ANOVA results. hibits that there is not a
statistically significant difference between studénprevious English learning
experience and their use of cognitive strategiesesihe observed value is .79, which

is higher than the critical value (p=.05).

Table 4.49The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total Givgnbtrategies in

Relation to Students’ Previous English Learning étignce

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 4.68 1 4.68 .06 .79
Within Groups 22382.19 332 67.41
Total 22386.87 333

c. Compensation Strategies
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c. Compensation Strategies

When the means and standard deviations in Tabl@ && examined, it is
reasonable to state that students with previousligfndeaning experience use
compensation strategies a little bit more than esttsl without previous English
leaning experience (18.85 > 18.01). ANOVA was toiretermine whether there is
a statistically significant difference between smid’ previous English learning

experience and their use of compensation strategies

Table 4.50 Means and Standard Deviations of Total Compensafitrategies in
Relation to Students’ Previous English Learning éfignce

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
Yes 174 18.85 3.15 .23  8.00 29.00
No 160 18.01 3.71 .29 000. 30.00
Total 334 18.44 3.45 .18 8.00 30.00

The related ANOVA results are seen in Table 4.81shows that there is a
statistically significant difference between studénprevious English learning
experience and their use of compensation strategiese the observed value is .02.

It is lower than the critical value (p=.05).

Table 4.51 The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total Casgimn

Strategies in Relation to Students’ Previous Emhglisarning Experience

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 58.54 1 58.54 495 .02
Within Groups 3920.09 332 11.80
Total 3978.63 333

d. Metacognitive Strategies
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d. Metacognitive Strategies

According to the means and standard deviation&able 4.52, it can be said
that students without previous English leaning egmee use metacognitive
strategies more than students with previous Engbsiming experience (28.36 >
26.91). To determine whether there is a statityicagnificant difference between
students’ previous English learning experience #meir use of metacognitive
strategies, ANOVA was applied.

Table 4.52 Means and Standard Deviations of Total MetacogaitBtrategies in
Relation to Students’ Previous English Learning éfignce

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
Yes 174 26.91 7.14 .54 9.00 43.00
No 160 28.36 7.34 .58 009. 44.00
Total 334 27.61 7.26 .39  9.00 44.00

Table 4.53 shows the related ANOVA results. hibits that there is not a
statistically significant difference between studénprevious English learning
experience and their use of metacognitive strasegiiece the observed value is .07,
which is higher than the critical value (p=.05).

Table 4.53 The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total Megaitive
Strategies in Relation to Students’ Previous Emhglisarning Experience

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 173.55 1 173.55 3.311 .07
Within Groups 17401.84 332 52.41

Total 17575.40 333
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e. Affective Strategies

Once the means and standard deviations in Tabke @® analyzed, it is
possible to state that students with previous Bhdkaning experience use affective
strategies more than students without previousi&mdganing experience (17.86 >
15.54). To determine whether there is a statibficignificant difference between
students’ previous English learning experience tedr use of affective strategies,
ANOVA was applied.

Table 4.54Means and Standard Deviations of Total Affectivat8gies in Relation

to Students’ Previous English Learning Experience

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
Yes 174 17.86 412 .31 6.00 25.00
No 160 15.54 4.14 .32 006. 26.00
Total 334 15.19 4.14 .22 6.00 26.00

The related ANOVA results are in Table 4.55. Hows that there is not a
statistically significant difference between studénprevious English learning
experience and their use of affective strategiesesthe observed value is .13. ltis

higher than the critical value (p=.05).

Table 4.55The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total tfeeStrategies in
Relation to Students’ Previous English Learning éfignce

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 38.08 1 38.08 2.22 13
Within Groups 5675.65 332 17.09

Total 5713.73 333
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f. Social Strategies

When the means and standard deviations in Tabi a¥e considered, it can
be commented that students without previous Enddighing experience use social
strategies more than students with previous Engbsiming experience (17.18 >
16.53). ANOVA was run to determine whether theyeaistatistically significant
difference between students’ previous English iegrexperience and their use of

social strategies.

Table 4.56Means and Standard Deviations of Total Social 8ges in Relation to

Students’ Previous English Learning Experience

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
Yes 174 16.53 4.45 .33 6.00 26.00
No 160 17.18 4.37 .34 007. 30.00
Total 334 16.84 4.42 .24 6.00 30.00

Table 4.57 shows the related ANOVA results. tlicates that there is not a
statistically significant difference between studénprevious English learning
experience and their use of social strategies shme®bserved value is .18, which is

higher than the critical value (p=.05).

Table 4.57The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total $&trategies in

Relation to Students’ Previous English Learning étignce

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 34.86 1 34.86 1.78 .18
Within Groups 6477.03 332 19.50

Total 6511.90 333
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4.6 Research Question # 6

Is there a difference between students’ use @uage learning strategies and
their proficiency levels (B Grade-high proficiengyoup, C Grade-mid proficiency
group, and D Grade- low proficiency group)?

a. Memory Strategies

According to the means and standard deviatioff@bie 4.58, it is possible to
comment that students from D Grade classes use rgest@ategies more than
students from other C and B Grade classes. Torrdete whether there is a
statistically significant difference between studéproficiency level and their use of

memory strategies, ANOVA was applied.

Table 4.58Means and Standard Deviations of Total Memory 8gias in Relation

to Students’ Proficiency Level

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
B Grade 104 22.80 575. .54 9.00 34.00
C Grade 99 22.75 195 .52 11.00 37.00
D Grade 131 24.73 5%4. .39 14.00 39.00
Total 334 23.54 5.15 .28 9.00 39.00

Table 4.59 shows the related ANOVA results. Itibith that there is a
statistically significant difference between studéproficiency level and their use of
memory strategies since the observed value iswbh is lower than the critical
value (p=.05). Nevertheless, it is not possildestate where the difference lies
through the results of ANOVA. Post-Hoc Tukey H&Bs run to find out the nature
of the difference. Table 4.60 shows the relatekie/UHSD results.
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Table 4.59The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total MgrBtrategies in
Relation to Students’ Proficiency Level

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 302.74 2 151.37 5.86 .00
Within Groups 8539.98 331 25.80
Total 8842.73 333

As seen from Table 4. 60, there are two significdifferences. One is
between D and B Grades; the other is between D Gn@rades. The mean

differences are 1.92 and 1.97 respectively.

Table 4.60The Results of Tukey HSD for Differences Betwaahe8ts’ Proficiency
Level and Total Memory Strategies
Mean Diff. Std. Sig. _ 95% conf. intekva

(I) grade (J) grade [-J) Err. Lower Upper
B Grade C Grade .050 .71.99 -1.62 1.72
D Grade -1.92* .66 .01 -3.49 -.35
C Grade B Grade -.050 g1 .99 -1.72 1.62
D Grade -1.97* .67 .01 -3.56 -.38
D Grade B Grade 1.92* .66 .01 .35 3.49
C Grade 1.97* .67 .01 .38 3.56

* The mean difference is significant at the .0%lev
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b. Cognitive Strategies

According to the means and standard deviationgable 4.61, it can be said
that students from D Grade classes use cognitragegies more than students from
other C and B Grade classes. ANOVA was appliedetermine whether there is a
statistically significant difference between studéproficiency level and their use of

cognitive strategies.

Table 4.61Means and Standard Deviations of Total Cognitivat8gies in Relation
to Students’ Proficiency Level

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
B Grade 104 32.77 138. .79 15.00 52.00
C Grade 99 33.05 .257 72 16.00 47.00
D Grade 131 35.04 788. .76 15.00 55.00
Total 334 33.74 8.19 44 15.00 55.00

Table 4.62 shows the related ANOVA results. hibits that there is not a
statistically significant difference between studéproficiency level and their use of
cognitive strategies since the observed valueGswhich is higher than the critical

value (p=.05).

Table 4.62The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total Givgnbtrategies in

Relation to Students’ Proficiency Level

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 366.48 2 183.24 2.754 .06
Within Groups 22020.38 331 66.52

Total 22386.87 333
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c. Compensation Strategies

As the means and standard deviations in Table &xéit, it is possible to
say that students from B Grade classes use contpansdrategies slightly more
than students from other C and D Grade classesO\WNwas conducted to find out
whether there is a statistically significant diface between students’ proficiency

level and their use of compensation strategies.

Table 4.63 Means and Standard Deviations of Total Compensafitrategies in
Relation to Students’ Proficiency Level

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
B Grade 104 18.70 483. .34 8.00 29.00
C Grade 99 18.60 .613 .36 10.00 30.00
D Grade 131 18.12 313. .28 10.00 25.00
Total 334 18.44 3.45 .18 8.00 30.00

The related ANOVA results are shown in Table 4.84exhibits that there is
not a statistically significant difference betwestndents’ proficiency level and their
use of compensation strategies since the obsemeé is .39. It is higher than the

critical value (p=.05).

Table 4.64 The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total Casgimn

Strategies in Relation to Students’ Proficiencydlev

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 22.44 2 11.22 .93 .39
Within Groups 3956.19 331 11.95

Total 3978.63 333
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d. Metacognitive Strategies

Once the means and standard deviations in Table de analyzed, it is
logical to state that students from D Grade classesmetacognitive strategies more
than students from C and B Grade classes. To rdeterwhether there is a
statistically significant difference between studéproficiency level and their use of

metacognitive strategies, ANOVA was applied.

Table 4.65Means and Standard Deviations of Total MetacogaitBtrategies in
Relation to Students’ Proficiency Level

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
B Grade 104 26.14 617. 74 9.00 42.00
C Grade 99 27.02 317 73 11.00 43.00
D Grade 131 29.22 656. .58 13.00 44.00
Total 334 27.61 7.26 .39 9.00 44.00

Table 4.66 shows the related ANOVA results. |hibits that there is a
statistically significant difference between studéproficiency level and their use of
metacognitive strategies since the observed valu@0.. It is lower than the critical
value (p=.05). However, it is not possible taestahere the difference lies through
the results of ANOVA. To find out the nature ottHdifference, Post-Hoc Tukey
HSD was conducted. Table 4.67 shows the relat&dyTHSD results.

Table 4.66 The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total Megaitive
Strategies in Relation to Students’ Proficiencydlev

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 598.02 2 299.01 583 .00
Within Groups 16977.37 331 51.29

Total 17575.40 333
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As Table 4. 67 indicates, the difference is betwBeand B Grade classes.
The mean difference is 3.07.

Table 4.67The Results of Tukey HSD for Differences BetwaaheSts’ Proficiency
Level and Total Metacognitive Strategies

Mean Diff.  Std. Sig. 95% conterval
() grade (J) grade (1-J) Err. Lower  ppker
B Grade C Grade -.87 01.0 .65 -3.24 1.49
D Grade -3.07* 94 .00 -5.29 -.82
C Grade B Grade .87 1.00 .65 -1.49 3.24
D Grade -2.20 95 .05 -4.44 .04
D Grade B Grade 3.07* .94 .00 .82 5.29
C Grade 2.20 95 .05 -.04 4.44

* The mean difference is significant at the .0%lev

e. Affective Strategies

When the means and standard deviations in Tabk ae examined, it can
be commented that students from D Grade classesfiesgive strategies more than
students from C and B Grade classes. ANOVA wadieppo determine whether
there is a statistically significant difference weeén students’ proficiency level and

their use of affective strategies.

Table 4.68Means and Standard Deviations of Total Affectivat8gies in Relation

to Students’ Proficiency Level

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
B Grade 104 14.54 514. 44 6.00 25.00
C Grade 99 15.41 174 42 6.00 24.00
D Grade 131 15.53 753. .32 6.00 26.00

Total 334 1519 4.14 .22 6.00 26.00
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The related ANOVA results are in Table 4.69. Xhibits that there is not a
statistically significant difference between studéproficiency level and their use of
affective strategies since the observed valueSswhich is higher than the critical

value (p=.05).

Table 4.69The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total tfeeStrategies in

Relation to Students’ Proficiency Level

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 63.36 2 31.68 1.85 A5
Within Groups 5650.37 331 17.07
Total 5713.73 333

f. Social Strategies

According to the means and standard deviatioff@bie 4.70, it is possible to
comment that students from D Grade classes usal stategies more than students
from C and B Grade classes. To find out whethereths a statistically significant
difference between students’ proficiency level ahdir use of social strategies,
ANOVA was conducted.

Table 4.70Means and Standard Deviations of Total Social 8ges in Relation to

Students’ Proficiency Level

n Mean Std. Dev. Std. ErMinimum Maximum
B Grade 104 15.99 734. .46 6.00 26.00
C Grade 99 16.83 .324 43 7.00 26.00
D Grade 131 17.52 134. .36 8.00 30.00

Total 334 16.84 4.42 .24 6.00 30.00
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Table 4.71 shows the related ANOVA results. Higates that there is a
statistically significant difference between studéproficiency level and their use of
social strategies since the observed value isnBih is lower than the critical value
(p=.05). Nonetheless, it is not possible to stdtere the difference lies through the
results of ANOVA. Post-Hoc Tukey HSD was condudiedecide on the nature of
the difference. Table 4.72 shows the related TUk81) results.

Table 4.71The Results of One-Way ANOVA Applied to Total $&trategies in
Relation to Students’ Proficiency Level

Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups 136.84 2 68.44 3.55 .03
Within Groups 6375.06 331 9.2
Total 6511.90 333

As seen from Table 4. 72, the difference is betwleeand B Grade classes.

The mean difference is 1.53.

Table 4.72The Results of Tukey HSD for Differences Betwaahe8ts’ Proficiency
Level and Total Social Strategies

Mean Diff.  Std. Sig. 95% conterval

(I) grade (J) grade (1-9) Err. Lower  pfker
B Grade C Grade -84 .61 .35 -2.29 .60

D Grade -1.53* 57 .02 -2.89 -17
C Grade B Grade .84 .61 .35 -.60 2.29

D Grade .68 .58 46 -2.06 .68
D Grade B Grade 1.53* 57 .02 A7 2.89

C Grade .68 .58 46 -.68 2.06

* The mean difference is significant at the .0%lev

CHAPTER FIVE
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CONCLUSION

5.1 Overview of the Study

Language learning strategies of the students giaPatory School of Gazi
University were investigated in this study. Additally, the related literature on
language learning strategies was reviewed and asstwesix research questions
were provided. Six research questions were agvist

1- What language learning strategies do studeinEnglish at Preparatory School
of Gazi University utilize, and how often do theseuthem?

2- Is there a difference in students’ usdéanfguage learning strategies according to
their gender?

3- Is there a difference in students’ use of leg learning strategies according to
their faculty choices?

4- Is there a difference in students’ use of legg learning strategies according
their type of high school background?

5- Is there a difference in students’ use of lege learning strategies according to
their previous English learning experience (whettery had a prep-class / an
intensive English course experience before)?

6- Is there a difference in students’ use of legge learning strategies according to
their proficiency levels (B Grade-high proficiencgroup, C Grade-mid

proficiency group, and D Grade- low proficiency gpg?

In order to answer these questions, an instrumest administered to 345
students studying at English preparatory classeGa#i University Research and
Application Center for Instruction of Foreign Larmmes. 334 questionnaires were
returned as valid. First of all, descriptive détaeans, standard deviations, and
frequencies) were portrayed. Then, one-way ANOVAswapplied to obtain

information on categorical strategy use (six ddfgrstrategy categories) by learners’
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gender, faculty, type of high school backgroundevpus English learning
experience, and proficiency level. Finally, a Pdset test was conducted to see

where differences lie in the cases of more thanvsr@ables.

5.2 Discussion

This part of the study discusses the results whiene presented in the
previous chapter in detail. This section is conaglogf six parts; it follows the same
sequence as the six research questions.

Research Question # 1

What language learning strategies do students roflish at Preparatory
School of Gazi University utilize, and how often tthey use them?

Students of English at Preparatory School of Gazrversity use language
learning strategies at medium level. This scowmdse true for each strategy category

except for cognitive strategies (low level), ané Bequence of the means of each

strategy category are like this: Compensation exggiat (3.07)> Metacognitive
strategies (3.06 Social strategies (2.80y Memory strategies (2.6 Affective
strategies (2.53>  Cognitive strategies (2.40). That is, studentsstly use

compensation strategies. The means and standardtides of each individual

strategy statement are also available in Appendix 3

Research Question # 2

Is there a difference in students’ use of languagming strategies according
to their gender?

The results show that females use language learstirategies more than
males. Furthermore, there are statistically sigaiit differences between males and
females in their use of language learning stragegiefive categories (memory,
cognitive, metacognitive, affective and social).ow¢ver, there is no statistically
significant difference related to compensationtstyees.
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Research Question # 3

Is there a difference between students’ use @uage learning strategies and
their faculty choices?

According to the results, students from faculty neédicine use language
learning strategies more than students from otireetfaculties (faculty of economic
and administrative sciences, faculty of engineerarmgl architecture, faculty of
technical education). Nevertheless, no statisyicagnificant difference is observed

between students’ faculty choices and their udargfuage learning strategies.

Research Question # 4

Is there a difference between students’ use @uage learning strategies and
their type of high school background?

As the results indicate, students from Public legc@nd Private Lycées use
memory strategies more than students from otheretlycées (Anatolian/Science
Lycées, Super Lycées, and Technical/Vocational égké However, students from
Private Lycées use cognitive strategies more thadests from other four lycées.
As for compensation strategies, the superioritystofients from Private Lycées is
seen over students from other four lycées. Alsstatistically significant difference
is noticed between students from Private Lycées sindients from Technical
Lycées. In the use of metacognitive strategiasjestts from Private Lycées are
again the ones to use them the most. Similarfgctve strategies are utilized the
most by students from Private Lycées. Furthermtinere are two significant
differences in the use of affective strategiesannection with students’ high school
background. These differences are between the paivate Lycées / Anatolian
Lycées and Private Lycées / Technical Lycées. llyirstudents from Private Lycées

use social strategies the most of all.
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Research Question # 5

Is there a difference between students’ use @uage learning strategies and
their previous English learning experience (whetlieey had a prep-class/an
intensive English course experience before)?

The results exhibit that students without previgaglish learning experience
use memory, metacognitive and social strategies rtttan students with previous
English learning experience. On the other handggestts with previous English
learning experience use cognitive, compensationadfettive strategies more than
students without previous English learning expex@en Moreover, a statistically
significant difference is observed between studeptsvious English learning

experience and their use of compensation strategies

Research Question # 6
Is there a difference between students’ use @uage learning strategies and
their proficiency levels (B Grade-high proficiengyoup, C Grade-mid proficiency

group, and D Grade- low proficiency group)?

The results underline the fact that students fib@rade classes use memory,
cognitive, metacognitive, affective and social tgées more than students from B
and C Grade classes. On the contrary, students fBo Grade classes use
compensation strategies more than students froomdCDa Grade classes. Three
statistically significant differences occurred hrettreatment of the data. First one is
between the pairs D / B and D / C Grades in menstrgtegies; second one is
between the pairs D / B and D / C Grades in metaitiog strategies; third one is

between the pairs D / B and D / C Grades in s@tiategies.

Table 5.1 gives an overview of the study in acano# with significant

differences between independent and dependenblesia
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Table 5. 1Significant Differences between Independent anceDegnt Variables

Memory | Cognitive | Compensation| Metacognitive| Affective | Social
Gender Female> | Female> X Female> | Female> | Female>
Male Male Male Male Male
Faculty
X X X X X X
High School ; ;
Background X X anate.> X Prlvate.> X
Technical Anatolian
Private>
Technical
Previous
English X Yes> No X X X
Experience
Proficiency
Level D>B X D>B X D>B
D>C D>C D>C

> indicates the comparison of strategy use as higiheédower

X indicates there is no statistically significarifelience between the variables

5.3 Recommendations and Implications for Teaching

As the results of the study are closely analyzeds logical to say that
students of English at Preparatory School of Gazvélsity do not use language
learning strategies at a desired level. One refmothis might be the fact that they
do not receive any instruction related to learnstigitegies. Hence, together with
foreign language instruction, they should also bavided with language learning
strategy instruction.

Teaching learning strategies is based on two mmssia- if good language
learners use strategies more effectively than sthean teachers help less effective
language learners improve with the help of instaicin learning strategies? Ard
if so, how should strategies instruction be ap@ié@hamot, Barnhardt, El-Dinary,
and Robbins, 1996:179-180)

The intent of strategy instruction is expressetieping all students become
more self-directed, autonomous, and effective learthrough improvements in the
use of language learning strategies. Strategyuictsdn includes five major steps

leading students to be better learners. Thesbedisted as follows:
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1. identifying and improving strategies that are cotlye used by the
individual;
2. identifying strategies that the individual mightt i@ using but that might
be helpful for the task at hand, and then teacttinge strategies;
3. helping students learn to transfer strategies aclasguage tasks and
even across subject fields;
4. aiding students in evaluating the success of tlsie of particular
strategies with specific tasks;
5. assisting subjects in gaining learning style fldiip by teaching them
strategies that are instinctively used by studetitts other learning styles.
Strategy instruction does not aim to help all shigleuse the very same
strategies. It includes helping students know nadyeut themselves. In this way,
they can try out, test, and become expert in utdizhe strategies which are the most
helpful for them in the process of language leagnin
Teachers and administrators were unaware of tresilpbty of strategy
instruction for some time. However, they, afterdgrobserved that some students
had high scores on language aptitude tests bubatidnanage to develop language
proficiency. One reason for that difference was ttuthe fact that language aptitude
tests did not take into account the effectivenesseffectiveness of an individual's
language learning strategies. Following researal imdicated that successful
language learners tend to use more strategiespghyg them more appropriately than
less successful learners. Accordingly, many rebeas (Crookall, 1983; Nyikos,
1991; Oxford, 1990b, 1993b; Rodgers, 1978; WendeRubin, 1987; Wenden,
1991) mentioned benefits of strategy instructiorrhswas increased motivation,
improved language performance, greater autonomy satidreliance, and will to
continue learning after the language class is (@W&ford & Leaver, 1996: 227-229).
There is evidence that strategy instruction hasitive effects on second
language learning. For example, instruction indmeg strategies has greatly
improved the reading comprehension of poor readsrd, instruction in problem-
solving strategies has considerably influencedesitgl achievement in mathematics.
Likewise, strategy instruction related to writingrfprmance has been proved useful

in studies where learning-disabled students wemviged with strategies for
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planning, composing, and revising their writing &@ot, Barnhardt, El-Dinary, and
Robbins, 1996:179-180).

Cohen & Apek (1980) trained Hebrew students to raber new vocabulary
items with the use of paired associations (knowmasmonics). Firstly, students
were provided with instruction on how to make udgeassociations to help in
vocabulary recall. Later on, they chose their omords from a reading-text and
created their own associations for them. The stisdpracticed the new words in
different cloze-test activities for a few weeks.indily, the post-test showed that
students most often used the initial associatibey had made beforehand, and that
helped students to perform better (O’'Malley & Ch&am®90: 166).

Researchers have come up with different framewéwksstrategy training.
The first one was advocated by Pearson & Dole (L98he system includes the
following features:

1. initial modelling of the strategy by the teacheithndirect explanation of

the strategy’s use and importance,

2. guided practice with strategy,

3. consolidation, where teachers help students iderhie strategy and

decide when it might be used,

4. independent practice with the strategy,

5. application of the strategy to new tasks (Cohef32@3).

The second framework was put forward by Oxfordakt(1990). They
outlined the characteristics of the system as fglo

1. introduction of strategies that emphasizes exgdicdategy awareness,
discussion of the benefits of stggtuse,
functional and contextualized picetvith strategies,
self-evaluation and monitoring afigjuage performance,

ok~ 0N

suggestions for or demonstratidrith® transferability of the strategies to
new tasks (Cohen, 2003: 4).

The third framework was developed by Chamot & Olséa (1994). 1t is
useful when students have already had enough peactimplementing a variety of
strategies in different contexts. The system candbscribed as a four-stage

problem-solving process:
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1. planning —students plan ways to approaclaraileg task,

2. monitoring- students self-monitor their perfamase by paying attention to
their strategy use and checking aaing@nsion,

3. problem-solving- students find smns to problems they encounter,

4. evaluation- students learn to eveltiae effectiveness of a given strategy
strategy after it has been appited learning task (Cohen, 2003: 4).

As a final word, strategy instruction could beemated in the schedule or
curriculum for foreign language instruction at Roegiory School of Gazi University.
This way, the level of use of language learningtstyies can be increased, and it will
most probably better the quality of foreign langai@glucation in the institution.

5.4 Implications for Further Research

First of all, this study is confined to the stutiruse of language learning
strategies at Preparatory School of Gazi Universitherefore, a further research is
needed for preparatory class students of othereusities in Turkey.

Secondly, other learner variables, especiallynieg styles, motivation, and
multiple intelligences (MI) of preparatory classidgnts could be explored. Two
cross-studies concerning these variables migheab#ed out; one would be between
language learning strategies and learning styles tha other would be between
language learning strategies and multiple intetiges (MI) of preparatory class
students.

In sum, these studies may give a clearer porifgireparatory class students
at universities. Accordingly, more appropriate ggeoms and curricula can be
prepared in the light of the research.
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APPENDIX 1
ENGLISH VERSION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Dear Students,

This questionnaire has been prepared to deterrhargguage Learning
Strategies used by the students of English at Pegépey School of Gazi University

The questionnaire is composed of two sectionse flilst section includes
questions about personal details; the second sett@udes statements about the
learning strategies which you utilize while leagui@a foreign language. After
answering the questions in the first section, geasle the choices (a,b,c,d, or e) in
terms of how well the statement describes you énséicond section. Do not answer
how you think you should be, or what other peome @here are no right or wrong
answers to these statements.

Your answers will not be graded and you will need to write your names
on the questionnaires.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Mehmet YALCIN
|. PERSONAL DETAILS

1- Gender:
a) Female b) Male

2- Your Faculty:

a) Faculty of Education b) Faculty of Economic and
Administrative Science

c¢) Faculty of Engineering and Architecture ) Fdculty of Technical Education

e) Faculty of Medicine

3- What type of high school you graduated from:
a) State High School b) Anatolian Hthool c) Private High School
d) Super High School e) Techhiigh School
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4- Have you ever had an experience of a prepar&ioglish class or an intensive
English course before?
a) Yes b) No

5- Your proficiency level of English:
a) Level A b) Level B c) Level C dvel D

[I. STRATEGY INVENTORY FOR LANGUAGE LEARNING
PART A

1. I think of relationships between what | alreddyow and new things | learn in
English.
a) Never b) Rarely Sogmetimes d) Usually e) Always

2. 1 use new English words in a sentence so | earember them.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

3. I connect the sound of a new English word andreage or picture of the word to
help me remember the word.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

4. | remember a new English word by making a mauitaure of a situation in which
the word might be used.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

5. I use rhymes to remember new English words.
a) Never b) Rarely Sogmetimes d) Usually e) Always

6. | use flashcards to remember English words.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

7. | physically act out new English words.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

8. | review English lessons often.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

9. | remember new English words or phrases by rdmeeimg their location on the
page, on the board, or on a street sign.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always
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PART B
10. I say or write new English words several times.
a) Never b) Rarely Sogmetimes d) Usually e) Always

11. I'try to talk like native English speakers.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

12. | practice the sounds of English.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

13. 1 use the English words | know in different way
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

14. | start conversations in English.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

15. | watch English language TV shows spoken inliEhgr go to movies spoken in
English.

a) Never b) Rarely Sogmetimes d) Usually e) Always
16. | read for pleasure in English.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

17. 1 write notes, messages, letters, or reporEnglish.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

18. | first skim an English passage (read ovempesage quickly) then go back and
read carefully.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

19. I look for words in my own language that araikir to new words in English.
a) Never b) Rarely Sogmetimes d) Usually e) Always

20. | try to find patterns in English.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

21. | find the meaning of an English word by diwgiit into parts that | understand.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

22. | try to translate word-for-word.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

23. I make summaries of information that | hearead in English.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always
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PART C
24. To understand unfamiliar English words, | mgkesses.

a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always
25. When | can't think of a word during a convei@atin English, | use gestures.

a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always
26. | make up new words if I do not know the rightes in English.

a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always
27. | read English without looking up every new dior

a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always
28. | try to guess what the other person will seytnn English.

a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always
29. If | can’t think of an English word, | use a mloor phrase that means the same
thing.

a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

PART D
30. I try to find as many ways as | can to use mglish.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

31. I notice my English mistakes and use that métron to help me do better.
a) Never b) Rarely Sogmetimes d) Usually e) Always

32. | pay attention when someone is speaking Bmglis
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

33. I try to find out how to be a better learneEwoiglish.
a) Never b) Rarely Sogmetimes d) Usually e) Always

34. | plan my schedule so | will have enough timstudy English.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

35. I look for people | can talk to in English.
a) Never b) Rarely c) Stmes d) Usually e) Always

36. | look for opportunities to read as much assfide in English.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

37. | have clear goals for improving my Englishlliski

a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always
38. | think about my progress in learning English.

a) Never b) Rarely Sogmetimes d) Usually e) Always
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PART E
39. | try to relax whenever | feel afraid of usiggglish.
a) Never b) Rarely Sogmetimes d) Usually e) Always
40. | encourage myself to speak English even wraam &fraid of making a mistake.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always
41. | give myself a reward or treat when | do vielEnglish.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always
42. | notice if | am tense or nervous when | andgitog or using English.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always
43. | write down my feelings in a language learniiayy.
a) Never b) Rarely Sogmetimes d) Usually e) Always
44. | talk to someone else about how | feel whamllearning English.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always
PART F

45. If 1 do not understand something in Englisask the other person to slow down
and say it again.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

46. | ask English speakers to correct me wherkl tal
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

47. | practice English with other students.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

48. | ask for help from English speakers.
a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always

49. | ask questions in English.

a) Never b) Rarely Sometimes d) Usually e) Always
50. I try to learn about the cultures of Engliskaiers.
a) Never b) Rarely c) Stmes d) Usually e) Always
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APPENDIX 2

TURKISH VERSION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Sevgili Ggrenciler,

Bu anket Gazi Universitesi/ngilizce Hazirlik Okulu 6grencilerinin Dil
Ogsrenme Stratejilerintespit etmek amaciyla hazirlargbm.

Anket iki bolumden olgmustur. Birinci bolimde kisel bilgilerinize dair
sorular; ikinci bolumde ise yabanci bir digrénirken kullandiiniz stratejilere dair
ifadeler bulunmaktadir. Birinci bolum sorularini vepladiktan sonra, ikinci
bolumdeki her bir ifadeyi sizi ne kadar iyi tanighigni dikkate alaraksaretleyiniz.
Nasil olmaniz gerelgini yada dgerlerinin ne yapgini disinerek cevaplamayiniz.
ifadelerin dgru yada yank cevaplari yoktur.

Vereceginiz cevaplar notlandiriimayacak ve anket lGizersrainizi yazmaniz
istenmeyecektir.

Katilminiz icin ¢ok tgekkir ederin®®

Mehmet YALCIN

|. KISISEL BILGILER

1- Cinsiyetiniz:
a) Bayan b) Bay
2- Fakdlteniz:
a) Bgitim Fakultesi ) Iktisadi veidari Bilimler Fakuiltesi

¢) Miuhendislik ve Mimarlk Fakultesi  dgRnik Egitim Fakultesi

e) Tip Fakultesi
3- Mezun oldgunuz lise taru:

a) Devlet Lisesi  b) Anadolu Lisesi c) Ok&de d) Super Lise e) Teknik Lise
4- Bu okuldan oncengilizce hazirhk okudunuz mu yada g bir ingilizce

kursuna devam ettiniz mi?
a) Evet b) Hayir
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5- Ingilizce seviyeniz nedir?
a) A Kuru b) B Kuru c) C Kuru BKuru

. DIL OGRENME STRATEJLERI ENVANTERI

BOLUM A

1. ingilizce’de yeni @rendiklerimle bildiklerim arasinda ¢ki kurarim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cgunlukla e) Her zaman

2. Yenilngilizce kelimeleri hatirlayabilmek igin bir ctimiginde kullanirim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasli d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

3. Kelimeyi hatirlamak igin, o kelimenin okusw ile hayali yada resmi arasinda
baglanti kurarim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

4. Yeni bir Ingilizce kelimeyi bu kelimenin olasi kullanilabiig bir durumu
zihnimde canlandirarak hatirlarim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasli d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

5. Yeniingilizce kelimeleri hatirlamak icin kafiyelerdenrg&anirim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cgunlukla e) Her zaman

6. Yenilngilizce kelimeleri hatirlamak icin not kartlarimdgararlanirim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

7. Yeniingilizce kelimeleri hareket ve mimiklerimle canlandm.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

8. Ingilizce derslerimi siklikla gézden gegiririm.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

9. Yeni Ingilizce kelimeleri veya s6z 6beklerini, bunlariritak sayfasindaki,
tahtadaki veya sokakaretlerindeki yerlerini aklimda canlandirarak Hatim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cgunlukla e) Her zaman
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' BOLUM B
10. Yenilngilizce kelimeleri defalarca soyler ve yazarim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasli d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

11.1ingilizce’yi ana diliingilizce olanlar gibi kongmaya cakirim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cgunlukla e) Her zaman

12.1ngilizce’nin ses yapisi tizerinde galim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

13. Bildigim Ingilizce kelimeleri farklsekillerde kullanirim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cgunlukla e) Her zaman

14. Konymalaraingilizce balarim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

15.Ingilizce TV programlari izler véngilizce filmlere giderim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cgunlukla e) Her zaman

16. Zevk iciningilizce yayinlar okurum.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasli d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

17.1ingilizce notlar, mesajlar, mektuplar veya rapoyiazarim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cgunlukla e) Her zaman

18.Ingilizce bir metine 6nce gz gezdiririm, sonra dddikkatlice okurum.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

19. Ana dilimdeingilizce kelimelere benzer kelimeler ararim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cgunlukla e) Her zaman

20.Ingilizce’deki kaliplamis ifadeleri bulmaya ¢ajirim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasli d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

21.1ngilizce bir kelimenin anlamini, onu anlaygoa parcalara bolerek bulurum.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

22. Kelime-kelime ¢eviri yapmamaya gafim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cgunlukla e) Her zaman

23. Dinledgim yada okudgum ingilizce herhangi bigeyin 6zetini ¢ikaririm.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman
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_ BOLUM C
24. Bilmedgim Ingilizce kelimeleri bulmak icin tahminler yGratarim
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

25. Ingilizce bir sohbet sirasinda bir kelime aklimangadisi zaman, bunu
hareketlerle anlatirim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

26.1ngilizce’de dgru kelimeleri bilmiyorsam, yenilerini uydururum.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cgunlukla e) Her zaman

27.Ingilizce bir metin okurken, katastigim her yeni kelimenin anlami igin sozgi
bakmamay tercih ederim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cgunlukla e) Her zaman

28. Kasimdaki kiinin Ingilizce ne séyleyeggni tahmin etmge calsirim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasli d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

29.1ngilizce bir kelimeyi hatirlayamazsam ayni anlarbaga bir kelime yada ifade
kullanirim.

a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasli d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman
' BOLUM D
30. Ingilizce’mi kullanabilecgim mumkin oldgu kadar cok firsatlar bulmaya
calisinm.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cgunlukla e) Her zaman

31. ingilizce’de yaptgim hatalari fark edip, daha ¢aali olmak icin bu hatalardan
yararlanirim.

a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasli d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman
32. Biri Ingilizce kongurken dikkat ederim.

a) Asla b) Nadiren C) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman
33. Daha iyi biringilizce @rencisi olmanin yollarini ararim.

a) Asla b) Nadiren C) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman
34.Ingilizce calsmaya yeterli vaktim olmasi igin plan yaparim.

a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman
35.Ingilizce kongabileceim insanlar ararim.

a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasli d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman
36. MUmkin oldgunca ¢ok okumak icin firsat kollarim.

a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman
37.1ngilizce becerilerimi geftirmek icin belirli hedeflerim var.

a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasli d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

38.1Ingilizce’deki ilerleykim tizerinde dginirim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman



133

BOLUM E

39. Ne zamaiingilizce’yi kullanmaktan korksam, rahatlamaya gaim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasli d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

40. Hata yapmaktan korktum zaman bile kendimimgilizce kongmak icin cesaret
veririm.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasli d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

41.1ngilizce’de baaril olduzum zamanlar kendimi édullendiririm.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

42. Ingilizce calgirken veya kullanirken sinirli veya gerginsem bunfarkina
varirim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cgunlukla e) Her zaman

43. Duygularimingilizce olarak tuttgum bir ginlige yazarim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren C) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

44.1ngilizce @renirken hissettiklerimi bir bkasiyla paylairim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cgunlukla e) Her zaman

BOLUM F
45. Ingilizce kongulan bir seyi anlamazsam, kogandan daha yayekonusmasini
veya soylediini tekrar etmesini rica ederim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

46. Ana diliingilizce olanlar ile kongurken hatalarimi diizeltmelerini isterim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cgunlukla e) Her zaman

47. Diger grencilerleingilizce pratik yaparim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasli d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

48.Ingilizce konganlardan yardim isterim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cgunlukla e) Her zaman

49.Ingilizce sorular sorarim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren Cc) Areasl d) Cpunlukla e) Her zaman

50. Ana diliingilizce olanlarin kiltirlerini tanimaya gahim.
a) Asla b) Nadiren c) Areasl d) Cgunlukla e) Her zaman
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APPENDIX 3

Means and Standard Deviations of Each Stateme#tlih
Statements Number Mean Std. Deviation
Memory 1 334 3.35(medium) 1.00
Memory 2 334 2.41(low) .90
Memory 3 334 2.87(medium) 1.11
Memory 4 334 2.94(medium) 1.00
Memory 5 334 2.20(low) 1.06
Memory 6 334 2.47(low) 1.31
Memory 7 332 1.91(low) .96
Memory 8 334 2.64(medium) .98
Memory 9 333 2.74(medium) 1.14
Cognitive 1 334 2.36(low) 1.16
Cognitive 2 333 2.71(medium) 1.20
Cognitive 3 334 2.14(low) 1.00
Cognitive 4 333 2.32(low) .95
Cognitive 5 333 1.97(low) .99
Cognitive 6 334 2.61(medium) 1.18
Cognitive 7 334 2.05(low) .99
Cognitive 8 334 1.94(low) .96
Cognitive 9 334 2.93(medium) 1.22
Cognitive 10 334 2.64(medium) 1.19
Cognitive 11 333 2.84(medium) 1.10
Cognitive 12 331 2.34(low) 1.13
Cognitive 13 334 3.05(medium) 1.20
Cognitive 14 334 1.83(low) .95
Compensation 1 332 3.30(medium) .92
Compensation 2 334 2.93(medium) 1.25
Compensation 3 333 2.48(low) 1.24
Compensation 4 334 3.09(medium) 1.22
Compensation 5 334 3.19(medium) 1.09
Compensation 6 334 3.46(medium) 1.02
Metacognitive 1 334 2.94(medium) 1.12
Metacognitive 2 334 3.13(medium) 1.07
Metacognitive 3 334 3.71(high) 1.00
Metacognitive 4 334 3.27(medium) 1.15
Metacognitive 5 334 2.71(medium) 1.19
Metacognitive 6 334 2.82(medium) 1.19
Metacognitive 7 332 2.60(medium) 1.07
Metacognitive 8 334 3.16(medium) 1.25
Metacognitive 9 333 3.24(medium) 1.10
Affective 1 334 2.88(medium) 1.17
Affective 2 332 2.93(medium) 1.23
Affective 3 333 2.45(low) 1.31
Affective 4 334 3.30(medium) 1.30
Affective 5 334 1.23(low) .66
Affective 6 333 2.40(low) 1.28
Social 1 334 3.70(high) 1.09
Social 2 334 2.71(medium) 1.39
Social 3 334 2.31(low) 1.08
Social 4 334 3.00(medium) 1.08
Social 5 334 2.71(medium) 1.06
Social 6 334 2.38(low) 1.31

* Low level (1-2.4)

* Medium level (2.5-3.4)

*Higlevel (3.5-5)
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