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Language learning strategies have been definectifispdy for this
investigation as conscious behaviours or thougliicgsses used in performing
learning actions whether observable (behavioursechniques) or unobservable
(thoughts or mental processes), that Thai publiveusity freshmen themselves
reported generating and making use of to enhaneg HEnglish learning in the
classroom and in a free learning situation.

The investigation is designed to explore an ovestaditegy use of Thai public
university freshmen, and examine the relationshg®vell as patterns of variations in
frequency of students’ reported language learnirggeggy use with reference to their
self-rated proficiency levels (high, moderate, ama), gender (male and female),
language learning experiences (more than 8 yeaEnglish learning and 8 years of
English learning or less), fields of study (scien@nd non-science oriented), and
types of academic programs (international and eeguiograms). The participants of
the study were 1,134 students selected throughtlie-stage sampling method, of 8
selected limited-admission public universities ihailand, in Academic Year 2004.
There were two main phases of the data collectitirase 1) gaining the interview
data to generate the questionnaire; and Phasen®raing the questionnaire after

analyzing the interview data from Phase 1.
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A researcher-generated questionnaire was usecandim instrument for the
data collection. The Alpha Coefficient)(or Cronbach Alpha was employed to check
the internal consistency of the strategy questimanaThe reliability estimate based
on a 1,134-student sample is .95 which is high wé@mpared with the acceptable
reliability coefficients of .70. The simple degtive statistics were used to describe
level of frequency of strategy use, while an Analydf Variance (ANOVA), the Chi-
square tests and the Factor Analysis were usdtea®din statistical methods in data
analysis to seek the relationship between the &eqy of strategy use and the five
investigated variables.

The findings show that, on the whole, these stiderported medium
frequency of strategy use in the four main categoof language learning strategies,
namely 1) ‘Strategies used for Preparing Oneself @assroom Lessons’; 2)
‘Strategies for Understanding the Lessons whilel@hg in Class’; 3) ‘Strategies for
Improving One’s Language Skills’; and 4) ‘Strategfer Expanding One’s General
Knowledge of English’. The results of data analyssnonstrate that the frequency of
students’ overall reported use of strategies vasigdificantly in terms of fields of
study, types of academic programs, previous languagrning experiences, and
language proficiency levels. Four extracted fectwere also found to be strongly
related to these five variables. Regarding gemdiehe students, this variable was

found to be slightly related to students’ choicestmtegy use.
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CHAPTER 1

BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY

1.1 Introduction and Pur pose of the Chapter

This chapter is an introduction to the present stigation primarily focusing
on both a background of literature in the fieldlafiguage learning strategies and a
context for the research work. It covers the teussd in the context of the present
study. Besides, background information regardimgliSh as a Foreign Language
(EFL) education in Thailand is described in lightfarmal system of education and
English language teaching and learning in the €hatext. The chapter concludes by
noting research objectives and the expected outcaiie study.

Since the 1970s, in the field of language teachimg learning, there has been
a great emphasis on how language learners’ chasdce relate to their language
performance. The individualized focus has resultegh increasing number of studies
conducted to investigate a relationship betweemnéradifferences and language
learning strategies that learners use in acquiantarget language. Through an
extensive review of available literature, it hagmeuggested that there are a large
number of factors considerably affecting learnetboice of language learning
strategy use. Examples of the various factorgareler (e.g. Politzer 1983, Ehrman
and Oxford 1989, Oxford and Ehrman 1995, Wharta®020i 2001, and Intaraprasert
2000, 2003), motivation (e.g. Enrman and Oxford2 $8xford and Nyikos 1989, and

Wharton 2000), fields of study/majors of study (6Oxford and Nyikos 1989, Torut



1994, Intaraprasert 2003, and Peacock and Ho 20&8)ers’ beliefs (e.g. Horwitz

1988, Yang 1999, and Intaraprasert 2004a), can¢ereists (e.g. Ehrman and Oxford
1989), different teaching and learning conditiotratspheres (e.g. Wharton 2000),
and previous language learning experiences (e.gartin 2000). Although the

findings of the studies give some insights into twemplex relationship between
language learning strategies and learner perforey@aehen (1998), Ellis (1994), and
Stern (1983) call for more studies dealing withekationship between factors (e.qg.,
social factors, learners’ individual characteristiattitudes, motivation, teachers’
instructional processes, and an educational cgngearbng many others) and how
these factors contribute to language learners’stmts to employ their language

learning strategies in acquiring the target languag

A review of available literature, it also reveat®ahlittle is known about EFL
learners’ use of language learning strategies haduhderlying attributes of factors
relating to the learning strategy use. This isalbge a great amount of research has
limited to be carried out with native speakers ofjish learning a foreign language,
or non-native speakers of English learning Englisha second language (ESL), as
stated in Intaraprasert (2000, 2002, 2003, and [20Ghd Wharton (2000). In the
context of EFL education in Thailand, a few resbamorks have been carried out to
investigate language learning strategy use of Hidi students, and a small amount
of research has been conducted with students siydgt the tertiary level
(Intaraprasert, 2000, 2002, 2003, and 2004b). Mdbghe educational researchers
whose interests lie in language learning strategm#&e been heavily focusing on

language learning strategies of successful andcamseful language learners in



striving for academic success (e.g. Dhanarattigant®90, Lappayawichit 1998,
Ounwattana 2000, Kaotsombut 2003).

Meanwhile, a few researchers such as Torut (198d)lataraprasert (2000,
2002, 2003, and 2004a) have shown some attempksokointo the relationship
between learners’ use of language learning stregegnd factors relating to such
learning strategies. Examples of factors appareadgmined in the studies are
gender, learners’ beliefs, previous language legreixperiences, fields of study, and
language learning outcomes. Even though the stindigsin understanding how Thai
university students use their language learningtesgies in acquiring the target
language, that understanding comes from evidentleeo$pecific groups of students,
mostly science-oriented students (e.g. Intarapt;a2000, 2002, 2003, and 2004b).
Investigating the relationship between those factord frequency of learners’ use of
language learning strategies is the focal poirthe$e studies. No empirical research
has been designed to investigate language leastiategy use of Thai university
students, specifically public university freshmemth reference to their learning
conditions, i.e. fields of study (science-orientat non-science-oriented), types of
academic programs (regular and international), amgliage learning experiences
(number of English learning years). To fill thigpg the present investigation aims to
identify and compare types of language learningtsties used by Thai public
university freshmen studying in various fields afdy, types of academic programs,
and language learning experiences.

Due to the concept of language learning as explalme Stern (1983) and
Brown (1991), language learning does not includly ¢ime learning of skills or the

acquisition of knowledge, but also the learningetirn and the learning to think along



with the modification of attitudes, the acquisitiohinterests, social values, or social
rules, and changes in personality. Language legretrategies, therefore, do not
operate by themselves. Rather, they are direcg to other factors related to
language learners such as learners’ attitudes,rest®e social contexts, and
personality, among many others. Based on the corafelanguage learning, given
that primary means of an interwoven relationshiplesrners’ language learning
strategies and learner-related factors, a needtsexes take those factors into
consideration in order to help interpret the conacgpanguage learners (Stern, 1983,
and Ellis, 1994). An analysis of those factors tep not only to clarify what
general factors relate to learners’ ability andirget® learn and the way they choose
to go about learning, but also to indicate how vidiials are likely to respond to
emotional, motivation, and interpersonal demandtanfjuage learning. Thus, it is
necessary for the present investigation to revealdomplex relationship between
learner-related factors and how these factors havepact on Thai public university
students’ decisions to employ what language legraeirategies in acquiring the target
language.

This investigation has been designed to conduckrutice ‘research-then-
theory’ (termed by Frankfort-Nachmias and Nachmi2896: 52), or so called
‘theory-after-research’ (termed by Punch, 1998:; X@jher than the ‘theory-then-
research’ (Frankfort-Nachmias and Nachmias, 199: & ‘theory-first-research’
(Punch, 1998: 16). According to Frankfort-Nachmeasd Nachmias (1996), and
Punch (1998), the ‘research-then-theory’ or ‘theaiter research’ does not start with
theory used to frame the scope of the study, behds up with a theory explained

from the data the researcher collects. The preseastigation does not aim to test a



theory about learners’ use of language learnirgfesgies. Rather, the investigation is
designed to examine language learning strategpiu$hai public university students
by describing and interpreting the relationshipassn variables including gender of
students, previous language learning experiengddsfof study, types of academic
programs, frequency of language learning strategg, w@and levels of language
proficiency.

In summary, as aforementioned, there are a numbear@ables considered
and regarded as relevant to learners’ use of lggylearning strategies (Ellis 1994,
Oxford and Nyikos 1989, Oxford 1990, Cohen 1998)e Variables that are widely
examined by the educational researchers and poaetis as relating to L2 (Second
Language) success are gender, aptitude, motivgpersonality, language anxiety,
learning styles, and learners’ beliefs. Even thoiigis evident that many learner-
related variables mentioned above are directlytedldo language learners’ use of
language learning strategies in the process olukgg learning, the researcher of the
present investigation has realized that it is difiy impossible for the present study
to investigate all of learner-related variablesr@hation to Thai public university
students’ choice of language learning strategy @msequently, a series of variables
in the present study have been carefully seleateihvestigate. Those variables
appear to be likely neglected by most researchigeklg of study, and previous
language learning experiences) together with thi@abig most frequently examined
by most researchers (gender of students), andahable not exclusively found in

any empirical past research work (types of acad@ntgrams).



1.2 TermsUsed in the Present I nvestigation

e Language Learning Strategies

“Language learning strategies” in the present itigagon are specifically
defined as conscious behaviours or thought prosegsed in performing learning
actions whether observable (behaviours or techsjgae unobservable (thoughts or
mental processes), that Thai public university Hmesn themselves reported
generating and making use of to enhance their &éhirg in the classroom and in a
free learning situation.

The process of exploring the concept of languageniag strategies, before
trying to arrive at a possible definition, ‘workindgefinition’, is done by taking a
historical perspective, looking at different defions over time (see Chapter 2,
Section 2.2, for definition of language learningttgies in the study).

e Thai University Freshmen

Thai university freshmen refer to students whod®nalities are Thai and are
first-year students studying a bachelor degree@amic year 2005 in all Thai public
universities. The number of English learning hopes week they take may vary

depending on their fields of study: science-oridrgad non-science-oriented.
e Typesof Public Universitiesin Thailand

Institutes which are under the jurisdiction ok t&ommission on Higher
Education, Ministry of Education are located inf@iént geographical regions of the
country: north; south; northeast; east; and cemé&gion, altogether 23 universities.
They are classified into two types according tartadmission conditions: 1) limited

admission universities (21 universities); and 2)eropadmission universities (2



universities). In this study, the participatingopa universities are limited admission

universities where the main office, Office of the$ldent, is situated.

e Typesof Academic Programs

Undergraduate programs (a bachelor's degree) tigaptiblic universities in
Thailand have recently offered could be classifiatb two types of academic
programs: regular programs - using Thai as the wmedof instruction - and
international programs - using English as the maadium of instruction. Nowadays,
among the 21 limited-admission public universiired hailand, 10 public universities
are offering international programs along with deguprograms (Weerathaworn,
2004) (See the Appendix 1 for the list of publiavensities offering international

programs).
e Fieldsof Study

“Fields of study” in this study are generally clifissl into two broad groups:
science-oriented and non-science-oriented. Theneetoriented field includes
Medicine, Dentistry, Veterinary Science, Pharmd&yblic Health, Nursing, Medical
Technology, Science, Environmental Science, FootenSe, Engineering, and
Architecture. The non-science-oriented field inesd  Business
Administration/Management, Economics, Political €pce, Sociology, Socio-
Anthropology, Law, Education, Arts/Liberal Arts, B® Communication, Social

Sciences and Humanities.
e Previous English Learning Experiences

“Previous English learning experiences” in thisdstare specially classified into

two groups: more experienced and less experiendda: classification is based on



the National Education Act of 1999, Thailand’s falmsystem of education. English
language learning is compulsory from Upper Primkeyel; i.e. Pathom Suksa 6.
That means children mostly formally learn Englighp@ximately 8 years before
starting at the tertiary level. However, it wouldt say that every primary school in
Thailand could follow this regulation, especialgmote area schools. The researcher,
therefore, divide English language learning expees into two groups: more
experienced (more than 8 year English learning);lass experienced (8 year English

learning or less) due to an attempt to cover mezstlers as many as possible.

1.3 Formal System of Education in Thailand

According to the National Education Act of 1999 ailnd’s formal system of
education is divided into two levels: basic edwmatand higher education, with

services provided through both public and privaets.
e Basic education covers:

I. 2 years of pre-primary in the forms of nursechaol or kindergarten, child care
centres or child development centres. This le¥adducation is not compulsory by
aiming to encouraging the preparation for younddecbn before entering primary

schools. The age range of children under thigyoayeis 3-5 years;
Il. 6 years of primary education which is compujsfar 6-11 year-old children; and

lll. 3 years for lower secondary (12-14 years of)agnd 3 years of upper secondary

(15-17 years of age).



e Higher education or tertiary education is offered umiversities, institutes,
colleges, and other types of specialized institutiolt is divided into two levels:

lower-than degree level and degree level.

|. Lower-than degree level or diploma level is nhgiffered by colleges and
institutes, public and private vocational colleges, well as colleges of physical
education, dramatic arts and fine arts. The mgjofi courses offered are associated

with vocational and teacher education. They rexiio years of study.

Il. Degree level programs take two years of stimlystudents who have already
completed diploma courses, and four to six yearstudy for those finishing upper
secondary education or equivalent courses. Tisé fiofessional qualification is a
Bachelor degree. Most Bachelor degrees take fearsyof study; however, some
fields such as medicine, dentistry, and veterirsmignces take six years. Figure 1.1

below summarizes the present system of educatidhaiand.
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Figure 1.1: The Formal System of Education in Thailand

Formal System of Education in Thailand

A 4

Basic Education

Pre-P*imary Pfimary Sec&ndary

- Nursery School/ - Pathom Suksa 1to 6 - Lower Secondary
Kindergarten (6 Years: Ages 6-11) Matthayom Suksa 1 to 3
(2 Years: Ages 3-5) (3 Years: Agesl4)

- Upper Secondary
Matthayom Suksa 4 tq ¢
(3 Years: Ages 15-17

9)

v

Higher Education

|
v v

Lower-Than Degree Level/Diploma Level Degree élé¥achelor
Degree

(2 Years) (4-6 Years)

(The National Education Act, 1999)

1.4 English Language Teaching and Learningin the Thai Context

In the Thai educational system, generally Englssla icompulsory subject in
almost every educational level (Office of the Na#ib Education Commission,
2001/2002). The English courses recently offereti@tertiary level can be classified

into either one of the following categories (Infanasert, 2000):
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- General English courses dealing with general cdant#nEnglish in
everyday use for students in non-science-oriented af study such as

social sciences and humanities, education, arts; an

- Advanced English courses focusing on skill spdemlin English for
Academic Purposes (EAP) or English for Specific g@éges (ESP) for
science-oriented students e.g. medicine, scienta;nacy, engineering

students.

According to the official announcement regarding tholicy of English
teaching and learning at the tertiary level (Thenistry of Education, 2001), students
studying at the tertiary level or higher educatiwa generally required to take at least
four English courses (twelve credits in total); fleemer two English courses (six
credits) are English Foundation Courses 1 andlz latter two English courses (six
credits) are either EAP or ESP. The goals of tHese English courses cover two
areas in which students need to develop commuwécatimpetence in English: social
language and academic language. Each goal is dadpby standards. The
standards in goal 1 focus on using English to a@tisin personal and social
interaction tasks including addressing the sintiksi and differences between the
language and own culture relationship. The staredardyoal 2 concern with using
English to accomplish personal and academic taskisirther study, and to promote
life-long learning. Both goals specifically targéte use of learning strategies to
enhance the use of English for social and acadeuomposes. Upon meeting these
standards, students will develop language competaméunction in a basic range of

academic and social contexts.
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1.5 Research Objectives

The present investigation aims at identifying wlaaguage learning strategies
public university freshmen employ in learning Esfglias a Foreign Language (EFL)
in Thailand and clarifying how the investigated ightes (gender, fields of study,
previous language learning experiences, types afleic programs, and levels of
language proficiency) relate to such learning sgi@s students employ in learning
English. The specific aims of the present invedign are to examine:

1. To describe types of language learning strategt@shwrlhai public university

freshmen reported employing;

2. To examine the relationships between frequencytuaents’ reported use of
language learning strategies and the five indepandeiables, namely gender
of students, fields of study, previous languagenieg experiences, types of

academic programs, and levels of language profigieand

3. To investigate patterns of significant variationtire frequency of students’
reported strategy use at different levels with negfee to the five independent

variables as mentioned in (2) above.

1.6 The Expected Outcomes of the Present I nvestigation

In Thailand, for almost two decades, language lagretrategy research was
initiated in contrary to the ideas and recommeiodatiof Stern (1983) and Cohen
(1998), that call for more studies dealing withedationship between factors (e.qg.,
social factors, learners’ individual charactersti@ttitudes, motivation, teachers’

instructional processes, and an educational cgngearbng many others) and how
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these factors contribute to language learners’stats to employ their language
learning strategies in acquiring the target languatylost of studies conducted with
Thai EFL learners have documented language learsiregegies in striving for
academic success (e.g. Kaotsombut, 2003; Lappaganwi®98; Ounwattana, 2000;
Ratchadawisitikul, 1986). It is evident that atasr series of variables heavily
focused on language learning strategies used messitil and unsuccessful students.
Only a few studies have given some attention toesofithose factors such as gender,
learning styles, learners’ perceptions of the Usefis of strategies, English learning
experiences, and fields of study that can conteiltot learners’ language learning
strategy use in relation to EFL proficiency (Infamasert, 2003; M.Ratanaphon, 1998;

Torut, 1994).

The present investigation, therefore, aims to fll&tern’'s (1983) and
Cohen’s (1998) suggestions, by identifying whatglaage learning strategies Thai
public university freshmen employ in learning Esbliand clarifying how the
investigated variables (gender, fields of studygleage learning experiences, and
types of academic programs) relate to such learstrafegies students employ in
learning English, and their language proficiencsels.

Accordingly, the research study is important on teants. One, exploration
of language learning strategies in the Thai contespecially Thai public university
freshmen, has not been done before. Therefors, shidy will theoretically
contribute to the research done in the area ofgonrianguage teaching and learning
in Thailand. The result obtained and the conclusi@mached through this study may
add to the body of research done in the area efgnrlanguage learning strategies in

the global context. This is because it cannot Berasd that every particular strategy



14

will be useful in all cultural contexts. What maye lbeneficial in one cultural
environment may be considered to have a differifatiein another.

Additionally, the understanding of any existing thelationship between
language learning strategy use reported by Thaligubiversity freshmen and the
five variables including gender, fields of studgndguage learning experiences, types
of academic programs, and levels of language peofoy will invariably provide
insights to facilitate pedagogical implications fanstruction and curriculum
development in Thailand. First, learners of Erdgés a foreign language should learn
to recognize the strategies they are using anddsead to select more appropriate
techniques for the instructional environment. Sastid language learners may serve
as informants for students experiencing less sscretanguage learning regarding
strategies, techniques, and study skills. Throughitaring each other, students can
take an active part in not only learning but aleaching. Second, teachers should
become more aware of the learner strategies thatgtudents are (and are not) using
so that teachers can develop their teaching styldsstrategies to serve their students'
ways of learning. Third, teachers can help studétestify their current learning
strategies by means of a variety of data collecti@thods: surveys; one-on-one and
group interviews; diaries; think-aloud data or otheans. Fourth, language curricula,
materials and instructional approaches should purate diversified activities to
accommodate the various characteristics of theviddal learners found in the
foreign language classroom. In addition, use ofrgmpate learning strategies can
enable students to take responsibility for theimoarning by enhancing learner
autonomy, independence and self-direction (Dickinsb®987). These factors are

important because learners need to keep on leamian they are no longer in a
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formal classroom setting (Oxford and Crookall 1989)nlike most other
characteristics of the learner, such as aptitudgjvation, personality, and general
cognitive styles, learning strategies are teach@IMalley et al., 1985b; O’Malley
and Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990). Thus teachersegmtheir students learn quicker,
easier, and more effective by weaving learning tefyya training into regular

classrooms.

1.7 Summary

In this chapter, a description of the backgrounditefature in the field of
language learning strategies is given together Wighbackground in the context of
Thailand. This is followed with defining some texymsed in the present investigation
as well as reviewing the educational system andlifindanguage teaching and
learning in Thailand. The research objectivespresented, and finally the expected

outcomes of the study.



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND

RESEARCH ON LANGUAGE LEARNING STRATEGIES

2.1 Introduction and Purpose of the Chapter

In recent years, there has been a prominent shtliinithe field of language
learning and teaching over the last two decadels griéater emphasis being put on
learners and learning rather than on teacherseauthing. In parallel to this new shift
of interest, how learners process new informatiod what kinds of strategies they
employ to understand, learn or remember the infoomahas been the primary
concern of the researchers dealing with the aredoddign language learning.
Research into language learning strategies begidue ih960s. In most of the research
on language learning strategies, the primary conbas been on "identifying what
good language learners report they do to learncanseor foreign language, or, in
some cases, are observed doing while learningandear foreign language.” (Rubin
and Wenden 1987: 19).

The notion of the ‘good language learners’/learrstrgtegies in the history of
language learning strategy studies emerged from‘gbst-methods’ era (Brown,
2002: 5), in which attention has shifted from teaghand learning processes and the

contributions of the individual teacher to languéggrning and teaching pedagogy.
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The factors which have led to this shift are:

1. a general shift of perspective among methodstiegnd researchers from
focusing on teachers and instruction towaedsriers and learning
processes (Lassard-Clouston, 1997);

2. a broadening of theories of language learningdorporate insights not
only from applied linguistics, but also fromgeutive psychology
(O’'Malley and Chamot, 1990); and

3. a broadening of the overall goals of languagering to include a
contextual dimension of the study of languagernieg strategies

(Coleman, 1991; Holliday, 1994; Stern, 1983).

As in the early studies, researchers tended to ristkeof strategies and other
features presumed to be essential for all "goodela?ners." Rubin (1975) suggests
that the good L2 learner is a willing and accurgtesser; have a strong drive to
communicate; are often uninhibited; dare to mak&takies; focus on form by looking
for patterns and analyzing; take advantage ofraltfice opportunities; monitor their
speech as well as that of others; and pay attetdioneaning. Naiman et al. (1975),
for example, made a list of strategies used byessfal L2 learners, adding that they
learn to think in the language and address thectaffe aspects of language
acquisition.

The types of strategies used by different learmerdifferent contexts, i.e.
learning English as a foreign language (EFL), ardeng English as a second
language (ESL), vary due to different factors, swsh stage of learning, task
requirements, teacher expectations, age, gendevnakty/ethnicity, general learning

style, personality traits, motivation level, andrgmse for learning the language
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(Oxford, 1990). Of all the learner factors, theat&inship between the use of language
learning strategies and success in mastering ademdoreign language has been the
focus of considerable research over the past tweadks (Oxford, 1989; Rubin,
1987).

This chapter mainly focuses on a review of reldiggtature in language
learning strategies in order to locate the presewestigation in the context of
previous research. Besides, the knowledge basedwbizh the present study is built
is presented in terms of a brief discussion about previous educational researchers
variedly defined, characterized, and classifiedjleage learning strategies. This is
followed by a review of related literature and wsé works on language learning
strategies that have been conducted in other aeanéind Thailand in light of the
focal points of the studies, participants, methofislata collection and analyses, as
well as brief findings and results. The chaptercdbss a summary of the analysis of
those research works in a chronological orderistaftom the mid 1970s towards the
early of 2000s. At the end of the chapter, theithical framework for the present

investigation is presented.

2.2 A Shift to an Emphasis on Learners and LearningProcesses

The view of “learners as individuals” with regard tanguage learning
strategies has been emphasized in TESOL. The tadanges in TESOL methods
is the result of this greater leaner-centred emphassecond language teaching and
learning. Innovation in the language teaching fieldthe late 1980s and 1990s,
therefore, has been stimulated by a particular @anéor the individual’'s language

learning process (Larson-Freeman, 2000). Over ¢aesy methods and approaches to
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the teaching and learning of L2 have continuoubnged (for instance the grammar-
translation method, the audio lingual method, tbmmunicative approach). These
changes provide a methodology based on activitieehwvsought to stimulate and
replicate the authentic use of language, now adivara learner rather than teacher-
based view of learning. For example, in the commratnze approach, learners are
implicitly encouraged to take greater responsipifdr their own learning (Oxford,
Crookall, and Lavine, 1989). This differs from thephasis in the previous methods
and approaches (the grammar-translation methodhenaudio lingual method) which
has typically been on how teachers teach, withtively little attention paid to how
learners learn. This illustrates how attention ¢tafted from teachers to learners.
The change of focus in applied linguistics alsaultesl in less emphasis on
teaching and teaching, but greater emphasis ondesaand learning. This change in
ideas about language teaching and learning overdeeades originally focused on
‘affect’ — emotional aspects of learning, whichlueinced learning processes, so-
called ‘humanistic approaches’ (Stevick, 1990) <irsg language learning as a
process of self-fulfilment, rather than the behavist approaches (Lightbown and
Spada, 1999) — which saw language learning andlaj@went as derived from the
result of the formation of habits on a stimulugd@sse/reinforcement basis. In the
humanistic approaches (post-audiolingualism), le@rand social interaction began
to be considered. The techniques of these appesaaimphasize the need to engage
with learners’ emotions and feelings along withglirstic knowledge and behavioural
skills (Richards and Rodgers, 2001). This in trgguires the teacher to focus on

such aspects as ‘learning to learn’, studying skilid generally to guide learners
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towards attaining a greater degree of autonomycoflting to Rubin (1987),

“...there was a growing interest in defining how fesns can

take charge of their own learning and clarifyingvteachers

can help students become more autonomous.” (p.15)

In line with the significant shift to greater leareentred emphasis in second
language teaching and learning, learners are rezagyas individuals who are active
participants, not passive recipients of knowledgehe learning process. This view
of language learning, which allowed for the podgibpf learners taking deliberate
actions to control their own learning, and achiauwonomy by the use of learning
strategies has been researched and promoted gyedadators in the field of applied
linguistics such as Rubin (1975), Stern, (19753 &miman et al. (1975). They
aimed at discovering how learners employ languagening strategies to actively
promote their own learning. Their research workd ddocus on what good language
learners do in the process of learning a targgjuage. These works were known as
“Good Language Learner” (GLL) studies which ingian interest in many language
researchers to continuously work at studying theeaement of successful language
learners (e.g. Halbach, 2000; Wharton, 2000; Lint2@01; Bremner, 1999; Gan,
Humphreys, and Hamp-Lyons, 2004; Lengkanawati, 266d Su, 2005) in terms of
language learning strategies.

Responding to an awareness that language learnatgges are, for example,
“an extremely powerful learning tool” (O’'Malley, @mot, Stewner-Manzanares,
Kupper and Russo, 1985a:43), or special ways to psotgormation that enhance
comprehension, learning, or the retention of infation (O’'Malley and Chamot,
1990), a study on “good language learners” hasstiy&ted how strategies affect

language learning in the formal learning settifithe attempts to describe the ‘good
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language learners’ aim to serve the ultimate objedaf better language teaching and
learning, and the main concern must be learningoms — or so called L2

competence’, or L2 proficiency (Naiman et al., 1975

2.3 Language Learning Strategies in the View of Caifive

Psychology

Language learning strategy research initiated vitlo main theoretical
assumptions: 1) some students are more succesdédraing language than others;
and 2) this differential success rate is attribigaio the varying strategies which
different learners bring to the task (Griffiths a@pdrr, 2001). From these assumptions,
which views that students are able to consciouslpeénce their own learning, and
enhance the effectiveness of their own learning,lélarning of language becomes a
cognitive process, similar to any other kind ofrfeag in many ways (McLaughlin,
1978). This is likely to be opposed to the Beharist view of Skinner (1957), who
believes that language development is the resulh skt of habits. Behaviourism
Knowledge is the product of interaction with thevieonment through stimulus-
response conditioning. Learners, in this view, raseall to readily transfer the habits
they had mastered in the classroom to communicatside it (Larsen-Freeman,
2000). Language learning strategy, however, opgralongside with another theory
of language learning acquisition, i.e. cognitivedty.

The cognitive theory began in the early 1970s duéhé limitations of the
Behaviourist view (Larsen-Freeman, 2000). In tbgnitive theory, learning is an
active and constructive process in which learnbemselves select and organize

informational input step by step with relation teetinput of their prior knowledge,
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then retain what is important, and finally reflemt the outcome of their learning
efforts through experience and practice (Chamoalgt1993). The emphasis on
human cognition led to the establishment of ther@oge Approach (Celce-Murcia,
1991 in Larsen-Freeman, 2000). Given the compésxiand intricacies of mental
processes involved in language learning, secomglkege learning is considered as a
complex cognitive skill (Rausch, 1998). In keepingth this perception, past
researchers (e.g. Rubin, 1975 and Wenden, 1985¢vbethat these cognitive
processes can be identified through the specifiategfy uses of good language
learners. The strategies employed by those learasr identified and then are
suggested for unsuccessful language learners téy apporder to make them
successful in learning languages. Most of languagehers’ time, therefore, might
be profitably spent in learning strategy trainingorder to improve learners’ learning
effectiveness (Wenden, 1985).

With an application of the cognitive theory in tfield of second language
acquisition, O’Malley and Chamot (1990) proposeiewthat language learning is
the complex and conscious process. Additionalli¥aley and Chamot (1990) note
that, in the cognitive theory ‘individuals are saad“process” information, and the
thoughts involved in this cognitive activity arefewed to as “mental process.”
Language learning strategies, therefore, are dp@aigs to process information that
enhance comprehension, learning, or retention efitfiormation (O’Malley and
Chamot, 1990). Similarly to O’'Malley and Chamotekden (1987) highlights the
fact that the theory and research on the natuneird in the field of cognitive science

have provided theoretical input for examining hearhers learn target languages.
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2.4 Language Learning Strategies with More Emphasison a

Contextual Dimension

Despite the interesting insights provided by theerditure dealing with
strategies, in which most of the language learsingtegy studies, began to emerge in
the 1970s, has been carried out to recognize thporiance of strategy use of
language learning has long been recognized (e.tpr®x989, 1990; Rubin, 1975;
Stern 1975), the focus and methodological appraatia@e shed little light on how
contextual factors relate to learners’ use (or sehwf the known strategies. The
focus on effects of the relationship between learaed contextual factors on
language learning strategies has been turned thgpeore on learners’ interaction
with their environment, for example, in Coleman4&Q Holliday (1994), and Stern
(1983). This is because ‘language is not isol&t@a society’ (Stern, 1983: 241).

According to Coleman (1996) and Holliday (1994)e tinfluence of social
context on second language acquisition/learningstiengly emphasized. They
explain the social context as social forces withath the institution and the wider
community outside the classroom, and which in tunffuence the way in which
people, i.e. social interaction between teacherl@achers, deal with each other in the
classroom. To promote the concept of teacher-legranership, it is truly crucial to
seek for clear understanding on what really happertee classroom and between
teacher and students. The social context in wtgabhing and learning take place is
considered an important source of explanation lEsstoom phenomena.

Based on Holliday (1994), the classroom is desdrdmea micro social context
in the sense that what happens within the classnaflects, affects, and is affected

by the complex of influences and interests of maswoial context, i.e. the host
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educational environment (consisting the host cgtsitministry of education, aid
agency, and other involved government institutiohsyestigating the micro context
to discover what happens between teacher and studdhbe through looking at the
macro context additionally, that is, the wider sbeelationships between classroom
participants and influences from outside the ctawsr.

In conclusion, language learning strategy reseezghrding ‘good language
learners’ is partially responded to the main tre@idchanges in second language
teaching and learning. The study of language iegristrategies employed by
good/successful language learners is linked to itegrpsychology in the theory of
second language acquisition/learning, as well asdalimension of language learning
context. Language learning strategy studies, i $einse, seem to capture more the
emphasis which is placed not only on the learnersthe actively participating
individuals in the process of learning whereby theg their own thinking process, or
cognition to discover the roles of the languagey thequire and of language learning
strategy choice they make, but also particular resfees to learners’ language
learning success that will vary according to theeeithat they take part in their L2

learning program.

2.5 Definitions and Classifications of Language Leaing Strategies

2.5.1 Working Definition of Language Learning Straegies in this Study

Before describing how to define and classify lamgu#arning strategies of
the study, it is important to clarify the argumemfizen by some scholars (e.g.
Dornyei, 2005) regarding the existence and signitearof language learning

strategies. In his book,dnyei (2005) proposes the new perspective dealiitly w
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language learning strategies; that is, learningtetiies are extremely ambiguous
phenomena, and the nature of the language leacomgept does not exist. Therefore,
a shift is proposed to use the term ‘self-reguietianstead of language learning
strategies.

From this perspective, it would rather say thah@lgh there is no definite
agreement about term, definition, and classificatd language learning strategies,
they do exist, together with their influence on@et language acquisition has been
acknowledged (citing the papers of, Cole, Bated, MacWhinney, Wode, Winitz in
Winitz (ed), 1981, in Wenden and Rubin, 1987). tikermore, using the term ‘self-
regulations’ instead of ‘language learning stragegiseems impractical. Since in
applied linguistics research, it appears that megjfslations are part of language
learning strategies. In Vygotsky’s theory, seljukation is “the process of planning,
guiding, and monitoring one’s own attention and &wbur” (citing Berk and
Winsler, 1995: 171 in Oxford, 2003). The term fgelgulations’, in this sense, does
not seem broader than language learning strategiesupported in Oxford (2003),

“Planning, guiding, and monitoring oneself, alongth

organizing and evaluating one’s own learning, al&ectively

known as ‘metacognitive learning strategies,’ tHolMygotsky

did not use the term ‘strategies’.” (p.86)

Self-regulations, therefore, have been identifisdaasubset of language learning
strategies known as metacognitive strategies —latgn of cognition or executive
control of self-management through processes asniplg, monitoring, and
evaluating — as identified in the recent classiftoas of language learning strategies

(e.g. O’'Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, Ruasa, Kuipper, 1985a; Oxford,

1990; Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons, 1990).
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Although, the term, definition, classification, andaracteristics of language
learning strategies have been one of the fundamprdgblems that continued to be
stressed in the early studies, this problem has bre#y considered, and there is no
definite agreement for defining and terming andssifging language learning
strategies. This is because different definitiohsanoguage learning strategies have
been proposed largely according to a variety oftexds. As O’Malley, Chamot,
Stewner-Manzanares,udper and Russo (1985a) put it this way,

“[T]here is no consensus on what constitutes anlegrstrategy

in second language or how these differ fraheotypes of

learner activities...even with the group of actistimost often

referred to as learning strategies, there is cenalide confusion

about definitions of specific strategies and atibathierarchic

relationship among strategies.” (p.22)

Additionally, Dornyei (2005) states, “...we cannot offer a watertigefinition of
‘learning strategies’.” (p.166)

Although such issues previously highlighted by Ol et al. (1985a) and
Dornyei (2005) are concerned, it is really necesdaryry to define and classify
language learning strategies in the present studyder to frame the focal point of
the study. While doing that, the study does nianapt to propose a new definition or
classification to add in the collection of recemmdguage learning strategy definition
and classification. Besides, listing all availaldefinitions or classifications of
language learning strategies does not mean talimdbest definition or classification
that everybody agrees upon. Instead, it seekgpmme key terms and aspects from

the existing definitions and classifications, whare of direct relevance to the current

study.
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The process of exploring the concept of languagenleg strategies from
recent definitions is approached before arrivinthatworking definition of the study.
As Ellis (1994) suggests, one of the most suitapproaches to defining language
learning strategies is to try to list their mairadcteristics. To do so, reviewing the
recent definitions of language learning strategame way to facilitate the process of
defining the term of language learning strategrethis study. The following list of

definitions is provided in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1: Definitions of Language Learning Strategs

Researcher Definition

Language learning strategies have been defined as...

Bialystok [M]ethods operated in the model of second languagming
(1978: 76) to exploit available information to increase thefmiency of
second language learning.

Stern [P]articular forms of observable learning behavjomore or

(1983: 405) less consciously employed by the learner.

Weinstein and [T]he behaviours and thoughts that a learner ergyamgduring

Mayer (1986: 315) learning that are intended to influence the leasnencoding
process.

Chamot (1987: 71) [T]echniques, approaches or eelile actions that students
take in order to facilitate the learning and recall both
linguistic and content area information.

Wenden (1987: 6)  [L]anguage learning behavioursnkra actually engage in to
learn and regulate the learning of a second larguaghat
they know about the strategies they use...what theywk
about aspects of their language learning other ttie:
strategies they use.
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Table 2.1 (contd): Definitions of Language LearningStrategies

Researcher Definition

Language learning strategies have been defined as...

Wenden and Rubin [T]he behaviours and thought processes that lesuuss in the

(1987: 19) process of learning including any sets of operaticsteps,
plans, routines used by the learner to facilithte @btaining,
storage, retrieval, and use of information.

Oxford [S]pecific actions taken by the learner to makeneey easier,
(1990:8) faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, mofecéfe, and
more transferable to new situations.

Maclintyre [T]he techniques and tricks that learners use tdkemthe
(1994: 185) language easier to master.
O’Malley and [T]he special thoughts or behaviours that individuase to

Chamot (1995: 1) help them comprehend, learn, or retain new infoionat

Ellis (1997: 76-77) [Plarticular approaches or taghes that learners employ to
try to learn L2. They can be behavioural (for epém
repeating new words aloud to help you remember }ham
they can be mental (for example, using the linguistr
situational context to infer the meaning of a neardy.

Cohen [L]earning processes which are consciously seletiedhe

(1998: 4) learner. The element of choice is important hexeabse this
is what gives a strategy its special charactereséhare also
moves which the learner is at least partially anaftesven if
full attention is not being given to them.

Brown [S]pecific attacks that are made on a given probldihey are
(2000: 122-127) moment-by-moment techniques employed to solve prosl
passed by second language input and output.

Weinstein, [Alny thoughts, behaviours, beliefs, or emotionattfacilitate
Husman, and the acquisition, understanding, or later transfdr new
Dierking knowledge and skills.

(2000: 727)
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The following list characterizes how the term ‘laage learning strategies’
has been used in the recent studies to be condidetee present study. Language
learning strategies:

e are steps taken and generated by language leamerscess, store,
and retrieve information;

e are approaches/ techniques/tricks employed dueaming to develop
language competence in the learners’ languages;skill

e are strategies that could be transferred from anguage or language
skill to another;

¢ involve information, knowledge, and language tasks;

e allow learners to become self-directed, and effecti

e are employed either consciously, or unconsciously;

e are a choice/a desire for learning control on e pf the learner;

e are observable (behaviours, steps, techniqueg, atd. unobservable
(thoughts or mental process).

If looking again at the mentioned definitions ofdmage learning strategies,
we can see that the original ‘working definitiorf the present study is emerged in
consistence with the following four concepts:

(1) conscious behaviours or thought processes usgarforming learning
actions, (2) whether observable (behaviours dnrtiggies) or unobservable
(thoughts or mental process), or both, that (3)i podlic university freshmen
themselves reported generating and making use oénttance their L2

learning (4) in the classroom and in a free leaysituation.

To test the original definition with the light offeer scholars’ work, each of its
four parts will be taken in turn and consideredare@ng a historical perspective by

looking at different definitions over time.
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1. Language learning strategies as conscious behawis or thought processes
used in performing learning actions

The notions of ‘behaviours and thought processes’ identified by other
authors’ understandings of the terms. Followingetamples of definitions in which
language learning strategies are referred to aasviomlrs and thought processes:

“[T]he special thoughts or behaviours that indinattuuse to

help them comprehend, learn, or retain new infoionat

O’Malley and Chamot (1995)1

“[T]he behaviours and thoughts that a learner eagag

during learning that are intended to influenceléaner’s

encoding process.”

Weinstein and Mayer (1986: 315)

“[A]ny thoughts, behaviours, beliefs, or emotidhat facilitate

the acquisition, understanding, or later transfereav knowledge

and skills.”

Weinstein, Husman, and Dierking (2000: 727)

“[T]he behaviours and thought processes that leamnse in the

process of learning including any sets of operatigteps, plans,

routines used by the learner to facilitate the ioibtg, storage,

retrieval, and use of information.”

Wenden and Rubin (1987: 19)

These definitions capture the elements and theosespof language learning
strategies. It can be seen that language leartiatggies are indicated as the specific
behaviours and thoughts taken by the learners twalie conscious in order for them
to be termed to be strategies. Chamaipper, and Impink-Hernandez (1987) believe
that when learners employ strategies without cansciawareness, those strategies

can no longer to be considered to be strategiageeing with Chamot et al. (1987),

Cohen (1995) expresses the same idea with his awasw
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“If a learner’s behaviour is totally unconscioustlsat

the given learner is not able to identify anwatsgies

associated with it, then the behaviour would sinigy

referred to as a process, not a strategy.” (p.3)
Similarly, Brown (2000) refers a process to therahgeristics of unconscious learning
behaviours as those performed by all humans of abmtelligence. Oxford (1995),
in addition, stresses consciousness as an impoctdetion for strategies: “the
strategy concept has been applied to ...situatiohgrevit has come to mean a plan,
step, or conscious action towards achievement oblgeactive” (Oxford, 1995: 8).
Language learning strategies in Oxford (1990); &venden (1987) are linked to
language learning behaviours that contribute tenieg both directly and indirectly.
Direct contribution to learning means what learngosto control and/or transform
incoming knowledge about the language e.g. guessiegning from context or
outlining a reading to retrieve and use the leknowledge. Indirect contribution to
learning, on the other hand, means how learnersheselimited linguistic repertoire
to communicate e.g. using gestures and what thep doeate opportunities to learn
and use the language such as watching English siovimeeting foreign friends. To
summarize, terming language learning strategi¢isnsense will particularly specify
as being conscious behaviours and thoughts thatiloote directly and indirectly to
L2 learning process.
2. Language learning strategies as observable or abservable, or both

Referring to the definitions by different researshet can be seen that there

are some discussions as to distinguish whetheuageylearning strategies are to be
perceived of as observable behaviours or mentalegses that are unobservable or as

both (Ellis, 1994). Examples of this discussioe dlustrated in Oxford (1989),
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Nunan (1991), and Carver (1984). Oxford consideeslanguage learning strategies
as observable behaviours whereas Nunan sees thaendsl processes, which means
that they are unobservable and Carver (1984) cerssithat language learning
strategies as overt and implicit forms of behawoure. both observable and
unobservable.

Following Carver (1984) and Ellis (1994), the resbars of the language
learning strategy investigations (e.g. Stern, 1898nden, 1987) have seen language
learning strategies as behaviours or thought psesethat underline the performing of
learning actions, whether observable (behaviourgechniques) or unobservable
(thoughts or mental process). This is because strategies are behavioural while
others are mental (Ellis, 1994; Wenden, 1987). Thoisie strategies are directly
observable e.g. asking a question, while othersnatesuch as making a mental
comparison. So, the second aspect of languageirgastrategy definition in this
study covers language learning behaviours which both observable and
unobservable.

3. Language learning strategies in the Thai publianiversity context
“Any particular culture of learning will have iteots
in the educational, and more broadly, culturalitrexs of
the community or society in which it is located.”
(Cortaand Jin, 1996: 169)

The reason why the language learning context isrtakto consideration as
one key aspect in the definition of the currentlgtis to gain a better understanding
of how the Thai cultural dimension influences whappens in public university EFL

classrooms. To do so, the study tries to considexr lthe learning context is
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experienced and interpreted by the individual legrand what influence the learning
context has on learners’ language learning anddhéditions of learning.

Learning does not happen in isolation. The legrnpmocess cannot be
separated from the activities through which knogkds developed or the cultural
context in which these activities take place (Brpv@ollins and Dugild, 1989;
Oxford, 1996). As such it can be seen that culaue learning activities work as a
whole influencing and informing each other (Brown at. 1989; Oxford, 1996).
Brown et al. (1989) further argue that educatioaetivities in a given context are
formed by its culture, and their meanings and psegoare socially constructed.
Social and cultural differences have been consitlanel explored by researchers and
it is understood that classroom practices whickeceflearners’ perceptions toward
language and language learning, are embedded sothiecultural context (Coleman,
1996).

Research in language learning strategies has lomgegl to the sociocultural
context in which learners operate. The learneu#fucal background affects their
language learning strategy choices (Levine, Reaed,Leaver, 1996; Oxford, 1996,
Oxford and Nyikos, 1989; Politzer and McGroarty,829 Rubin, 1975). Those
studies done in various parts of the world (e.g. tmited States of America, Japan,
Israel) show that learners’ language learning etratchoice positively correlate with
their cultural backgrounds. In this study, therefdifferences in language learning
experiences are also considered as an importanteatethat contributes to the

learners’ language learning strategy use.
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4. Language learning strategies in the classroom dnn a free learning situation
When considering the features of language learsiragegies that have been

recognized by a number of researchers in the @ieldnguage learning strategy study
(e.g. Chesterfield and Chesterfield, 1985; Naimaralg 1975; O’'Malley et al.,
1985a), it can be seen that language learningegiest have principally been
identified under classroom-based processes. WAdthothese classroom-based
learning strategies give some insight into whatgiof language learning strategies
are in learners’ repertoires as well as the leatnerasons for using them in the
classroom setting, “descriptive work on strategg ims cooperative learning settings
or in nonclassroom environments also needs att&nt{®@'Malley and Chamot, 1990:
224). Chaudron (1988) also points out that

“...an important area of research on language legrnas been

concerned with the cognitive operations that le@apply

while in classrooms and other learning situatich.109)

Researchers in the area of language learning gieateften mention out-of-

class strategies in general, but they are hardhioesd in any depth (Pickard, 1996).
Naiman et al. (1975), for example, identify the tiae task approach’ whereby
learners involve themselves actively in a numbediierent ways. These include
adding related language learning activities torthegular classroom input such as
reading in the foreign language, listening to tapethe car, listening to the news,
reading novels in L2, and writing to pen-friendsHowever, there is some research
work (e.g. Intaraprasert, 2000) attempting to hgjttl the importance of the out-of-
class strategies employed by EFL learners outhielelassroom. Intaraprasert (2000:
102-103) shows another way to explore languagenéesr use of learning strategies

according totheir being used in order to achieve particular language learning
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purposes, either classroom-related or classroom independent. This precise nature of
the language learning activities undertaken bynlear outside the classroom provides
some insight of how the language learning stragegiecompass student-initiated
activities. So, the fourth aspect in the defimtmf language learning strategies, here,
should be viewed in a broader sense with a deapdgratanding by covering those
generated and used by language learners in botbrtinal and informal settings.

In conclusion, based on the review of the recesfindions of language
learning strategies provided by other scholars, viloeking definition of language
learning strategies in the present study remaic@nabination of four key aspects. In
the first aspect, language learning strategies tefeonscious behaviours or thought
processes which lead to learning actions. Thessatous behaviours or thought
processes can be either observable (behavioursamitues) or unobservable
(thoughts or mental process). In addition, it @wpeto be rather an incomplete
definition with ignoring the concepts of how and ylearning context and social
interaction have a major impact on learners’ lagguigarning strategy use. Hence,
language learning experiences in Thai public usitercontext is considered as one
element associating with EFL learners to genetsté thoices of language learning
strategy use while learning their L2. Finally, dalage learning environment in terms
of classroom setting and free learning setting nstlzer concept that should be
included in the belief that it does seem have seffext on L2 learning. Learners’
language learning strategy use, in this sense,apipbvaries according to the

language learning situations.
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2.5.2 Classification Systems of Language Learningr&tegies
It is evident that not only how to define langudgarning strategies remains

guestioned in the field of language learning sg@® but also how to classify them is
apparently unanswered, according to Oxford (1990):

“[T]here is no complete agreement on exactly whattsgies

are; how many strategies exist; how they shoulddfmed,

demarcated, and categorized; and whether it iver will be -

possible to create a real, scientifically validéerarchy of

strategies...Classification conflicts are inevitab(p.17)
This results from the fact that using differenttenin and systems in defining and
classifying language learning strategies causamsistencies, and mismatches across
existing taxonomies and other categories (Cohe®3YLEllis (1994) underscores that
language learning strategy has been classifiedwsli according to researchers’ own
experiences. In other words, classification systeinsgnguage learning strategies
have been derived as the result of the particudatiqipants that the researchers
worked with, the setting, and the researchers’ iqdar interests. Therefore,
individual researchers have their own classificat8ystems of language learning
strategies, which are derived from their direct exignces; i.e. their personal
experiences (e.g. Stern 1983, and 1992), the uateling discovered from their own
language learning strategy investigations (e.ginSi®75, 1983, 1992, Rubin 1975,
1981, O’'Malley and Chamot 1990, Oxford 1990, Coleni®91, and Intaraprasert
2000), or their indirect experiences; i.e. theioktedge and understanding expanded
from reviewing other researchers’ works and theo(iubin 1975, 1981, Stern 1983,
1992, Carver 1984, and Ellis and Sinclair 1989).

In the present study, what language learning egres employed by the

population of the study; that is, language learrmstigitegy use of Thai university
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freshmen, and how to classify their language legristrategies are now unanswered.
This is because it truly depends on the prelimindaya that is provided by the
interview data in the process of research instrardesign. This process includes two
phases: Phase 1 (gaining the interview data torgenée questionnaire); and Phase
2 (generating the questionnaire after analyzingritexview data from Phase 1).

Nonetheless, if the researcher has to classifyulagg learning strategies at the
moment, based on the extensive review of literatatassifications of language
learning strategies would probably be grouped imto main groups according to
language learning settings: 1) language learniragegjies employed inside classroom
setting; and 2) those employed outside classroottnge This classification is
derived from the personal justification after pugtiall of the language learning
strategies of the recent classifications in thes lisgether. The classifications include
Stern (1975, 1983, 1992) Rubin (1975, 1981), Cai\i®84), Ellis and Sinclair
(1989), O’'Malley and Chamot (1990), Oxford (199@Joleman (1991), and
Intaraprasert (2000). It can be noticed that laggulearning strategies employed
through various operations can be broadly dividded formal and informal settings
that language learners use in order to make sdrmsensanage their own learning in
both formal and informal settings. Instead of liogkat the lists of language learning
strategies by different researchers only, we shal#b consider how they carried out
their investigations in various learning contextghwdifferent language learners in
different settings.

What follows is a summary of language learningtstya classifications which

have been proposed by eight researchers namely Gter5, 1983, 1992) Rubin
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(1975, 1981), Carver (1984), Ellis and Sinclair§2p O’Malley and Chamot (1990),
Oxford (1990), Coleman (1991), and Intarapras€y0(2.

2.5.2.1 Language Learning Strategy ClassificationybStern (1975, 1983,
1992)

One of the earliest classifications was provideddmg of the pioneering
researchers in the field of language learning esias, Stern (1975, 1983). Stern
(1975) has drawn up a list of ten strategies ofdglamguage learners, derived from
three main sources which include: 1) his interdreh of language competence and
the three main problems of second language acguisi?) his experience as a teacher
and learner; and 3) his review of the literaturéaofyjuage learning.

The ten language learning strategies that markgood language learners
proposed by Stern (1975: 304-318, 1983: 289-41&) ar

1. Planning strategy
- A personal learning style or positive learningtgies
2. Active strategy
- An active approach to the learning task
3. Empathetic strategy
- A tolerant and outgoing approach to the targagleage and empathy
with its speakers
4. Experimental strategy
- A methodical but flexible approach, developing tlew language into an
ordered system and revising this system progrdgsive
5. Formal strategy
- Technical know-how about to tackle a language
6. Semantic strategy
- Constantly searching for meaning
7. Practice strategy
- Willingness to practice
8. Communication strategy
- Willingness to use the language in real camication
9. Monitoring strategy
- Self-monitoring and critical sensitivity language use
10. Internalization strategy
- Developing the target language more and more ssparate reference
system and learning to think in it
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In Stern’s classification system, he has initimlhawn up a list of ten learning
strategies of good language learners. These gigatare derived on the basis of the
idea that “learning strategies” refer to tenden@esharacteristics of the approach
employed by the language learners, they have beesidered as particular forms of
observable learning behaviour, more or less coosbio Language learning
strategies, therefore, are considered as langeagedrs’ conscious choices.
After proposing the list of ten learning strategialmost a decade later, Stern
(1992) reclassifies them into five main categooétanguage learning strategies that
good language learners are likely to employ for ameing effective language
learning. Language learning strategies in his \adlaw language learners to become
more self-directed. Requiring effective languagghing, many aspects are probably
involved, not only the cognitive, but also the affee. Therefore, language learning
strategies are classified by dividing into five maategories (Stern, 1992:262-266):
1. Management and planning strategies
- Learner’s intention to direct one’s own leag

2. Cognitive strategies
- Steps or operations used in learning or groldolving that require direct
analysis, transformation, or synthesis of leaymaterials

3. Communicative-experiential strategies

- Techniques used to keep conversation geimg,using circumlocution,
gesturing, paraphrasing, or asking for reatiand explanation

4. Interpersonal strategies

- Self-monitoring and self-evaluation
5. Affective strategies

- Influence of attitudes, emotions, motivatiand personality
2.5.2.2 Language Learning Strategy ClassificationybRubin (1975, 1981)
Another pioneering researcher in the field of lamge learning strategies,

Rubin (1975: 41-50, 1981: 117-131) also puts agamu compiling inventories of the

learning strategies that learners were observagéoor reported using in acquiring
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knowledge. From conducting interviews with secamaguage students, she proposes
that there are two major types of learning str&ggontributing directly or indirectly
to language learning. Rubin’s two-part classificatof language learning strategies
consists of six general strategies which may couate directly to the language
learning process, and two strategies which mayribarté indirectly to the language
learning process.

- Direct strategies

1. Clarification/verification
e.g. asking for an example of how to use a padrcword or
expression.

2. Guessing/inductive inferencing
e.g. using clues from other items in the sentemcage, or key words
in a sentence to guess.

3. Deductive reasoning
e.g. inferring grammatical rules by analogy, or upiog words
according to similarity of endings.

4. Practice
e.g. experimenting with new words in isolation amg@ontext, or using
mirror for practice

5. Memorization
e.g. taking notes of new items with or without seahd definitions

6. Monitoring
e.g. correcting error in own/other's pronunciatiompcabulary,
spelling, grammar, and style

- Indirect strategies

1. Create opportunities for practice
e.g. initiating conversation with fellow studendther/native speaker,
or creating situation with natives in order to fgtest/practice

2. Production tricks
(related to communication focus/drive, motivatigegortunity for
exposure), e.g. using circumlocution and paraphi@get message
across, or repeating sentence or further underisigind

Under her definition of language learning strategtbe techniques or devices
which a learner may use, Rubin classifies languegming strategies into two main

general categories according to strategy functiodisect strategies — direct

contribution of process to learning; and indiretategies — indirect contribution of
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process to learning. From the overall picture @ tiwo-part classification, it can be
noticed that most of the strategies tend to incladenmunication strategies rather
than focus only on either formal language learnitgide the classroom or informal
language learning outside the classroom. This isomtroversial inclusion since
language learning strategies are seen by someasstad two separate manifestations
of language learner behaviour. Brown (1980: 80y, ihstance, draws a clear
distinction between language learning strategiescammunication strategies on the
grounds that “communication is the output modaltyd learning is the input
modality.” Brown (1980: 118) also concedes that the arena of linguistic
interaction, it is sometimes difficult...to distinghi between the two.” Ellis (1994:
530) echoes Brown’s (1980) idea that there is “asyeway of telling whether a
strategy is motivated by a desire to learn or arelds communicate.” This inability
to differentiate clearly between communication éartjuage learning strategies does
nothing to simplify the decision regarding what sldoor should not be included in
learning strategy taxonomies such as Rubin’s (1981)
2.5.2.3 Language Learning Strategy ClassificationybCarver (1984)
Expanding the research work of Selinker (1972) &adone (1978, 1980),
Carver (1984: 123-131) proposes that specific kxastrategies, or so call@ans in
his academic paper, can be divided as follows:
1. Strategies for coping with target language rules
e.g. generalization, transfer from L1, simplificatj reinterpretation,
hypercorrection, and elimination of register diffieces
2. Strategies for receiving performance
e.g. inferring from probability and knowledge oétivorld, checking by
rereading/asking for repetition/simplification/seliterpreting

confirmation, predicting from context clues, andntfying key terms
from frequency/knowledge of context/chance
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3. Strategies for producing performance
e.g. repeating sentences/key elements oneselflimgbdiscourse elements,
lifting elements of interlocutor's language — sewies/expressions/ideas,
rehearsing before production, monitoring receptibrmessage, and using
routines
4. Strategies for organizing learning
e.g. contacting with teachers or peers
In this classification system of learner strategie$Plans, Learner Strategies
and Self-Direction in Language Learning,” learngategies that are subdivided into
four categories include: 1) strategies for copintpwarget language rules are a set of
strategies which are neutral with regard to pradacand reception; 2) strategies for
receiving performance, it is a set of strategigsirap with the reception of language
performance; 3) strategies for producing perforreaae a set of strategies dealing
with how to produce language learning performancg eepeating oneself, or
rehearsing before production; and 4) strategiesofganizing learning, which are
related to the learners’ organization of the laagriask including repletion, cognition,
whole or part learning, concentrated on spacecdilegy together with cooperative
learning through social interaction. Additionallfzarver suggests that learner

strategies are either overt or convert behaviotwascious or unconscious, arising

directly from individual learning styles and habits

2.5.2.4 Language Learning Strategy ClassificationybEllis and Sinclair
(1989)

Based on O’Malley et al (1985b)’s taxonomy ideritity 26 strategies divided
into three categories: metacognitive (knowing aldeatning), cognitive (specific to

distinct learning activities), and social and commmation strategiesEllis and
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Sinclair (1989: 151-154) have classified languagariing strategies into four

categories:
1. Metacognitive strategies
e.g. advance organization, directed attentidectee attention, self-
management, advance preparation, self-monitodelgyed production,

self-evaluation, and self-reinforcemen
2. Cognitive strategies
e.g. repetition, resourcing, directed physieaponse, translation, grouping,
note-taking, deduction, recombination, imnrggauditory representation,
key word memorization, contextualizatiorgbalration, knowledge transfer,
inferencing, question for clarification

3. Social strategies
e.g. cooperative learning with otsieidents and teachers

4. Communication strategies
e.g. discussing or sharing ideas and experiencés other students or

teachers
In Ellis and Sinclair's classification system, nuignitive strategies
involve thinking about the learning process, plagnifor learning, monitoring
learning while it is taking place, or self-evalaati of learning after the task
completion. Cognitive strategies are the strategged to enhance comprehension,
acquisition, or retention, e.g. audio-recording aude-taking. Social strategies or
social interaction are employed to assist in th@m@hension, learning, or retention
of information, e.g. discussing and sharing ideas @xperiences with other students
and teachers. Communicative strategies are ttadegies used to cope with
difficulties in communicating in an imperfectly kwa second language, e.g. asking a
speaker to speak more clearly and slowly.
2.5.2.5 Language Learning Strategy Classification yo O’Malley and
Chamot (1990)
With a different point of view, O’'Malley and Cham(it995) view language
learning through the conscious process in learriragcognitive theory of learning.

They focus on theory development in second langaageisition that emerges from



44

cognitive psychology based on information procassiodel of learning developed
by Anderson (1980) who describes language as aitoagskill acquired through a
“three-stage process” with an implication of a ‘gwotion system”: the cognitive, the
associative, and the automatic stages. O’'Malleg &hamot have made a
comprehensive attempt to base language learniagegyr research on a cognitive
psychological framework. Linguistic theories ofceed language acquisition
maintain that “language is learned separately froognitive skills and operated
according to different principles from most learrtszhaviour (p.16). They suggest
that this view is not absolutely accurate and dusth be supplemented with a view to
include both cognitive and metacognitive levelssatond language learning. This
language learning strategies classification scherhieh is derived from student
interviews was developed to draw on the distinctionognitive psychology between
metacognitive and cognitive strategies with suppeletimg a third category,
social/affective strategies (O’Malley and Chamo8al9, 1988 and Chamot 1987).
Through the information-processing model on whibhirt research is based, three
major types of strategy are distinguished (O’Mabey Chamot, 1995: 119):
1. Metacognitive strategies
e.g. self-management, self-monitoring, self-evatuabdf learning after the
task completion
2. Cognitive strategies
e.g. repetition such as previewing the organiziogcept or principle , key
word, inferencing
3. Sociall/Affective strategies
e.g. cooperation, questioning for clarificationf-salk
O’Malley and Chamot (1990: 137-139) classify langidearning strategies
into three general categories which are: 1) metaitiog strategies, which are an

executive function and planning for monitoring aedaluating the success of a

learning task, e.g. self-management (being awar¢hefconditions that promote
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learning and trying to create those conditiondf;eenitoring (involving checking or
correcting one’s comprehension or production), -eefluation (assessing one’s
linguistic and communicative competence) of leagnafter the task completion; 2)
cognitive strategies, which are mental manipulabortransformation of materials or
tasks to enhance comprehension, acquisition, entieh, e.g. repetition (imitating a
language model aloud or silently), key word (remenmyg a target item by choosing
an L1 word which is acoustically similar to the nexrd and making mental images
linking it with the new word), inferencing (usindl available sources of information
to guess the meaning of unknown items and fill imssing parts); and 3)
social/affective strategies, which are social @&atéon used to assist in the
comprehension, learning, or retention of informatas well as mental control over
personal factors interfering with learning, e.goperation (working with fellow
students to compare notes, solve a language probteget feedback on a task),
guestioning for clarification (asking the teacheraonative speaker for repetition,
explanation and/or examples), self-talk (encourgginreassuring oneself about one’s
ability to perform a task by making positive stas).

2.5.2.6 Language Learning Strategy ClassificationypOxford (1990)

Similar to Rubin (1975, 1981), Oxford (1990) al$assifies language learning
strategies on the basis of strategy functions. fx{@990: 9) considers the aim of
language learning strategies as being oriented rtsvahe development of
communicative competence. Oxford (1990) proposes c¢htegorized language
learning strategies by questionnaire data. The dhvided language learning
strategies into two main categories: direct stiate{yorking with the language itself)

and indirect strategies (supporting direct straegith internal guide — self-directed
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learning). Oxford’s (1990: 17) taxonomy of langudgarning strategies is illustrated
in the following:

1. Direct strategies

1.1 Memory strategies
- Creating mental linkages such as grouping, imggdryming, and
structured

1.2 Cognitive strategies
- Practicing such as reasoning, analyzing, sumingrizand general
practicing

1.3 Compensation strategie@o compensate for limited knowledge)
- Guessing intelligently such as guessing meanfng® context in
reading and listening, and using synonyms and geEstto convey
meaning when the precise expression is unknown

2. Indirect strategies

2.1 Metacognitive strategies
- Centering/arranging/evaluating your learning hsas paying
attention, consciously searching for practice opputies, planning for
language tasks, self-evaluating one’s progresspanrdtoring errors

2.2 Affective strategies
- Relating to emotion and motivation such as agxietuction, self-
encouragement, and self-reward

2.3 Social strategies

- Interaction with others such as asking questi@esperating with
native speakers of the language, and becomingralijtaware

In Oxford’s classification system, metacognitiveastgies help learners to
regulate their learning. Affective strategies arencerned with the learner’s
emotional requirements such as confidence, whiteakatrategies lead to increase
interaction with the target language. Cognitivextelgies are the mental strategies
learners use to make sense of their learning, mesioategies are those used for
storage information, and compensation strategielp Hearners to overcome
knowledge gaps to continue the communication. Tlseseategories which underlie

the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (Slbayve been used by Oxford and

others for a great deal of research in the fieldaofjuage learning strategy studies.
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As stated in Ellis (1994), Oxford’s taxonomy is fpaps the most comprehensive
classification of learning strategies to date” 896

2.5.2.7 Language Learning Strategy ClassificationypColeman (1991)

Coleman (1991: 48-50) has another idea in clasgfyflearning strategies,
particularly learning language in the setting ofjaclasses. “Strategies in the large
class” are included as a new category as an “emviemtal” or “contextual” strategy
in the classification system together with othenglaage learning strategies:
metacogitive, cognitive, and social/affective sigas. His language learning
strategy classification is derived from the prehany data provided by his small-scale
investigation. The investigation was organizechvapproximately 40 Thai teachers
mostly working as university teachers. They pratla list of 77 learning strategies
that are basically believed that represent gooduage learners. The data of these
strategies were classified under 18 strategy typElsen they were regrouped into
three broad categories:

A. Related to the taught program

Al. Before class, such as preparing the lesstordoeoming to the class

A2. In the class, such as asking questions, yingattention;

A3. After the class, such as contacting the teaahd asking questions

B. Extra to the class such as mixing with English speakers, using tibg

and the media
C. Bucking the systemsuch as finding privilege information, or sittingar
bright students
In this category, some aspects of metacognitivé social strategies are

combined in the way that explores how successfaluarsuccessful language learners

prepare and manage themselves in the large-ckassrig context.
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2.5.2.8 Language Learning Strategy Classification yb Intaraprasert
(2000)

Apart from the language learning strategy classifon systems shown
previously, Intaraprasert (2000: 102-103) showstlaroway to classify learners’
learning strategies. In his study, he generatedohis language learning strategy
inventory derived from the result of student orderviews. The reported strategies
were classified according tbeir being used in order to achieve particular language
learning purposes, either classroom-related or classroom independent. As a result,
the inventory includes two main language learnitmgtsgy categories, i.e. classroom-
related strategies and classroom-independent giteate

|. Language learning strategies in the classroom-tated category (CRP)
1. To be well-prepared for the lessons
1.1 Study the lessons beforehand
1.2Try some exercises in advance
1.3 Prepare oneself physically
1.4Do revision of the previous lessons
2. To keep up with the teacher while studying in thelassroom
2.1Listen to the teacher attentively
2.2 Attend the class regularly
2.3 Take notes while studying in class with the teacher
2.4Think to oneself along with the teacher while sindyin class
3. To get the teacher’s attention in the classroom
3.1 Try to have an interactiothithe teacher by asking or answering
guestions while studying in class
3.2 Take part in class room activitigther than asking or answering
guestions
3.3 Try to have an interaction with thacher outside the class time
4. To learn new vocabulary in the classroom lessons
4.1 Memorize new words
4.2 Use a dictionary to check the megumif a new vocabulary item either
in Thai or in English
4.3 Guess the meaning of a new vocapitlem from the context
4.4 Look at the root or the form ofennvocabulary item
4.5 Group new vocabulary items accagdmtheir similarity in meaning
or spellings
4.6 Use new vocabulary items to corevevgh peers
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5. To avoid being distracted while studying
5.1Try to get a seat in the front row
5.2Try not to talk with other students while studying
5.3 Sit next to a bright or quiet student
5.4Try not to pay attention to what other studentsdmiaeg while
studying
6. To solve the problems encountered in the classrool@ssons
6.1 Ask the teacher in class either immediately or wéygpropriate
6.2 Ask the teacher after class
6.3Ask a classmate or classmates either in classteideuclass
6.4 Ask other people than one’s regular teacher osolases
7. To pass the English examinations
7.1 Do the revision of lessons only for the examination
7.2 Practice tests from different sources
7.3Join a tutoring group
7.4 Attend extra classes at a private school
|. Strategies in the classroom-independent categgr(CIP)
1. To expand their knowledge of English vocabulary aneéxpressions
1.1 Read printed materials in English such as billbsaieaflets,
newspaper, and magazines
1.2 Play games in English such as crosswords amguier games
1.3 Watch an English-speaking film
1.4 Listen to English songs
2. To improve one’s listening skill
2.1Watch an English-speaking film
2.2Listen to English songs or cassette tapes of Engbsiversations
2.3Listen to a radio program in English
2.4Watch television programs in English
3. To improve one’s speaking skill
3.1Talk to oneself
3.2Try to imitate a native speaker from media sucfilas or cassette
tapes
3.3 Converse in English with peers, siblings or foreign
3.4Use a computer program like a ‘chat’ program
3.5Go to a private language school
4. To improve one’s writing skill
4.1 Correspond in English by electronic mail (e-mai)y a letter
4.2 Practice writing sentences or essays in English
4.3 Practice translating from Thai into English
5. To acquire general knowledge in English
5.1Seek an opportunity to be exposed to English
5.2Go to a private language school
5.3Read printed materials such as books, textbooksagazines in
English
5.4 Surf the Internet
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In his investigation, Intaraprasert (2000) offelng tefinition that language
learning strategies refer to any set of technigoesdevices including learning
behaviours whether observable or unobservable géhgineering students employ,
more or less consciously or intentionally, in ortedeal with the English language
learning in either a classroom or outside a clasarsetting. As a result, the language
learning strategies on his classification tend ¢éoconscious choices that different
learners themselves can make to facilitate thamieg of the target language. He
also suggested that language learning strategiesdwae meaningless in case the
language learners do not know how to use them @pptely in order to promote
their language learning.

2.5.3 Summary

In conclusion, among the language learning clasgibns mentioned above, it
can be noticed that the process of establishingpiiehs and classification systems
for language learning strategies is far from strda@yward due to overlapping and
conflicting opinion. Different researchers havietent ways of classifying language
learning strategies. This likely depends on 1jrtben experiences; for example, as
language learners, or language teachers, 2) tmeisiigation, and/or 3) their
literature review. Among the eight classificationentioned above, the most apparent
differences show in the main categories of languegming strategies. For example,
both Rubin (1981) and Oxford (1990) divides langugprning strategies into two
main categories: Direct and Indirect Strategiesijev®'Malley and Chamot (1990)
proposed three broad types of language learniategies: Metacognitive, Cognitive,
and Socio/Affective Strategies. In detail, unlikixford (1990), O’Malley and

Chamot (1990) grouped affective strategies andabmtrategies together to form
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another category known as Socio/Affective Stratggia contrast, Oxford (1990)
classified Affective and Social Strategies as saeacategories. Furthermore, there
are some distinguishes in subcategory schemes. ekample, Rubin’s (1981)
clarification and verification are classified asotwf Direct Strategies, whereas they
are reported as two of Social Strategies in Indli8ttategies of Oxford’s (1990) and
Socio/Affective Strategies in O’Malley and Chamet’'(1990). With the lack of
consensus, whatever language learning strategigsbmalefined or classified, they
are inevitably coming into conflict with one or ethdefinitions and classification
systems.

In the present study, what language learning esfras employed by the
population of the study; that is, language learnstigitegy use of Thai university
freshmen, and how to classify their language |egrsitrategies remain unanswered.
This may be because it truly depends on the preéimi data obtained through the
student interviews as in the process of researstruiment design which process
includes two phases: Phase 1 (gaining the intervidata to generate the
guestionnaire); and Phase 2 (generating the questi@ after analyzing the

interview data from Phase 1).

2.6 A Review of Previous Studies on Language Leamyg Strategies

Conducted in Countries Other Than Thailand

Over the past two decades, there has been a gnghiasis on how language
learners deal with their target language learniggpecially since the mid-seventies,
the first priority of the investigation seems to fllaced on awareness that language

learning strategies have the potential to be “aneenely powerful learning tool”
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(O’'Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanaresppper and Russo, 1985a: 43). In
response to this view, the main purpose for languearning strategy research was to
describe the “good language learner.” Rubin (193%rn (1975), and Naiman et al.
(1975) are the pioneering researchers carryinghmit work to identify what ‘good’
or ‘successful’ language learners actually do wtiezy learn their target languages;
e.g. English, French, German. The strategies gragldy those learners were
proposed and then were suggested for unsuccessfgudge learners to apply in
order to make them successful in learning languagé®e three studies from Rubin
(1975), Stern (1975), and Naiman et al (1975)atatian interest in many language
researchers to continuously work at the achieveraesticcessful language learners
(see Bialystok 1981, Politzer 1983, and O’Malleyaét1985a). Another apparent
observation is that none of these studies centrethctors affecting the individual
differences in learners’ language learning strategg, e.g. gender, ethnicity, age,
degree of language learning experiences, world ketiye, motivation, anxiety,
beliefs, attitudes and learning styles — along wlitea on social context and learning
conditions to explore the relationships betweernglage learning strategies and
learner performance.

Concerning the lack of attention given to how leardifferences influence
language learning strategy use and language achénte there has been an
increasing emphasis on how language learners’ ctagistics relate to their language
performance. Much research has later been caruedazordingly, e.g. Bialystok and
Frohlich 1978, Ehrman and Oxford 1989, Oxford and Ngik1989, Oxford and

Ehrman 1995, Yang 1999, Wharton 2000, Tercanli@@4, and Ok 2005).
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Table 2.2 below shows the structure of the analySgast research including
the purpose of study, the status of the targetuagg in the context where the
research has been conducted of the native langufatiee learners, the educational
level of the participants, the main instrumentusgd in the study, investigated factors
or variables, and brief results.

Table 2.2 : Research on Language Learning Strategie€Conducted in Countries

Other than Thailand

Method of Data  Investigated

Researcher Participant Study Focus Collection Variable
1) Naiman et 34 highly proficient  Strategies - Interview Language
al. (1975) adult language used by good - Observation proficiency

learners mostly born language
in English-speaking learners
parts of North

America learning

various L2 (s)

Results: Successful language learners in general use marbeiter
learning strategies than do poor learners

2) Bialystok 157 learners of Independent Questionnaire - Overall

and Fohlich French in Canada and strategy use

(1978) dependent - Classroom
variables in learning
classroom achievement

Results: Many factors were correlated with language achiearnbut only
two of them: aptitude and strategy use were sicgnifi in predicting

performance.
3) Bialystok 157 learners of Conscious Questionnaire Language
(1981) French in Canada learning achievement
strategies
Results:

- A high correlation between formal and functiopedctices rather that
monitoring and inferencing strategies.

- A relationship between modality (speaking, regdimriting, and listening)
and the effects of particular strategies on aclmers.

- No correlation between frequency and successenfise of language
learning strategies
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Table 2.2 (contd): Research on Language Learning &itegies Conducted in

Countries Other than Thailand

Researcher Participant Study Focus Method of Data  Investigated

Collection Variable
4) Politzer Nonnative-speaking Good Questionnaire 1. Students’
(1983) English students language grade
learning foreign learners’ 2. Course level
languages in a learning 3. Gender
tertiary level behaviours
Results:

- Both beginning and intermediate level Englishfisiency students could
identify and report their use of a wide varietyledrning strategies.
- Self-reported strategies did not entirely refleae behaviors.

5) Chesterfield 15 Mexican- Overall Observation Language
and American bilingual  strategy use proficiency
Chesterfield pre-school children
(1985)

Results: The popularity of strategies in listening comprefien
6) O’Malley et 70 high school ESL  Overall Interview Language
al. (1985a) learners in USA strategy use achievement

Results: High-achieving students used language learningesfies more
variously and frequently than low-achieving student

7) Politzer and 37 adult nonnative- - Overall - Interview 1. Language
McGroarty speaking English strategy use - Questionnaire proficiency
(1985) students learning - Strategies 2. Students’
English as a second used by good cultural
language and poor background
language 3. Field of
learners specialization
Results:

- Difference language learning strategies were bgestudents with
different language proficiency levels

- Asian students used fewer “good” language leastrategies than did
Hispanic students.

- A difference of language learning strategies wesed by students from
different fields of specification

8) Ehrman and 78 mixed-level Overall Questionnaire 1. Gender
Oxford (1989) participants: EFL strategy use 2. Career
students, language choice
instructors, and 3. Cognitive
professional language style
trainers 4. Personalities
Results:

The significant relations were found between inigased factors and
success in language learning strategy use and dgegachievement, and
career choice had a major effect on reported lagglgarning strategy use.
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Table 2.2 (contd): Research on Language Learning &itegies Conducted in

Countries Other than Thailand

Researcher Participant Study Focus Method of Data  Investigated

Collection Variable
9) Oxford and 1,200 inexperienced Overall Questionnaire 1. Gender
Nyikos (1989) language learners:  strategy use 2. Major
tertiary students 3. Years of
studying foreign study
languages, almost all 4. Course status
are native English 5. Motivation
speakers
Results:

Motivation was the single most powerful effect, asek has a profound
influence, and that all other variables e.g. majears of study, and course
status had 1) some interactions among these vesiadohd 2) significant
effects on the reported use of strategies.

10) Oxford and 520 highly educated Overall Questionnaire 1. Language
Ehrman (1995) participants (adult):  strategy use proficiency
almost all are native 2. Teacher
English speakers perceptions
3. Gender
4. Aptitude
5. Learning
style
6. Personality
type
7. Ego
boundaries
8. Motivation
9. Anxiety

Results:

- The strong relationship was found between languegrning strategy use
and persistence, motivation, and the ability tapla

- Cognitive strategies were correlated with a wialege of affective and
motivational variables.

11) Macintyre  Non native-speaking Overall Questionnaire 1. Language

and Noels English students strategy use proficiency

(1996) learning foreign 2. Motivation
languages in a 3. Language
tertiary level anxiety
Results:

On average, the integrative motivation and langwanpgety play a role in
overall strategy use and the use of certain typefrategies, as well as the
ratings of knowledge, effectiveness, difficulty daamxiety caused by
strategy use.
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Table 2.2 (contd): Research on Language Learning &itegies Conducted in

Countries Other than Thailand

o Method of Data  Investigated

Researcher Participant Study Focus Collection Variable
12) Wang 20 EFL adult learners - Overall - Questionnaires Learners’
(1996) in China strategy use - Interview beliefs about

- Strategies language

used by good learning

and poor

learners

Results:

- Subjects hold positive as well as negative belafout L2 learning.

- Subjects made fairly frequent use of the learmingtegies. However, they
seemed to underuse certain strategies that caadiddeopportunities for
naturalistic practice and use of the language.

- More successful learners seemed to hold podidliefs about learning
English whereas more unsuccessful learners seaneaald misconceptions
or negative beliefs.

13) Mochizuki
(1999)

157 EFL university  Overall Questionnaire 1. Fields of
students in Japan strategy use study
2. Gender

Results:

- Japanese university students use compensatairgts the most often
and affective ones the least.

- The more proficient students use cognitive anthoagnitive strategies
more frequently than the less proficient students.

- The factors which influence the choice of stregegre major, motivation,
enjoyment of English learning and gender.

14) Halbach
(2000)

12 diaries selected - Overall Diary Learning
from 73 tertiary strategy use performance
students learning - Strategies
English in Spain used by

successful

and less

successful

students

Results:
Subjects who got higher marks during their finafrteexam reported using
strategies more frequently than did the less ssfgestudents.
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Table 2.2 (contd): Research on Language Learning &itegies Conducted in

Countries Other than Thailand

Researcher

Method of Data
Collection

Investigated

Participant Variable

Study Focus

15) Wharton
(2000)

1. Teaching
methodologies
2. FL/SL
settings
3. Previous
FL/SL
experiences
4. Motivation
5. Gender
6. Proficiency
self-rating

678 ESL tertiary Overall Questionnaire

students in Singapore strategy use

Results:
A significance of motivation, self-rated proficign@nd language studied,
with motivation significantly interacting with langge studied.

16) Carson and
Longhini
(2002)

One Spanish Second Diary Second

instructor teaching  language language

English learning learning styles
styles and and strategies
strategies of of the diarist/
the diarist/ researchers
researchers

Results:

- Learners often consciously attempt to utilize@mmunicative interactions
explicit knowledge that they have attained fronmirtfi@ncurrent classroom)
learning experiences.

- Naturalistic learning contexts influence the tyaad frequency of learning
strategies that a learner employs.

17) Peacock
and Ho (2003)

- Questionnaires 1. Disciplines
- Interviews 2. Gender
3. Age

1,006 ESL students inOverall
Hong Kong strategy use

Results:

- A positive association was found between 27 efyias and proficiency.
- English students used the most strategies, amguating the fewest. -
Different deficiencies in strategy use were foumdlifferent disciplines.

- Differences were also found by age and by geralder students were
strong in affective and social areas, and femalé¢sa use of memory and
metacognitive strategies.
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Table 2.2 (contd): Research on Language Learning &itegies Conducted in

Countries Other than Thailand

Method of Data  Investigated

Researcher Participant Study Focus Collection Variable

18) Su (2005) 419 Taiwanese Learning Questionnaires  self-perceived
vocational college strategy English
students majoring in proficiency
Applied Foreign levels
Languages
Results:

Significant differences exist between the studesai$*perceived English
proficiency level and the use of language learsimgtegies as a whole and
in all six categories of language learning strasgi

19) Yang 461 junior college Overall Questionnaires 1. Ethnicity
(2007) students in Taiwan  strategy use 2. English
Proficiency
Results:
- Ethnicity did play a significant role in the sefien of language learning
strategies.
- Language proficiency influenced learners’ ustaafjuage learning
strategies.

An overall picture of related literature and resbaon language learning
strategies carried out in countries other than [&hdicontinually conducted from the
mid 1970s towards the early of 2000s, as shownahlel 2.2 above, appears to
indicate that there are a variety of variables Hasen found to be related to students’
language learning strategy use, which the pressmistigation attempts to study, i.e.
genders, fields of study, and language learningee@pces. However, no empirical
research in the field of language learning stra®dias been carried out to investigate
students’ use of language learning strategies latio@ to another variable of the

present study; that is, types of academic programs.
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2.7 A Review of Previous Studies on Language Learng Strategies

Conducted in the Thai Context

Like the other language researchers in America Asid, researchers in
Thailand have been focusing their interests onuagg learning strategies. Studies
on language learning strategies in Thailand foceavily on language learning
strategies used by successful and unsuccessfulidgeglearners with reference to
academic success (e.g. Sarawit 1986, Dhanaratbgant990, Torut 1994,
Lappayawichit 1998, Ounwattana 2000, and Kaotsor200B). Table 2.3 below

outlines the research conducted with Thai students.

Table 2.3: Research on Language Learning Strategi€sonducted with

Thai Students

- Investigated
Researcher Participant Study Focus Methodology Variable
1) Sarawit (1986) 31 university Language Questionnaire English
students learning proficiency
behaviours

Results: The participants did not consistently use theiglaage
learning strategies, which were identified in thedg as behaviours of
successful second language learners.

2) Dhanarattignanon 150 Vocabulary and  Questionnaire English
(1990) secondary overall strategy proficiency
students uses by good and

poor learners
Results: High English achievement students used languagaitey
strategies more frequently than low English achiewet ones.

3) Torut (1994) 611 Strategy use by  Questionnaire - Study
university good and poor disciplines
students learners - English

proficiency
Results:

- There were differences in the use of languagmileg strategies
related to different learning disciplines.

- The use of language learning strategies wastaffdmry English
language ability.
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Table 2.3 (contd): Research on Language Learning &ttegies Conducted with

Thai Students

L Investigated
Researcher Participant Study Focus Methodology Variable
4) Lappayawichit 140 Strategy use by  Questionnaire English
(1998) university good and poor proficiency
students learners

Results: High English achievement students used languageiten
strategies more frequently than low English achiamet ones.

5) Intaraprasert 570 Overall strategy - Interview - English
(2000) university use by good and - Questionnaire  proficiency
students poor learners - Gender
- Class size
- Type of
institution
- Location of
institution
Results:

- Thai engineering students, on the whole, usedunettequency of
strategy use.

- The frequency of students’ overall use of stri@egaried significantly
in terms of types of institution, and language jiehcy levels.

6) Ounwattana 186 Speaking and Questionnaire Speaking
(2000) university writing strategies Iwriting
students proficiency

Results: A significant relationship found in her participahEnglish
speaking and writing abilities.

7) Intaraprasert 488 Overall strategy Questionnaire - Gender
(2003) university use - Field of study
students - English
learning
experience
- English
proficiency
Results:

- These language learners, on the whole, reporeztium frequency of
use of out-of-class language learning strategies.

- The frequency of students’ overall reported us@dividual out-of-
class language learning strategies varied sigmifigan terms of
perceptions of English language ability levels.

8) Kaotsombut 39 university Strategy use by - Questionnaire  English
(2003) students good and poor - Interviews proficiency
learners
Results:

The participants in this study, on the whole, adrbat they used all six
different types of language learning strategie®ating to Oxford’s
(1990) classification.
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An early study on language learning strategieshail@nd by Sarawit (1986),
who carried out a study to investigate languageatelirs used by English major
students at Srinakharinwirot University, Phitsakulath reference to their success in
speaking, reading and writing skills. To collelee tdata, the researcher adopted the
Behaviour Questionnaire constructed by Politzer BtedGroarty (1985). This 51-
item questionnaire consists of three parts: classrbehaviours; learning behaviours
during individual study; and interaction with otkeoutside the classroom. The
guestionnaires were administered with thirty onslehts studying in the fourth year
English major in the B.A. program. The resultstiué on-going study showed that
the participants did not consistently use theiglage learning strategies, which were
identified in the study as behaviours of success&dond language learners. No
findings regarding the relationship between languagrning behaviours and English

achievement in speaking, reading, and writing wepsarted.

Afterwards, Dhanarattigannon (1990) employed theeseesearch instrument
to investigate the English learning strategies eygd by 145 first year students in
the academic year 1988-1989. Quantitative data watieered by a learning strategy
guestionnaire (based on Politzer and McGroarty51L9®f the target population, 105
first year students representing 72.4% of 145 #&M the successful English student
groups, and 50 from the unsuccessful English stugesups. Her major findings
reported that high English achievement studentsl lseguage learning strategies

more frequently than low English achievement ones.

Another quantitative study was carried out by To(li®94) to examine
language learning strategies used by 611 undergr@dsiudents. Cluster random

sampling was administered in this study. The pigdiats, therefore, came from three



62

learning disciplines: Humanities; Sciences and Teldgy; and Social Sciences.
Data were collected through two research instrumet)ta cloze test designed by the
researcher to measure the participants’ Englistfigegacy and place them at three
levels of English proficiency, namely, high, middalow; and 2) a learning strategy
guestionnaire (the Strategy Inventory for Languégarning, SILL, developed by

Oxford, 1990) distributed to collect data concegnthe frequency of their use of
language learning strategies. The result indicthteatl there were differences in the
use of language learning strategies related teraifit learning disciplines. Besides,
the use of language learning strategies was affdntd=nglish language ability.

In the same view, Lappayawichit (1998) adopted @Xf80-item Strategy
Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) to conductsimilar type of study, i.e.,
language learning strategies used by successfubasdccessful students, but with
different groups of participants. The data rewalbkely the same as
Dhanarattigannon (1990). That is, the successiufjdage learners used language

learning strategies more frequently than the uresgfal ones.

In 2000, Ounwattana further studied language legrrstrategies used by
successful and unsuccessful students. The studylyrfacused on the relationships
between English productive skills; i.e., languageaking and writing abilities, and
the choice of language learning strategies. 1a #hudy, two research instruments
were employed to collect the data of 186 undergawstudents majoring in
Accounting at the certificate of vocational eduesatievel, i.e. SILL (Oxford, 1990)
and the English language speaking and writing testsstructed by the researcher.
With her guantitative data, a significant relatioipswas found in her participants’

English speaking and writing abilities.
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In a more recent study, Kaotsombut's (2003) useth luantitative and
gualitative data collection methods and analysesuestigate a similar issue as those
of Dhanarattigannon 1990, Torut 1994, LappayawiitB®8, and Ounwattana 2000.
Thirty- nine graduate students from two differerdgjons (Microbiology and Biology)
participated in this study. These participantsemMast required to take the Quick
Placement Test Version Il developed by Oxford Ursitg (2001). The results were
later used to divide the participants into two greuhigh English language ability
learners and low English language ability learn&it.L (Oxford, 1990) was then
distributed to these two groups of language leatnerAfter returning the
guestionnaires, these learners were requestedtioipate in face-to-face interviews
with the researcher. The researcher reported hiegparticipants in this study, on the
whole, agreed that they used all six different sypé language learning strategies
according to Oxford’s (1990) classification incladi compensation, metacognitive,

cognitive, social, affective, and memory strategiespectively.

Under the research reviewed above, Intarapras€2080) study aimed to
clarify the relationships between factors (Engllahguage ability levels, gender,
students’ ‘perceived’ class size, type of instaati and location of institution) and
language learners’ use of language learning sietegfwo main strategy categories,
i.e. classroom-related, and classroom independegjuage learning strategies were
examined. To conduct his study, he employed botilitative and quantitative data
collection methods: student oral interview and #teategy questionnaire. He
designed his own questionnaire and distributedjtiestionnaires to 570 engineering
students at three different types of institutions, state-run university, private-run

university, and then Rajamangala Institute of Tebbgy — now Rajamangala
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University of Technology. The findings showed thagi engineering students, on the
whole, reported medium frequency of strategy usbey reported higher frequency
of use of classroom-related strategies than thbstassroom-independent strategies.
The results of data analysis also demonstrated ftegtiency of students’ overall
reported use of strategies varied significantlyhweference to type of institution and
language proficiency levels.

Three years later, Intaraprasert (2003) conductqdaatitative study to look
into the relationships between factors (Englislglage ability levels, gender, field of
study, and English language learning experienaeg)language learners’ use of out-
of-class language learning strategies. To colthet data, he employed his own
guestionnaire and distributed the questionnaire$3® students undertaking English
for Science and Technology (EST) courses. Theskcipants came from various
fields of studies including Engineering (49.8%); riggltural Technology (10.5%);
Public Health (16.4%); and Information Technolo@g.6%). Of these, 51% were
male and 49% were female. The findings of theaedeshowed that these language
learners, on the whole, reported medium frequericyse of out-of-class language
learning strategies. The results of the data aisablso demonstrated that frequency
of overall use of individual out-of-class languadearning strategies varied
significantly with reference to students’ percepsioof English language ability
levels.

It is evident that a certain series of variablesu®ed on in most studies of
language learning strategies conducted in the FBl#ing are language learning
strategies used by successful and unsuccessfidryeldvel students. Language

learning outcomes (language proficiency or languaghievement) have been
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exclusively taken by previous Thai researchers.séh&udies were largely product
oriented, designed to compare levels of languageficency or language
achievement.

The review of those studies provides the reseangpirecal evidence in the
field of language learning strategies to remairt thare is a dearth of knowledge
about the relationships between learners’ user@gfuage learning strategies and any
factors that determine those strategies, as stat&tern (1983), Cohen (1998). The
study focusing on the relationships between leatneses of language learning

strategies and any other related factors is stéided to be conducted.

2.8 A Conceptual Framework for Investigating Languae Learning

Strategies

The present study is conducted to identify whaglege learning strategies
Thai English as a foreign language (EFL) learndrs dertiary level employ in
learning English and to clarify how certain fact¢gender, fields of study, language
learning experiences, and types of academic pragrarfluence learners to use such
learning strategies, as well as how these theneanfie learning outcomes in terms of
the level of language proficiency. Such an isseeessarily needs to be addressed
because, as Stern (1983) contends, language |salaeguage learning strategy use
are largely affected by different factors includiagtitude and motivation, learners’
individual characteristics, a social context, aedchers’ characteristics. In his own
words, Stern emphasizes an interwoven relationgl@fpveen language learners’

language learning strategies and different factors.



66

Concurring with Stern, Cohen (1998) stresses tleesn insufficient number
of study that looks into a relationship betweerglzamge learners’ language learning
strategies and factors that determine what learsiregfegies language learners use.

Citing Oxford and Cohen (1992), Cohen maintains,

“Factors such as learning styles, world knowledue laeliefs,

attitudes toward the language and motivatiofedon it,

anxiety, sex, and ethnicity have received lessgrhasis...”
Xford and Cohen, 1992: 17)

Additionally, Ellis (1994) echoes Stern (1983) &when (1998) that there is

“Less attention has been paid to the role ofadactors
such as socioeconomic group, sex, and ethnicithemse
of learning strategies.” (p. 545)

Through a review of related literature and paseaesh work, a theoretical
framework for the present study has been developedong the findings of research
on language learning strategies, a tendency faratifeequency of strategy use to be
associated with higher levels of language proficyehas emerged in a variety of
learning contexts, regardless of how researchesesasd strategy use (e.g. via
guestionnaire, interviews or think-aloud protocas)how they measured language
proficiency (e.g. by performance on language testacher ratings, student self-
ratings, number of years of study, or enrolmerdii¢rent course levels). Figure 2.1

demonstrates the theoretical framework based orrigadresearch.
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Figure 2.1 : Theoretical Framework Based on Empirial Research

Learner Factors:
Age, Gender, Aptitude, Beliefs,
Previous language experiences|—

Motivation, Cognitive learning
style, Personality type, Field of
study, Major, Learning style, Egd
boundaries, and Anxiety [ Language .
Learning Learning
—»  Strategies |« »  Outcomes:
- Type - Achievement
- Frequency o - Proficiency
Teaching/Learning Conditions: use
- Teachers’ perceptions

- Different teaching methodologie
- EFL/ESL settings
- Course status

[

The theoretical framework, which is based on thkated literature on
language learning strategy research, demonstrhtdstypes of language learning
strategies and learners’ frequency of languagenilegr strategy use have been
hypothesized to be influenced with a single-diwi relationship by two main sets
of variables: 1) learner factors (e.g. age, genalatifude, beliefs, previous language
experiences, motivation, cognitive learning stypersonality type, field of study,
major, learning style, ego boundaries, and anxieayd 2) teaching and learning
conditions (e.g. teacher perceptions; differentche®y methodologies, EFL/ESL
settings, and course status). With regards toilegroutcomes (levels of language
achievement and proficiency), the relationship leetw learners’ language learning
strategy use and this set of variables is a bietioral influence between language
learning strategies and language learning outcamésarning performance. Perhaps

the proficiency/strategy use connection is thattghpcal finding on an association
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between the two is not proof of cause and effem¢ @.g. Skehan, 1989: 97). More
active use of strategies may indeed be responfibleaising language proficiency

levels (an assumption that underlines efforts rategy training), but it may also be
that higher proficiency permits greater or moreetilve use of strategies, or that both

strategy use and proficiency are influenced by sother underlying factors.

To clarify the relationships between factors (e.gparners’ individual
characteristics, the educational context, motivatiand attitudes, among many
others) and language learners’ uses of languageingastrategies, the present study
will borrow theory concerning language learningatdgies (developed by Ellis
[1994]). Following the model of L2 acquisition Bflis (1994), the prime focus of the
present study, therefore, aims at examining vamna the use of overall strategy use,
as well as individual strategy and strategy categpiand by looking at patterns of
variation by gender, fields of study, languagenéesy experiences (in term of more or
less language learning experiences), and typesaufeanic programs. This focus is
drawn to the following diagram (Figure 2.2) propbses the framework of the study

which is adapted from the model of L2 acquisitidiictis (1994), see Figure 2.3.



Figure 2.2 : Factors Relating to Choice of Languagkearning Strategies of

Freshmen Learning English in the Public Universitis in Thailand
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Fields of Study
1. Science-oriented
2. Non-science-oriented

Language Learning
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2. International
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- Frequency of
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I

Student language
proficiency self-ratings
1. High
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3. Low

«—! Gender
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Figure 2.3: Ellis’'s Model of The Relationship betwen Individual Learner
Differences, Situational and Social Factors, Learmig Strategies, and Learning

Outcomes

Individual learner
differences
- beliefs
- affective states
- learner factors
- learning experience

Learner’s choice Learning
R of learning P .| outcomes:
- strategies: A - rate
- quantity - level of
- type achievement
Situational and social
factors
- target language
- setting
- task performed

- SeX

(Ellis, 1994: 530)

In Ellis’s (1994) framework, there are four setsvafiables: individual learner
differences; situational and social factors; learsieategies; and language learning
outcomes. Ellis’s first set of variables consistsbeliefs about language learning,
affective states, and general factors. All of thémer subsets of individual learner
difference factors are taken into consideratiorexplain learners’ different beliefs
about how an L2 is best learnt, to understand wityreow their anxiety arising out of
poor performance, communication apprehension, testsfear of negative evaluation

are likely to have a significant impact on learhexsility to learn L2. The general
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factors relating to learners’ ability and desirdgarn and the way they choose to go
about learning in this first set of variables alsglude age, language aptitude,
learning styles, motivation, and personality. Beeond set of variables is composed
of four factors: target language being learnt;géting in which learning takes place;
the tasks that the learner; and gender. Learnmategies are the third set of variables,
which are determined by those individual leanefed#nce factors; i.e., beliefs,
affective state, general factors, and previousniegr experiences, together with
various situational factors (the target languagedstudied, whether the setting is
formal or informal, the nature of the instructidhe specific tasks learners are asked
to perform), and a social nature (gender) also shtmwinfluence language learning
strategy use. The study of learning strategiedshobnsiderable promise, both for
language pedagogy and for explaining individualfedénces in L2 learning.
Consequently, the first three sets of variabletuding individual learner differences,
situational and social factors, and learner stragethen have an influence on the last
factor, namely, language learning outcomes in tesfnsvo aspects of learning: the
rate of acquisition and the ultimate level of agbment. Likewise, the success that
learners experience and their level of L2 proficiethey have can affect choice of
learning strategies.

Based on the theoretical framework for the presermstigation, the student’s
choice of language learning strategies (typesratesjies and frequency of use) will
be determined by gender of students (males andidsimaypes of academic program
(regular and international), fields of study (scietoriented field and non-science-
oriented field), language learning experiences émand less language learning

experiences), and the levels of language profigiericstudents (high, moderate, and
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low). In Ellis’s (1994) model, it demonstrates tthea set of two main factors:
individual learner differences, and situational aoadial factors manipulate learner’'s
choice of learning strategies. These two factbes tinfluence learning outcomes in
terms of the rate of second language acquisitiod #re level of proficiency.
Likewise, the success that learners experiencettaidlevel of L2 proficiency they

have can affect choice of learning strategies.

In interpreting the proficiency/ strategy use cartio, it cannot come to the
conclusion that a simple count of strategies usealways associated with successful
language outcomes. This is illustrated by Vann Abchham (1990) in a case study
of two unsuccessful adult learners in an inten&®t program. The two learners,
whose language learning success was measuredtagdaslized test, were found to
be using a similar number of strategies, and theesstrategies, as successful learners
in completing a series of classroom tasks. Howetlee unsuccessful learners
appeared to have problems was in the metacognitiveain, i.e. in applying the
strategies appropriately to the given tasks. Thionsistent with the study of Chamot
(1984) in that language proficiency of learnerdu@fces their choice of language
learning strategies and greater use of strategightnead some students to high
levels of performance. As Macintyre (1994) stressiee implications of the research
findings must be considered with cautions. Thighhibe interpreted to mean that
either proficiency influences the choice of straegor that strategy choice is simply

a sign of language proficiency level.

For an examination of foreign language learnensgiemge learning strategies
in the present study, it is definitely impossibte éxamine all aspects of second

language learning factors as identified above énfesent investigation. However, as



73

Ellis (1994) emphasizes, little was said about thechanisms that establish the
relationship between the four sets of variabledividual learner differences;

situational and social factors; learner strategas] language learning outcomes.
Given the necessity to uncover that inclusive retesthip, the present study, therefore,
is carried out to explore the individual learndated variables together with the
situational and social variables of Thai EFL leasna order to better comprehend the
relationship between these variables and how tbagribute to Thai public university

students’ choice in employing their language leagrstrategies in acquiring English.
The investigated variables are chosen from thosge dets of variables illustrated in

Ellis’'s (1994) model including 1) gender, 2) field$ study, 3) previous language
learning experiences (dealing with more and leasnlag experiences), 4) types of

academic programs, and 5) language proficiencyldeve

As seen in the theoretical framework, the acadgamogram-related factor has
not been found to be learner factors in any pastareh. In addition, this factor is not
added in Ellis’s (1994) model of L2 acquisitionasleterminant on learners’ choice
of learning strategies. In the researcher’s opintbis factor should be taken into
consideration to examine whether it is relatede@arhers’ choice of such learning
strategies. This is because the academic prograid be counted as the real situation
of language learning in the classroom context agadays many public universities
in Thailand such as Mae Fah Luang University, Mahitiniversity, Naresuan
University among many others offer both types daddmmic programs: regular and
international. It may be possible to assume thatdifferences of social contexts and
learning conditions between those two academicrprog might have an influence on

learners’ choice of language learning strategy taseertain extent. The research
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focus, therefore, should not ignore this real situaof language learning context in
Thailand. As Stern (1983) suggests, research mgukge learning strategies should
be conducted in different social contexts, undeffedint language learning
conditions, at different age, and maturity levetl aat different levels of language

proficiency.

Following is a discussion of basic assumptions abwirelationships between
learner’s language learning strategy use and Wedrivestigated variables based upon

the literature review and other researchers’ opisio
2.8.1 Students’ Use of Language Learning Strategiesd their Gender

Studies which have examined the relationship betmgender and students’
use of language learning strategies have comexedwonclusions. The studies by
Politzer (1983), Ehrman and Oxford (1990), and Wirar(2000) came to the
conclusion that gender was not found to have metdtionship to students’ choices
of strategy use. While, Ehrman and Oxford (1989%ford and Nyikos (1989),
Tercanlioglu (2004), and Ok (2005) discovered didtgender differences in strategy

use.

Ehrman and Oxford (1989) focus on the effects @& ffsychology type in
their study. They conducted quantitative reseaochlarify a relationship between
language learners’ use of language learning sietegnd gender. Seventy-eight
subjects were recruited to participate in the stadg were divided into three groups:
1) 30 students from the Foreign Service Instit&SI) undertaking courses in
Japanese, Thai, and Turkish; 2) 26 language irstudeaching Japanese, Thai,

Turkish, Indonesian, Italian, and Hungarian at Fig 3) 22 professional language



75

trainers with master degrees in linguistics frorm BESl School of Language Studies
and the Centre for Applied Linguistics (CAL) anduifonvere university professors of
linguistics and related subjects. To collect dagarding the relationship between
gender and learners’ language learning strategyfaseheir study, Ehrman and

Oxford (1989) requested 6 participants from thetfgroup to voluntarily complete

Oxford’'s Strategy Inventory for Language LearninglLl) questionnaire. The

findings of this study indicated that female langeidearners reported using four
language learning strategies in four categoriesifisgntly more frequently than their

male counterparts. The four categories include @g¢rgudy strategies, authentic
language use, strategies for searching for and eonwating meaning, and self-

management strategies. Besides, males were founsketoore learning strategies to
improve their English skills than did females.

In the same year, Oxford and Nyikos, (1989) coneldichore or less the same
research as that of Ehrman and Oxford (1989). ifitheences of variables on choice
of language learning strategies were acknowledgedsdir study. To collect the data,
those two researchers also used Oxford’'s (199@tefty Inventory for Language
Learning (SILL) questionnaire. The sample of tkisidy was 1,200 relatively
inexperienced language learners. The numeric teegubved that gender had a
profound influence, i.e. female students reportsthagi three out of five learning
strategy factors significantly more frequently thdid males. The three strategy
factors were formal rule-based practice strateggeneral study strategies, and
conversational/input elicitation strategies.

More recently, Tercanlioglu (2004) carried out @nep quantitative study to

examine gender differences in language learnirajesires used by EFL learners in a
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Turkish University. One hundred and eighty fouivensity students participating in
the study were asked to complete the Strategy towerfor Language Learning
(SILL), which was the only one research instrumesed for data collection in this
study. The results of the investigation demonsttaignificant differences, favouring
males, in students’ language learning strategywidemale students using language

learning strategies significantly more frequentigiut their female counterparts.

Ok (2005) also investigated Korean junior high aathstudents’ use of
language learning strategies, but with relatiorvddous variables including school
year, gender, and grammar proficiency. The pasditis in this study included 163
boys and 162 girls learning English as a foreigmglege at junior high schools in
Pusan, Korea. Language learning strategy use wassssd through Korean
translation of the Strategy Inventory for Languagarning (SILL) (Oxford, 1990).
The major findings showed that girls showed moegjfient use of all six language
learning strategy categories than boys. It alsealked that the students’ gender had a

significant relationship on their use of languaggrhing strategies.

Based on the evidence provided by the studies oredi earlier, it might be
concluded that, perhaps, although men and womematoalways demonstrate
differences in language learning strategy use, womesed to use more language
learning strategies than men. The purpose ofttisyds to examine whether or not
gender differences will associate with some diffiees in students’ language learning

strategy use.
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2.8.2 Students’ Use of Language Learning Strategieand Types of

Academic Programs

Academic programs for undergraduate level in them& system of
Thailand’s education recently offered by the pulliaversities in Thailand can be
classified into two types: regular and internation@he different learning conditions
and environments of these two programs in ternmedium of instruction might be a
basic distinction relating to the choice of studét@nguage learning strategy use. No
past empirical study has been carried out initidlgxamine the relationship between
this variable and students’ use of language legrsinategies. The present study,
therefore, aims at exploring such a relationshipete whether or not the difference of
types of academic programs in which students adystg will influence their use of

language learning strategies.

2.8.3 Students’ Use of Language Learning Strategiemnd their Fields of

Study

Investigating fields of study as a factor in laage learning strategy use has
not been commonly found. The study of Oxford aryikbs (1989), for example, is a
study conducted to discover a difference of langubgarning strategies used by
students from different fields of study (in termrofjor of study). However, it failed
to discover any evidence showing any influencéhif variable on learners’ choice of
language learning strategy use. Quantitative d&ta00 relatively inexperienced
language learners’ language learning strategy ume wollected through Oxford’s
(1990) the Strategy Inventory for Language Learn{B#L) questionnaire. The
results showed that major of study had some intieras; but insignificantly, among

other certain variables including motivation, gengears of study, and course status.



78

Similar to the findings reported in Intarapras@3), field of study was found to be
slightly related to students’ choices of strategge.u 488 students majoring in
Engineering, Agricultural Technology, Public Healdnd Information Technology
were asked to respond the researcher-generatetiomunesre, which was used as the

main instrument for the data collection.

More presently, Peacock and Ho (2003) expandfdwal point of study by
investigating the use of 50 second language legrsirategies of 1,006 English for
Academic Purposes (EAP) students across eightptiiees — building, business,
computing, engineering, English, math, primary edion, and science — in a
university in Hong Kong. Their study emphasizeomparison of strategy use across
those disciplines and also an investigation ofrélationships among strategy use, L2
proficiency, age and gender. Multi data collectmethods were employed including
Oxford’s SILL and in-depth interviews with 48 stude The results of both
guantitative and qualitative data reveal that atpesassociation was found between
27 strategies and proficiency. Different discipbnin strategy use were found with
referent to gender and age of students; i.e. Bngligdents used the most strategies,
while computing the fewest, old students were gjromaffective and social areas,

and females in the use of memory and metacogrstrnagegies.

In the present investigation, the researcher caoig a study to investigate
whether or not the difference of fields of studyda relationship with students’ use
of language learning strategies. Fields of stidyis study are specifically classified

into two main groups: science-oriented and nonAegeoriented.
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2.8.4 Students’ Use of Language Learning Strategiemd their Language

Learning Experiences

A number of researchers carried out research wegkrding the effects of
previous language learning experiences, e.g. OxdadiNyikos (1989) and Wharton
(2000). Unfortunately, previous language learnicgegiences were found to have

little relationship to students’ use of languagarteng strategies.

In Oxford and Nyikos’'s (1989) study, year of studys an investigated
variable as previous language learning experietitese researchers attempted to
investigate the relationship between language ilegrstrategies and their previous
language learning experiences. The influence ofsyehstudy on choice of language
learning strategies was not acknowledged in theanlys Those two researchers used
Oxford’s (1990) SILL questionnaire to collect thatal The sample of this study was
1,200 relatively inexperienced language learnéismeric results demonstrated that
years of study had some interactions, but insigaifily, among other certain

variables including motivation, gender, major afdst, and course status.

More recently, a similar focus is also expandedNiyarton (2000). Wharton
gave some valuable insights into the relationsbigtsveen certain factors correlated
with language learning strategies used by his @patnts in Singapore. The factors in
this quantitative study included different teachimgthodologies, FL/SL settings,
previous language learning experiences, motivatgemder, and proficiency self-
rating. The researcher distributed Oxford’s Stratimventory for Language Learning
(SILL) questionnaire together with a uniform seiraftructions to 678 ESL university

students in 13 French classes and 26 JapaneseeclassA tabulation of the
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guantitative data collected from 678 ESL universtydents did not show a strong

relationship between previous language learning@e&pces and overall strategy use.

Consequently, the belief that previous languagenieg experiences would
affect students’ use of language learning strasedar from unified. The present
study, however, aims to examine whether or notdifference of previous language
learning experiences (in terms of more or less dagg learning experiences)

manipulate students’ use of language learningegjies.

2.8.5 Students’ Use of Language Learning Strategieand Language

Proficiency

Among the findings of research on language learstrajegies, a tendency for
overall frequency of strategy use to be associatd higher levels of language
proficiency has emerged in a variety of learninghteats, regardless of how
researchers assessed strategy use (e.g. via qumestey interviews or think-aloud
protocols) or how they measured language profigiefeg. by performance on
language tests, teacher ratings, student selfggtinumber of years of study, or
enrolment at different course levels).

Researchers in the field of language learningtesisastudies have adopted
various methods to measure language learning gyratee and language proficiency
such as entrance and placement examinations (éngor&y, 1999), language
achievement and proficiency tests (e.g. Torut, 198taraprasert, 2000), and self-
rating of language proficiency (e.g. Oxford and kbd, 1989; Green and Oxford,
1995; Wharton, 2000).

In this present study, with an attempt to obtain anly how Thai public

university students’ language learning strategyrakse to their language proficiency
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levels, but also how they perceive their own Emgpsoficiency levels needs to taken
into consideration. Thus, self-perception of prigincy or self-rating English
proficiency level is selectively used for the ewalan basis on language proficiency.
Based on the review of literature, the findings retent research revealed that
significant differences exist between the studesel-perceived English proficiency
level and the use of language learning strategiea whole. Students who report a
higher self-perceived English proficiency level lgeguage learning strategies more
frequently than those who have a lower self-peexki¥English proficiency level.
Researchers indicate a positive linear relationshgiween the self-perceived
proficiency, and the ranges and frequency of lagguaarning strategy use (Oxford,
and Nyikos, 1989; Green and Oxford, 1995; Whargf§0). In addition, researchers
also report a casual ascending spiral relationbkigveen levels of proficiency and
language learning strategy use (Macintyre, 1994e6Grand Oxford, 1995; Su, 2005).
In conclusion, the relationship between proficieteyel and strategy use is defined,
and strategies could be both the causes and tlwwroes of improved language
proficiency. In interpreting this proficiency/stegy use connection, however, some
caution needs to be exercised.

In the present investigation, the researcher emrout a study investigating
whether or not the difference of language proficierhave a relationship with
students’ use of language learning strategies. glage proficiency levels in this
study are self-perceived English proficiency levals self-rating of English
proficiency levels perceived and rated by languageners themselves. The English
proficiency levels are specifically classified intree main groups: high; medium;

and low.
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In conclusion, based on the analysis of researtk wn language learning
strategies in a chronological order starting frdra mid 1970s towards the early of
2000s, it can be summarized other aspects of Jasaklating to learners’ use of
strategies are additionally presented as follows.

1. Characteristics of Participants

The participants of the reviewed research can assifled according to their

characteristics as:
e English native-speakers learning a foreign language
e English non-native speakers learning English ascargl language
e English non-native speakers learning English aseidn language

The majority of these research on language learstiragegies to date has been
undertook in language learning settings in the &thiStates either with English
native-speakers learning foreign languages: Frer@hrman, Italian, Russian,
English, Polish, Japanese, or Swedish (e.g. Naietamal., 1975; Bialystok and
Frohlich, 1978; and Bialystok 1981) or with groupsmixed nationalities studying
English as a second language in the United Stdtésnerica (e.g. Chesterfield and
Chesterfield, 1985; O’'Malley et al., 1985a; Politzend McGroarty, 1985; Ehrman
and Oxford, 1989,; and Oxford and Ehrman 1995)e ather works were carried out
with English non-native speakers learning Englisladoreign language, e.g. Chinese
(e.g. Su, 1995; Wang, 1996; Jie, 2001; Linhua, 2G@G01d Gan, Humphreys, and
Hamp-Lyons, 2004), Hong Kong (e.g. Bremner, 1998adéck and Ho, 2003),
Korean (e.g. Ok, 2005), Spanish (e.g. Carson anyhioi, 2002), Taiwanese (e.g.

Yang, 1999; and Su, 2005), Singaporean (e.g. Wina&000), Thai (e.g. Sarawit,



83

1986; Lappayawichit, 1998; Dhanarattignanon, 19%0rut, 1994; Intaraprasert,
2000; 2003; and Kaotsombut, 2003).

It seems obvious that most of these research wweke carried out in the
United States of America, while the smaller amoointesearch works were in the
other parts of the world like Asia, or Europe. Tgresent investigation, therefore, is
carried out to discover language learning strategised by English non-native
speakers learning English as a foreign languagadrithe United States of America.
This would lead to have better understanding reggridnguage learning strategy use
in different contexts across other cultures anchtoes.

2. Focal Points of Study
The research focal point of study can be claskHis

e Aninvestigation of the overall strategy use

e An investigation of the strategy use of successfugood language
learners

e An investigation of the strategy use of unsuccéssfypoor language
learners

¢ An investigation of other related variables witllerence to language
learning strategies

Of reviewed research works, more than half of thexrs been sought out to
investigate the overall strategy use, and the egfyatuse of unsuccessful/poor or
successful/good language learners. Fewer researgaéd attention to other focal
points of study, i.e. investigating the relatiomshibetween learners’ language
learning strategy use and other related variahleb ss independent and dependent
variables in classroom (see Bialystok andhich, 1978), and self-directedness for
language learning and English language learningnatient (see Gan, Humphreys,

and Hamp-Lyons, 2004).

3. Methods of Data Collection
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There have been a variety of data collection naghemployed to investigate

language learning strategy use with regard to lagguearning outcomes or language

learning performance. Each method of language ilegristrategy use will be

discussed later in Chapter 3. These methods iaeclud

Self-report questionnaire
Interview

Observation

Diaries

Think-aloud protocols

It appears that the majority of the researcherselyidind continually used

strategy questionnaires to collect data. The lesquently used methods of data

collection were interview, observation, diariesq émink-aloud protocols.

self-report questionnaires

(see. Sarawit 1986, Bialystok andoRiich 1978, Bialystok 1981,

Politzer 1983, Ehrman and Oxford 1989, Oxford andkbds 1989,

Dhanarattignanon 1990, Torut 1994, Lappayawich®8l9Bremner

1999, Yang 1999, Intaraprasert 2000, Ounwattana0,200 2001,

Linhua 2001, Kaotsombut 2003, Intaraprasert 20@&cBck and Ho

2003, Tercanlioglu 2004, Ok 2005, and Su 2005)

interview

(see. Naiman et al. 1975, O'Malley et al. 1985alitRey and

McGroarty 1985, Wang 1996, Intaraprasert 2000, @obut 2003,

Peacock and Ho 2003, Gan Humphreys and Hamp-Ly6604, 2Zand

Lengkanawati 2004)

Observation

(see Naiman et al. 1975, Chesterfield and Cheslerfi985, and
Lengkanawati 2004)

Diaries

(see Halbach 2000, and Carson and Longhini 2002)

2.9 Summary
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Defining, characterizing, and classifying the terflanguage learning
strategies” seem varied. There has been no agréememg ELT (English Language
Teaching) researchers and practitioners about #imitions, characteristics, and
classifications of language learning strategies.

Amid the welter of varied definitions, the procedsestablishing definitions
for language learning strategies remains no comsehsinguage learning strategies in
the present study are considered as conscious ibehsawr thought processes used in
performing learning actions, whether observablehgdb®urs or techniques) or
unobservable (thoughts or mental process), or bibtht Thai public university
freshmen themselves reported in generating andngakse of to enhance their L2
learning.

Regarding language learning strategy classificatemmguage learning strategy
classification systems are also variedly propoddus is because the criterions for
classification have derived from researchers’ imtlial differences; i.e., their
personal experiences, their own language learnirajegly investigation, or their
expansions or reviews of other researchers’ wankistheories.

In the review of related literature and researchamguage learning strategies
carried out in other countries and Thailand, ievédent that educational researchers
investigated differences in language learning egias based on a variety of 1)
demographic factors dealing with a variety of sgii and target populations; 2)
research design concerning methods of data catectand focal points of the
investigation; and 3) other related variables sumh language proficiency/
achievement, gender, motivation, fields/major afidgt learners’ beliefs, career

interests, different teaching and learning condgiatmospheres, previous language



86

learning experiences, independent and dependerables in classroom, and self-

directedness for language learning and Englishuagg learning attainment.

In Chapter 3, the primary focus is placed on priisg the conceptual
framework of the present investigation. Besidesiegal principles of research design
are discussed in order to be applied to the sttmbether with the nature of the
research design, research methods in languageingastrategy studies, and the
framework of data collection methods. @ The chamencludes with proposing

methods of data collection of the present study.



CHAPTER 3

DESIGN AND METHODS IN STRATEGY RESEARCH

3.1 Introduction and Purpose of the Chapter

This section of the proposal comes in three mamspaThe first part deals
with some general principles of research designcwhapplies to the present
investigation. It discusses 1) the nature of #szarch design; 2) research methods in
language learning strategies; and 3) the framewbdata collection methods as well
as methods used for data generation and data wotidor the present investigation.
Then sampling and rationales for choice of paréinis and institutions for the study
are discussed. The last part of this section dedls how data collected will be
analyzed, interpreted, and reported.

Before looking at the research design of the piteserly, it is important to
consider about the research background in the gleste; that is, research purposes
and questions. This is because the research pgrposeresearch questions determine
the methodology and design of the research (ColmehManion, 2002; Robson,
2002).

The current study has been designed to examine:

1. the overall use of language learning strategies Thai public university

freshmen employ; and

2. how the investigated variables including gende&ldé of study, language

learning experiences, types of academic progrant)evels of language
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learning proficiency relate to the self-reportede usf language learning

strategies, if any.

According to the research purposes mentioned abbean be said that this
study is derived by the postpositive knowledgensta(Creswell, 2003) in which the
relationship among variables is one of the key mgsions of the knowledge claim
position. In this sense, based on this positibe, dtudy focuses on examining the
relationship of language learners’ learning stratege, and the certain related factors
including 1) gender, 2) fields of study, 3) prewsolanguage learning experiences,

4) types of academic programs, and 5) languageécpnty levels.

3.2 Research Questions

Based on the research purposes, the researchasesate posed to frame the
present study in terms of mixedsearch questions to explore, describe, and explai
the language learning strategies used by publiceusity freshmen learning English
as a foreign language in Thailand. The presergsitigation, therefore, is designed to
answer the following specific questions:

3.2.1 Qualitative research-based question
What are the types of language learning strateg@srted to be employed by

public university freshmen learning Englisheg®reign language in Thailand?

3.2.2 Quantitative research-based questions
1. What is the frequency with which these languagening strategies are

reported to be used by these students?
2. Do students’ choices of language learning girasevary significantly with their

gender? If they do, what are the main pattefnariation?
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3. Do students’ choices of language learning girasevary significantly
according to the fields of study they are sing?y If they do, what are the main

patterns of variation?

4. Do students’ choices of language learningeiias vary significantly
according to the types of academic programg e studying? If they do,
what are the main patterns of variation?

5. Do students’ choices of language learning irasevary significantly
according to their previous English learningexences? If they do, what are the
main patterns of variation?

6. Do students’ choices of language learningesgias vary significantly
according to their levels of language proficig? If they do, what are the main
patterns of variation?

Based on the characteristics of these mixed reseguestions, they can be
linked to Robson’s (2002) classification of the pses of enquiry, which consists of
four categories: 1) exploratory; 2) descriptive;eXplanatory; and 4) emancipatory.
Clarifying the above research purposes that thelystims to achieve, and the
research questions that frame the study, they @arcléssified into exploratory,
descriptive, and explanatory according Robson’922@lassification of the purposes
of enquiry. The justification is basically based the kinds of research questions
governed by the research purposes, that is, 1l)oetply with “How..?” kind of
guestion is concerned with discovering insights anderstanding about how some
situation ‘works,’ 2) the aim of descriptive wittWhat...?” is to discover, quantify
and describe ‘fact’ about some group of peopleitoaton, and 3) explanatory with

“Why...?” seeks to discover why things happen inwag they do.
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According to Robson (2002), the types of reseas$igihs can be classified
into two research designs:

1. The flexible design is appropriate with the ‘howda‘why’ research
guestions. The events are not required to coatret, but mainly focus on
current events. They are used for developing l@etaiintensive
knowledge about single case or of a small numbeelated cases. There
are three traditions of flexible design resear@secstudies; ethnographic
studies; and grounded theory studies. They uswaiiploy interviews
and/or observations.

2. The fixed design is appropriate with the ‘who, whahere, how many,
and how much’ research questions. The eventseaeired to control
over. Fixed design typically involves the collectiof quantitative data. It
includes experimental studies, and non-experimesttadies; i.e. survey
studies. They are used for collecting informationstandardized form
from groups of people. Experiments and/or quesaaenare obviously
used.

Therefore, the research design of the present stodyd be of flexible and/or
fixed design. In other words, the present study ldi@dapt the quantitative and/or
gualitative research design to serve the researgtopes. The flexible design or so-
called qualitative research design (Phase | of dallaction) typically requires much
less pre-specification and the design evolves, Ildpse and unfolds as the research
proceeds.. In the fixed design or commonly catjedntitative research design (Phase

Il of data collection), , on the contrary, it recgs a very substantial amount of pre-
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specification about planned conceptual framewosnidlying what researchers are

going to do and how they are going to do it.

3.3 Patrticipant Distribution

Tables 3.1-3.4 present the breakdown of the nurabgarticipating students
related to each investigated variable in the dateeation in order to give a context
for the results obtained through the data analysisthe present study. This
breakdown has been crosstabulated and chi-squsisevtere employed to determine
whether the participant distribution among the afales was significantly or not.
Table 3.1: Number of Students by Types of Academierograms in Terms of
Gender, Fields of Study, Previous Language Learningxperiences, and

Language Proficiency Levels

Gender Fields of Study Language Language
Tvpes of Learning Proficiency Levels
Ypes ¢ Experiences
Academic
Programs Male Female Science Non- Less More Hi Mo Lo
Science
Regular 265 592 473 384 106 750 16 484 355
(n=857)
International 77 194 12 259 21 249 11 189 69
(n=271)
Total 342 786 485 643 127 999 27 673 424
(n=1,128)*
2 N.S 2 _ 2 _ 2 _
X~ Value . X =216.45 x =4.35 x =24.22
p <01 p <.05 p<.01l

* Note: 6 students did not indicate their types @dmsic programs.
The information in Table 3.1 shows the numbertafients in each group of
the five variables when related to types of acadgmmograms. Of the five variables

presented, the chi-square results show that thabdison of the participants varied
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significantly within ‘fields of study’, ‘previousanguage learning experiences’, and
‘language proficiency levels. It can be seen thatre are more public university
students studying in the regular programs thanethgisadying in the international
programs, more non-science-oriented students tkance-oriented students, and
more English learning experience students thanHegtish learning experience ones.
In respect of students’ proficiency levels, there anore ‘moderate’ proficiency
students than ‘high’ and ‘low’ proficiency studergtudying in the Thai public
universities. When looking at the number of stusemd their gender, it appears that
the patterns of gender of students are consisteggpective of types of academic
programs.

Table 3.2: Number of Students by Gender in Terms ofields of Study, Previous

Language Learning Experiences, and Language Profiency Levels

Fields of Study Language Language Proficiency Levels
Gender Learning
Experiences
Science Non-Science Less More Hi Mo Lo
Male 188 155 63 280 12 192 138
(n=343)
Female 300 491 64 725 15 484 289
(n=789)
Total 488 646 127 1,005 27 676 427
(n=1,132)*
2 2 _ 2 _
x~ Value X =25.25 x =27.82 N.S.
p<.01 p<.01

* Note: 2 students did not identify their gender.

In respect of gender of students related with abiger three variables as
presented in Table 3.2, the chi-square result stibatsthe distribution of the male
and female participants varied significantly witblds of study and previous language

learning experiences. That is, there are more lEestadents studying in both fields
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of study than male ones, particularly non-scientented fields. Also, a higher
proportion of female students are of more and [@ewvious learning experiences.
However, the distribution of students with differegenders is not significantly
different in respect of their language proficietheyels.

Table 3.3: Number of Students by Fields of Study inTerms of Previous

Language Learning Experiences, and Language Profiency Levels

Language Learning Language Proficiency Levels
Fields of Study Expeiiice
Less More Hi Mo Lo
Science 75 412 11 250 226
(n=487)
Non-Science 52 593 16 426 201
(n= 645)
Total 127 1,005 27 676 427
(n=1,132)*
2% Value 2% =15.00 22 =27.19
p<.01 p<.01

* Note: 2 students did not specify their fields afdst

Table 3.3 demonstrates the number of studentselysfof study in terms of
previous language learning experiences and langpegjeciency levels. The chi-
square result reveals that the distribution of etuisl with different language learning
experiences is significantly different in respetttleeir previous language learning
experiences and language proficiency levels. Baidents studying in both fields of
study have more previous language learning expsggenthan eight years.
Additionally, a higher proportion of non-scienceemted students are of ‘high’ and

‘moderate’ language proficiency levels than of the/ level.
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Table 3.4: Number of Students by Previous Languagkearning Experiences in

Terms of Language Proficiency Levels

Language Proficiency Levels

Language Learning Experiences

High Moderate Low
8 years or less 0 61 65

(n=126)
More than 8 years 27 615 360

(n=1,002)

Total 27 676 425
(n =1,128)*
x° Value 2°=13.82
p<.01l

* Note: 6 students did not provide their previougleage learning experiences.
When the number of students with different langubaarning experiences is
related to their language proficiency levels aswshaon Table 3.4, the chi-square
result shows that there is significant variation the distribution of language
proficiency levels among the students who haveistuBnglish for more or less than
eight years. That is, a higher proportion ofistuts with higher previous language
learning experiences are of ‘high’, ‘moderate’, dogev’ language proficiency levels

than those who have less previous language leaexiperiences.

3.4 Methods in Language Learning Strategy Research

Literature on language learning strategies indg#tat there are several ways
of gathering data on what strategies learners gmghal how learners use strategies
in learning L2. These strategy assessment toolade learning strategy inventories
(questionnaire), interviews, observations, thinddal protocols, and diaries (Cohen

and Scott, 1996). At present, certain researchhoadst in the field of language
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learning strategy research are well established,nbusingle research method is
perfect (Cohen and Scott, 1996). That means eadareh method recently used in
this field has both advantages and disadvantadtence, prior to choosing a research
method of the study, it would be better to reviéw tecently used research methods
in this field in order to compare and contrast Weaknesses and strengths of each
method. Then the most appropriate research methddbe chosen based on the
research purposes of the present study. As Rol28fl?) suggests, whatever method
a researcher will employ, the primary thing thatshe should concern is the main
purpose of study. “Research methods are procedaressearcher follows in
attempting to achieve the goals of a study” (John%877: 9).

In this section, the main research methods or plwes used to gather data on
language learning strategies will be discussedthisdiollowed by the framework of
methods for data collection for the present ingadion. The main research methods
on language learning strategies include:

1. Classroom observations
2. Interviews

3. Self- report questionnaires
4. Think-aloud protocols

5. Diaries

3.4.1 Classroom observations

Attempts have been made to identify different laagpilearning strategies by
observing learners performing as a variety of tasksmally in classroom settings
(Ellis, 1994). Classroom observations can be cotedl either formally and
informally (Oxford and Burry-Stock, 1995). This thed is fruitful and workable as

reported by Chesterfield and Chesterfield (198%} they could report a number of
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learning strategies used by young learners in iagoiél classroom. This may be,
according to Ellis (1994), that observation worksliwvith young children whose
behaviours may serve as a good indicator of theimtad activity.

Classroom observations are normally used in edudt research to
understand and describe situations, interactiodseaents. A key distinction in the
different approaches to observation concerns oglsliip of the observer to what is
being observed. Robson (2002) suggests that otassrobservations are
characterized according to the degree of partidpaand the amount of structure
imposed by the researchers. Further, for the degfeobservers’ participation,
observations can be classified into complete oleserebserver as participant,
participant as observer, and complete particip@umplete observers are not actively
involved in what is going on in the classrooms.s@ers as participants are present
within what is being observed, but not try to aelyvinfluence what is happening.
Participants as observers are active in the evamdsinteractions, becoming part of
what is being observed. Complete participantd@tend complete members of the
events and interactions being studied. Apart friiva degree of participation,
observations can be grouped according to the amofintesearchers’ control:
structured and unstructured observations. Inthetsired observation, the observers
have a scheme or schedule of some sort which dietesnthe kinds of events and
interactions to be recorded. In the unstructurbdeovation, on the contrary, the
observers have no predetermined scheme or frameworkwill any expectation of
what to be observed/recorded.

However, many researchers in the field of languagening strategies have

found that classroom observation of students irguage classrooms has proved
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likely fruitless as the method of identifying learg strategies (e.g. Cohen and Aphek,
1981; Naiman et al., 1975; Chamot, 2001; Rubin,1}980ohen and Aphek (1981)
and Naiman et al. (1975) found that this methots feo provide much information
about learning strategies that language learneggoym Chamot (2001), Oxford
(1990), and Rubin (1975) further found that thistme is not very productive as it
provides insufficient information about studentsseu of learning strategies,
particularly the mental operations such as reagp@inalyzing, or using imagery.
3.4.2 Interviews

“The interview is the most widely used method afigeting
data in qualitative social research.” (NunkoosR@5: 698)

In investigating students’ language learning styeds, researchers can ask
students to explain and describe how they useegiest or what strategies they use
when dealing with language learning. One way tahi®is to interview students. In
a student interview, it calls for retrospective @auts for strategies they have

employed (Ellis, 1994).

In interviews, learners can be asked to reflectaotearning task or recall
strategies or ‘special tricks’ they used to cargy the task (Chamot, 2001). These
interviews can be characterized in terms of thegrde of formality and can be placed
on a continuum ranging from unstructured throughmissructured to structured
(Nunan, 1992). An unstructured (open) intervievguisded by the responses of the
interviewees and the researchers exercise velg dittno control over the interview.
The unstructured or open interviews have no prected scope or coverage,
although there should be some sort of focus. Therviewees tell the interviewers
anything they want, in the way and order whichssthiem. The interviewers, in the

same time, might (sometimes) guide the conversittibseems to be drifting too far
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from the intended focus. This leads the directioh interviews relatively
unpredictable. In a semi-structured interview, tba other hand, the interviewers
have a general idea of where they plan the interieego, and what should come out
of it, but they do not enter the interviews witloaof predetermined questions. In a
structured interview (closed), the interview agemsldotally predetermined by the
interviewers who ask specific questions in a paldicorder, and attempt to keep the
interviewees on topic. The aim of this structige¢a elicit the interviewees’ view of

something the researchers already have a frameaork

Whether unstructured or structured, interviews gewa great deal of flexibility
in terms of what is covered, in the way things @eal with, relevance, detail depth,
responsiveness, as the interviewer can clarifygtestions, if necessary, ask follow-
up questions, and comment on the students’ respd@$mmot, 2001). Whatever type
of interviews researchers choose to use as a dditection method, they should
consider the nature of the search and the degreentifol they wish to exert. Of the
three types of interviews, the semi-structuredringsv seems to be mostly used
among researchers as stated in Nunan (1992: 14®etause of its flexibility, the
semi-structured interview has found favour with mma@searchers, particularly those
working within an interpretive research traditionNot only does the flexibility it
give to the interviewers, but also provide the mitwvers a degree of control.
Additionally, personalized information on many tgpaf language learning strategies
gained from the interviews would not be availatletgh observations (Oxford and
Burry-Stock, 1995). However, according to Cha(@2®01), the disadvantages of the
retrospective interviews that should be paid aitb@nare that students may not report

their strategy use accurately, that they may repdnat they perceive as the
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interviewers’ preferred answers, or that they mimt to use strategies that have

been encouraged by teachers rather than actuaity us
3.4.3 Self-report questionnaires

Similar to interviews, self-report questionnairese aused to elicit learner
responses to a set of questions and they requ@earehers to make choices regarding
guestion format and research procedures (CohenSantt, 1996). Questionnaires
typically cover a range of language learning sgia® and are usually structured and
objective in nature (Oxford, Crookall, and Laviri®89). Question items in written
guestionnaires can range from those asking for ‘ge$0’ responses or indications
of frequency such as Likert scales to less stredtugjuestionnaire items asking
respondents to describe or discuss language |gastiategies they employ in detail
where the respondents have more control over tlenmation included in their
responses. The questionnaires require the resptsitb not only indicate whether
they use a particular strategy, but also ask frajuency with which they use it.

This mode of strategy assessment may be the msiseffective and the easiest
to collect data about students’ reported use afnleg strategies (Chamot, 2001).
The questionnaires are almost nonthreatening wiieninéstered using paper and
pencil under conditions of confidentially (OxforadaBurry Stock, 1995). Further,
written questionnaires enable the researcher teatatiata in field settings and the
data obtained are more amendable to quantificéitian those collected through free-
form field notes, participant observing journalstbe transcripts of oral language
(Nunan, 1992). Therefore, in the past three decades, the quesiienimas been
popularly and widely used in collecting data conagg language learners’ uses of

learning strategies (O’Malley et al., 1993; Oxfomdd Burry-Stock, 1995). The
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drawbacks of questionnaires are that students nohyunderstand the intent of a
guestion, that they may answer according to thezicgption of the ‘right answer’, and
that the questionnaire may not fully elicit allaotudent’s strategies (Chamot, 2001).
3.4.4 Think-aloud protocols

According to Chamot (2001), think-aloud protocatsolve a one-on-one
interview in which language learners are givenrgdilanguage task and asked to
describe their thoughts while working on it. Madsoof thinking aloud have mainly
been used to investigate the processes of tramslatid communication in a foreign
language (Feldmann and Stemmer, 1987). Think-alotglviews are recorded and
transcribed verbatim, then analyzed for evidencdaofjuage learning strategies.
While think-aloud procedures have shortcomingsy tb#ten provide a very clear
picture of a learner’s on-line processing strated@hamot, 2001). In other words,
think-aloud protocols offer the most detailed imh@ation of all because the student
describes strategies while doing a language tagkihiese protocols are usually used
only on a one-to-one basis, take a great deahwd, treflect strategies related just to
the task at hand, once the task is complete, Hrades may not take the time to look
back on the task and evaluate their performancof@x 1990). An additional
drawback of think-aloud procedures is that indiadinterviews, transcription, and
analysis are extraordinarily labour-intensive (Cbgra001).

3.4.5 Diaries

For the past decade or so, in an effort to colteath on language learning
strategy use, some researchers have turned tesliasi a research tool (Cohen and
Scott, 1996). As Nunan (1992) also points outafigis, logs, and journals are

important introspective tools in language resear(ghl18). According to Robson’s
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(2002: 258) definition, a diary, considered as seaech tool, “is a kind of self-
administered questionnaire.” In this sense, dsagiee learner-centred responsibility
and unstructured, the entries probably cover a wadge of themes and issues.

Diaries appear to provide the means of generateng substantial amounts of
data with minimal amount of effort on the part bétenquirer (Robson, 2002). For
example, in pedagogical perspectives, diaries asdumble pedagogical instrument in
themselves, “when teachers ask students to intcogpp@ut learning, comment on the
class, and communicate about what they are legrsingents get more involved in
the course and make connections between themsalvésthe course materials”
(Porter et al., 1990: 227). However, on furthetewfon, and after a quick browse
through students' diary entries, it soon becameleeni that they constituted an
interesting source of information about the stuslemse of strategies and their skills
in language learning, which is important since meag students' use of strategies
has long been one of the great challenges (Skel¢9). Cohen and Scott (1996)
also note that diaries might include learners’ tntverbal reports of the cognitive,
metacognitive, and social strategies they use daignguage learning.

There is some attempt to combine the keeping diiaay with the other
research methods to separate out, and to get peoplice, specific happenings that
they consider to be important (Robson, 2002). Boljarther states that diaries can
also serve as a proxy for observation in situatiotere it could be difficult or
impossible for direct observation to take placdteatively, Burgess (1981) argues
for the use of diaries as precursor to interviewagpecially as a means of generating

the list of questions to be covered in the intewie
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3.5 Framework of Data Collection Methods for the Pesent

Investigation

“Individual researchers have a freedom of choitkey are

“free” to choose the methods, techniques, and pioes of

research that best their needs and purposes.”
(Creswell, 2003: 12)

Different methods of data collection may lead ttfedlent conclusions about
the character and language learning strategy uaeingl reviewed the methods of
data collection on language learning strategiesotighly, the researcher decided to
employ a mixed data collection methodology andysisil the use of two methods of
data collection in this study.

Adhering to this concept, two different qualitatiand quantitative data
collection methods were implemented to gather ftatahe present research. They
include focus-group interviews and written stratagyestionnaires. As Creswell
(2003) highlights, the sequential procedures ditsgies associated with the mixed
method approacinay begin with a qualitative method for explorgtpurposes and
following up with a quantitative method with a largample so that it can generalize
results to a population. These two methods arnaldei for the present investigation
because the present study aims at exploring, asatideng that Thai public university
freshmen differ as EFL learners in part. This écduse differences lies in their
knowledge about and skills in using “how to leamethniques, that is, learning
strategies, which EFL students in the Thai pubfiversities employ to improve their
English both inside and outside classroom. In gldims, students are required to
recall their retrospective accounts of the languégning strategies they have

employed in different settings. Both focus-groumperviews and written strategy
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guestionnaires will serve the purposes of the staslythey will provide rich and
abundant amounts of information of language legsimategies. According to Ellis
(1994: 534), “a method that has been found to beereoccessful involves the use of
structured interviews and questionnaires, bothlativcall for retrospective accounts
of the strategies learners employ.” AdditionalyMalley and Chamot (1990: 88)
state that “...the broadest range of coverage fatedy use can be obtained with
guestionnaires and guided interviews because oéttiueture given to the questions,
whereas the narrowest range of strategy coveragassékely to occur with think-
aloud procedures, since the data collector is cangtd from using prompts for

additional strategies by the nature of the apprdach

3.6 Methods for Data Collection

In collecting data for the present investigatidrere were two phases: focus
group interviews; and written questionnaires. TwWwéohem were conducted with EFL
freshmen studying in the public universities in ifdrad. Focus-group interviews was
the main method for the first phase of data cabbecto give access to ‘facts’ about
language learning strategies employed by Thai pubhiversity freshmen. The
obtained data were later used to generate in tértheolanguage learning strategy
guestionnaire. Later on, the questionnaires wengd@rad in the second phase of data
collection or the main fieldwork scheme to exantime overall use and the patterns of

language learning strategies that Thai public usityeestudents employ in general.

In the last three decades, a focus-group interiasvbeen widely used in the

marketing research (Krueger, 1994). Only recetitig, data collection technique, as
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Krueger explained further, has crept into the fiefceducational research. A focus
group interview, as Krueger defined, is “a cargfyllanned discussion designed to
obtain perceptions on a defined area of interesa ipermissive, nonthreatening
environment” (p.6). In the focus-group intervielgroup members influence each
other by responding to ideas and comments in theudsion” (Krueger, 1994, p.2).
Importantly, the focus group interview “enable @®hers to have access to the
opinions, viewpoints, attitudes, and experiencesingfividuals” (Madriz, 2000,

p.840).

Mindful of the distinctive characteristics of a t@cgroup interview, a series of
focus group interviews were arranged to gather datathe study. The group
interviews will be conducted to provide participara@n opportunity to discuss and
exchange information among themselves regardinguiage learning strategies they
use in learning EFlinside and outside classroom, how they improver theglish as
well as how the investigated variablet) gender; 2) fields of study; 3) language
learning experiences; and 4) types of academicranog,contribute to such uses, as
well as how this contribution influence 5) theingaage proficiency levels.

Interview questions were initially generated frohe treview of subsequent
studies carried out in the field of language leagnstrategies (e.g. Ehrman and
Oxford, 1989; Intaraprasert, 2000; Naiman et &.75 Oxford and Nyikos, 1989;
Oxford and Ehrman, 1995; Yang, 1999; and WhartoB020 After reviewing the
mentioned interview questions and questionnainmstef other scholars, interview
guestions were selected to be used in the presahyt according to research purposes
and questions. The interview structure below wasdated from English into Thai,

then Thai into English again in order to reducephssibility of being misinterpreted
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and misunderstood by the participants whose fastjliage is Thai. The focus-group
interview may be used to help identify the chanasties, strategies and techniques of
language learners. The interviews are divided tmtmsections:

Part One: Background and previous knowledge abdut
Part Two: Language learning strategies
Part | — Background & Previous Knowledge

1) Name

2) Birthplace

3) Education:
3.1Fields of study
3.2 Types of academic program

4) Do you consider yourself to be :

a. a high language learner
b. a moderate language learner
c. a low language learner

5) When did you start and how long did you learn Esigti

6) Where and under what circumstances did you leaghgh?

7) When you learn English, what did you study? Gran®m&peaking?

8) Do you remember what kind of text-books you uskedny?

9) Did the teacher speak in the foreign language wiokte time?

10)Do you remember what kind of homework you had t® do

11)Did you have any contact outside the classroom/ytoame with English
native speakers?

12)Did you listen to the radio or watch films or TV English?

13) Do you think that your success at learning Bhgls due to the teacher? Or
did it have something to do with the environme@® would you say that you
developed some special study habits? Or do yole lsme particular
personal learning techniques that helped you imieg?

Part Il —Language Learning Strategies
1. What have you been doing in your class in the feastveeks?

2. How often do you study English at university?
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3. According to 2., do you think it is enough for you?

4. What is the level of your ability in English as hjgnoderate, or low?

5. Could you please tell me which aspects of learrtinglish are easy or
difficult for you? Why?

6. Do you do anything to help yourself understand Emglish lessons better
(before/during/after the class)?

7. What do you do to improve your English in generatifle and outside the
classroom)?

8. How do you think you get along with your teached dne other students in
class?

9. How does the atmosphere in the English class campéh that of other
classes?

10.Which classroom activities do you most like or itisP Why?

11.Which classroom activities do you consider to be iost or the least effect
and useful? Why?

12.1n your opinion, should the teacher speak Englidly while teaching?

13.What do you do when you get stuck while respondirgnglish?

14.When you make an error, would you prefer to berioped right away or
would you rather finish your response?

15.Do you mind being corrected? Why?

16.What would you like to get out of the English cauns the long run?

17.Do you have any other comments about your langlesgaing experiences
that you would like to tell me?

Then the interview questions in this structure wehecked the validity by
experts in terms of research and content validitgnpiloted. With comments from
those participating in pilot interviews and withdiscussion with the supervisors and
other experts, the interview questions were thewaorled and re-arranged before

their actual uses.
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Afterwards, a number of focus-group interviews wareanged at a different
time to allow participants to select the time-lmatt was most likely convenient for the
participants to participate in the group interviewgkach group interview was
approximately one hour to one hour and a half. hWEdnsent from the participants,
each interview would be audio-taped and later tabsd by me. The data from
focus group interviews helped create a better wtdeding in language learners’ use
of language learning strategies and how the inyat&d variables determined their
strategy use. More importantly, these intervievadgaovided the preliminary data of
an issue under an investigation in the context lef Eearners studying in the Thai

public universities.

In the second phase of data collection, the languk@rning strategy
guestionnaires were administered with Thai pubhoversity freshmen in order to
elicit what types of language learning strateglesytuse and the frequency of the
strategy use. The items in the questionnaire wemerated from the self-report
information obtained through the focus-group inkems. There may be some
strategy items, if appropriate, taken from the wafrlother researchers such as Cohen
and Chi (2002), Intaraprasert (2000), O’'Malley a@bamot (1989), and Oxford
(1990). Then, the questionnaire items in thiscstme werechecked the validity by

experts in terms of research and content validity,well as the reliability with

Cronbach Alphad).

The questionnaires used to assess the extent tohwublic university
freshmen employ language learning strategies werga@int rating scale. The scale

was valued O, 1, 2, or 3.
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0 = Never
1 = Sometimes
2 = Often

3 = Always or almost alway

The advantage of this type of instrument is thaait easily be administered to
a large group of students, scoring and data cotilare relatively simple, and
more importantly, precise quantitative measuresb&aderived (Bialystok, 1981). In
addition, the Thai translation of the strategy goesaire was conducted, as this
helped maximize ease of administration and ensueatgr accuracy of results,
especially with the low-ability students. The skation was done by the researcher
and then checked for the validity with the main eswfsor, other experts, and
colleagues who are native speakers of the Thaiukgg working at universities in

Thailand.

3.7 Sampling and Rationales for Choice of Participats and

Institutions

According to Kinnear and Gray (2000: 2), a sampe“a selection of
observations (often assumed to be random) fronfexerce set, or population, of
possible observations that might be made.” Thepgans a part of a population.
Samples are usually drawn for the research purpesesaccording to certain rules,
of enabling inferences to be drawn about the pajomaand its parameters on the

basis of the sample and in particular on the baEfssample statistics (Robson, 2002).
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As Cohen and Manion (1985) note, “The correct sanspte depends on the
purpose of the study and the nature of the pomuatinder scrutiny” (p.101). The
sample is selected according to the needs and gespf the study. In this sense, the
samples of the present study must be good repedsest of the entire population to
some extent; that is, they are good representafmepublic university freshmen
learning English as a foreign language in Thailanth selecting the samples,
multistage sampling was administered. By cluséen@ing (see Appendix 2), th&l
limited-admission public universitiem Thailand were classified according to the
geographic regions of the countryorth; south; northeast; east; and central region.
Then, 21 universities were stratified accordinghi following investigated factors.

1. Types of academic program

There are two types of undergraduate programs (Ghebar’'s degree) in
Thailand that the 21 limited-admission public umsrges in Thailand recently offer:
1) regular programs - using Thai as the mediunmsfruction; and 2) international
programs - using English as the main medium ofuiesion. Nowadays, among those
21 public universities, there are 10 public uniuters offering international programs
along with regular programs (Weerathaworn, 20(ach type of academic program

had to be sampled.
2. Fields of study

“Fields of study” in this study are generally clifissl into two broad groups:
science-oriented and non-science-oriented. Theneetoriented field includes
Medicine, Dentistry, Veterinary Science, Pharmdyblic Health, Nursing, Medical
Technology, Science, Environmental Science, Foo@kn8e, Engineering, and

Architecture. The non-science-oriented field inesidBusiness Administration/
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Management, Economics, Political Science, Socigldggcio-Anthropology, Law,
Education, Arts/Liberal Arts, Mass Communicationckl Sciences and Humanities.
Each field of study has to be sampled. Nowaddy$he 21 public universities offer

both science-oriented and non-science-orientedsfief study.

The reason why these two factors were selectedbassd on how best met
the particular purposes of the investigation.; tlsatto examine the relationship
between language learning strategies used by Thiicpuniversity freshmen and the
five investigated variables, which includ&)l gender, 2) fields of study, 3) language
learning experiences, 4) types of academic programd 5) language proficiency
levels. Sampling in this study, therefore, was definitegcessary to cover the key

aspects of the investigated variables.

Of the 8 universities, based on the consideratibrthe number of total
freshmen (tentatively calculated from data of AcadeYear 2004), 50% of the 8
universities is 4 universities selectively and wasly included: 3 universities locating
in the regional part of Thailand, and the anothaiversity in the Bangkok
Metropolitan of Thailand were already taken partha first phase of data collection
which involved approximately 10 students from eaciversity, from both genders,
and from both fields of study in focus-group iniews. Later, in responding to the
strategy questionnaire in the second phase of clataction, 3 % out of 39,086
freshmen in the 8 limited-admission public univeesi were equally selected to

participate in this phase of data collection.

In conclusion, the framework of data collection gass is summarized as

follows in Figure 3.1:
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Figure 3.1: Framework of Data Collection Process

Data Collection Phase 1: Focus-Group Interviews
Samples 44 students selected from 4 public universities
Purpose to explore what language learning strategiesipuinliversity
freshmen use with a reference to the investigate@dbles

The data from Phase 1 will be used to generate the language |earning questionnaires for
Phase 2 of Data Collection Method

!

Data Collection Phase 2: Survey (Questionnaires)

Samples 3% of the total number of freshmen from 8 publversities
Purpose to describe the overall use and the patternarafuage learning strategies publig
university freshmen use with a reference to thestigated variables

3.8 Analyzing, Interpreting, and Reporting Data

The data obtained through two phases of dataatmlie were analyzed to
answer the research questions of the present stiite data obtained in the first
phase was self-report information from focus-grauprviews and the second phase
of data collection was self-report information frahme language learning strategy

guestionnaires.

The data analysis, interpretation, and report waesented into two main

sections: qualitative; and quantitative (as shawmable 3.5).
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Table 3.5 : Analyzing, Interpreting, and ReportingData

Research Data Research Question Analysis
Question
Qualitative Qualitative ~ What are the types of 1. Transcribing and

(Miles and language learning strategies translating the interview data
Huberman, reported to be employed by

1994)

public university freshmen 2. Developing coding
learning English as a foreign schemes and initial coding —
language in Thailand? “start list”

3. Establishing
trustworthiness in coding
schemes

Table 3.5 (contd): Analyzing, Interpreting, and Reprting Data

Research
Question

Data

Research Question Analysis

Quantitativ. Quantitat 1. What is the frequency with 1. Frequency of Strategy Use

e

ive (with
the SPSS
program)

which these language To compare the extent to which
learning strategies are strategies used frequently or
reported to be used by these infrequently in general, three levels
students? of strategy use: ‘high use’, ‘medium

2. Do students’ choices of  use’, and ‘low use’ based on the
language learning strategies holistic mean scores of frequency
vary significantly with their 2. Analysis of VariancéANOVA)
gender? If they do, what are To determine the relationship

the main patterns of between learners’ overall reported
variation? strategy use and 1) ‘Gender of

3. Do students’ choices of  Students’: male or female; 2)
language learning strategies ‘Fields of Study’: science and non-
vary significantly according science;

to the fields of study they are 3) ‘Types of Academic Programs’:
studying? If they do, what areregular and international; and 4)
the main patterns of ‘Levels of Language Proficiency’:
variation? high, moderate, or low.

4. Do students’ choices of 3. The post hoc Scheffé test
language learning strategies To determine the significant

vary significantly according differences as the results of

to the types of academic ANOVA, and to indicate which pair
programs they are studying? of the groups under such a variable
If they do, what are the main contributes to the overall

patterns of variation? differences

5. Do students’ choices of 4. Chi-square Tests

language learning strategies  To determine the significant
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Research Data Research Question Analysis

Question
vary significantly according variation patterns at the individual
to their English learning item level, to check all the strategy
experiences? If they do, whatitems for significant variations by
are the main patterns of 1) ‘Gender of Students’; 2) ‘Fields
variation?Do students’ of Study’; 3) ‘Types of Academic

choices of language learning Programs’; and 4) ‘Levels of
strategies vary significantly Language Proficiency’, and to
according to their levels of compare the actual frequencies of
language proficiency? If they different responses on the 4-point
do, what are the main patternsating scale; the raw data based on
of variation? average responses for each item by
consolidating into “low strategy
use” and “high strategy use” (Green
and Oxford, 1995: 271).
5. Factor Analysis
To determine the nature of
underlying patterns among a large
number of variables (Cohen and
Manion, 1994) by seeking the
underlying patterns of language
learning strategies the variation
patterns strongly related to each
independent variable

3.9 Summary

In summary, the present investigation was conduatetivo phases. The
research methods and instruments were differertiotth phases according to the
research purposes of each phase of data collectiothe first phase, student focus-
group interviews were organised with 44 informani$ie data obtained in this stage
were then employed to generate the language lepstmategy questionnaire which
was the main research instrument of the large-sna&stigation in the second phase
of data collection. At this stage, 1,134 particifzaresponded to the written strategy
guestionnaires. In addition, the characteristit$hese participating students were

identified as the research population.
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The results of the data analyses for the studesustgroup interviews and
written strategy questionnaire are to be presentéoe subsequent chapters. Chapter
4 mainly deals with the process of generating thigtem strategy questionnaires,
which emerged from the results of the student faposip interviews. Later,

Chapters 5 and 6 focus on the data obtained thrthegbtrategy questionnaires.



CHAPTER 4
LANGUAGE LEARNING STRATEGY INVENTORY AND

THE STRATEGY QUESTIONNAIRE

4.1 Introduction and Purpose of the Chapter

This chapter mainly describes the language legrsirategy inventory which
emerged from the data obtained through studentstgecoup interviews conducted
with 44 public university freshmen in Thailand. eTmterviews were organized to
explore what language learning strategies theskests use with reference to the five
investigated variables in this study: 1) genderfi@js of study (science and non-
science-oriented); 3) language learning experief@ealing with number of English
learning years); 4) types of academic programsu(eegand international); and 5)
language proficiency levels (self-rating proficignchigh; moderate; and low).
Firstly, the procedures of gaining information frahe 44 students in the first phase
of data collection are presented. This is followsd a description of how the
preliminary strategy inventory was generated onbgs of the interview data. The
last part of the chapter presents the strategytignesire which was used as the main
research instrument for the second phase of déd&cton.

As mentioned in Chapter 2, language learning gir@éehave been variously
defined and categorized due to individual reseastloavn justifications and systems

derived from their direct and indirect experienc@s. Intaraprasert (2000) states,
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“what is suitable for a researcher to use to dli@tuse of language learning strategies
with one group of language learners may not beabldt for another” (p.88).
Therefore, it would be more practical for the pr#gavestigation to make use of the
information that is directly gained from public uersity students in the context of
Thailand, rather than to borrow other researchdedinitions and classifications
which are obtained from the results of studyingglsage learners in other specific
contexts. The focus-group interviews in the fphase of data collection, therefore,
would help to initially access to find out the pmghary data about the Thai students’
use of language learning strategies and factoegimgl to such strategies. In the
focus-group interviews, open-ended questions in ititerviews were especially
valuable in early or exploratory stages of the @nédnvestigation. The answers
given to these open-ended questions in the int@svigere then used to create closed-
guestion responses in a language learning strawegytory for a large-scale survey
in the second phase of data collection. Afterwatids strategy inventory would be
employed to elicit general language learning sgjiate from Thai public university

students on a large scale. Glock (1987 cited innNey 2003: 279) emphasizes that

“A major source of data in survey research is thalitative

interview conducted during the planning phase pifagect.

Such interviews with a small but roughly represewtasample

of the population to be surveyed subsequentlyyafm indispensable
way to learn about the nature of variation and bmgo about
operationalizing it.”

4.2 The Main Stage of the Student Focus-Group Interews

The first phase of data collection was the stagehich the student focus-

group interviews conducted with Thai public univgrstudents in Thailand during
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December 2005 — January 2006. The purpose ofeéhe-structured focus-group
interviews at this stage was to obtain students’ afslanguage learning strategies in
the classroom and in a free learning situationyelsas to find out how they improve
their English language skills in general and whatdrs relate to their use of language
learning strategies.

In focus-group interviews, “group members influeneach other by
responding to ideas and comments in the discusgkmieger, 1994: 2). Due to the
distinctive characteristics of focus-group intewse they “enable researchers to have
access to the opinions, viewpoints, attitudes,eqmériences of individuals” (Madriz,
2000: 840). A series of focus-group interviewsha present study were arranged by
providing participants with an opportunity to dissuand exchange information
among themselves concerning their language leastmgegies they use to learn EFL
and what factors contribute to their use of sudhatsgies. Recommendations on
optimal group size vary from seven to ten partiosipaneeded for session (Krueger,
1994). However, the bigger the group is, the tegafortable interviewees feel to be
part of a group. Furthermore, with a small groug interviewer can more easily
manage the group dynamics, process the informadiwh attend to each member
(Carey, 1994). Thus the researcher planned to umbnthe small focus-group
interviews with approximately six participants iac group due to the recruitment of
male and female students at equal number. Eadlpgraerview was around one
hour to one hour and a half. With consent fromphticipants, each interview was
audio-taped (as suggested by Cohen, Manion, andiddar 2000; Robson, 2002;
Creswell, 2003) since relying on the interviewerides is insufficient. The data from

focus group interviews, once transcribed and aealytpgether with a check for the
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reliability and validity, would help create a bettenderstanding in Thai language
learners’ use of language learning strategies amal factors relate to their use of

such strategies.

The process of conducting the focus-group intersieconsisted of three
central phases: interview preparation, interviewplementation, and analysis of

interview data.

Phase 1: Preparation

Carey (1994) recommends that not only the studh@fesearch topic and the
development of guideline questions, and selecti@hracruitment of group members
should be mainly focused in the preparing procdsth® interviews, but also the
logistics are truly important to the successful wéefocus-group interviews e.g.
rooms, and tape-recording equipment. In the lighthis, it was concerned that
having a smooth group interview should come withimg the suitable rooms that are
comfortable and afford privacy to avoid any int@trans. Additionally, a good
preparation of recording equipment is taken intwoaat.

Based on the piloting experiences, the researobticea that there were some
guestions interviewees required time to prepareteir answers. So, prior to each
interview, allowing the interviewees to read thrbube questions should be helpful
in sense of time-saving for both the interviewed amerviewees. Additionally, the
quality of the interview data sometimes concernddl the quantity of tape-recording
equipment. Recording the data with one audio-tageorder seemed unreliable
because based on the characteristics of groupviewes, the interaction within the
group emerged in a natural sequence of conversaditier than a question-answer

chaining. Thus, in the actual focus-group intemaethe number and the position of
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tape recorders should be variously prepared witl mlumber of interviewing

participants and the seating arrangement.

e The development of guideline interview questions

After reviewing the research working definitionsdaresearch questions, the
researcher formulated the guideline questions, lwhvere used for the interview
sessions and the initial development of themesatggories in data analysis. The
content of the interview questions partly emergexnf the researcher’s review of
literature and related research in the field ofleage learning strategies, and partly

through the researcher’s personal experiences #uyiiage learning strategies.

According to the concept of positivism explaineditverman (1993), interview
data give the study access to ‘facts about the dvdp.91) of participants by
discovering their biographical information and staénts concerning their L2
behaviours and performances. The interviews, tbegefvould generate preliminary

data addressing the following details:

1. Facts: these relate primarily to biographicafoimation about the

respondents;

2. Present and past behaviours in using languegygihg strategies in L2
learning: specific questions related to actual eatthan hypothetical

situations;

3. Conscious reasons: rather than simply ask “wthg researcher also
examined broad classes of considerations that msg Hdetermined this

outcome.
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The interview questions were piloted in Thai witbuff public university
students to test the clarity and comprehensibdityll questions prior to be used in
the actual interviews. With comments from thosdipi@ating in the pilot interviews
and with a discussion with the researcher’'s mapesusor, the interview questions
were re-worded and re-arranged before their aatsak. The piloting helped the
researcher not only with the wording of questions &lso with procedural matters
such as the question sequences, the reduction refesponse rates, and the time

arrangement.
e The selection and recruitment of group interviewnbers

The group interview members were selected on tlasisb of their
characteristics related to the research framewadt #he investigated variables:
gender; fields of study (science and non-sciencmtwd); types of academic
programs (regular and international); and langupg#iciency levels (self-rating

proficiency: high; moderate; and low).

Four public universities were simply randomedathket part in the first phase
of data collection. They included 3 universitiexdted in the regional parts of
Thailand, and the other university in Metro-Bangk@pproximately 10 students
from each university participated in the focus graaoterviews (see Appendix 3).
These students were purposively selected from #@ngcpating universities to cover
the investigated research variables and to achibeeparticular purpose of the
investigation. The researcher believed that tha datained through the focus-group
interviews of 44 purposively selected participantaild provide enough information

to generate the strategy questionnaire which wbeldised in the second phase of
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data collection. As Oppenheim (1992) states, H#rapées do not need to be truly
representative of the target group but may onlyrd@esentative of a part of that
population.
e Contacting with the participating universities

To gain permission to conduct research, the rebeaffirst sent a letter (see
Appendix 4) to the Academic Boards of the partitigauniversities. The letter gave
brief information of the research mainly includiagsummary of the study, data
collection methods, the period required for dathection, together with asking for
their assistance in selecting and recruiting sttedér the study. Most importantly,
the letter promised that the process of data dodkecvould not interfere with the

normal classroom teaching.
Phase 2: Implementation

e Conducting the interviews

Once permission from the participating universitiasl been granted formally,
the researcher followed her interview timetablentgeting the selected and recruited
students at the rooms prepared by each particgatniversity. Considering about
ethics in interviewing, the researcher followed theee main areas of ethical issues
proposed by Cohen et al. (2000) namely informedsent) confidentiality, and the
consequence of the interviews. Before startingitherviews, the participants all
received the consent forms (see Appendix 5) togetlith a verbal summary of the
present research to ensure that the possible aoeisees of the research were made
clear to them, the care was taken to them andytetrer related person they referred
to would be of confidentiality and anonymity. Aftsompleting the consent forms for

willingly participating in the focus-group interwies, they were given 10 minutes to
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read throughout the focus-group interview questi@e® Appendix 6), and then each
interview was audio-taped.

During the interviews, the researcher addressed pdwticipants by their
nicknames. This was one way to help establishregyemial atmosphere for session
(Measor, 1985). This also helped the researcheember the group members
individually to balance between active and passiles of every group member, and
not allowed one person to dominate. The researtdblawed the guidelines of
conducting interviews proposed by Cohen et al. (2@0 ensure that the interviews
were conducted in an appropriate, non-stressfidl,rem-threatening way. During the
interviews, the researcher was required to be al dstener rather than a good
speaker avoiding the cause of any interruptioresstirare of giving advice or opinions
as well as any personal facial and bodily expressi@€arey, 1994; Creswell, 2003).
To check for the validity of the data, one way cblie operated is that the interviewer
should have the informants serve as a check thouighn ongoing dialogue
regarding the researcher’s interpretations of themtity and meanings to ensure the
truth value of the data (Creswell, 2003). Thus\egally after finishing the discussion
of the guideline questions and before going to m@estions, the researcher fed back
a summary of the discussion to the group in orddrave the group members clarify
and correct the information.

e Taking actions after the interviews

The focus-group interviews were finally conductethoothly because the

required assistances and cooperation were fullypatgd by both participating

universities and their students. After the intamge the researcher thanked the
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participants with a small reward for their time dagelivered the formal thank-you

letters to the Academic Boards of participatingvensities.

Phase 3: Analysis
e Transcribing and translating the interview data

The eight audiotape-recorded interviews which atrisd the database were
fully transcribed in the Thai language by the reslear and consequently transformed
into individual text electronic files. Some simplayout elements were used
transcription to facilitate data processing lat&ranscriptions are transformations of
one mode — a conversation or oral discourse -antither mode: narrative discourse.
As Miles and Huberman (1994) suggest, such tramgfbons often erase contextual
and non-verbal data and make transcription ineljitaklective. In this case, the
interview transcripts were deliberately selectipeivileging the record of verbal
expressions (where language learning strategie® weported) and keeping the
transcripts as simple as possible. No systemé#bct @vas made to reflect accurately
in the transcripts the occurrence of interjectioes\phasis, pauses, voice tone, or
gestures, etc.

A substantial amount of time was invested in trapgon. The slow and
always unrewarding process paid off in the endhasttanscripts condensed the raw
material into readily analyzable texts. Notes aitial thoughts and impressions
during the transcription were kept and drawn ugadarlto initiate the analysis. The
researcher paid careful attention and attemptstbthe way to make the availability
of such recordings useful for the present reseasamuch as possible. The researcher

believed that the transcriptions would tell whatt@@ly took place in the interviews.
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“What is collected though possibly subject to sarpastraints represents the reality
of the experiences of the group members” (Care9419233).

To increase the reliability and validity of theantiew transcripts, the researcher
used three strategies: 1) comparing researcherigdwréten notes with tape
transcripts; 2) repeatedly listening and transoglihe tape records of each interview;
and 3) equating the literal meanings of transcripteugh careful back-translations;
the researcher emailed to ask for assistancesffiends who are now studying PhD
in the United Kingdom to check the researchersdi@ed data by doing an English-
Thai translations, then compared the original |aggutexts.

e Developing coding schemes and initial coding

According to Miles and Huberman (1994), there are main types of coding.
The first one, a grounded approach, is used bydmnctive researcher who may not
want to pre-code any datum until the researchecbbected it, seen how it functions
or nests in its context, and determined how mamietras of it there are. The second
is to create a provisionastart list’ (Miles and Huberman, 1994: 58) of codes prior to
fieldwork/interview. That list comes from the copteal framework, the list of
research questions, and the key variables thag bairresearcher to the area of
investigation. For the present study, it is theoselctype of coding. Thus guideline
guestions of the interviews could actually servethas initial categories and could
provide a common structure of analysis acrossritegview sessions.

After the interview recordings had been transcritdl translated into
English, the primary language learning strategyemory was initially generated

through the following steps.
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Step One:

1. The researcher carefully read through the intervita regarding language
learning strategies reported by 44 participants8of§roups from 4 open
universities to get a whole picture of how they didanguage learning
strategies in learning English.

2. Each language learning behaviour or strategy whiak consistent with the
working definitions of the present study was acowly adopted, and the
codes were then given to such behaviour and strateg

3. From the interview recordings, it was found thag thterviewees produced
altogether 473 statements (see a summary in Appefdiabout language
learning behaviours or strategies.

4. Tentatively, there were 473 statements existingoweéler, the researcher
realized that it was impossible to include all bet473 strategies in the
language learning strategy classification. Thégrdfore, were reorganized
and condensed. Finally, there were 97 languageitenstrategies remaining,
grouped roughly under the two main categories: S£tasn-Related Language
Learning Strategies; and Classroom-Unrelated Laggl&arning Strategies.

5. Next, the 20 of 97 language learning strategiesewexcluded from the
language learning strategy category because theg weore related to
communication strategies. As a number of scholarthis field argue that
communication strategies are related to languagerather than language
learning (e.g. Cohen, 1998; Ellis, 1994; TaroneBQ9 The two processes

(language use and language learning) are so ditferéerms of their function
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and theirpsycholinguistic representatiotihat “they are best kept separate”
(Dornyei, 2003: 168).

Communication strategies are contained in the lagguuse strategy,
which is defined as the ability to successfully t‘gme’'s message across’
(Tarone and Yule,1989:19). Such strategies aré ttsenable language users
to organize their utterances as effectively as iptesgo get their messages
across to particular listeners. These strategesilao considered to be part of
the ability to repair, or compensate for, breakdawoommunication (Tarone,
1980).

Additionally, it can be noticed, from the priori niguage learning
classifications proposed by a number of researcbays Stern (1975, 1983,
1992), Ellis and Sinclair (1989), Oxford (1990) €s€hapter 2, Section 2.3)
that communication strategies are described in etholssifications as
techniques used to keep conversation going e.gagusircumlocution,
gesturing, paraphrasing, or asking for repetitiod explanation. Particularly,
Oxford (1990)’s taxonomy includes communicatioratggies in the name of
compensation strategies. These strategies artedeta language learning
strategies which compensate for lack of competenc@xford (1990:50)
classifies them under overcoming limitations inapeg and writing. These
are:

Switching to L1 (or so-called ‘codeswitching’)
Getting help from others to get the messages across
Using mime, gesture, or non-verbal noise suchsagra
Avoiding communication partially or totally

Adjusting or approximating the message

Coining words by making an L1 word sound like anvi@d
Using circumlocution or a synonym

NouokrwhE



127

According to the characteristics of communicatitmategies described above,

any learning behaviour or performance lacking tleeu$ on overcoming

limitations of communication difficulties (e.g. dfying the question in order to

get help, and using gestures or explaining witlreotlvords to compensate the

unknown words) is regarded as a language leartiatpgy.

Step Two:

1.

2.

The researcher further went through the reporiagstents again, in this step
to identify similar, phrases, patterns, themesati@hships, sequences,
differences within and among those 77 languagenilegrstrategies gained
from Step One.

After having negotiation and discussion with thenrgupervisor, it is clearer

to classify the learners’ reported performancesgerdeptions of acquiring L2

learning in the classroom context and in a fregasibn under the four main

language learning strategy categories: 1) prepaongself for classroom

lessons; 2) understanding while studying in cl8s&nproving one’s language
skills; and 4) expanding one’s general knowledgeEaflish. Each main

category includes two subcategories. The firstnnwategory of language
learning strategies involves those used by theuageg learners to prepare
themselves before or after classroom lessons. Nb&gt,second category
consists of learning strategies employed to undedstwhile studying in class.
They could be divided into two main subcategoriepahding on with whom

the language learners play interactions: intragreak or inter-personal.

Finally, the subcategories of the last two mairegaties similarly comprise of
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learning strategies applied with a support of mexdianon-media utilization.
The media here covers newspapers, magazines sieleviadio, and internet.
3. To apply a structure and reference system of themegorizations, the
researcher gave codes to the four main categmislaws:
“Prep” for Preparing Oneself for Classroom Lessons;
“Under” for Understanding while Studying in Class;
“Imp” for Improving One’s Language Skills; and
“Exp” for Expanding One’s General Knowledge of Eef|
4. An individual strategy for those four categoriesswtlaen listed under their two
main categories, that is,
1. Preparing Oneself for Classroom Lessons (Prep)
1.1 Before Class (PrepB)
1.2 After Class (PrepA)
2. Understanding while Studying in Class (Under)
2.1 Intra-Personal Interaction (UnderINTRA)
2.2 Inter-Personal Interaction (UnderINTER)
3. Improving One’s Language Skills (Imp)
3.1 Media Utilization (ImpM)
3.2 Non-Media Utilization (pNM)
4. Expanding One’s General Knalgie of English (Exp)
4.1 Media Utilization (ExpM)
4.2 Non-Media Utilization (EIXM)
For example, PrepB 1.1 was abbreviated to the firdividual language

learning strategy which students reported employimghe first preparing
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themselves for classroom lessons. Although theareber finally could
classify the language learning strategies into foain categories, it does not
mean that the language learning strategies underfdbr categories are
certainly separated. Instead, some of them cantaaths and possibly appear
in any different categories depending on individuedearchers’ justification.
For example, the language learning strategy reg@rdieviewing own
notes/summary’ can be grouped into either PrepBPr@pA. That means
language learners may use this strategy before tdalse ready for what they
are going to learn in class, or they may use #raftass to help understand
what is learned already in class. In the presewtstigation, such strategy
was classified into PrepA since the predicate ®eNiexpresses the sense of
considering making changes of anything rather tpagparing things in
advance.

. After establishing the coding and categories, aarcldefinition of each
category was given to use to analyze the whole. defastly, Preparing
Oneself for Classroom Lesson Strategies was defasedtrategies used by
language learners to prepare themselves physeadlyacademically before or
after class lessons. Secondly, Understanding wBiledying in Class
Strategies involved strategies employed to helpnkra understand what is
learned in class. They could be divided into twimdk of learners’
interactions: intra-personal and inter-personalntratpersonal interactions
dealt with the language learning strategies learnese to interact with
themselves, while inter-personal interactions mesmsal interactions that

language learners use to interact with the teaoheasther students in their
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classrooms. Next, Improving One’s Language Skilrategies covered
strategies language learners used to improve lweguage skills in general
with or without a use of media utilization. LastExpanding One’s General
Knowledge of English Strategies dealt with strateglanguage learners
employed to help expand their general knowledgeénaflish outside the class,
together with a consideration of a reliance on medilization to do so.
e Establishing trustworthiness in coding schemes
Once the initial analysis of the data sets was deteg, a second coder
involved in a blinding-coding exercise conductedhwa subset of tapescripts, that
means the second coder did not know which codee wsed by the first coder (the
researcher). Both coding outcomes were comparet umed to improve the
definitions of coding categories and subsequentlsetine the coding in the full data
base. The reviewed definite versions of codingeswds and actual coding were
subject to a final blind coding exercise to detemninter-coder reliability using the
formula suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994: 64).

Inter-coder reliability = number of agreements
number of agreements + disagreements

In the present study, approximately 25 per centafuhe reported language
learning strategies was used as a sample of tiaebdse. The transcripts were coded
by the researcher, while the other five coders wetanvolved in the development of
the coding schemes. These five coders includesktRh.D. students, and two M.Ed.
students studying at the University of Leeds, U.KIll coders were provided with
print-outs of a list of 28 language learning stgaéde and then randomly selected 30

reported statements. These language learninggiteatand reported statements were
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randomly ordered. The five coders were then asedatch the reported statements

to the language learning strategies to the langlesgaing strategies. What follow is

the sample task for this reliability (Appendix &jigure 4.1 shows the sample task.

Figure 4.1: A Sample Task for the Reliability

The Language Learning Strategy Coding/Categorizatio

Instructions

Example
(A) List of language learning strategies

e Please read the list of language learning straegie(A) and the list of reporte
statements in (B) carefully.

e Choose the reported statements of (B) to matchatiguage learning strategies of (A) By
writing the number; 1-30 statements of (B), in #pace given in front of each language
learning strategy of (A).

e Please note that each reported statement of (B)beansed only ONCEwhile some
language learning strategies of (A) can be used HORAN ONCE

e When completing the matching, please give some cemsnif you have had an
difficulties or confusion matching between (A) a&].

(A) List of language learning strateqies

.1....- Seeking out more supplementary resources to $teftye class

(B) List of reported statements

...... - Seeking out more supplementary resources to steftye class
...... - Finding ways to help understand what is learrdi@ss

...... - Checking word meanings from dictionaries

...... - Making own lesson summary to prepare for the exanons
...... - Adapting oneself to meet and serve the teacloetirion

1.

2.

. ‘If I find any unknown/new/unclear words, | clkewith a dictionary...’
. ‘After class, | sometimes borrow friends’ texadiks/lectures to recheck and afid

. ‘In class, | always use colourful highlighteosmark what the teacher

‘I've planned how much time I'll devote to Ergfii study in relation to my overaj
purpose and long time needs for studying English...’
‘I sometimes seek out additional informatiorotigh articles/magazines by surfing
Internet before doing assignments/homework...’

more input that | missed in class...’

emphasizes...’
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Once the responses were collected, agreements @adreements were
computed, and the coding decisions were made byfitkecoders. The results
obtained were shown in Table 4.1 below:

Table 4.1: Inter-Coder Reliability

Coder Agreement Disagreement Inter-Coder Reliability
1 24 6 0.80
2 26 4 0.87
3 28 2 0.93
4 29 1 0.97
5 27 3 0.90

These agreements informed in the review of thengpdicheme and actual
coding throughout the interview sets. As a consaqa of the review, ambiguous
definitions of codes were sharpened and some codhtegories were split. These
helped the final coding to be more systematic.rasricoder reliability at the level of
0.80 or above was established in all cases, theseasnfidence to take inter-coder
reliability indicators to mean that the five codarsrking independently used roughly
the same codes for the same segments of data sagreiements among coders did
not occur if they had processed the full data badas result also revealed that their
coding was consistent with that proposed by theareher. However, the reliability
revealed that there were a few reported statensdsessed a lack of clarity and
insufficient explanation that could cause the diffiies to matching. For example,
one of the coders, a Ph.D. student, gave a comthant clear categorization of the
main categories should be done to facilitate amidige lots of time to analyze and

match the statements.
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In sum, although the above process of interviewa datalysis was time-
consuming, the researcher could go through this @it assistance of experts who do
have experiences in this type of data analysisRélsson (2002) states, in qualitative
data analysis, the experienced people like the areBers’ supervisors and
professional lecturers in the same field can hkepresearcher analyze this type of

gualitative data.

4.3 The Main Stage of the Language Learning Stratgglnventory
Generation

The interview data obtained in the first phaseathccollection were analyzed
and then classified according learners’ both academic and nonacademic learning
performances to achieve particular L2 learning pasps Following are the results of
the student oral interviews regarding the languagming strategies employed by the
participating students. With a careful selection Zlassification of those learning
strategies, the language learning strategy inven@s derived from an inclusion of
four main language learning strategy categoriegréparing oneself for classroom
lessons (Prep); 2) understanding while studyinglass (Under); 3) improving one’s
language skills (Imp); and 4) expanding one’s ganarowledge of English (Exp).

4.3.1 Language Learning Strategies Reported Usingorf Preparing
Oneself for Classroom Lessons

The language learning strategies under this maiegoay are those which
were reported to be employed by 44 public univerBigéshmen in order to prepare

themselves for classroom lessons. Some stratetagsbe reported to be employed
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before class; some while studying in class; andrsthafter class. The ten strategies in
this main category which students reported include:

|. Preparing Oneself for Classroom Lessons (Prep)
1.Before Class (PrepB)
PrepB 1 Studying the course details before hand

PrepB 2 Preparing oneself physically

PrepB 3Attempting to attend the class

PrepB 4 Doing revision of the previous lessons
2 After Class (PrepA)

PrepA 1Reviewing own notes/summary

PrepA 2 Attempting to revise today’s lessons

PrepA 3 Doing homework or assignments

PrepA 4 Personally approaching the teacher by asking toehes for
clarification of what is learnt ifass

PrepA 5 Practicing what is learned in class with the teach

PrepA 6 Discussing L2 learning problems with the teacher

4.3.1.1 Preparing Oneself for Classroom Lessons Be¢ Class (PrepB)

Some students reported that they found it is ingmarto study content or
studying the course details beforehand. They hioisemay help them to understand
better in classroom learning with the teacher. rFodlividual strategies which
students reported employing in order to achievs fanhguage learning purpose
include:

e PrepB 1 Studying the course details before hand
MIC1:...1 look at the learning objectives of eachsless beforehand and do some

preparation,...
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SUTRL1.:.. | skim through the outline of theden beforehand as it helps me to be
well-prepared for the classroom lesson,...
e PrepB 2Preparing oneself physically
NURS5:...I have to go to bed early because ragschlways starts at 8 am...
MICS5::...I normally skip having social functismluring the weekdays because
| don’t want to feel so exhausted that | taonhcentrate on the lessons in class...
e PrepB 3 Attempting to attend the class
SUR2....1 don't like English. | feel so bad whielmave to study it. But, | try to
remove this feeling and attend the classlagyu | know how important
English is...
e PrepB 4Doing revision of the previous lessons
SUTRS5:...before class, | do the revision of phevious class lessons, but not
often. I'll do the revision on what the tbac has just taught. This helps me to be
well-prepared for the next class...
MIC2:...before coming to class, | do the revisionend | cannot follow in class.
| normally do that with my friends. That helps maderstand the previous

lessons better...

4.3.1.2 Preparing Oneself for Classroom Lessons &ft Class (PrepA)

Apart from the before-class preparation, many sitgleeported that it is also
important to prepare themselves after class fosseteom lessons. They hope this
may help them to understand what they have leamethss better. Six individual
strategies which students reported employing ineiortd achieve this language

learning purpose include:



136

PrepA 1 Reviewing own notes/summary

SURA4:...after class, | do the revision. dd@t the notes | took in class, and
summarised them again.

MURZ3:...after class, | do the revision of thheyaous lessons with my notes | took
in class to check my understanding...

NUI1:...after class, | do the revision with migassmates by comparing our notes
and summarise them again if having misuridedsng, ...

SUTR2:..l review what has been learned/teacher taughtsscl.what | get
today...every day | think “what | got/learnediay”....

PrepA 2 Attempting to revise today’s lessons

NUI2:...I know my nature...I’'m quite a lazy one, stotce myself to put an
attempt to revise what | learned in clasgeday,...

SUI3:...Revising today’s lessons after class helgsfeel that | can understand

what | learned better and see why | made mistakesdme questions that | could

not answer...

PrepA 3 Doing homework or assignments

MURA4....After class, | always finish the homeworkliin assigned to do so, if

not...nothing much to do and no before-class prejmarat

SUTRa3:... I join the university self-accessrieag center because my teacher
assigns me to do so...

MURS5:...Every week after class, we go to théaecess center at the library for
doing the assignments, i.e. joining the clilese....e.g. movie club, grammar

club, vocabulary club...
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NURZ2:...After class, we do the group assignméngether at the dormitory. We
are normally assigned to do group or indigiduork almost every week after
class....

SUI1:...We always have to do a lot of assignmafter class ...

PrepA 4 Personally approaching the teacher by asking tehts for

clarification of what is learnt in class

SUTR4:...Sometimes | call the teacher in case | have aegtegpns...teacher
gave us the contact phone number.

NUI3:...After class, | tend to go to the teath®effice for clarification of what |
don’t understand in class....

MUI4:...I personally dislike contacting with theacher after class, but sometimes
| have to do so because | need more lessaficdéion for better understanding.
PrepA 5 Practicing what is learned in class with the teach

SUTREG:...Teacher assigns students to do one-to-one spétifingith teacher
outside class at teacher’s office, practmegaging according to the patterns in the
commercial textbook outside the classroom, v& have a chance to practice
what we learned in class with the teacher.

MURL1.:...This semester, after class, the teaabsigns us to practise self-
introduction in English with other teachdmgether with interviewing them
some questions.

PrepA 6 Discussing L2 learning problems with the teacher

NUI4:...Because we use English as a medium in teachingeaming, |

sometimes have a problem with keeping up with Heeg instructions in class.
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I, therefore, discuss this problem with some teechad ask for their suggestions
for the following class preparation and practice.
4.3.2 Language Learning Strategies Reported Usingdif Understanding
while Studying in Class
As reported in the interviews, some public univgréieshmen believe that
studying English in class is considerably importarthem. They believe that playing
close attention to the teacher and to the lesson meép them keep up with their
teacher. Avoiding talking with other students whgtudying, thinking to oneself
along with the teacher’s instruction, or doubleattieg what is learned with friends
may also useful of them. The strategies whichesttglreported employing to achieve
this language learning purpose include:

II. Understanding while Studying in Class (Under)

1. Intra-Personal Interaction (UnderINTRA)

UnderINTRA 1 Trying to get a seat in the front row
UnderINTRA 2 Avoiding talking with other students while studying
UnderINTRA 3 Taking notes while studying
UnderINTRA 4 Thinking to oneself along with the teacher’s instron
UnderINTRA 5 Trying to understand English by translating intzail
UnderINTRA 6 Consulting a dictionary

2. Inter-Personal Interaction (UnderINTER)
UnderINTER 1 Asking the teacher for clarification
UnderINTER 2 Double checking what is learned with friends/alaates

UnderINTER 3 Joining a language study group
UnderINTER 4 Choosing to sit near students proficient in L2

UnderINTER 5 Participating in the classroom activities
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Interaction (UnderINTRA)

4.3.2.1 Understanding while Studying in Class withintra-Personal

As reported in the interviews, a number of studémts that it is important to

strategically manage themselves to gain fully usi@eding while studying in class.

Six individual strategies which students reportetpying in order to achieve this

language learning purpose include:

UnderINTRA 1 Trying to get a seat in the front row

SUI1:...l have to sit in the front row. At the fromtcan see the board and the
teacher clearly. | have more concentration.

NURZ1:...If | have a chance, I try to sit in the fraptv. This is because every
time when | sit at the back of the classroom, afaty friends tend to keep me
talking with them. So, | have no concentratioalt

UnderINTRA 2 Avoiding talking with other students while studying
MURZ3:...To avoid being distracted while studyinghbose to sit with classmates
from other faculties who are unfamiliar with me aese they will not talk to me.
NURZ1:...While studying in class, | don’t talk withiénds. | try to concentrate on
keeping up with the teacher’s instructions...

SUI2:...1 try to listen to the teacher and aereises attentively. If I talk, I cannot
concentrate on what | am doing.

UnderINTRA 3 Taking notes while studying

NURS:...While studying in class, | like taking notes, partarly new/unknown
vocabulary. Then | ask the teacher for fieiies and explanation. This can help

me understand and keep up with the teachestsuctions...
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MURZ3:...I take notes of what | don’t understaand wait to ask the teacher in
the Q & A Section, which is provided for dbnutes before the class is over...
SUTRS5:...I take notes of what | think or thedieaer says is important.
SUI2:...The teacher sometimes gives us outdaes&nowledge, and | found it
very important and interesting, | like takingtes as well.

UnderINTRA 4 Thinking to oneself along with the teacher’s instron

SURS5:... While doing exercises in class, langwering the questions to myself
silently, and then compare with those given bytdasher and my classmates.
MURZ3:...I like thinking along with the teacher whillee teacher is teaching. |
think to myself about exercises and questionsttieteacher may ask...
UnderINTRA 5 Trying to understand English by translating inteail
SUTREG:..If I've found any unknown words, I'll translate timeinto Thai and ask
my classmates to check their meanings for men’t esk the teacher because the
foreign teacher can’t speak Thai or translate thr@onThai for me...

NUR3:...If | have a problem with understandiegding passages, | will translate
them into Thai.

SUl4:...In the listening class, | like to tréats the tape scripts into Thai to help
me deal with the listening exercises.

UnderINTRA 6 Consulting a dictionary

MICG:...1 normally bring a dictionary with meif English class. | like to use it
to check the meanings of new/unknown words.

NUI2:... | like using a dictionary. I'm notag when | have to use it. | think itis

one of the good knowledge resources.
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NUI5:...In the reading class, | normally usei@idnary to look up the meaning of
new vocabulary items.
NUR4:...When reading the textbooks in class, | consultaahary for reading

comprehension and vocabulary memaorization.

4.3.2.2 Understanding while Studying in Class withinter-Personal
Interaction (UnderINTER)

Some students reported that it is useful for themhave teachers and
classmates involve in helping them understand Vgt been taught in class. Five
individual strategies which students reported ewiptp in order to achieve this

language learning purpose include:

e UnderINTER 1 Asking the teacher for clarification

MIC1:... If | don’t understand anything, | will wait andkathe teacher in class.
MURA4....Every time when receiving the corrected kydread through it and ask
the teacher to explain the rules showing what thergare...

NUI6:...If | have any questions about the lessomhalsk the teacher immediately.
MURS5:...I normally raise my hand when | wantgk the teacher for

clarification.

SURS5:...Sometimes, before the class finishestdacher gives us an assignment,
and if | don’t understand clearly about thstiuctions, | will ask the teacher for
clarification.

SUI5:...Most of the time, | prefer to ask miefrds rather than the teacher. But,

if they cannot give me the clarification] Bisk the teacher.
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UnderINTER 2 Double checking what is learned with friends

SUTRZ2:...1 like to ask friends who sit next to me é&brecking my understanding
what is learned in class.

SUTRA4:. If | have questions about the lesson, | usuallygotark on them and
ask my friends. If | can’t get the answieosn them, | will ask the teacher later.
MURZ3:...I tend to ask a friend who is sittingx to me when having unclear
understanding about the lesson.

SURS5:...While in class, if | can’t follow the teactsemstruction, I'll ask my
friends to explain it to me.

NURA4:...When | have any questions about the lesslist,them and then ask my
friends to give me a clarification.

NUIS:...I try to listen to the teacher attentivelyst, if anything | don’t
understand, | will ask my friends who sit beside me

MIC 3:...Sometimes when | don’t understandldsson and don’'t have a chance
to ask the teacher, I'll ask my friends faartgication.

UnderINTER 3 Joining a language study group

NUI2:... Before the examination, my friends and Ill\get together for the exam
preparation to share our knowledge...

NUI3:... We, as juniors, join language studgups with the seniors who spend
their time giving us tutorials every Wednesdaening this semester...
UnderINTER 4 Choosing to sit near students proficient in L2

MIC2:...1try to find a friend who is good at Englishand sit near him/her. This

may help me concentrate on what | am studying
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MURZ1.:...Just in case of having problems aboetl@sson in class, | try to sit near
friends who are proficient in English. Thegwd help me keep up with the
teacher’s instructions.

e UnderINTER 5 Participating in the classroom activities
MURA4.:...I try to take part in the classroomiates. This may help me

understand the lesson better.

SUTR2:...I try to participate in classroom wsities. By doing this, | will
understand and memorise the lesson well.
4.3.3 Language Learning Strategies Reported Usingif Improving One’s
Language Skills
As reported in the interviews, many public univegrdreshmen found that
improving their English skills in various aspedscrucial to them. They believe that
the more they practise, the better language stibly will possess. The strategies
which students reported employing to achieve #mgliage learning purpose include:

lll. Improving One’s Language Skills (Imp)
1 Media Utilization (ImpM)

ImpM 1 Reading on-line materials (e.g. news, articlds, stories, film
scripts in English) to improve one’s reading skill

ImpM 2 Reading printed materials such as books, magaziegspapers in

English to sharpen reading

ImpM 3 Reading any English-printed resources such asdaimetrugs or
consumer goods, computer instructions/functiorsriglish to enrich
the vocabulary and expressions apart from whahasdearned in
class

ImpM 4 Contacting with Thai or foreign friends through eélsianstant

messages (MSN) or SMS texts with comsubr mobile phones to
improve one’s writing skill
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ImpM 5 Watching English-speaking films to practice orlesgening
comprehension without looking at the Thai subtitles

ImpM 6 Watching television programs in English to help tamailiar with
the accents, tone of voice, and intonations

ImpM 7 Listening to English songs or cassette tapes ofifing
conversations to practice one’s listening skill

ImpM 8 Listening to radio programs in English to imprdmgening skill

ImpM 9 Imitating a native speaker from media such as fikosigs, cassette
tapes, TV shows to practice one’s spepskill

2. Non-Media Utilization (ImpNM)

ImpNM 1 Practicing writing with English texts such as poegreeting
cards, or diaries etc.
ImpNM 2 Conversing in English with teachers, peers, silslirug foreigners

ImpNM 3 Talking to oneself in English

4.3.3.1 Improving One’s Language Skills wit Media Utilization (ImpM)

A number of students reported that they need moaetipe than others in
order to improve their language skills, i.e. spegkilistening, reading and writing.
They, therefore, seek every possible ways to dowe learning strategies reported
being employed in order to achieve this purposkide
e ImpM 1 Reading on-line materials (e.g. news, articlds, dtories, film

scripts in English) to improve one’s readskgl

SUTRZ2:...1 enjoy spending my leisure time surfing thiernet for learning new
words, new phrases, or sentences from what | retltbse reading materials.
MURZ1.:...We frequently use the Internet to searchrftormation relevant to the
assignments. Accordingly, we have a chance to aeatiety of on-line reading

passages e.g. articles, stories, newspapers, magaad so on.
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ImpM 2 Reading printed materials such as books, magazieesspapers in
English to sharpen reading

NUI2:...I read advertisements and billboards in Estygli By doing this, | learn

new words from those materials.

MIC3:...I like reading very much, especiallyoshstories. | read for appreciation

and for vocabulary enrichment.

SUI5:...I try to practise my reading with ‘Bangkokd$®01 read it almost every

day, and | learn a lot of new vocabulary.

ImpM 3 Reading any English-printed resources such asdaimetrugs or

consumer goods, computer instructions/functiorsriglish to enrich the

vocabulary and expressions apart from what onddaased in class

NUI3:... | will read whatever in English. Yesterddyot a new computer, |

tried to read the computer manual to follow itdrnstions.

MURS5:...I remember once | bought some medicamel | then tried to guess the

meanings of new words on the drug label.

ImpM 4 Contacting with Thai or foreign friends through elsianstant
messages (MSN) or SMS texts witmputers or mobile phones to improve one’

writing skill

SUT6:...1 used to be an exchange student in.US@far, | still keep contacting

with my host family through emails. This is oneywaractise my writing skill.
MIC2:...Every day | and my friends like to contagtldSN. We write short

messages in English with the mobile phones.
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ImpM 5 Watching English-speaking films to practice listgncomprehension
without looking at the Thai subtitles

SUI5:...1 like to watch English-speaking films to teaabout the accent, tone of
voice, and intonations....

NURA4:...l sometimes go to an English-speaking filnbhwny friends, but not
very often...l know this would help me improve mytdising skill.

NUI1:...Every time when watching English-speaking, | try not to look at the
Thai subtitles. | still need more practice for segsfully listening comprehension
ImpM 6 Watching television programmes in English to help amiliar with the
accents, tone of voice, and intonations

NUI1:...I like to watch television programs on Cabbi whenever | have some
free time. | feel that this will help me with theonunciation.

MICG6:...Almost every night, | try to watch news pragmmes. Some of their
reporters have beautiful accents. | can learn &xdat their accents.

ImpM 7 Listening to English songs or cassette tapes ofifingonversations to
practice one’s listening skill

SUI 3:...1 like to listen to English songs. | alsstén to English cassette tapes.
This can help me improve my listening skill.

SUTRG:... Songs and karaokes help me memorize the lyriEnglish and the
English pronunciation. By doing this, my listeniagd pronunciation improve.
ImpM 8 Listening to radio programmes in English to imgane’s listening skill
MURA4:...I try to practise my listening skills by lesting to radio programmes in

English, although at first many times | didn’t unstand what foreign DJ(s) said
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at all. | keep practising this for a year. | thimow I’'m familiar with their
accents.
SURL1.... | sometimes listen to the radio in Engligd afeel my listening skill is
poor and improves a little..

e ImpM 9 Imitating a native speaker from media such as filsesgs, cassette
tapes, TV shows to practice one’s speakiily sk
SUR2:...While listening to the songs, | sinipag. | look at the song scripts. |
study how each word is pronounced and then | imitat
NURS5:...When listening to the cassette tapes, Idrgractise speaking after the

tapes.

4.3.3.2 Improving One’s Language Skillsithh Non-Media Utilization
(ImpNM)

Apart from using media for improving language Iskisome students reported
that they also practise their language skills witth-media resources. Practicing
writing with English texts such as poems, greetiagds, or diaries etc., or conversing
in English with teachers, peers, siblings, or foners was reported to be helpful for
them in improving their language skills:

e ImpNM 1 Practicing writing with English texts such as poegreeting
cards, or diaries etc.
SUTRG:...Depending on my emotions, | occasionallytevdiaries in English.
NUI3:...I like to write greeting cards or poemsEnglish. That is my hobby.
e ImpNM 2 Conversing in English with teachers, peers, silslirog foreigners
SUR2....1 try to speak English with the teadheth inside and outside the

classroom to help me improve my speaking and listeskills.
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MIC4....At home, my brother and | try to conselin English as much as we can.
It's very challenging.
e ImpNM 3 Talking to oneself in English

MURZ1.:...I like to memorize some sentences from the filnd #wen speak them

to myself.

NUI2:...I try to listen to my teacher in claskile he/she speaks English, and
keep responding to him/her silently. lItlselia silent conversation.

4.3.4 Language Learning Strategies Reported Usingif Expanding One’s

General Knowledge of English

As reported in the interviews, many public univgrdreshmen found that
expanding their English skills with media and noeeia utilization is crucial to them.
They believe that the more they practise, the rtiueg general knowledge of English
expands. The strategies which students reportgdloging to achieve this language

learning purpose include:

IV. Expanding One’s General Knowledge of English (Ep)
1. Media Utilization (ExpM)
ExpM 1 Practicing English with a commercially packaged I&mgprogram
(e.g. TOEFL, IELTS, Follow Me)
ExpM 2 Playing games for vocabulary enrichment
such as English crazshpuzzles
ExpM 3 Seeking out information in English through surfthg Internet
2. Non-Media Utilization (ExpNM)
ExpNM 1 Having extra tutorials
(e.g. attending extra classesmtvate language school, having a

personal tutor teaching Englsihome, taking short English

courses abroad)
ExpNM 2 Translating English news, song lyrics, poems, iato. Thai
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ExpNM 3 Giving tutorials to others like junior studentggps, or siblings

ExpNM 4 Having one’s own language learning notebooks

ExpNM 5 Using a dictionary for vocabulary enrichment

ExpNM 6 Practicing general English with family members

ExpNM 7Joining leisure or social activities to practicel amprove one’s
English (e.g. joining English Camps, entering saggtontests,
going to church on Sunday, etc.)

ExpNM 8 Taking job to practice English
(e.g. being a local/young guidé¢hi@ hometowns, working part-

time at a restaurant, where tlageemany foreign customers)

4.3.4.1 Expanding One’s General Knowledgef dEnglish with Media
Utilization (ExpM)

Some public university students reported that toeyd media utilization is
helpful for them to be used for expanding theirwlemige of English. The strategies
which students reported employing in order to aghidis purpose include:

e ExpM 1 Practicing English with a commercially packaged listgprogram
(e.g. TOEFL, IELTS, Follow Me)
SUTR1.:..Outside the classroom, | practice listening witpeakage of
commercial set like Follow Me...
SUIRS3.... I used to buy or borrow commerciakgself-study) to practice at
home like Follow Me or English for You ...

e EXxpM 2 Playing games for vocabulary enrichment such agigingrossword
puzzles
NUI1:... | found the way to improve, developdapractice my English, and then
for a while after keeping playing crosswordgalized my skills improved. Then

| won the games finally...
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NUI4:... | play crosswords with the teachecplld answer almost every
word/question ...I'm so happy when the teadad I'm good at English...

e ExpM 3 Seeking out information in English through surfthg Internet
SURG:...I surf the Internet to acquire knowlead English, and I think this helps
me improve my English too...

MURZ3:...I try to surf the Internet and it hefygh my English knowledge
NURZ2:...I like to use the Internet. | think it isefal because | have a chance to

use English.

4.3.4.2 Expanding One’s General Knowledgd &nglish with Non-Media
Utilization (ExpNM)

Aside from using media for expanding general kremge of English, some
students reported that they also practise theiguage skills with non-media
resources. Having extra tutorials, taking any tolpractice English, or having own
language learning notebooks was reported to befuidipr them in achieving this
purpose:

e EXxpNM 1 Having extra tutorials
(e.g. attending extra classes at a private larggalgool, having a personal tutor
teaching English at home, taking sEmglish courses abroad)
NUI4:...I attend an extra class at a laage school in order to learn to speak

English with native speakers...
MIC3:...My parents sent me to take summersesiabroad like U.K. and
Australia while | was at a secondary school

SUTREG:...I practise speaking English at a leagge school, AUA (American

University Alumni)...
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e EXxpNM 2 Translating English news, song lyrics, poems,iato. Thai
NUI5:...I practise translating an English book every week.

SUTRG:...Any songs | like, | try to translateeir lyrics in Thai in order to help
me understand their meanings and to appesthaim more...

e EXxpNM 3 Giving tutorials to others like junior studentsepg or siblings
SuUI2:... 1 myself like to teach children who are my neigissing English songs
as well, so much fun...

NUI6:...We occasionally give tutorials to thamjor students in the evenings....

e EXxpNM 4 Having own language learning notebooks
NUI4:... | have taken notes of some vocabulary eday 5 words a day until
now and then try to memorise them day by day...

e EXxpNM 5 Using a dictionary for vocabulary enrichment
NUI1:...I follow my teachers’ suggestions bringingliationary with me, and
when | happen not to understand some words...| cottsunid study those
words...I'm able to memorize and use them eventually

MURZ2:...I like using a dictionary. It'll begtter if | know more vocabulary...

e EXpNM 6 Practicing general English with family members
NUI6:...Since | was young every day three hours awidly my father, | practised
reading English newspapers for him, and translasgell...

e EXxpNM 7 Joining leisure or social activities to practicel amprove

English (e.g. joining English Camps, emigisinging contests, going to a
church

on Sunday, etc.)
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SUI3:...1 joined an English Camp where evesg/ased English all the time.
Foreigners talked and shared their expeeemgth Thai students and then Thai
students had to do the same; talking andrghany of their experiences in
English as well. That's good for Englistagtice...
SUTREG:... We had the English-singing contestgained them as well...
e EXxpNM 8 Taking job to practice English

(e.g. being a local young guide in the hometowrtgkimg part-

time at a restaurant, where there areyrf@aeign customers)
SUTR2:... | used to work as local/young guideny hometown during the
semester breaks/weekends
SUTRA4:... | practise English by taking a jakairestaurant in the South every

semester break. Over there, there are n@eigh customers.

To sum up, the researcher looked through the trgmscof the 8 translated
interview recordings of 44 interviewees carefullydarepeatedly with an attempt to
find the theme or common characteristics of theorte statements. It was found
that most of the statements which could be relétethnguage learning strategies
were expressed in the form of performances that itherviewees reported in
acquiring L2 learning. These performances wera thassified into the four leading
categories. The 44 reported language learningegiiest of the four categories were

included in the language learning strategy inventor
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Table 4.2 below summarizes the outline of the laggulearning strategies

when emerged from the data analysis obtained thrgtigdent oral interviews for the

present investigation.

Table 4.2: The Outline of the Language Learning Stitegy Classification Included in the

Language Learning Strategy Inventory for the Presehlnvestigation

Reported Language Learning Strategies

Main Category Reported Languag:
Learning Strategy

Individual Strategy

Main Category 1

Preparing Oneself for PrepB

Classroom Lessons (Prep) PrepA

PrepB 1 - PrepB 4
PrepA 1- PrepA 6

Main Cateqgory 2

Understanding while UnderINTRA
Studying in Class (Under) UnderINTER

UnderINTRA 1- UnderINTRA 6
UnderINTER 1- UnderINTER 5

Main Cateqgory 3

ImpM 1 — ImpM 9
ImMpNM 1 — ImpNM 3

Improving One’s Language ImpM
Skills (Imp) ImpNM
Main Category 4
Expanding One’s General ExpM
Knowledge of English (Exp) ExpNM

ExpM 1 — ExpM 3
ExpNM 1 — ExpNM 8

10+11+12+11 =44

This preliminary strategy inventory needs validatidn doing so, it could be

proved more valid with content validity, i.e. chedkor examined by people other

than the researcher herself in order to make cortsraout this strategy inventory.

The supervisors in the field of education teachatghe University of Leeds and

Suranaree University of Technology, therefore @ffievital assistance by rechecking
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which category an individual language learning tetyg fell into and where
disagreements arose the categorization were séitleggotiation.
What follows is a description of the process ofigieisg and constructing the

guestionnaire for language learning strategieb®present investigation.

4.4 Questionnaire for Language Learning Strategies

The subsequent data analysis was used to genbkeattrategy inventory for
language learning strategies in the second phasiataf collection. Sometimes the
data from semi-structured instruments can be uffedtigely to identify dimensions
that can be used advantageously in designing atecinterviews or questionnaires
(Cohen, 1998). Examples of structured languageesty questionnaires derived from
the results of interview data are Oxford’s Stratégyentory for Language Learning
(SILL) (Oxford, 1990), and Intaraprasert's the Laage Learning Strategy
Questionnaire (LLSQ) (Intaraprasert, 2000) (see p@a2, Section 2.3). With
different language learning strategy categories, 8ILL questionnaire has been
extensively used in measuring the frequency withclvla student uses six different
learning strategies including memory, cognitive,mpensation, metacognitive,
affective, and social strategies. Unlike the Sltlie LLSQ questionnaire is employed
to elicit the frequency of students’ use of two madanguage learning strategy
categories, i.e. classroom-related and classrodependent language learning
strategies. The LLSQ excluded the reported langumhaviours that are related to
the communication strategies. More or less the esdm the present strategy
guestionnaire, the communicative strategies considas strategies of language use

rather than those of language learning are notdd in the strategy questionnaire
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for this investigation. However, the structurest@ab language learning strategy
guestionnaires are definitely different becausér thiain and sub-categories are not
identical. In the present study the strategy toesaire comprises of four main

categories in which two subcategories are invokach.

The strategy questionnaire for the present invastig was generated on the
basis of appropriateness to the research questimnposes, and the expected
respondents (Cohen et al., 2000; Punch, 1998}hi¢nstudy, it aims to measure the
frequency of the language learning strategies bgedublic university freshmen in
Thailand as well as the related variables includingir fields of study, types of
academic programs, gender, and language proficiency

As Punch (1998) points out, the questionnaire seduto seek factual
information including background and biographicaformation, knowledge, and
behavioural information. The language learning tegy questionnaire here was
accordingly designed to elicit two key pieces dbrmation: 1) students’ background
information about the four investigated variablgender, fields of study, types of
academic program, and self-rating language prafayie and 2) the frequency of
students’ language learning strategy use. Accgrthnthe purposes to be achieved,
the questionnaire was divided into two main sedtial) an introductory question
asking about students’ personal background infaonatand 2) a section about the
language learning strategies they use in acquirhigarning.

Based on the research purposes aiming at invéstiglanguage learning
strategies in general and on a large scale, stediticlosed questions, and rating
scales were truly useful in this situation. Thidldewed a simple rule of thumb

indicated in Cohen et al. (2000):
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“...the larger the size of the sample, the more $tined, closed and

numerical the questionnaire may have to be, andrtt@ler the size

of the sample, the less structured, more openwand-based the

questionnaire may be.” (p.247)
Large scale surveys have close-ended questionsigethey are quicker and easier
for both respondents and researcher (Neuman, 2088)vever, to collect something
important lost in the closed-ended questions, apesstions were also provided in the
present investigation to get many more possiblevars

The statements or questions in the questionnadre wrdered according to a
common sequence as follows:

1. start with easy or unthreatening fact-basedriméion; that is demographic

data including students’ gender, fields of stugypes of academic programs,

and self-rating language proficiency;

2. move to closed statements or questions; thedtisg scales about given

statements or questions, eliciting responses t@tire the information on

how frequently students use their language learsirgjegies in L2 learning,

the rated response will be given with the followargeria:

3 = Always or almost always
2 = Often

1 = Sometimes

0 = Never

e Always or almost alwaysmeans that you always or almost

alwaysperform the activity which is described in thetstaent.
e Often means that you perform the activity which is dixsa in

the statement more than half the time
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e Sometimesmeans that you perform the activity which is

described in the statement less than half the. time

¢ Nevermeans that you nevperform the activity which is
described in the statement.

3. follow by more open-ended questions that greedom of expressions to

students to report more information of their larggidearning strategies they

use, this is based on the fact that there are ramepossible language
learning strategies that are not included in thatefjy questionnaire of the
present investigation.

In generating the questionnaire for the languagening strategies, checking
the validity was carried out with an associationtlué professional lecturers in the
field of education. The purpose of validation wasee whether or not others would
agree with the proposed inventory, as well as te geany modifications or
improvements were needed. The strategy questianmeais generated in English and
Thai. The English version would be used for theppae of discussion; while the
Thai version would be for the purpose of data cotibe with public university
freshmen in Thailand. The translation of the sggtquestionnaire from English into
Thai was done initially by the researcher; aftedsait was verified by Thai-speaking
lecturers.

Next, the questionnaire would be piloted, for Pahel Lampard (2002) point
out that:

“The questionnaire needs to be considered as aewhtiler than

simply as a list of questions; hence both questsquestionnaires
need to be piloted...” (p.102)

Importantly, the piloting survey principally incises the reliability, validity,

and practicality of the questionnaire (Oppenhei®92). It means that the pilot
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testing is necessary to establish not only the eruntalidity of an instrument to
improve questions, format, and the scales, but alseeasure of reliability such as
Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1951, cited in Polelaardpard, 2002). This particular
measure varies between 0 and 1, with a higher vaflu®&7 or greater indicating a
scale with a satisfactory degree of reliabilityn the present study, the pilot testing
was organized with a small sample of the partidipdinst as proposed bydinyei
(2003) to detect any obscurity in the instructidnappropriateness in the cover sheet,
and flaws in the questioning, as well as to adjustength of time allotted.

To check the internal consistency of the religpibf items in the strategy
guestionnaire of the present investigation, Alptwefficient @) or Cronbach Alpha
was used. The reliability estimate based on a 1si3dent sample is demonstrated in
Table 4.3 below. The reliability estimates are hhigghen compared with the
acceptable reliability coefficient of .70, which ike rule of thumb for research
purposes (Fraenkel and Wallen, 1993).

Table 4.3: Reliability Estimate of the Strategy Qustionnaire as a Whole and the

Four Main Categories

Language Learning Strategy Category Reliability Estmate
(Alpha Coefficient a)
Strategy Questionnaire as a Whole .95
Main Category 1 91

Preparing Oneself for Classroom Lessons (Prep)

Main Category 2 .89
Understanding while Studying in Class (Under)

Main Cateqgory 3 .94

Improving One’s Language Skills (Imp)
Main Category 4 .89
Expanding One’s General Knowledge of English (Exp)
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Figure 4.2 demonstrates a sample of the questimneaiployed as the instrument to
elicit students’ frequency of language learningtsigy use.

Figure 4.2: A Sample of the Language Learning Str&gy Questionnaire

1. Do you prepare yourself for classroom lessons?

Clyes &4 No

If ‘No’, please proceed to 2. If ‘Yes’, ha often do you...?

Language Learning | Always or Often Sometimes Never
Strategy almost
always

1.A) check the

outline of the course X

4.5 Summary

The proposed language learning strategy inventesylted from the student
focus-group interviews. The results showed fourinmeategories of language
learning strategies: 1) preparing oneself for clam® lessons; 2) understanding while
studying in class; 3) improving one’s languagelskand 4) expanding one’s general
knowledge of English. These four categories wectuded in the language learning
strategy inventory (see more details in Appendix 8JI the four categories totally
comprised 44 individual strategies; that is, 10, 12, and 11 strategies in each main
group respectively.

As mentioned in Chapter 2, individual researchege their own different
ways to categorize language learning strategigserdéng on their own direct or

indirect experiences. Thus some language learstragegies with being named
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variously appear in a number of researchers’ lagguaarning strategy categories.
Similar to the present investigation, the researchéegorized the language learning
strategies according to the learning strategiesrteg originally and directly from the

interviewees who are now learning EFL in the contéxThailand. These language
learning strategies were used to generate theegyrajuestionnaire which was then
employed to elicit information regarding the fregag of language learning strategy
use of public university freshmen in Thailand onlaage scale, together with

information from the background questionnaire. sThiso helped the researcher
investigate some certain learner-related factarsiding gender, fields of study, types
of academic programs, and language proficiency Idevéth reference to such

language learning strategy use.



CHAPTER 5
DATA ANALYSIS FOR LANGUAGE LEARNING

STRATEGY USE |

5.1 Introduction and Purpose of the Chapter

The purpose of this chapter is to describe andudssthe research findings of
the investigation. Comparisons of frequency usdaofjuage learning strategies
reported by 1,134 students based on the holistianmsxores obtained from the
strategy questionnaire are taken into consideration

Language learning strategies have been specidilyedehere as behaviours or
thought processes whether observable or unobservablboth, that Thai public
university students generate and make use of taneehtheir L2 learning directly or
indirectly either in the classroom or outside tlessroom setting.

Strategy use that is consistent with the above ingrkdefinitions was
accordingly determined. Different levels of stratagse are determined in order to
examine strategy use by the research populati@nmore detailed manner. Firstly,
the frequency of overall strategy use reported B4 public university freshmen
will be explored. Afterwards, the frequency of frequency of learning strategy use
in the four main categories, which are 1) Prepafgself for Classroom Lessons
(Prep), 2) Understanding while Studying in Classdgér), 3) Improving One’s

Language Skills (Imp), and 4) Expanding One’s Gan&nowledge of English
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(Exp). This is followed by a more detailed anaysf frequency of strategy use of
the 44 individual learning strategies, presenteorder of their mean frequency score,

ranging from the highest to the lowest.

5.2 Use of Language Learning Strategies Reported b¥,134 Thali

Public University Freshmen

As mentioned previously in the introduction, simgtatistical methods were
employed in the process of data analysis in thaptdr. Then the comparisons of
students’ reported frequency of strategy use idediht layers with significant
variation patterns would be described and discusstite subsequent chapter.

At this stage, the frequency of students’ strategy has been categorized as
‘high’, ‘medium’, and ‘low’. This is organized byesponses of the strategy
guestionnaire in which frequency of strategy use maasured on a four-point rating
scale, ranging from ‘never’ which is valued as $hrmetimes’ valued as 1, ‘often’
valued as 2, and ‘always or almost always’ valued3a So, the average value of
frequency of strategy use could be valued from @08.00, with 1.50 being the mid-
point of the minimum and the maximum values. Theam frequency score of
strategy use of any categories or items valued 9dif to 0.99 was indicated as ‘low
use’, from 1.00-1.99 ‘medium use’, and 2.00-3.0@yhhuse’. Figure 5.1 below

demonstrates the applied measure.
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Figure 5.1: The Measure of High, Medium, and Low Fequency of Strategy use

0 1 2 3
Never Sometimes Often Always or
almost always

|<— -------------------- —>J<— -------------------- —)J(— -------------------- —>|

0.00 Low Use---------- 0.99.00 Medium Use ---1.99 2.00 High Use ------- 3.00

(criteria adopted from Intaraprasert, 2000)
5.2.1 Frequency of Students’ Overall Strategy Use
The result of the holistic mean frequency scomas the learning strategy
guestionnaire responded to by the 1,134 Thai pulplicersity freshmen is illustrated
in Table 5.1 below.

Table 5.1: Frequency of Students’ Reported Overalbtrategy Use

Number of Mean Score Standard Frequency
Students (i) Deviation (S.D.) Category
(n=1,134)
Students’ Reported
Overall Strategy 1,134 1.00 .49 Medium Use
Use

The mean frequency score of 1.00 in Table 5.1tpdimat as a whole, these
public university freshmen reported their use afrhéng strategies with moderate
frequency when dealing with English language leagniAlso, later in this chapter, it
will reveal the discovery of the certain languagmarhing strategies that were
reclassified into ‘high use’ and ‘low use’ cate@sxi

5.2.2 Frequency of Strategy Use in the Four Main Gagories

In the present study, the language learning sfiegehave been grouped into
four main categories as previously shown in ChagterThey are called under the

categories of 1) Preparing Oneself for Classroomssbas (Prep), 2) Understanding
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while Studying in Class (Under), 3) Improving Oné&anguage Skills (Imp), and 4)
Expanding One’s General Knowledge of English (Exp)able 5.2 demonstrates
frequency of strategy use in the four categoriegether with standard deviation and
frequency category.

Table 5.2: Frequency of Use of Strategies in the EpCategories

Strategy Main Number of Mean Score Standard Frequency
Category Students (i) Deviation (S.D.) Category
Prep Category 1,134 .79 .62 Low Use
Under Category 1,134 1.26 .65 Medium Use
Imp Category 1,134 1.05 .65 Medium Use
Exp Category 1,134 .88 .60 Low Use

Table 5.2 indicates that Thai public universitgsinmen participated in the
present investigation reported medium frequencsgtiaftegy use in Categories 2 and
3, while reported low frequency of strategy useCategories 1 and 4. The mean
frequency scores show that Thai public universigslimen reported slightly more
frequent uses of strategies for understanding wbtledying in class and for
improving their four language skills rather thamsb for preparing themselves for
classroom lessons, and for expanding their geke@bledge of English. Among the
four categories, students also reported using inegtategies to achieve certain
purposes significantly more frequently than other§hese differences in use of
strategies to achieve those four purposes willifeudsed in Chapter 6 (Section 6.3).

5.2.3 Frequency of Individual Strategy Use

The frequency of strategy in the previous sectioows an overall picture of
students’ strategy use in the four main categorid$is section provided further

information on students’ reported strategy use inoae detailed manner; category by
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category, in order of the mean frequency scorasging from the highest to the
lowest.
The frequency of individual strategy use, togethigh the standard deviation
and the frequency category, would be illustratedTables 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, and 5.6
respectively according to the four main purposessuidents’ strategy use: 1)
Preparing Oneself for Classroom Lessons (Pregyn®erstanding while Studying in
Class (Under), 3) Improving One’s Language Skilisp), and 4) Expanding One’s
General Knowledge of English (Exp).
In Table 5.3, use of the ten strategies undefitfiemain category are:

e Preparing Oneself for Classroom Lessons BeforesClas

PrepB 1 Studying the course details before hand

PrepB 2 Preparing oneself physically

PrepB 3 Attempting to attend thessl

PrepB 4 Doing revision of the previous lessons
e Preparing Oneself for Classroom Lessons After Class

PrepA 1 Reviewing own notes/summary

PrepA 2 Attempting to revise today’s lessons

PrepA 3 Doing homework or assignments

PrepA 4 Personally approaching the teacher kingshe teacher for

clarification of what is learnt ifass
PrepA 5 Practicing what is learned in class whihteacher

PrepA 6 Discussing L2 learning problems with tisecher
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Table 5.3: Frequency of Strategies Used to Prepafer Classroom Lessons

Mean Score Standard Frequency
Prep Category (X) Deviation (S.D.) Category
(n=1,134)

PrepA 3 Doing homework or assignments 1.55 1.16 Medium Use
PrepB 3 Attempting to attend the class 1.04 1.08 Medium Use
PrepA 1 Reviewing own notes/summary 1.00 0.82 Medium Use
PrepB 4 Doing revision of the previous 0.73 0.82 Low Use
lessons
PrepA 2 Attempting to revise today’s 0.67 0.66 Low Use
lessons
PrepB 1 Studying the course details before 0.63 0.72 Low Use
hand
PrepA 5 Practicing what is learned in class 0.62 0.72 Low Use
with the teacher
PrepA 4 Personally approaching the teacher  0.61 0.72 Low Use
by asking the teacher for clarification
PrepB 2 Preparing oneself physically 0.57 0.77 Low Use
PrepA 6 Discussing L2 learning problems 0.54 0.69 Low Use

with the teacher

Table 5.3 shows none of learning strategies useleahigh frequency level.
Most of the reported learning strategies were adetie low frequency level. These
strategies are those for preparing themselves éeafod after classroom lessons. In
more details, in terms of approaching the teackaugdents reported very low
frequency of strategies used to communicate wightéfacher e.g. practicing what is
learned in class with the teacher (PrepA 5), patbprapproaching the teacher by
asking for question clarification (PrepA 4), anddalissing L2 learning problems with
the teacher (PrepA 6). However, there are a fewileg strategies students reported
at the medium frequency level: doing homework sigasnents (PrepA 3); attempting

to attend the class (PrepB 3); and reviewing owesisummary (PrepA 1).
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In Table 5.4, use of the eleven strategies unagesdicond main category are:
e Understand while Studying in Class with Intra-Peeddnteraction
UnderINTRA 1 Trying to get a seat in the front row
UnderINTRA 2 Avoiding talking with other studentile studying
UnderINTRA 3 Taking notes while studying
UnderINTRA 4 Thinking to oneself along with the ¢bar’s instruction
UnderINTRA 5 Trying to understand English by tratisig into Thai
UnderINTRA 6 Consulting a dictionary
e Understand while Studying in Class with Inter-Paeddnteraction
UnderINTER 1 Asking the teacher for clarification
UnderINTER 2 Double checking what is learned witarfds/classmates
UnderINTER 3 Joining a language study group
UnderINTER 4 Choosing to sit near students pieffit in L2

UnderINTER 5 Participating in the classroom adieagt
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Table 5.4: Frequency of Strategies Used to Undeestd While Studying in Class

Mean Score Standard Frequency
Under Category (X) Deviation (S.D.)  Category
(n=1,134)

UnderINTER 2 Double checking what is learned 1.66 0.94 Medium Use
with friends/classmates
UnderINTRA 3 Taking notes while studying 1.47 1.18 Medium Use
UnderINTER 5 Participating in the classroom 1.45 0.92 Medium Use
activities
UnderINTRA 5 Trying to understand English by 1.42 1.12 Medium Use
translating into Thai
UnderINTRA 4 Thinking to oneself along with 1.37 1.09 Medium Use
the teacher’s instruction
UnderINTER 1 Asking the teacher for 1.14 1.07 Medium Use
clarification
UnderINTRA 6 Consulting a dictionary 1.11 1.04 Medium Use
UnderINTER 3 Joining a language study group 1.10 0.88 Medium Us
UnderINTER 4 Choosing to sit near students 1.06 0.90 Medium Use
proficient in L2
UnderINTRA 1 Trying to get a seat in the front 1.00 1.00 Medium Use
row
UnderINTRA 2 Avoiding talking with other 0.97 0.93 Low Use

students while studying

Ten out of eleven strategies in the second maiagoay reported with the
medium level use in Table 5.4. These strategiese veenployed to achieve the
purpose of understanding while studying in cladse Ftrategies deal with whom
students play interaction with in class; 1) interqonal interaction (with friends and
teacher) e.g. double checking what is learned iémds/classmates (UnderINTER
2), participating the classroom activities (UndeFBBR 6), asking the teacher for
clarification (UnderINTER 6), and 2) intra-persoivakeraction (with themselves) e.g.

taking notes while studying (UnderINTRA 3), trying understand English by
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translating into Thai (UnderINTRA 5), and thinking oneself along with the
teacher’s instruction (UnderINTRA 4). As a whos#tudents seem to play as both
independent language learners and cooperativesiesariThis is because the strategies
involving both intra-personal interaction strategiand inter-personal interaction
strategies were apparently employed to understdrad & learned in class.
In Table 5.5, use of the twelve strategies undethird main category are:
e Improving One’s Language Skills with Media Utilizat
ImpM 1 Reading on-line materials (e.g. news, atclale stories, film
scripts in English) to improve one’s reading skill
ImpM 2 Reading printed materials such as books,aniags, newspapers in
English to sharpen reading
ImpM 3 Reading any English-printed resources swclalzels on drugs or
consumer goods, computer instructions/functiortsnriglish to enrich
the vocabulary and expressions apart from whahasdearned in
class
ImpM 4 Contacting with Thai or foreign friends tlugh emails, instant
messages (MSN) or SMS texts with comsubr mobile phones to
improve one’s writing skKill
ImpM 5 Watching English-speaking films to practa®e’s listening
comprehension without looking at the Thai subtitles
ImpM 6 Watching television programs in English &ghone familiar with
the accents, tone of voice, and intonations
ImpM 7 Listening to English songs or cassette tajjgsnglish

conversations to practice one’s tistg skill
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ImpM 8 Listening to radio programs in English topimave one’s listening

skill

ImpM 9 Imitating a native speaker from media sushilans, songs, cassette

tapes, TV shows to practice one’sakpey skill

e Improving One’s Language Skills with Non-Media lit#ltion

ImpNM 1 Practicing writing with English texts

ImpNM 2 Conversing in English with teachers, gesiblings, or foreigners

ImpNM 3 Talking to oneself in English

Table 5.5: Frequency of Strategies Used to Improveanguage Skills

Mean Score  Standard Frequency
Imp Category (i) Deviation Category
(n=1,134) (S.D)

ImpM 5 Watching English-speaking films without 1.26 0.91 Medium Use
looking at the Thai subtitles
ImpM 6 Watching television programs in English 1.25 0.88  Medium Use
ImpM 9 Imitating a native speaker from media 1.21 0.91 diMe Use
ImpM 7 Listening to English songs / cassette tapes 1.21 0.93 Medium Use
of English conversations
ImpM 3 Reading any English-printed resources 1.21 0.83 whedise
ImpM 1 Reading on-line materials 1.14 0.79 Medium Use
ImpM 2 Reading printed materials 1.09 0.78 Medium Use
ImpM 4 Contacting with Thai or foreign friends 1.06 0.91 Medium Use
through emails, instant messages (MSN) or SMS
texts with computers or mobile phones
ImpNM 3 Talking to oneself in English 1.05 0.89 Medium Use
ImpNM 2 Conversing in English with teachers, 0.96 0.83 Low Use
peers, siblings, or foreigners
ImpM 8 Listening to radio programs in English 0.87 0.82 Lidse
ImMpNM 1 Practicing writing with English texts 0.84 0.79 Lavge
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As shown in Table 5.5, the result is more or |éssstame as Table 5.4. Most
of the reported strategies were used in the mediaquency level to improve their
four language skills. As seen in the table, ifoisnd that the first four highest mean
scores of the learning strategies in this categaye those which students reported
using to improve their speaking and listening skdllith media utilization, e.g. films
(ImpM 5), television programs (ImpM 6), media (Imp®), songs/cassette tapes
(ImpM 7). These are followed by the strategieduseimprove reading and writing
skills with or without media utilization e.g. pred sources (ImpM 3), on-line
materials (ImpM 1), printed materials (ImpM 2), agmbails, instant messages (MSN)
or SMS texts with computers or mobile phones (IngpM

In Table 5.6, use of the eleven strategies unaefatth main category are:

e Expanding One’s General Knowledge of English witedia Utilization

ExpM 1 Practicing English with a commercially pagkd English program

ExpM 2 Playing games for vocabulary enrichment

ExpM 3 Seeking out information in English throughifsng the Internet
e Expanding One’s General Knowledge of English wittmMMedia Utilization

ExpNM 1 Having extra tutorials

ExpNM 2 Translating English news, song lyrics, pseetc. into Thai

ExpNM 3 Giving tutorials to others

ExpNM 4 Having own language learning notebooks

ExpNM 5 Using a dictionary for vocabulary enrichrhen

ExpNM 6 Practicing general English with family mesand

ExpNM 7 Joining leisure or social activities to gtiae and improve English

ExpNM 8 Taking job to practice English
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Table 5.6: Frequency of Strategies Used to Expar@eneral Knowledge of

English

Mean Score Standard Frequency

Exp Category (X) Deviation Category
(n=1,134) (S.D.)

ExpNM 5 Using a dictionary for vocabulary 151 1.08 Medium Use
enrichment
ExpM 3 Seeking out information in English through 1.15 0.92 Medium Use
surfing the Internet
ExpNM 1 Having extra tutorials 1.04 0.96 Medium Use
ExpM 2 Playing games for vocabulary enrichment 0.97 0.82 Low Use
ExpNM 2 Translating English news, song lyrics, 0.93 0.84 Low Use
poems, etc. into Thai
ExpNM 3 Giving tutorials to others 0.82 0.82 Low Use
ExpNM 4 Having own language learning notebooks 0.76 0.90 w Use
ExpM 1 Practicing English with a commercially 0.64 0.71 Low Use
packaged English program
ExpNM 6 Practicing general English with family 0.61 0.75 Low Use
members
ExpNM 7 Joining leisure or social activities to 0.57 0.77 Low Use
practice and improve English
ExpNM 8 Taking job to practice English 0.36 0.67 Low Use

When considering the reported frequency of thategy use in the last

category in Table 5.6, we can see that a few gfiegewere employed with the

medium frequency level to expand general knowledfy&nglish; that is, using a

dictionary for vocabulary enrichment (ExpNM 5), kieg out information in English

through surfing the Internet (ExpM 3), and havingra& tutorials (ExpNM 1). The

rest, 8 off 11 strategies, is the majority of theategies reported in the ‘low use’

category, which students low used with and withootdia utilization e.g. a

commercially packaged English program (ExpM 1), gan(ExpM 2), news, song
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lyrics, poems (ExpNM 2). In addition, the 3 offs&ategies reported in this low
category are those employed to practise English feimily members (ExpNM 6),
join leisure or social activities (ExpNM 7), andkeajob (ExpNM 8). This can be
proved that with or without media utilization showslifferent level of students’

frequency use to expand and improve their gene@alvledge of English.

5.3 Summary

The description of reported frequency of studestisitegy use by 1,134 Thai
public university freshmen at different levels mst chapter has provided an overall
picture of strategy use. What follows is a sumn@rthe highlights of the findings of
the present investigation.

e Thai public university freshmen reported mediumqgérency of language
learning strategy use dealing with language learrdirectly or indirectly
either in the classroom or outside the classrodtinge

e Students reported employing strategies to undeaistiwe lessons while
studying in class and to improve their languagdissknore frequently than
those for classroom lesson preparation and gekemdledge expansion of
English.

e When looking at the individual strategy level inckacategory, we can see
that:

- Category 1 (Preparing for Classroom Lessonsitesits reported employing

strategies to do homework or assignments, atteorgdtend the class, and
review own notes/summary more frequently thandther strategies in this

category. However, students did not seem toopeitly approach the teacher
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for out-of-class practice, question clarificati@nd problem discussion.

- Category 2 (Understanding While Studying in Cjaabnost all strategies
in this category students reported a mediummngsrms of intra-personal
and inter-personal interaction strategies engmoyo understand while
studying English in class. This can be said thia&iTpublic university
freshmen apparently play roles as both indeperidamers and cooperative
learners in the same time in order to help undedstehat is learned in class.

- Category 3 (Improving Language Skills): almdsteported strategies were

moderately used to improve langusigis with media utilization,
particularly speaking and listengkgjls with a use of films, television
programs, songs/cassette tapes, and thesevagiksreported low frequency
of use without media utilization. On the othand, the strategies used for
improving reading and writing skills were lowtean those used for
improving listening and speaking skills with without media

utilization.

- Category 4 (Expanding General Knowledge of Emdli®nly 3 strategies
were reportedly employed with the medium frequetacgxpand knowledge
of English in general; that is, using a diction&y vocabulary enrichment,
seeking out information in English through surfithg Internet, and having
extra tutorials. The majority of the strategies evezported in the ‘low use’
category with or without media utilization. In atioh, strategies of
practicing with family members, joining leisure eocial activities, and

taking any job were reported with lower use.
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In this chapter, students’ reported use of learnstrqitegies as a whole,
regardless of their gender, types of academic progy fields of study, English
learning experience, and proficiency levels hanlaescribed. Chapter 6 will present
another angle on the data analysis concerningivieeiridependent variables in this
study, namely gender of students, types of academwograms, fields of study,
English language learning experience, and profeyelevels. Finally, a factor
analysis has also been conducted to look for uyiderirelationships among the
individual language learning strategies in thetegg inventory, together with their

strong relationships to the five variables.



CHAPTER 6
DATA ANALYSIS FOR LANGUAGE LEARNING

STRATEGY USE Il

6.1 Introduction and Purpose of the Chapter

As illustrated in Chapter 5, the use of languaggaring strategies is divided
into three different levels: overall reported st use; use of strategies in the four
main categories; and use of the forty-four indiabstrategies in each subcategory of
the four categories. This chapter includes sigaific variation and patterns of
variation in frequency of language learning stratage at each of these levels, and
analyses in terms of the five independent variableastly, the results of a factor
analysis are also shown.

The primary purposes of this chapter are to exarthe relationship between
the language learning strategy use of 1,134 pulbiversity freshmen and five
variables, namely:

1. gender of students, (males and females),

2. types of academic programs (international and seyul

3. fields of study (science and non science-oriented),

4. English language learning experiences (more expextt and less

experienced), and

5. proficiency levels (high, moderate, and low).
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In illustrating the results of data analysis, a-tlmpvn order has been adopted;

that is, variations in frequency of students’ ollengported strategy use according to

the five variables will be primarily explored. Thehe variation in frequency of

learning strategy use in the four main categot¢$reparing Oneself for Classroom

Lessons (Prep), 2) Understanding while StudyingClass (Under), 3) Improving

One’s Language Skills (Imp), and 4) Expanding Oigeneral Knowledge of English

(Exp) will be presented. This is followed by arasnation of individual learning

strategy use with a relation to the five variabl@$e main data analyses carried out

here are an analysis of variance (ANOVA), and chiase tests:

1. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was undertaken to deti@e patterns of variation

in students’ overall reported strategy use, andaisgrategies in the four main
categories, in terms of the five variables. Ifréhis a significant difference found
in the result of ANOVA, the post-hoc Scheffé Testised to help indicate which
pairs of the groups under the variables contributhe overall differences.

. Chi-square tests were employed to discover thefgignt variation patterns in
students’ reported strategy use at the individigahilevel. These tests help check
all strategy items for significant variations byetlive variables. Also, they
compare the actual frequencies with which studgate different responses of
the four-point rating scale, a method of analydsser to the raw data than
comparisons based on average responses for eath Rer the Chi-square tests,
responses of 0 and 1 (Never and Sometimes) arelabated into a single “low
strategy use” category, and responses of 2 andften@nd Always or almost
always) are consolidated into a single “high styatase” category. The purpose

of consolidating the four response levels into tabegories of strategy use is to
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obtain cell size with expected valued high enoughemnsure a valid analysis
(Green and Oxford, 1995: 271). Table 6.1 belowstHates the levels of data
analysis of this chapter.

Table 6.1: Analysis of Variations in Frequency of levels of Strategy Use

Level 1 Overall Reported Strategy Use

Level 2 Use of Strategies in the Four Main Categories

Level 3 Use of Strategies in Each Subcategory of@h-our Categories

6.2 Variation in Students’ Overall Reported Stratey Use

In the first level of the analysis of variancejds#nts’ overall reported strategy
use shows significant variation according to alkloé five variables as illustrated in

the ANOVA results in Table 6.1 below. Each tabtmsists of the variables, mean

scores of strategy usé_((), standard deviation (S.D.), Significance Leveald #attern

of Variation in frequency of strategy use (if arsfgcant variation was found at all).
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Table 6.2: A Summary of Variation in Frequency of $udents’ Overall Reported

Strategy Use

Male Female Comments
GENDER (n=343) (n=791)
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Significance Pattern of Variation
Level
Overall Strategy .88 .52 1.04 A7 p<.01 Female > Male
Use
International Regular Comments
TYPES OF (n=271) (n = 857)
PROGRAM - -
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Significance Pattern of Variation
Level
Overall Strategy 1.18 .51 .94 A7 p<.01 International > Regular
Use
Science Non-Science Comments
FIELDS OF (n =488) (n = 646)
STUDY L .
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Significance Pattern of Variation
Level
Overall Strategy .86 .46 1.10 .49 p<.01 Non-Science > Science
Use
Less Experienced More Experienced Comments
ENGLISH (n=127) (n =1,005)
LEARNING L _
EXPERIENCES Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Significance Pattern of Variation
Level
Overall Strategy .82 .48 1.02 .49 p<.01 More Experienced >
Use Less Experienced
High Moderate Low Comments
PROFICIENCY (n=27) (n=676) (n =427)
LEVEL L
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Significance Pattern of
Level Variation
Overall Strategy 1.21 71 1.09 .48 .83 .45 p<.01 High > Low
Use
Moderate > Low

According to Table 6.2, the ANOVA results reveahttithe frequency of
students’ overall strategy use varied significaattgording all five variables (p<.01).

In respect to gender of the students, the post-Boheffé Test shows
significant differences between males and femalée mean scores were .88 and
1.04 respectively.

This pinpoints that on the weholemale students reported

employing language learning strategies signifigamtbre frequently than males.
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In terms of types of academic programs, significzariations in the overall
strategy use occur between students studying ernational programs and regular
programs (mean scores were 1.18 and .94 respggtivéhis indicates that students
in the international programs reported greater al/etrategy use than those in the
regular programs.

Significant variations were found in the frequentystudents’ overall strategy
use with regard to their fields of study; nameliesce and non-science-oriented. The
mean scores were .86 and 1.10 respectively. Thanmstudents in the field of non-
science-oriented reported employing overall languagrning strategies significantly
more frequently than those in the field of sciendented.

An overall strategy use in terms of English larggiéearning experiences, the
result in Table 6.2 demonstrates that significaatiations of the frequency of
students’ overall strategy use exist between legss more experienced students
(means scores were .82 and 1.02 respectivelyanlbe interpreted that students with
more English learning experiences (more than 8syeftanguage learning) reported
employing overall language learning strategies i@mtly more frequently than
those with less English learning experiences (8syeflanguage learning or less).

Regarding the last investigated variable, Engtlistficiency levels, students’
language proficiency levels were determined acogrdito their self-rating
proficiency; namely ‘high’, ‘moderate’, and ‘lowategories. Significant variations
in the overall strategy use occur among high, matderand low proficiency students
(mean scores were 1.21, 1.09, and .83 respectivélyg@se results display that
students with high proficiency level reported emyplg overall strategy use

significantly more frequently than moderate and jmaficiency level students, while
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moderate proficiency level students employed laggudearning strategies

significantly more frequently than low proficien®vel students.

6.3 Variation in Frequency of Students’ Use of Strieegies in the Four

Main Categories

The language learning strategies for the presewestigation have been
classified into four main groups, i.e. 1) Preparigeself for Classroom Lessons, 2)
Understanding while Studying in Class, 3) ImproviDge’s Language Skills, and 4)
Expanding One’s General Knowledge of English. ANOVA results demonstrate
that the frequency of students’ use of learningtegfies among those four categories
varied significantly according to their gender, égpof academic programs, fields of
study, English learning experiences, and Englisbfigency levels, see more
information in the Tables 6.3-6.7 below.

6.3.1 Variation in Frequency of Students’ Use of &itegies in the Four
Main Categories According to the Gender of Students

Table 6.3 below shows the frequency of students’afsstrategies in the four
main categories varied significantly according e tgender of students. Female
students reported employing language learningegfies more frequently than their
male counterparts in order to prepare themselvesl&ssroom lessons, understand
while studying in class, improve their languagellskiand expand their general

knowledge of English.
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Table 6.3: Variation in Frequency of Students’ Useof Strategies in the Four

Main Categories According to the Gender of Students

Gender Comments
Strategy Category Male Female Significance  Pattern of
(n=343) (n=791) Level Variation
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Prep Category .73 .63 .81 .62 p<.05 Female > Male
Under Category 1.09 .68 1.34 .63 p<.001 Female > Male
Imp Category .92 .68 1.10 .63 p<.001 Female > Male
Exp Category .79 .61 91 .59 p<.05 Female > Male

6.3.2 Variation in Frequency of Students’ Use of &tegies in the Four
Main Categories According to Types of Academic Pragms

The results of ANOVA in Table 6.4 below reveal sigant variation in the
frequency of students’ use of language learningtesgies to achieve the four main
purposes according to types of academic prograpesifgcally international and
regular programs. Students studying in internatli@nograms reported more frequent
use of strategies in the four main categories thase studying in regular programs in
order to prepare themselves for classroom lessanderstand the lessons while
studying in class, improve their language skillsg &xpand their general knowledge
of English.
Table 6.4: Variation in Frequency of Students’ Usef Strategies in the Four

Main Categories According to Types of Academic Pragms

Types of Academic Programs Comments
Strategy Category International Regular Significance  Pattern of Variation
(n=271) (n =857) Level
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Prep Category .97 .66 .73 .60 p<.001 International > Regular
Under Category 1.39 .70 1.22 .63 p<.001 International > Regular
Imp Category 1.30 .65 .97 .64 p<.001 International > Regular

Exp Category 1.06 .60 .82 .58 p<.001 International > Regular
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6.3.3 Variation in Frequency of Students’ Use of &tegies in the Four
Main Categories According to Fields of Study

The results of ANOVA in Table 6.5 below revealrsfggcant variation in the
frequency of students’ use of language learningtesfiies in the four main categories
according to fields of study, namely science and-s@ence-oriented. Students
studying in the field of non-science-oriented répdrmore frequent use of strategies
in the four main categories than those studyintpénfield of science-oriented in order
to prepare themselves for classroom lessons, uadérsvhile studying in class,
improve their language skills, and expand theiregahknowledge of English.
Table 6.5: Variation in Frequency of Students’ Usef Strategies in the Four

Main Categories According to Fields of Study

Fields of Study Comments
Strategy Category Science Non-Science  Significance Pattern of Variation
(n =488) (n = 646) Level
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Prep Category .69 .61 .86 .62 p<.001 Non-Science > Science
Under Category 1.16 .62 1.34 .67 p<.001 Non-Science > Science

Imp Category .84 .60 1.20 .65 p<.001 Non-Science > Science

Exp Category .76 .56 .96 .60 p<.001 Non-Science > Science

6.3.4 Variation in Frequency of Students’ Use of &tegies in the Four
Main Categories According to English Learning Experences

The results of ANOVA in Table 6.6 below revealrsfggant variation in the
frequency of students’ use of language learningtesgiies in the four main categories
according to English learning experiences, clasgifinto more and less learning
experiences (more or less than 8 years of learniggydents with more experienced
learning in studying English more than 8 years reggb more frequent use of
strategies in the four main categories than thosk lwss experienced learning in

studying English 8 years or less in order to preghemselves for classroom lessons,
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understand while studying in class, improve thaiguage skills, and expand their
general knowledge of English.
Table 6.6: Variation in Frequency of Students’ Usef Strategies in the Four

Main Categories According to English Learning Experences

English Learning Experiences Comments
Strategy Category  More Experienced Less Experienced Significance Pattern of
(n =1,005) (n=127) Level Variation
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Prep Category .80 .63 .66 .58 p<.05 More Experienced >
Less Experienced
Under Category 1.29 .65 1.09 .66 p<.05 More Experienced >
Less Experienced
Imp Category 1.07 .65 .86 .63 p<.01 More Experienced >
Less Experienced
Exp Category .90 .59 .65 .55 p<.001 More Experienced >

Less Experienced

6.3.5 Variation in Frequency of Students’ Use of $&tegies in the Four
Main Categories According to English Proficiency

The results of ANOVA in Table 6.7 below revealrsfggcant variation in the
frequency of students’ use of language learningtesgiies in the four main categories
according to English language proficiency levelspuped into three categories:
‘high’, ‘moderate’, and ‘low’ according to studehslf-rating proficiency. The post-
hoc Scheffé Test shows significant differences amtmose three categories of
language proficiency levels. Students with highfigrency level reported more
frequent use of strategies in the four main caiegahan those with lower language
proficiency levels. It can also be observed #tatents at the two higher levels of
language proficiency (high and moderate) reportadleying strategies to understand
while studying in class, and improve their langualg#ls more frequently than those
used to prepare themselves for classroom lessom$, expand their general

knowledge of English. While students at the loweleof language proficiency
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reported employing strategies to understand whidysng in class most frequently
when compared with the other strategies employedorEpare themselves for
classroom lessons, improve their language skilid,expand their general knowledge
of English.

Table 6.7: Variation in Frequency of Students’ Usef Strategies in the Four

Main Categories According to English Proficiency

English Proficiency Comments
Strategy High Moderate Low Significance Pattern of
Category (n=27) (n=676) (n=427) Level Variation
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Prep 1.05 .86 .85 .64 .67 .55 p<.001 High>Low
Category Moderate > Low
Under 1.17 .76 1.34 .64 1.15 .65 p<.001 Moderate > Low
Category
Imp 1.43 .82 1.19 .65 .80 .57 p<.001 High>Low
Category Moderate > Low
Exp 1.19 .84 .98 .58 .69 .55 p<.001 High>Low
Category Moderate > Low

In summary, when looking at the use of strategiethé four main categories
based on the results of ANOVA, we can gain a clepieture of students’ strategy
use in this level. The results with significantiations lead to discover that the five
investigated variables including gender of the shisl, types of academic programs,
fields of study, language learning experiences, landuage proficiency levels are
significantly related to Thai public university ffemen’ overall use of language
learning strategies

In an overall picture, female or male studentsdents studying in either
international or regular programs, science or noenge-oriented fields of study,
more or less experienced language learning, and birglow English proficiency
levels, they all appear to employ their overallglaage learning strategies in more or

less the same way; that is, slightly lower useetffigreparation for classroom lessons,
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but apparently higher use of strategies for undaihg while studying in class,
improving their language skills, and expanding rtrggneral knowledge of English

respectively.

6.4 Variation in Use of Individual Learning Strateges

Sections 6.2-6.3 discussed significant variatiomsfrequency of students’
overall strategy use across the entire survey,umedof strategies in the four main
categories. Next, in this section the resultshefstjuare tests employed to determine
patterns of the significant variations in studen¢gorted strategy use at the individual
strategy item level will be demonstrated. Thesesgnare tests were used to check
all of the individual strategy items for signifidavariations by the five independent
variables. To demonstrate a significant variatibe, percentage of students in terms
of each variable reported high strategy use (23amdthe strategy questionnaire), and
the observed chi-squarg?)( value which shows the strengths of variation $e of
each individual strategy were identified. The undual strategies were demonstrated
here in order of the percentage of students raqpkigh use (2 and 3 in the strategy
guestionnaire), ranking from highest to lowest.isTleads to easier understanding a
picture of the language learning strategies whieheweported to be frequently used,
analysed in terms of each of the five variablebe pattern(s) of significant variations
of the particular strategy item was (were) includiech brief discussion with each

variable.
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6.4.1 Variation in Students’ Reported Use of Indiwlual Learning
Strategies According to the Gender of Students

As mentioned in Sections 6.2 and 6.3, significaaiations in frequency of
students’ overall strategy use, use of strategiethe four main categories, varied
according to the gender of students. Here thevitdal learning strategies are
considered in terms of variations in frequency $¥,.as well as pattern of variation of
use. The results of chi-square tests reveakllhadst half of the learning strategies in
this strategy inventory (21 out of 44) varied sfgaintly according to students’
gender.

An overall picture of significant variations inrategy use at an individual
strategy level is shown in Table 6.8 below. Itegms that from the results of the chi-
square tests indicate the major significant vasretiin use of individual learning
strategies in terms of students’ gender, with atgrepercentage of female than male
students reporting high use of 21 learning stratediom all four main categories.
Almost half of them, i.e. 10 out of 21, are stragsgemployed by female students to
understand the lessons while studying in classutifrointer-personal and intra-
personal interactive ways e.g. double checking whigarned with friends/classmates
70.5 per cent (UnderINTER 2), taking notes whilaidging 60.3 per cent
(UnderINTRA 3), and trying to understand Englishttgnslating into Thai 57.8 per

cent (UnderINTRA 5).
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Table 6.8: Variation in Students’ Reported Use ofridividual Learning Strategies

According to the Gender of Students

Individual Learning Strategies % of high use (2 or 3) 2
(used more by females — 21 strategies) Females Males  Observedy
UnderINTER 2 Double checking what is learned with 70.5 51.9 XZ: 36.5
friends/classmates p<.001
PrepA 3 Doing homework or assignments 62.1 48.4 XZ =184
p<.001
UnderINTRA 3 Taking notes while studying 60.3 45.2 XZ =222
p<.001
UnderINTRA 5 Trying to understand English by 57.8 51.3 XZ: 4.1
translating into Thai p<.05
ExpNM 5 Using a dictionary for vocabulary enrichment 57.5 42.0 ){2 =232
p<.001
UnderINTRA 4 Thinking to oneself along with the 55.6 48.7 XZ =46
teacher’s instruction p<.05
UnderINTER 5 Participating in the classroom activities 52.8 .044 XZ =74
p<.001
UnderINTRA 6 Consulting a dictionary 42.2 25.4 XZ =291
p<.001
UnderINTER 1 Asking the teacher for clarification 39.9 29.4 Xz =114
p<.001
ImpM 6 Watching television programs in English 39.7 27.4 XZ: 15.7
p<.001
ImpM 9 Imitating a native speaker from media 39.1 28.0 XZ =12.8
p<.001
ImpM 7 Listening to English songs / cassette tapes of  37.9 30.9 XZ: 51
English conversations p<.05
ExpNM 1 Having extra tutorials 36.3 24.8 =144
p<.001
UnderINTER 3 Joining a language study group 35.0 26.5 X2 =79
p<.01
UnderINTRA 1 Trying to get a seat in the front row 33.0 24.8 XZ: 7.6
p<.01
UnderINTRA 2 Avoiding talking with other students 315 23.9 X2 =6.6
while studying p<.01
ImpNM 3 Talking to oneself in English 30.6 22.7 X2 =72
p<.01
PrepA 1 Reviewing own notes/summary 29.5 204 Xz =10
p<.01
ExpNM 2 Translating English news, song lyrics, poems, 24.7 19.2 XZ =4.0
etc. into Thai p<.05
ExpNM 4 Having own language learning notebooks 21.4 15.2 XZ: 5.9
p<.05
ImpNM 1 Practicing writing with English texts 20.4 13.4 =17

p<.05
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6.4.2 Variation in Students’ Reported Use of Indiviual Learning
Strategies According to Types of Programs

The chi-square results show major significant wemnes in frequency of use of
35 learning strategies according to types of aca&xgmrograms. The results of
ANOVA present significant variations in frequency siudents’ use of individual
learning strategies in the four main categoriesiéoin a strong association with this
variable. That is, students studying in internaigorograms reporting more frequent
use of these learning strategies than those stgdgimegular programs. Table 6.9
below demonstrates individual strategies which leixisignificant variations in terms
of types of programs.
Table 6.9: Variation in Students’ Reported Use ofrdividual Learning Strategies

According to Types of Programs

Individual Learning Strategies % of high use (2 or 3)

Observed)(2
(used more by international programs — International Regular
35 strategies)

UnderINTER 2 Double checking what is learned 74.5 61.8 XZ =14.6
with friends/classmates p<.001

PrepA 3 Doing homework or assignments 67.9 55.0 XZ =14.2
p<.001

ExpNM 5 Using a dictionary for vocabulary 62.4 49.9 XZ =12.7
enrichment p<.001

Unggr_lNTER 6 Participating in the classroom 60.1 47.3 XZ =13.7
activities p<.001

ExpM 3 Seeking out information in English 49.8 32.1 X2 =28.0
through surfing the Internet p<.001

ImpM 6 Watching television programs in English 48.7 32.0 XZ =250
p<.001

PrepB 3 Attempting to attend the class 47.6 37.2 ¥=93
p<.01

ImpM 5 Watching English-speaking films without 47.6 34.0 XZ =16.4
looking at the Thai subtitles p<.001

ImpM 3 Reading any English-printed resources 46.5 33.5 X2 =15.0
p<.001

ImpM 9 | mitating a native speaker from media 46.1 32.3 XZ =17.1
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Table 6.9 (contd): Variation in Students’ ReportedUse of Individual Learning

Strategies According to Types of Programs

Individual Learning Strategies % of high use (2 or 3) 2
Observedy
(used more by international programs — International Regular
35 strategies)
ImpM 7 Listening to English songs / cassette 42.8 33.6 XZ =76
tapes of English conversations p<.01
ImpNM 3 Talking to oneself in English 42.4 23.7 )(2 =357
p<.001
ImpM 4 Contacting with Thai or foreign friends 41.0 23.8 X2 =130.1
through emails, instant messages (MSN) or SMS p<.001
texts with computers or mobiles
ImpM 1 Reading on-line materials 39.5 25.2 XZ =205
p<.001
ImpM 2 Reading printed materials 38.4 22.1 ¥ =285
p<.001
UnderINTRA 1 Trying to get a seat in the front 36.5 28.6 XZ =6.1
row p<.001
ImMpNM 2 Conversing in English with teachers, 35.8 18.2 Xz =36.6
peers, siblings, or foreigners p<.001
PrepA 1 Reviewing own notes/summary 33.9 24.6 XZ =91
p<.01
ExpM 2 Playing games for vocabulary 29.2 22.4 X2 =51
enrichment p<.05
ExpNM 2 Translating English news, song lyrics, 28.0 215 XZ =50
poems, etc. into Thai p<.05
ImpM 8 Listening to radio programs in English 27.3 16.3 X2= 16.1
p<.001
ExpNM 3 Giving tutorials to others 26.9 15.9 =167
p<.001
ExpNM 4 Having own language learning 25.8 175 Xz =91
notebooks p<.01
ImpNM 1 Practicing writing with English texts 24.4 16.2 ¥=92
p<.01
PrepB 4 Doing revision of the previous lessons 22.5 16.8 XZ =45
p<.05
PrepB 2 Preparing oneself physically 18.8 112 4*=1054
p<.01
ExpM 1 Practicing English with a commercially 17.3 9.2 XZ =13.7
packaged English program p<.001
PrepA 5 Practicing what is learned in class with 16.6 9.2 XZ =115
the teacher p<.001
PrepA 4 Personally approaching the teacher by 16.2 7.1 XZ: 20.3
asking the teacher for clarification p<.001
ExpNM 6 Practicing general English with family 16.2 10.4 =68

members p<.01
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Table 6.9 (contd): Variation in Students’ ReportedUse of Individual Learning

Strategies According to Types of Programs

Individual Learning Strategies % of high use (2 or 3)

. . Observed;(2
(used more by international programs — International Regular
35 strategies)

ExpNM 7 Joining leisure or social activities to 15.5 9.2 XZ =85

practice and improve English p<.01

PrepA 6 Discussing L2 learning problems with 14.4 6.7 XZ =15.8

the teacher p<.001

ExpNM 2 Taking job to practice English 11.8 6.1 ¥'=98
p<.01

PrepA 2 Attempting to revise today’s lessons 10.7 7.0 XZ: 3.9
p<.05

The results of the chi-square tests in Table 6:8akthat significant variations
in use of 35 strategies were found in relatiorhts variable, with a greater percentage
of students studying in international programs ragpg high frequency of use of all
mentioned 35 strategies than those studying inlaeguwograms. It can be said that
approximately 80 per cent of the individual langaiatrategies (35 out of 44) of the
four main categories in the strategy inventory wased more by international
program students. The results also show thattthgegies which more than half of
the international program students reported emptpwt a high use level vary, with
74.5 per cent reporting employing strategy to helgerstand what is learned in class
through inter-personal interaction by double chegkivhat is learned with friends in
class (UnderINTER 2) and 60.1 per cent particigptim the classroom activities
(UnderINTER 6), 67.9 per cent reporting using stygtfor after class preparation by
doing homework or assignments (PrepA 3), and 68r4&ent reporting using strategy
for expanding general knowledge of English by usingictionary for vocabulary
enrichment (ExpNM 5). More or less the same wayihg individual strategies of

regular program students, the four highest pergestaeported employing the same
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strategies used by international program studehts; is, 61.8 per cent reporting
employing strategy to double check what is learneih friends in class
(UnderINTER 2), 55.0 per cent reporting using sggt to do homework or
assignments (PrepA 3), 49.9 per cent reportingegiyaof using a dictionary for
vocabulary enrichment (ExpNM 5), and 47.3 per ganticipating in the classroom
activities (UnderINTER 6).

6.4.3 Variation in Students’ Reported Use of Indivdual Learning
Strategies According to Fields of Study

The findings presented in Table 6.10 below inéidhit students studying in
the field of non science-oriented differ from thageadying in the field of science-
oriented using language learning strategies toeaehihe purposes of strategy use in
the four main categories. The results of the duiase tests reveal that significant
variations in use of 35 strategies were found lati@n to this variable, with a greater
percentage of students studying in the non scieneeted field reporting high
frequency of use of all 35 strategies than thogdyatg the science-oriented field. It
appears that approximately 80 per cent of the iddal language strategies (35 out of
44) of the four main categories in the strategyemtery were used more by non
science-oriented students. The results also shatwhe strategies most non science-
oriented students reported employing at a high lesel were those for preparing
oneself after class by doing homework or assignmeamd understanding while
studying in class with and without personal intéag i.e. 62.1 per cent reported
doing homework or assignments (PrepA 3), 70 pet eeployed double checking
what is learned with friends in class (UnderINTER 27.4 per cent thinking to

oneself along with the teacher’s instruction (Uhd@RA 4), and 55.3 per cent
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participating in the classroom activities (UnderBR 6). Similar to the use of

individual strategies of science-oriented studentere than half of them reported
employing the same strategies used by non sciemeeted students; that is, 58.2 per
cent reporting employing strategy to double chediats learned with friends in

class (UnderINTER 2), and 52.5 per cent reportisiggi strategy to do homework or
assignments (PrepA 3).

Table 6.10: Variation in Students’ Reported Use ofIndividual Learning

Strategies According to Fields of Study

Individual Learning Strategies % of high use (2 or 3)

Observed)(2
(used more by non science-oriented — 35 strategies Non-Science  Science
UnderINTER 2 Double checking what is learned with 70.0 58.2 X2 =16.9
friends/classmates p<.001
PrepA 3 Doing homework or assignments 62.1 52.5 Xz =105
p<.001
ExpNM 5 Using a dictionary for vocabulary enrichment 57.9 46.1 X2 =155
p<.001
UnderINTRA 4 Thinking to oneself along with the 57.4 48.4 X2 =92
teacher’s instruction p<.01
UnderINTER 6 Participating in the classroom activities 55.3 3. X2 =15.5
p<.001
ImpM 5 Watching English-speaking films without 45.8 25.8 Xz =476
looking at the Thai subtitles p<.001
ImpM 6 Watching television programs in English 45.7 23.2 X2 =61.2
p<.001
PrepA 2 Attempting to attend the class 45.0 32.4 X2 =18.7
p<.001
ImpM 9 Imitating a native speaker from media 44.9 23.6 X2 =551
p<.001
ImpM 3 Reading any English-printed resources 41.8 29.5 XZ =18.1
p<.001
ImpM 7 Listening to English songs / cassette tapes of 41.8 27.9 XZ =235
English conversations p<.001
ExpM 3 Seeking out information in English through 41.2 29.5 ¥ =164
surfing the Internet p<.001
UnderINTER 1 Asking the teacher for clarification 39.6 33.0 XZ =53
p<.05
ExpNM 1 Having extra tutorials 37.9 26.0 XZ: 17.9
p<.001
UnderINTER 3 Joining a language study group 37.2 26.2 XZ =151

p<.001




194

Table 6.10 (contd): Variation in Students’ ReportedUse of Individual Learning

Strategies According to Fields of Study

% of high use (2 or 3)

Individual Learning Strategies 2
Observedy
(used more by non science-oriented — 35 strategies Non-Science  Science
ImpM 1 Reading on-line materials 36.2 18.4 XZ: 43.1
p<.001
ImpNM 3 Talking to oneself in English 36.1 17.8 ){2 =457
p<.001
ImpM 4 Contacting with Thai or foreign friends through 35.6 17.6 ){2: 44.7
emails, instant messages (MSN) or SMS texts with p<.001
computers or mobile phones
UnderINTRA 1 Trying to get a seat in the front row 34.7 25.0 XZ =12.2
p<.001
ImpM 2 Reading printed materials 33.6 15.6 XZ =471
p<.001
PrepA 1 Reviewing own notes/summary 29.9 225 =786
p<.01
ImpNM 2 Conversing in English with teachers, peers, 29.3 13.3 XZ =40.6
siblings, or foreigners p<.001
ExpNM 2 Translating English news, song lyrics, poems, 25.9 19.3 X2 =6.8
etc. into Thai p<.05
ImpM 8 Listening to radio programs in English 24.6 115 XZ =31.2
p<.001
ExpNM 4 Having own language learning notebooks 24.0 13.5 XZ =19.4
p<.001
ExpNM 3 Giving tutorials to others 23.7 11.9 XZ =256
p<.001
ImpNM 1 Practicing writing with English texts 21.8 13.5 Xz =12.8
p<.001
PrepB 4 Doing revision of the previous lessons 21.4 13.9 X2 =10.3
p<.01
ExpNM 7 Joining leisure or social activities to practice 14.4 6.1 Xz =19.6
and improve English p<.001
ExpNM 6 Practicing general English with family 14.2 8.4 XZ =92
members p<.001
ExpM 1 Practicing English with a commercially 13.2 8.4 Xz =64
packaged English program p<.01
PrepA 5 Practicing what is learned in class with the 12.7 8.8 XZ =43
teacher p<.05
PrepA 4 Personally approaching the teacher by asking 10.7 7.6 Xz =32
the teacher for clarification p<.05
PrepA 6 Discussing L2 learning problems with the 10.2 6.1 % =59
teacher p<.01
ExpNM 8 Taking job to practice English 9.3 4.9 XZ =77

p<.01
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6.4.4 Variation in Students’ Reported Use of Indivdual Learning
Strategies According to English Language Learning ¥periences

The findings presented in Table 6.11 below indidéiat students with more
experiences in language learning (more than 8 yedffer from those with less
experiences in language learning (8 years or lesR)at is, they used language
learning strategies to achieve the purposes dkegyause in the four main categories.
The results of the chi-square tests reveal thatifgignt variations in use of 26
strategies were found in relation to this variablgh a greater percentage of students
with more language learning experiences reportiigh Hrequency of use of all
mentioned 26 strategies than those with less lagglearning experiences.

The results indicate that more than half of stuslemith more language
learning experiences reported employing at a higg lavel vary, with 66.8 per cent
reporting employing strategy to help understandtwédearned in class by double
checking what is learned with friends in class 82d per cent reporting employing
participating in the classroom activities; while dchieve the same purpose of L2
learning students reported using intra-personataation - 56.9 per cent taking notes
while studying (UnderINTRA 3), and 54.8 per ceninking to oneself with the
teacher’s instruction (UnderINTRA 4),. In additj@imost the same number of them
employed at high use of after class preparatioatedy; i.e. 59.5 per cent doing
homework or assignments (PrepA 3). Similar totega use of students with less
language learning experiences, among the top giestehey used were those for
understanding while studying in class e.g. doulllecking what is learned with

friends/classmates (UnderINTER 2), taking noteslevitudying (UnderINTRA 3),
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thinking to oneself along with the teacher’s instron (UnderINTRA 4), and

participating in the classroom activities (UnderlBR 6).

Table 6.11: Variation in Students’ Reported Use ofIndividual Learning

Strategies According to English Language Learning ¥periences

Individual Learning Strategies % of high use (2 or 3) 2
(used more by more experienced — 26 strategies) More Less Observedy
Experienced Experienced
UnderINTER 2 Double checking what is learned with 66.8 49.6 XZ =14.6
friends/classmates p<.001
PrepA 3 Doing homework or assignments 59.5 44.9 Xz =99
p<.01
UnderINTRA 3 Taking notes while studying 56.9 47.2 XZ: 4.3
p<.05
UnderINTRA 4 Thinking to oneself along with the 54.8 44.1 XZ =52
teacher’s instruction p<.05
ExpNM 5 Using a dictionary for vocabulary 54.7 37.8 XZ =13.0
enrichment p<.001
UnderINTER 6 Participating in the classroom 52.0 35.4 XZ: 12.4
activities p<.001
PrepB 3 Attempting to attend the class 40.9 28.3 X2 =7.4
p<.01
ImpM 5 Watching English-speaking films without 39.0 23.6 XZ: 11.4
looking at the Thai subtitles p<.001
UnderINTRA 6 Consulting a dictionary 38.3 28.3 ¥ =48
p<.05
ExpM 3 Seeking out information in English through 37.9 22.0 XZ =12.3
surfing the Internet p<.001
ImpM 6 Watching television programs in English 37.6 22.8 ){2 =10.7
p<.01
ImpM 3 Reading any English-printed resources 37.5 29.1 X2 =34
p<.05
ImpM 9 Imitating a native speaker from media 37.3 22.8 ){2 =10.3
p<.01
ImpM 7 Listening to English songs / cassette tapes of 36.9 26.8 XZ =5.0
English conversations p<.05
ExpNM 1 Having extra tutorials 34.7 17.3 ¥ =15.5
p<.001
ImpM 1 Reading on-line materials 30.3 15.0 XZ =13.1
p<.001
ImpNM 3 Talking to oneself in English 29.5 18.9 % =6.2
p<.01
ImpM 4 Contacting with Thai or foreign friends 28.8 20.5 XZ =39
through emails, instant messages (MSN) or SMSs tex p<.05
with computers or mobile phones
PrepA 1 Reviewing own notes/summary 28.0 17.3 XZ =6.5

p<.01
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Table 6.11 (contd): Variation in Students’ ReportedUse of Individual Learning

Strategies According to English Language Learning ¥periences

Individual Learning Strategies % of high use (2 or 3) 2
(used more by more experienced — 26 strategies)  More Less Observedy
Experienced Experienced

ImpM 2 Reading printed materials 26.9 18.1 XZ =45
p<.05
ExpM 2 Playing games for vocabulary enrichment 24.7 17.3 X2 =34
p<.05
ExpNM 2 Translating English news, song lyrics, 24.0 15.0 X2 =5.2
poems, etc. into Thai p<.05
ImMpNM 2 Conversing in English with teachers, peers, 23.3 15.7 XZ =37
siblings, or foreigners p<.05
ExpNM 4 Having own language learning notebooks 20.7 10.2 XZ =79
p<.05
PrepB 4 Doing revision of the previous lessons 19.1 11.0 XZ =49
p<.05
ExpM 1 Practicing English with a commercially 11.7 6.3 XZ =34
packaged English program p<.05

6.4.5 Variation in Students’ Reported Use of Indivdlual Learning
Strategies According to English Language Proficienc

An overall picture of significant variations inrategy use at an individual
strategy level is shown in Tables 6.12 and 6.18wel The results of the chi-square
tests reveal that 39 out of 44 learning strategi@®ss the strategy questionnaire
varied significantly according to students’ selfimg proficiency levels. When
comparing with the other four variables, this vialgaseems to have the strongest
relationships with students’ choices of strategg,usith a greater proportion of
significant variations in students’ use of indivadlustrategies across the strategy
inventory found to be related to their proficieneyels.

For clearer understanding, the 39 individual stig® showing significant
variation were classified as a negative (low>motberaigh), positive

(high>moderate>low) pattern of variation, or mixémoderate>low>high). The
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results display that 35 individual strategies wiar¢he positive pattern of variation;
while only four individual strategies were in theixed pattern of variation;
moderate>low>high. These four strategies inclutlategies employed double
checking what is learned with friends/classmatesd@INTER 2) 55.6 per cent,
doing homework or assignments (PrepA 3) 51.9 pet, ¢taking notes while studying
(UnderINTRA 3) 44.4 per cent, and understandingliBhdoy translating into Thai
(UnderINTRA 5) 44.4 per cent. This could be inéer that moderate and low
proficiency students seem to be more alert andetili in classroom-related learning
strategies in order to prepare themselves for idass lessons and to understand the
lessons while studying in class through both ipeersonal and intra-personal
interactions. In addition, they also reported kighse of preparing themselves after
class by doing homework or assignments (PrepA 3).

Opposite to high proficiency students, althouglséhstudents reported greater
use of strategy than lower proficiency student® tbp three strategies were
reportedly used to improve their language skiltheathan to prepare for classroom
or understand classroom lessons; i.e. more thahohahem reported employing
strategies to improve their listening and speakskils of English with media
utilization e.g. 70.4 per cent watching Englishaprg films (ImpM 5), 63.0 per cent
watching television programs in English (ImpM 6ndaanother 63.0 per cent

imitating a native speaker from media (ImpM 9).
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Table 6.12: Variation in Students’ Reported Use ofindividual Learning
Strategies According to English Language Proficienc
Individual Learning Strategies % of high use (2 or 3) 2
Observedy
(used more by high proficiency students — High Moderate Low
35 strategies)
ImpM 5 Watching English-speaking films without 70.4 451 23.0 X2 =67.9
looking at the Thai subtitles p<.001
ImpM 6 Watching television programs in English and 63.0 43.8 22.2 X2 =61.2
intonations p<.001
ImpM 9 Imitating a native speaker from media 63 41.6 24.8 XZ =40.9
p<.001
ExpNM 5 Using a dictionary for vocabulary enrichment 63 56.2 46.8 X2 =10.4
p<.01
UnderINTER 6 Participating in the classroom activities 59 55.6 41.2 XZ =226
p<.001
UnderINTRA 4 Thinking to oneself along with the 59.3 59.2 44.0 X2 =245
teacher’s instruction p<.001
ImpM 1 Reading on-line materials 59.. 36.8 13.8 XZ =80.4
p<.001
ExpM 3 Seeking out information in English through 59.3 441 22.0 X2 =61.7
surfing the Internet p<.001
ImpM 2 Reading printed materials 55.1 325 13.6 XZ =61.6
p<.001
ImpM 4 Contacting with Thai or foreign friends through 55.6 35.2 14.5 Xz =66.2
emails, instant messages (MSN) or SMS texts with p<.001
computers or mobile phones
PrepB 3 Attempting to attend the class 51. 44.1 31.6 XZ =188
p<.001
ImMpNM 1 Practice writing with English texts 48.: 21.4 11.2 XZ =135.0
p<.001
ImpM 7 Listening to English songs / cassette tapes of 48.1 42.9 241 XZ =41.9
English conversations p<.001
PrepA 1 Reviewing own notes/summary 44, 30.8 19.0 XZ =231
p<.001
ImpNM 2 Conversing in English with teachers, peers, 44.4 29.3 10.1 Xz =63.3
siblings, or foreigners p<.001
ImpM 3 Reading any English-printed resources 44 435 25.1 XZ =391
p<.001
UnderINTRA 1 Trying to get a seat in the front row 40. 33.7 24.6 Xz =11.8
p<.01
UnderINTER 3 Join a language study group 40 35.4 27.4 XZ =84
p<.05
ExpNM 3 Give tutorials to others like junior students 40 23.1 10.3 XZ =37.0
p<.001
ExpNM 6 Practice general English with your family 40.7 14.5 5.6 X2 =422
members

p<.001
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Table 6.12 (contd): Variation in Students’ ReportedUse of Individual Learning

Strategies According to English Language Proficienc

Individual Learning Strategies % of high use (2 or 3) 2
Observedy
(used more by high proficiency students — High Moderate Low
35 strategies)
ExpNM 1 Having extra tutorials 40.7 37.9 24.4 X2 =225
p<.001
ExpNM 4 Having own language learning notebooks 4( 23.8 115 X2 =332
p<.001
ExpNM 2 Translating English news, song lyrics, poems,40.7 26.3 16.6 XZ =18.8
etc. into Thai p<.001
PrepB 1 Studying the course details before hand 3 11.8 5.9 X2 =321
p<.001
PrepB 4 Doing revision of the previous lessons 37 22.6 9.8 XZ =356
p<.001
ImpNM 3 Talking to oneself in English 37.C 34.2 18.5 X2 =327
p<.001
PrepA 4 Personally approaching the teacher by asking 33.3 111 5.2 XZ =295
the teacher for clarification p<.001
ImpM 8 Listen to radio program in English to improve 33.3 229 11.9 X2 =242
listening skill p<.001
ExpM 1 Practicing English with a commercially 33.3 12.9 7.0 XZ =228
packaged English program p<.001
ExpM 2 Playing games for vocabulary enrichment 33 27.7 17.1 X2 =175
p<.001
ExpNM 7 Join leisure or social activities to practice and 33.3 13.5 54 XZ =40.0
improve English p<.001
PrepA 6 Discussing L2 learning problems with the 25.9 9.6 5.6 Xz =16.2
teacher p<.001
PrepA 2 Attempting to revise today’s lessons 25 9.0 4.9 XZ =185
p<.001
ExpNM 8 Take job to practice English 25.¢ 9.2 35 XZ =26.0
p<.001
PrepA 5 Practicing what is learned in class with the 22.2 14.1 5.6 X2 =224

teacher p<.001
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Table 6.13: Variation in Students’ Reported Use ofIndividual Learning

Strategies According to English Language Proficienc

Individual Learning Strategies % of high use (2 or 3) Observed)(z
(used more by moderate students — 4 strategies) High Moderate Low

UnderINTER 2 Double checking what is learned with  55.6 67.9 60.7 XZ =71

friends/classmates p<.05

PrepA 3 Doing homework or assignments 51.9 61.5 52.2 XZ =97
p<.01

UnderINTRA 3 Taking notes while studying 44.4 60.7 48.7 X2 =16.6
p<.001

UnderINTRA 5 Trying to understand English by 44.4 59.8 50.1 XZ =11.3

translating into Thai p<.01

For a closer look at the patterns of variation mdividual strategies, the stacked
column charts in Figures 6.1 and 6.2 demonstrasenples of a positive pattern of
variation, and a mixed one.

Figure 6.1: Example of Variation Pattern Classifiedas Positive

(High>Moderate>Low)

ImpM 5 Watching English-speaking films without looking at the Thai subtitles

Low Proficiency

Moderate Proficiency

High Proficiency

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

‘Often’ or ‘Never’ or ‘Sometimes’
‘Always or almost always’
n Response % Response %

High 27 19 70.4 8 29.6
Proficiency
Moderate 676 305 45.1 371 54,9
Proficiency
Low 427 98 23.0 329 77
Proficiency

Note: y* = 67.9 @f = 2), p<.001
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In Figure 6.1 above, 70.4 per cent of high proficke students reported high
frequency of use of ImpM 5; watching English-spegkiilms without looking at the
Thai subtitles; whereas 45.1 and 23.0 per cent oflarate and low proficiency
students reported high frequency of use of thisieg strategy.

Contrast with Figure 6.2 below, 67.9 per cent oflerate proficiency students
reported high frequency of use of UnderINTER 2;ldewchecking what is learned
with friends/classmates; whereas 60.7 and 55.&@etr of low and high proficiency
students reported high frequency of use of thisieg strategy.

Figure 6.2: Example of Variation Pattern Classifiedas Mixed

(Moderate>Low>High)

UnderINTER 2 Double checking what is learned with
friends/classmates

Low Proficiency

Moderate Proficienc

High Proficiency

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

‘Often’ or ‘Never’ or ‘Sometimes’
‘Always or almost always’
n Response % Response %
High 27 15 55.6 12 44.4
Proficiency
Moderate 676 459 67.9 217 32.1
Proficiency
Low 427 259 60.7 168 39.3
Proficiency

Note: y* = 7.1 @f = 2), p<.05

As previously discovered in the last sections rédselts of ANOVA, The post-

hoc Scheffé Test, and chi-square tests provideitis avclear picture of significant
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variations in frequency of use of strategies ragdgrom students’ overall strategy use
of individual learning strategies in relation t@tfive variables. What follows are the
results of paired samples t-tests and a factoryaisalwhich will give another

perspective of the underlying structure of the laage learning strategies in the

strategy inventory for the present investigation.
6.5 Use of the Strategies by Categories

Paired samples t-tests were also employed in gégdion to compare two
matched samples of subjects tested on the samableabased on the results of two
samples that are not independent; the means atedelo each other. Table 6.14
below displays mean score of each main categorysmmificance level. The results
of paired samples t-tests reveal significant catieh value showing that each pair of
main language learning strategies was stronglyeela

Table 6.14: Use of the Strategies by Categories

Significance

Mean n Level

Pair 1 CATEGORY 1 .79 1134 p<.001
CATEGORY 2 1.26 1134

Pair 2 CATEGORY 1 0.79 1134 p<.001
CATEGORY 3 1.05 1134

Pair 3 CATEGORY 1 0.79 1134 p<.001
CATEGORY 4 0.88 1134

Pair 4 CATEGORY 2 1.26 1134 0<.001
CATEGORY 3 1.05 1134

Pair 5 CATEGORY 2 1.26 1134 0<.001
CATEGORY 4 0.88 1134
Pair 6 CATEGORY 3 1.05 1134

p<.001

CATEGORY 4 0.88 1134
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6.6 Factor Analysis Results

Factor analysis is another approach to allow aareber to understand a large
number of correlations between variables, or a dexnget of variables, by reducing
them to a smaller number of factors which accoaniriany of the original variables
(Robson, 2002). It is particularly appropriate arploratory research where the
researcher aims to impose orderly simplificatiororupa number of interrelated
measures (Cohen et al., 2000). Factor analysiseful here to help the researcher
who has no certain prior assumptions about thefesttucture seek the underlying
structure of the whole set of language learningtsgies in the strategy inventory.

In seeking the underlying structure of the langubagarning strategies across
the strategy inventory, a key component factor y@isl and then varimax rotation
were carried out on the correlations of 44 languagening strategies, which varied
significantly in relation to the five independemriables. Initially, seven factors were
extracted with eigenvalues equal to or greater h@f. The eigenvalues or the sum
of the squared loadings of the extracted severofacre presented in Table 6.15
below.

Table 6.15: The Sums of the Squared Factor Loadings the Initial Seven

Factors
Component Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Total % of Variance Cumulative %
1 13.115 31.987 31.987
2 4.208 10.263 42.250
3 3.417 8.335 50.585
4 2.115 5.158 55.743
5 1.931 4.709 60.453
6 1.355 3.305 63.758
7 1.136 2.770 66.528
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As illustrated in Table 6.15, the seven factorsoaoted for 66.53 % of the
variability among 44 language learning strategidsctv were discovered to vary
significantly in relation to the five variables aentioned earlier. To explore further,
the researcher reduced the number of factors & tHour, and five. The results of
the varimax rotation show obviously different growgs of strategies with the
extracted four factors. The percentage of variancgable 6.15 suggests that more
than 50 per cent of the total variation betweenftequency of strategy use can be
explained by the first four principal components. other words, the 55.74 per cent
figure means that slightly less than half of theatality was unexplained by the four
factors. Then the individual language learningiteggies were sorted according to
their loading on the first factor. The languagariheng strategies which have the
highest loadings with the first factor are usedefine the factor; that is, the language
learning strategies which are highly loaded areuged together in order of their
loading on the first factor. It should be clarifithat the present factor analysis is
intended to be exploratory rather than confirmatofhis is because the researcher
has no expectation or clear idea about what therfatructure might be.

The four extracted factors, the factor loadingseach strategy item, and the

percentage of variance for each factor are disglay&able 6.16 below.
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The Four Extracted Factors Factor Loading % of
Variance

Factor 1: Strategies for Improving One’s Language Siks
ImpM 6 Watching television programs in English to helgon .788
familiar with the accents, tone of voice, and irtbons
ImpM 5 Watching English-speaking films to practice listen .758
comprehension without looking at the Thai subtitles
ImpM 9 Imitating a native speaker from media such assfiim .739
songs, cassette tapes, TV shows to practice opeaksg skill
ImpM 2 Reading printed materials in English to sharpeulirey 734
ImpM 1 Reading on-line materials to improve one’s regdikill 722
ImpM 7 Listening to English songs or cassette tapes ofigngl .709
conversations to practice one’s listening skill
ImpM 8 Listening to radio programs in English to improve .708 31.99
listening skill
ImpNM 2 Conversing in English with teachers, peers, sibliogs .696
foreigners
ImpM 4 Contacting with Thai or foreign friends through éisa .687
instant messages (MSN) or SMS texts with compude mobile
phones to improve one’s writing skill
ImpM 3 Reading any English-printed resources such assaiel .668
drugs or consumer goods, computer instructionsfiong in
English to enrich the vocabulary and expressions &en what
one has learned in class
ImpNM 3 Talking to oneself in English .594
ImMpNM 1 Practicing writing with English texts .585
Factor 2: Strategies for Updating One’s General Knovedge of English
ExpM 2 Playing games for vocabulary enrichment .708
ExpM 1 Practicing English with a commercially packaged .694
English program
ExpM 3 Seeking out information in English through surfihg .689
Internet
ExpNM 8 Taking job to practice English .678
ExpNM 4 Having own language learning notebooks .666
ExpNM 1 Having extra tutorials 656 10.26
ExpNM 3 Giving tutorials to others .601
ExpNM 6 Practicing general English with family members 577
ExpNM 5 Using a dictionary for vocabulary enrichment .562
ExpNM 7 Joining leisure or social activities to practicelan .535
improve English
ExpNM 2 Translating English news, song lyrics, poems, ato. i .460
Thai
UnderINTER 5 Participating in the classroom activities 424
UnderINTER 3 Joining a language study group .386
UnderINTER 2 Double checking what is learned with 372
friends/classmates
UnderINTER 4 Choosing to sit near students proficient in L2 .326
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Table 6.16 (contd): List of the Four Extracted Faabrs

The Four Extracted Factors Factor Loading % of
Variance
Factor 3: Strategies for Preparing Oneself for Classsom Lessons
PrepB 4 Doing revision of the previous lessons .816
PrepB 3 Attempting to attend the class .799
PrepB 1 Studying the course details before hand .765
PrepB 2 Attempting to revise today's lessons 729
PrepA 1 Reviewing own notes/summary 725
PrepB 2 Preparing oneself physically 703 8.34
PrepA 5 Practicing what is learned in class with the teach .648
PrepA 3 Doing homework or assignments .639
PrepA 4 Personally approaching the teacher by askingethehier .628
for clarification of what is learnt in class
PrepA 6 Discussing L2 learning problems with the teacher 05.6
Factor 4: Strategies for Helping Oneself UnderstandVhat Is Learned in Class
UnderINTRA 3 Taking notes while studying .906
UnderINTRA 4 Thinking to oneself along with the teacher’s .901
instruction
UnderINTRA 5 Trying to understand English by translating intp .886
Thai 5.16
UnderINTRA 2 Avoiding talking with other students while .818
studying
UnderINTRA 6 Consulting a dictionary .804
UnderINTRA 1 Trying to get a seat in the front row .789

Table 6.16 provides the detail of the four extrddigctors as the results of a
factor analysis; i.e. varimax rotation. It discovéhat:

e Factor 1, ‘Strategies for Improving One’s Langu&jdls’ accounted for 31.99
per cent of the variance among the language leastimtegies in the strategy
questionnaire for the present investigation. Inpases 12 strategies which
involve practicing English with media and non-mediglization such as
television programs, films, songs/cassette tapeslior programs, printed
materials, on-line materials, computer, or mobHemes.

e Factor 2, ‘Strategies for Updating One’s KnowleddeEnglish’ accounted for
10.26 per cent of the whole strategy variancencludes 15 strategies involving

strategies employed to help learners expand theavledge of English with
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media and non-media utilization, as well as witkeiin personal interaction
strategies they use for social interactions withrtteacher and classmates while
studying in class.

e Factor 3, ‘Strategies for Preparing Oneself fors€taom Lessons’ accounted
for 5.16 per cent of the variance of the stratéggns. This factor contains 10
strategies reported to be used in order to preff@mselves physically and
academically before or after class lessons.

e Factor 4, ‘Strategies for Helping Oneself Underdt#hat Is Learned in Class’
accounted for 8.34 per cent of the variance ofdtnategy items. This factor
consists of 6 intra-personal interaction strategiagdlents employed to help
themselves understand classroom lessons. Thesgsts dealt with the
language learning strategies learners use to citexeth themselves while
studying in class.

The underlying factors of the language learningtstyies, the percentage of
variance of each factor, and the factor loading dach strategy item have been
described above. The following is an examinatibthe relationship between these
factors and each of the five investigated variabllee gender of students; types of
academic programs; fields of study; language legrrexperiences; and language
proficiency levels.

In determining such a relationship, factors whatle strongly related to a
particular variable are pinpointed. For the pugpo$ the discussions of the factor
analysis results in the following section, the ema for strong relation between the
factors and each of the variables suggested bye&eand Shohamy (1990) are

adopted, i.e. a factor is considered to be strorglited to a variable if half or more
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of the learning strategies in that particular fadiave a loading of .50 or more,
showing a significant variation in relation to thaariable. In the present
investigation, the results of the varimax rotatgihow that almost all four extracted
factors were found to be strongly related to &k finvestigated variables, particularly
Factors 1 and 2.

6.6.1 Factors Strongly Related to the Gender of Stients

As reported in the previous sections, the ANOVAulssshow significant
variations in frequency of strategy use accordmghis variable. The results of the
factor analysis reveal that only one extractedofaftactor 4) which was found to be
strongly related to the gender of students areimgalith strategies used for helping
understand while studying in class, see more ineféld7 below.

Table 6.17: Factor Strongly Related to the Genderfdstudents

The Extracted Factors | Factor Loading| Comment
Factor 4: Strategies for Helping Oneself UnderstandVhat Is Learned in Class
UnderINTRA 3 Taking notes while studying .906
. . Every strategy
UnderINTRA 4 Thinking to oneself along with the teacher|s .901 was used
instruction significantly
) ) ) more
UnderINTRA 5 Trying to understand English by translating .886 frequently by
into Thai the female
students than
UnderINTRA 2 Avoiding talking with other students while .818 the male
studying counterparts.
UnderINTRA 6 Consulting a dictionary .804
UnderINTRA 1 Trying to get a seat in the front row .789

6.6.2 Factors Strongly Related to Types of AcademRrograms
As reported in the previous sections, the ANOVAulessshow significant
variations in frequency of strategy use accordioghis variable. Similarly, the

results of the factor analysis reveal that threiaeked factors (Factors 1, 2, and 3)
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which were found to be strongly related to studetyfzes of academic programs are

dealing with strategies used for improving languagialls, updating general

knowledge of English, and preparing for classrdessons respectively. The three

factors found to be strongly related to types aidmmic programs are presented in

Table 6.18 below.

Table 6.18: Factors Strongly Related to Types of Aalemic Programs

The Extracted Factors

Factor Loading

Comment

Factor 1: Strategies for Improving One’s Language Sis

ImpM 6 Watching television programs in English to he
one familiar with the accents, tone of voice, and
intonations

ImpM 5 Watching English-speaking films to practice
listening comprehension without looking at the Thai
subtitles

ImpM 9 Imitating a native speaker from media to
practice one’s speaking skill

ImpM 2 Reading printed materials in English to
sharpen reading

ImpM 1 Reading on-line materials to improve one’s
reading skill

ImpM 7 Listening to English songs or cassette tapes
English conversations to practice one’s listenintf sk
ImpM 8 Listening to radio programs in English to
improve listening skill

ImpNM 2 Conversing in English with teachers, peers,
siblings, or foreigners

ImpM 4 Contacting with Thai or foreign friends throug
emails, instant messages (MSN) or SMS texts with
computers or mobile phones to improve one’s writing
skill

ImpM 3 Reading any English-printed resources such
labels on drugs or consumer goods, computer
instructions/functions in English to enrich the Vioglary

and expressions apart from what one learned is clas

h

p

AS

.788

.758

739

734

122

.709

.708

.696

.687

.668

Every strategy was usq
significantly more
frequently by the
students studying in thg
international program
than those studying in
the regular program.
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Table 6.18 (contd): Factors Strongly Related to Tygs of Academic Programs

d

The Extracted Factors Factor Comment
Loading
Factor 2: Strategies for Updating One’s General Knovedge of English
ImpNM 3 Talking to oneself in English .594
- " ith lish Every strategy was usq
ImpNM 1 Practicing writing with English texts .585 significantly more
ExpM 2 Playing games for vocabulary enrichment .708 | frequently by the
students studying in thg
ExpM 1 Practicing English with a commercially packaged .694 international program
English program than those studying in
the regular program.
ExpM 3 Seeking out information in English through .689
surfing the Internet
ExpNM 8 Taking job to practice English .678
ExpNM 4 Having own language learning notebooks .666
ExpNM 3 Giving tutorials to others .601
ExpNM 6 Practicing general English with family members 577
ExpNM 5 Using a dictionary for vocabulary enrichment .562
ExpNM 7 Joining leisure or social activities to practicela .535
improve English
ExpNM 2 Translating English news, song lyrics, poems, 460
etc. into Thai
UnderINTER 5 Participating in the classroom activities 424
UnderINTER 3 Joining a language study group .386
UnderINTER 2 Double checking what is learned with 372
friends/classmates
Factor 3: Strategies for Preparing Oneself for Classsom Lessons
PrepB 4 Doing revision of the previous lessons .816
. Every strategy was use
PrepB 3 Attempting to attend the class .799 significantly more
PrepA 2 Attempting to revise today’s lessons .729 | frequently by the
students studying in the
PrepA 1 Reviewing own notes/summary 725 | international program
. . than those studying in
PrepB 2 Preparing oneself physically .703 the regular program.
PrepA 5 Practicing what is learned in class with the teache .648
PrepA 3 Doing homework or assignments .639
PrepA 4 Personally approaching the teacher by asking the .628
teacher for clarification of what is learnt in £$a
PrepA 6 Discussing L2 learning problems with the teacher 05.6

d
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Table 6.19 below confirms the ANOVA results by slmgv significant

variations in frequency of strategy use in assmmatvith this variable. The three

extracted factors (Factors 1, 2, and 3), involvstgategies used for improving

language skills, updating general knowledge of EBhgland preparing for classroom

lessons respectively, are presented in Table Gidhb

Table 6.19: Factors Strongly Related to Fields oftgdy

The Extracted Factors

Factor Loading

Comment

Factor 1: Strategies for Improving One’s Language Sis

ImpM 6 Watching television programs in English to helgo
familiar with the accents, tone of voice, and irtions
ImpM 5 Watching English-speaking films to practice
listening comprehension without looking at the Tabtitles
ImpM 9 Imitating a native speaker from media such assfiln
songs, cassette tapes, TV shows to practice speskiih
ImpM 2 Reading printed materials such as books, magaz
newspapers in English to sharpen reading

ImpM 1 Reading on-line materials (e.g. news, articleg, tal
stories, film scripts in English) to improve oneéading skill
ImpM 7 Listening to English songs or cassette tapes of
English conversations to practice one’s listeninyj sk

ImpM 8 Listening to radio programs in English to improve
one'’s listening skill

ImpNM 2 Conversing in English with teachers, peers,
siblings, or foreigners

ImpM 4 Contacting with Thai or foreign friends through
emails, instant messages (MSN) or SMS texts with
computers or mobile phones to improve one’s wriskij
ImpM 3 Reading any English-printed resources in English
enrich the vocabulary and expressions apart frowt whe
learned in class

ImpNM 3 Talking to oneself in English

>

n

—+

ImMpNM 1 Practicing writing with English texts

.788

.758

739

es .734

722

.709

.708

.696

.687

(o] .668

.594
.585

Every strategy was usq
significantly more
frequently by the
students studying in th{
non-science-oriented
field than those
studying in the science
oriented one.
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The Extracted Factors

Factor Loading

Comment

Factor 2: Strategies for Updating One’s General Knovwedge of English

d

ExpM 1 Practicing English with a commercially packaged .694
. Every strategy was usH
English program S
significantly more
ExpM 3 Seeking out information in English through .689 frequently by the
surfing the Internet students studying in the
9 non-science-oriented
ExpNM 8 Taking job to practice English .678 field than those
, : studying in the science,
ExpNM 4 Having own language learning notebooks 666 | griented one.
ExpNM 1 Having extra tutorials .656
ExpNM 3 Giving tutorials to others .601
ExpNM 6 Practicing general English with family members 577
ExpM 5 Using a dictionary for vocabulary enrichment .562
ExpNM 7 Joining leisure or social activities to practicela .535
improve English
ExpNM 2 Translating English news, song lyrics, poems, .460
etc. into Thai
UnderINTER 5 Participating in the classroom activities 424
UnderINTER 3 Joining a language study group .386
UnderINTER 2 Double checking what is learned with 372
friends/classmates
Factor 3: Strategies for Preparing Oneself for Classsom Lessons
PrepB 4 Doing revision of the previous lessons .816
. Every strategy was
PrepB 3 Attempting to attend the class .799 used significantly more
PrepA 1 Reviewing own notes/summary .725 frequently by the
- . . . students studying in th

PrepA 5 Practicing what is learned in class with the teach .648 non-science-oriented
PrepA 3 Doing homework or assignments 639 field than those

i , studying in the sciencet
PrepA 4 Personally approaching the teacher by asking the ~ .628 oriented one.
teacher for clarification of what is learnt in £ta
PrepA 6 Discussing L2 learning problems with the teacher 605.

A1

6.6.4 Factors Strongly Related to English Learningxperiences

In the previous sections, the ANOVA results shogngicant variations in

frequency of strategy use according to this vaeiabSimilarly, the results of the

factor analysis reveal that three extracted fac(bestors 1, 2, and 4) which were
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found to be strongly related to English learningenences are dealing with strategies

used for improving language skills, updating gehd&rowledge of English, and

helping understand what is learned in class res@bgt The three factors found to be

strongly related to English learning experiencespaesented in Table 6.20 below.

Table 6.20: Factors Strongly Related to English Leaing Experiences

The Extracted Factors L';ZZ[%; Comment
Factor 1: Strategies for Improving One’s Language Sis
ImpM 6 Watching television programs in English to .788
help one familiar with the accents, tone of voeed i\g;yfféﬁi%;vt?; tl;]zesdtjé%rglcsvr;:
intonations have more language learning
ImpM 5 Watching English-speaking films to practice .758 Ieexsp;e.zrlences than those who have
listening comprehension without looking at the Thai
subtitles
ImpM 9 Imitating a native speaker from media such|as .739
films, songs, cassette tapes, TV shows to praotieés
speaking skill
ImpM 2 Reading printed materials such as books, 734
magazines, newspapers in English to sharpen igadin
ImpM 1 Reading on-line materials (e.g. news, articles, .722
tale stories, film scripts in English) to improveets
reading skill
ImpM 7 Listening to English songs or cassette tapes of .709
English conversations to practice one’s listenintf sk
ImMpNM 2 Conversing in English with teachers, peers, .696

siblings, or foreigners

y

O
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Table 6.20 (contd): Factors Strongly Related to Ergh Learning Experiences

The Extracted Factors Fact_o g Comment

Loading
Factor 1: Strategies for Improving One’s Language SKs
ImpM 4 Contacting with Thai or foreign friends .687
through emails, instant messages (MSN) or SMS Every strategy was used significanfly

. . : more frequently by the students wh
texts with computers or mobile phones to improve .
have more language learning

one’s writing skill experiences than those who have
ImpM 3 Reading any English-printed resources in .668 less.
English to enrich the vocabulary and expressiong apa
from what one learned in class
ImpNM 3 Talking to oneself in English .594
ImpNM 1 Practicing writing with English texts .585

Factor 2: Strategies for Updating One’s General Knovedge of English

ExpM 2 Playing games for vocabulary enrichment
ExpM 1 Practicing English with a commercially
packaged English program

ExpM 3 Seeking out information in English through
surfing the Internet

ExpNM 4 Having own language learning notebooks
ExpNM 1 Having extra tutorials

ExpM 5 Using a dictionary for vocabulary enrichme
ExpNM 2 Translating English news, song lyrics,
poems, etc. into Thai

UnderINTER 5 Participating in the classroom
activities

UnderINTER 2 Double checking what is learned wit]
friends/classmates

nt

.708
.694

.689

.664
.656
.562
460

424

372

Every strategy was used significangy
more frequently by the students whp
have more language learning
experiences than those who have
less.

Factor 4: Strategies for Helping Oneself UnderstandVhat Is Learned in Class

UnderINTRA 3 Taking notes while studying

UnderINTRA 4 Thinking to oneself along with the
teacher’s instruction

UnderINTRA 6 Consulting a dictionary

.906
901

.804

Every strategy was used significan
more frequently by the students wh
have more language learning
experiences than those who have
less.

D
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6.6.5 Factors Strongly Related to English Proficiery

As indicated in the previous sections, the ANOVAuUles show significant
variations in frequency of strategy use accordmghis variable. The results of the
factor analysis have confirmed the ANOVA resuleyealing that all four extracted
factors which were found to be strongly relatedEtaglish proficiency. The four
extracted factors deal with strategies used forravipg language skills, updating
general knowledge of English, preparing for classrolessons, and helping
understand while studying in class respectivelye Télationship of the four factors
and English proficiency is presented in Table 6.21.

If we take a closer look at the employment of @@y strategy use, we can see
that the patterns of relationship between eaclestyause of the four extracted factors
and language proficiency levels are obviously dari@he patterns can be classified
as positive (High>Moderate>Low), negative (Low>Maoate>High), or mixed. As
reported in Table 6.21, we can see that most ofpéiterns of relationship are
positive, and no negative patterns were found here.

Table 6.21: Factors Strongly Related to English Prciency

The Extracted Factors Factor Comment
Loading

Factor 1: Strategies for Improving One’s Language SKs
ImpM 6 Watching television programs in English to helg éamiliar with .788 Positive
the accents, tone of voice, and intonations
ImpM 5 Watching English-speaking films to practice listeni .758 Positive
comprehension without looking at the Thai subtitles
ImpM 9 Imitating a native speaker from media such assfilsongs, cassette .739 Positive
tapes, TV shows to practice one’s speaking skill
ImpM 2 Reading printed materials such as books, magaziegsspapers in 734
English to sharpen reading Positive
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The Extracted Factors Factor Comment
Loading

Factor 1: Strategies for Improving One’s Language SKs
ImpM 1 Reading on-line materials (e.g. news, articlds, gtories, film 722 Positive
scripts in English) to improve one’s reading skill
ImpM 7 Listening to English songs or cassette tapes oligngonversations .709 Positive
to practice one’s listening skill
ImpM 8 Listening to radio programs in English to improwsdning skill .708 Positive
ImpNM 2 Conversing in English with teachers, peers, sislirg foreigners .696 Positive
ImpM 4 Contacting with Thai or foreign friends throughails, instant .687 Positive
messages (MSN) or SMS texts with computers or ragitibnes to improve
one’s writing skill
ImpM 3 Reading any English-printed resources in Engliséntich the .668 Positive
vocabulary and expressions apart from what onadéehin class
ImpNM 3 Talking to oneself in English .594 Positive
ImpNM 1 Practicing writing with English texts .585 Posdtiv
Factor 2: Strategies for Updating One’s General Knovwedge of English
ExpM 2 Playing games for vocabulary enrichment .708 Positive
ExpM 1 Practicing English with a commercially packaged &igbrogram .694 Positive
ExpM 3 Seeking out information in English through surfthg Internet .689 Positive
ExpNM 8 Taking job to practice English 678 Positive
ExpNM 4 Having own language learning notebooks 666 Positive
ExpNM 1 Having extra tutorials 656 Positive
ExpNM 3 Giving tutorials to others .601 Positive
ExpNM 6 Practicing general English with family members 577 Positive
ExpM 5 Using a dictionary for vocabulary enrichment 562| Positive
ExpNM 7 Joining leisure or social activities to practiaeglish 535 Positive
Factor 2: Strategies for Updating One’s General Knovedge of English
ExpNM 2 Translating English news, song lyrics, poems, ato. Thai 460 Positive
UnderINTER 5 Participating in the classroom activities .424| Positive
UnderINTER 3 Joining a language study group .386| Positive
UnderINTER 2 Double checking what is learned with friends/ataates .372 Mixed
UnderINTER 4 Choosing to sit near students proficient in L2 .326 N.S.
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The Extracted Factors Factor Comment
Loading

Factor 3: Strategies for Preparing Oneself for Classsom Lessons
PrepB 4 Doing revision of the previous lessons .816 Paositiy
PrepB 3 Attempting to attend the class .799 Positive
PrepB 1 Studying the course details before hand .76% tivesi
PrepA 2 Attempting to revise today’s lessons 729 Positiye
PrepA 1 Reviewing own notes/summary 725 Positive
PrepB 2 Preparing oneself physically .703 N.S.
PrepA 5 Practicing what is learned in class with the teache .648 Positive
PrepA 3 Doing homework or assignments .639 Positive
PrepA 4 Personally approaching the teacher by asking tehtr for .628 Positive
clarification of what is learnt in class
PrepA 6 Discussing L2 learning problems with the teacher 605. Positive
Factor 4: Strategies for Helping Oneself UnderstandVhat Is Learned in Class
UnderINTRA 3 Taking notes while studying .906 Mixed
UnderINTRA 4 Thinking to oneself along with the teacher’s instian .901 Positive
UnderINTRA 5 Trying to understand English by translating int@iTh .886 Mixed
UnderINTRA 2 Avoiding talking with other students while studgin 818 N.S.
UnderINTRA 6 Consulting a dictionary .804 NS
UnderINTRA 1 Trying to get a seat in the front row .789 Positive

In conclusion, four factors were extracted asrdwmilts of a factor analysis.

All four extracted factors were found to be strgngtlated to all five investigated

variables. In addition, language proficiency leveds the only one variable that

showed the strongest relationship with all fourrastied factors. Table 6.22 below

summarises the strong relationship between theorfacind the variables of the

present investigation.
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Table 6.22: Summary of Factors Strongly Related t®ifferent Variables

Extracted Factor Gender Types of Fields of Learnl_ng Proficiency
Program Study Experien Level
ces

1. Strategies for Improving One’s NO YES YES YES YES

Language Skills

2. Strategies for Updating One’s NO YES YES YES YES

General Knowledge of English

3. Strategies for Preparing NO YES YES NO YES

Oneself for Classroom Lessons

4. Strategies for Helping Oneself YES NO NO YES YES

Understand What Is Learned in

Class

6.7 Summary

In this chapter, the process of data analysis ésented with a systematic
examination of variations in frequency of studewtgerall use, use of strategies in the
four main categories, and use of individual leagngtrategies by five independent
variables: gender, types of academic programsddiaf study, English learning
experiences, and English proficiency level. Datxencollected through the use of
the language learning strategy questionnaire witbtal of 44 individual language
learning strategies. Analysis of variance, chissqutests and a factor analysis were
the three main data analysis methods.

The research findings and discussions have denadedtthrough a summary
below. It is believed that each focal point of adission will contribute to the
understanding about learning strategy study, ataselhe relationships between the

use of language learning strategies at differeveleand the factors which are the
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main focus of the present investigation. The npaimts of research findings can be

summarized as follows:

Significant variations in frequency of studentseaall strategy use were found
in relation to all five investigated variables. terms of gender of students,
female students reported employing overall languéggning strategies

significantly more frequently than males. In termk types of academic

programs, students in international programs repogreater overall strategy
use than those in regular programs. Significanitians were also found in

the frequency of students’ overall strategy uséhwitgard to their fields of

study; that is, students in the field of non-scendented reported employing
overall language learning strategies significantlyre frequently than those in
the field of science oriented. In terms of EngliEnguage learning

experiences, students with more English learningee&nces (more than 8
years) reported employing overall language learrgtrgtegies significantly

more frequently than those with less English leagrexperiences (8 years or
less). The last significant variations were foumdelation to the last variable,
English proficiency levels, students with high peafncy level reported

employing overall strategy use significantly morequently than moderate
and low proficiency level students, while modenateficiency level students

employed language learning strategies significamibye frequently than low

proficiency level students.

Major significant variations in frequency of usethe four main categories
were found with relation to all five investigatedriables. That is, female,

international program, non-science, more languagening experienced, and
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high English proficiency level students reportedenfsequent strategy use of
these strategies than male, regular program, seiéess learning experienced,
and lower English proficiency students.

In more detailed, there was some of no statissigalificance found in overall
use of learning strategies. In the first main gatg concerning self-
preparation for classroom lessons, female studeptsrted more frequent use
of strategies that use to prepare themselves @fiss for classroom lessons
than males, but they did not differ in terms of dvef class preparation.
Another no statistical significance was found i thecond main category
which deals with strategies used for understandvhge studying in class.
With relation to English learning experiences, stuid with different learning
experiences did not differ in terms of intra-pedanteraction; i.e. strategies
students use to interact with themselves e.g.dryinget a seat in the front
row, avoiding talking with other students while dying, thinking to
themselves along with the teacher’s instruction.

The patterns of overall strategy use among the foam categories with
relation to the five variables was obviously disemd that females,
international, non-science fields, more learningpegiences, and higher
language proficiency levels reported employingtsgggs in the second main
category, strategies employed to understand whilgysg in class, were the
most popular and highest used among the other oségories, followed by
the strategies employed to improve language skikpand general knowledge

of English, and prepare for classroom lessons otispédy.
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Based on the results of chi-square tests, the iohaiV learning strategies in
terms of variation in frequency of use, and pattefvariation of use were
significantly found to all five investigated variab. That is, in use of
individual learning strategies, female, internaéibrprogram, non-science,
more learning experienced, and high language peofty students reporting
more frequent use of individual learning strategieShese findings show
parallel evidence to the findings obtained throupk different levels of
analysis of variance.

Four factors (Factor 1 — Factor 4) were extractedthee result of factor
analysis. The results of the factor analysis gtesupporting evidence to the
findings obtained through the different levels of analysis of variance.
Generally, the results of the factor analysis destrate that language
proficiency levels show the strongest relationgbigtudents’ use of learning
strategies. While, the gender of students shoedeidist strong relationship to
students’ use of learning strategies.

Factor 1 ‘Strategies for Improving One’s Languadell$ and Factor 2
‘Strategies for Updating One’s General Knowledgdoglish’ were found to
be strongly related to every variable except genflstudents.

Factor 3 ‘Strategies for Preparing Oneself fors€laom Lessons’ was found
strongly related to types of academic programgjgief study, and language
proficiency.

Factor 4 ‘Strategies for Helping Oneself Understdtat Is Learned in
Class’ was found strongly related to gender of etis] fields of study,

language learning experiences, and language protyi
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The research findings for the present investigatitave provided the
researcher with useful information for clearer ustending research in the field of
language learning strategies. In the last chaptethe dissertation, Chapter 7, a
summary of the research findings in response torésearch questions will be
expressed together with the implications, limitatcof the present investigation, as

well as discussion for the further research.



CHAPTER 7

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

7.1 Introduction and Purpose of the Chapter

The main purpose of the last chapter is to pregentmain findings of the
investigation in response to 7 research questicargioned earlier in Chapter 3. This
is followed by a discussion of the implications egesl from the research for the
English teaching and learning for public universigshmen in Thailand. Finally, the
limitations of the present investigation and pradedor the further research are also
provided.

In Chapters 5 and 6, through an implication of shrategy questionnaire, the
researcher has systematically identified typesanfliage learning strategies and the
reported frequency of such strategies used by 1pu®dic university freshmen in
Thailand. Chapter 6 displays significant variation strategy use, specially the
relationships between students’ reported frequeotyuse of language learning
strategies and different independent variablesudinh gender of students, types of
academic programs, fields of study, language legrrexperience, and language
proficiency. In this chapter, the following dissten will help readers understand
more about certain patterns of significant variadion strategy use, as well as other

apparently significant differences in associatiothveach variable.



225

7.2 Findings and Discussion

The present investigation has reported the resefincliings of students’
reported language learning strategy use. Thesknfis also form responses to the
research questions; afterwards, they are discdastber below.

7.2.1 Research Questions

7.2.1.1 Research Question 1: What are the types of language learning
strategies reported to be employsdpublic university students learning English as a
foreign language in Thailand?
 Findings

In response to the first research question, thearek findings demonstrate
that a total of 44 individual language learningtgies were reported by Thai public
university freshmen. These 44 language learnirajegjies were classified according
to the learners’ reported performances and pemaptf acquiring L2 learning in the
classroom context and in a free situation. The foain language learning strategy
categories include 1) Preparing Oneself for ClamsroLessons (Prep), 2)
Understanding while Studying in Class (Under),Bptoving One’s Language Skills
(Imp), and 4) Expanding One’s General Knowledg&wglish (Exp). What follows
is the emergent strategy inventory of the presergstigation:

|. Preparing Oneself for Classroom Lessons (Prep)
1.Before Class (PrepB)
PrepB 1 Studying the course details before hand

PrepB 2 Preparing oneself physically
PrepB 3 Attempting to attend the class

PrepB 4Doing revision of the previous lessons
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2 After Class (PrepA)

PrepA 1 Reviewing own notes/summary

PrepA 2 Attempting to revise today’s lessons
PrepA 3 Doing homework or assignments
PrepA 4 Personally approaching the teacher by askingetheher for
clarification of what is learnt itass
PrepA 5 Practicing what is learned in class with the teach
PrepA 6 Discussing L2 learning problems with the teacher
Il. Understanding while Studying in Class (Under)
1. Intra-Personal Interaction (UnderINTRA)

UnderINTRA 1 Trying to get a seat in the front row

UnderINTRA 2 Avoiding talking with other students while studgin
UnderINTRA 3 Taking notes while studying

UnderINTRA 4 Thinking to oneself along with the teacher’s instron
UnderINTRA 5 Trying to understand English by translating intairh
UnderINTRA 6 Consulting a dictionary

2. Inter-Personal Interaction (UnderINTER)

UnderINTER 1 Asking the teacher for clarification
UnderINTER 2 Double checking what is learned with friends/clastas
UnderINTER 3 Joining a language study group
UnderINTER 4 Choosing to sit near students proficient in L2
UnderINTER 5 Participating in the classroom activities
lll. Improving One’s Language Skills (Imp)
1 Media Utilization (ImpM)

ImpM 1 Reading on-line materials (e.g. news, articleg, stdries, film
scripts in English) to improve one’s reading skill

ImpM 2 Reading printed materials such as books, magaziegspapers in
English to sharpen reading

ImpM 3 Reading any English-printed resources such atslahedrugs or
consumer goods, computer instructions/functior&niglish to enrich

the vocabulary and expressions apart from whahasdearned in class
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1 Media Utilization (ImpM)(contd.)
ImpM 4 Contacting with Thai or foreign friends through eélsianstant

messages (MSN) or SMS texts with comsubr mobile phones to
improve one’s writing skill

ImpM 5 Watching English-speaking films to practice orlesgening
comprehension without looking at the Thai subtitles

ImpM 6 Watching television programs in English to help tamailiar with
the accents, tone of voice, and intonations

ImpM 7 Listening to English songs or cassette tapes ofifing
conversations to practice one’s listening skill

ImpM 8 Listening to radio programs in English to impraree’s listening
skill

ImpM 9 Imitating a native speaker from media such as fikosigs, cassette
tapes, TV shows to practice one’s spepskill

2. Non-Media Utilization (ImpNM)
ImpNM 1 Practicing writing with English texts such as poegreeting

cards, or diaries etc.
ImpNM 2 Conversing in English with teachers, peers, sijdjror foreigners
ImpNM 3 Talking to oneself in English
IV. Expanding One’s General Knowledge of English (Ep)
1. Media Utilization (ExpM)
ExpM 1 Practicing English with a commercially packaged I&mgprogram
(e.g. TOEFL, IELTS, Follow Me)
ExpM 2 Playing games for vocabulary enrichment

such as English cramsipuzzles
ExpM 3 Seeking out information in English through surfthg Internet
2. Non-Media Utilization (ExpNM)
ExpNM 1 Having extra tutorials

(e.g. attending extra classesmtvate language school, having a
personal tutor teaching English at hotaleing short
English courses abroad)
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2. Non-Media Utilization (ExpNMJcontd.)

ExpNM 2 Translating English news, song lyrics, poems,iato Thai
ExpNM 3 Giving tutorials to others like junior studenpgers, or siblings
ExpNM 4 Having own language learning notebooks
ExpNM 5 Using a dictionary for vocabulary enrichment
ExpNM 6 Practicing general English with family members
ExpNM 7 Joining leisure or social activities to practicelamprove
English (e.g. joining English Camps, entering siggtontests,
going to a church on Sunday, etc.)
ExpNM 8 Taking job to practice English
(e.g. being a local/lyoung guidehie hometowns, working part-
time at a restaurant, where tla@eemany foreign customers)

e Discussion

Based on the research findings, the reported laggguearning strategies
reported by Thai public university freshmen werasslfied into four broad groups
according to their language purposes; i.e. ab@ssr preparation, lesson
comprehension, skill improvement, and general kedgé expansion. It could be
that the importance of language learning strateggyin the Thai context is not only
for language learners themselves, but also forgmgleal process as the whole.

If paying closely attention to each proposed laggudearning strategy
category, we will see that preparing for the clagsr lessons and understanding what
is learned in class are truly necessary for Thalipwniversity freshmen in order to
pass the examinations. Noticeably, almost all f teported language learning
stratgegies (21 out of 44) deal with classroomteeldanguage learning strategies
used for learners’ self-preparation to achieveetkem-based purposes and the lesson-
based success. Furthermore, the importance of asid practicing English outside
the classroom are also taken into consideratiomhas public university freshmen
reported these types of language learning stragegierder to improve their language
skills and expand their language knowledge throbgkth media and non-media

utilization.
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7.2.1.2 Research Question 2: What is the frequency with which these
language learning strategies are reported to ke mséhese students?
e Findings

In response to the second research questiongfiganch findings reveal that
the students’ reported overall use of these languegrning strategies based on the
holistic mean score is of medium frequency accgrdim the measure described in
Chapter 5 (Section 5.2). The mean frequency sea® 1.00. There is a different
frequency of use of the strategies in the four mzategories; that is, the mean
frequency score of Category 1 was .79 (low frequenCategory 2 1.26 (medium
frequency); Category 3 1.05 (medium frequency); @@ategory 4 .88 (low
frequency) respectively. When the reported freqgiemnof use of strategies in the
four main categories were determined, no high feeqy of strategy use in any of the
main categories was found.

At the individual strategy level, it was found th&tudents reported various
levels of frequency use. In Category 1, most afrieng strategies used to prepare for
classroom lessons (7 out of 10 strategies) werertegtly employed at the low
frequency level, but three learning strategies weumd to be used at the medium
frequency level: doing homework or assignmentsdRr8); attempting to attend the
class (PrepB 3), and reviewing own notes/summamgp/® 1). The mean scores were
1.55, 1.04, and 1.00 respectively. Opposite tte@ay 2, almost all of learning
strategies used to understand while studying iesc{d0 out of 11 strategies) were
reportedly used at the medium frequency level, #red only one strategy in this
category used at the low frequency level was tbataivoiding talking with other

students while studying in class (UnderINTRA 2) @#sdnean score was .97.
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More or less the same to Category 3, most ofegjras (9 out of 12 strategies)
used to improve language skills were reportedhydwestethe medium frequency level,
while three strategies used at the low frequenugllevere those for conversing in
English with teachers, peers, siblings, or foreigngmpNM 2), listening to radio
programs in English (ImpM 8), and practicing writiith English texts (ImpNM 1).
Their mean scores were .96, .87, and .79 respéctiveCategory 4, most strategies
for expanding general knowledge of English (8 dulb strategies) were reportedly
employed at the low frequency level, while smalinfner of learning strategies (3 out
of 11 strategies) were reported at medium frequéensi; that is, using a dictionary
for vocabulary enrichment (ExpNM 5), seeking oubrmation in English through
surfing the Internet (ExpM 3), and playing gamesviocabulary enrichment (ExpM
2). The mean scores of these three medium-udegitra of this category were 1.51,

1.15, and 1.04 respectively.

e Discussion
Based on the research findings, it seems thatTfai public university
freshmen, striving for the long-term achievememtastheir ultimate goals of English
learning, but only for the short-term one for trekes of exam-based achievement.
They, therefore, reported the use of the relateguage learning strategies at the
medium frequency level to achieve that languag@@ses such as do homework or
assignments in order to get the high scores ir tiass, attempt to attend the class
regularly due to the class attendance consideremhasof the requirements for the
examination eligibility, and review their notes/suary to prepare themselves for the

examination.
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Additionally, the issues regarding the utilisaoof supplementary resources
and mass media would be considerably involved fa@x how often Thai public
university freshmen use their language learningtatlies to help improve their
language skills and expand their general knowlenfgEnglish. To do so, a lot of
Thai public university freshmen reported the fragugse of supplementary resources
and media; i.e. a dictionary, the Internet, and &@am However, some kinds of mass
media are lack of availability; for example, ragimgrams in English. This might be
because such radio programs have been insuffigigmbvided throughout the
country, particularly in the remote areas. Anothause of infrequent using radio
programs for English practice might be that nowadagre are more various kinds of
technology-aided English practice such as compiped (the portable digital audio
player), and MP3/4 (audio-specific formats). Tihes use of radio programs tends to
be less popular among Thai public university freshm

One more interesting issue to be discussed isecnad with the limited
opportunities to practice English in the authemticospheres. In the EFL contexts
like Thailand, the learners have not only rare ofyties to use and practice English
in the classroom where teaching and learning Bmdisve been managed with the
use of Thai as the main medium of instruction, &gb outside the classroom where
they use Thai for life and social activities. THere, English classroom is likely the
only chance for them to use and practice Englihis would be the reasons why
they reported the low use of language learningtesiias to improve their English
skills with conversing English with teachers, peessblings, or foreigners, or

practicing by writing with English texts outsidestblassroom.
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7.2.1.3 Research Question 3: Do students’ choices of language
learning strategies vary significantly with thegrgler? If they do, what are the main
patterns of variation?

In response to the third research question, ant@iexamine variation in use
of language learning strategies as well as pat@fnariation was operated and then
reported in Chapter 6. As discovered in the dfjsatguestionnaire responded by
1,134 public university freshmen in Thailand, thedings at four different levels of
data analysis and the results of a factor analgsislation to gender of students can
be summarized as follows:

e Overall Strategy Use

The results of ANOVA show that there was significaariation in students’
reported overall strategy use in relation to gerafestudents. It can be interpreted
that female students reported more frequent ovetedtegy use than male ones to
prepare themselves for classroom lessons (Predgrstand while studying in class
(Under), improve their language skills (Imp), angb@&nd their general knowledge of
English (Exp).

e Use of Individual Language Learning Strategies

The chi-square tests show that use of 21 out ahdi#idual language learning
strategies (47.73%) varied significantly accordinggender of students. From all
four main categories, none of individual learniricategies was used more with a
higher reported frequency by male students. Alnmadt of them, 10 out of 21, are
strategies employed by female students to understduile studying in class through
inter-personal and intra-personal interactive wayg. double checking what is

learned with friends/classmates 70.5 per cent (UNd&R 2), taking notes while



233

studying 60.3 per cent (UnderINTRA 3), trying todenstand English by translating
into Thai 57.8 per cent (UnderINTRA 5).

e Factor Analysis Results

The results of a factor analysis show that onefawas found to be strongly
related to gender of students, that is, Factor #at&gies for Helping Oneself
Understand What Is Learned in Class’. The mainedgohg relationship between
students’ reported strategy use and gender ofttitly $s in the use of intra-personal
interaction strategies for helping them understandht is learned in class in the
‘Under’ category: UnderINTRA 3: Taking notes whigudying; UnderINTRA 4:
Thinking to oneself along with the teacher’s instron; UnderINTRA 5: Trying to
understand English by translating into Thai; UnN@RA 2: Avoiding talking with
other students while studying; UnderINTRA 6: Comisgl a dictionary; and
UnderINTRA 1: Trying to get a seat in the front row

e Discussion

The results of most previous studies in whichgéeder of students was taken
into account have concluded that females emplataicestrategies significantly more
frequently than their male counterparts (e.g. Emraad Oxford, 1989; Oxford and
Nyikos, 1989; Nyikos, 1990; Tercanlioglu, 2004; ORQ05). These results are
consistent to the major findings of the presenestigation demonstrating that gender
had a profound influence on students’ choices @tesgy use. The findings in this
respect suggest that Thai public university frestimaeportedly used learning
strategies in all four main categories, signifibamelated to their gender, especially

those for understanding what is learned in cldssaddition, male students did not
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report using any strategies significantly more @retly than their female
counterparts.

This factor might be a basic distinction relatimgthe choice of students’
language learning strategy use. The outstandirdiniys which are worth discussing
are significant differences of strategy use betwlmmale and male students. As
found in the findings of the study, female studemi$ only score higher than male
ones in terms of strategy choice, but also frequefaise, especially strategy use for
understanding while studying in class in light effsassisted learning management
and self-problem solving e.g. trying to get a daathe front row, avoiding talking
with other students while studying, taking noteslevktudying, thinking along with
the teacher’s instruction, trying to understand IBhgby translating into Thai, and
consulting a dictionary.

With a support of previous empirical research, & factors which could
possibly be explained for such significant diffeses hypothesized by the researcher
are learners’ different characteristics; i.e. delggn versus independent
characteristics. As Schunk and Zimmerman (19944) 28oint out, learners’
dependent and independent characteristics cougkjplained under the dimension of
students’ academic help seeking, which varies adiugrto the degree of their
maturity and autonomy in L2 learning. Typicallyelp seekers are characterized as
students who are immature or dependent on othdrsreas those who can work on
their own without needing help are characterizednature and autonomous. From
this study, female students are likely more matarel independent than male
students, who can work on their own with well ongational skills, even when stuck,

they rely on themselves rather than teachers eswlates.
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7.2.1.4 Research Question 4: Do students’ choices of language
learning strategies vary significantly according ftelds of the study they are
studying? If they do, what are the main patterngapiation?

In response to the forth research question, ant@iexamine variation in use
of language learning strategies as well as pat@fnariation was operated and then
reported in Chapter 6. As found in the strateggstionnaire responded to by 1,134
public university freshmen in Thailand, the findingt four different levels of data
analysis and the results of a factor analysis lation to fields of the study can be
summarized as follows:

e QOverall Strategy Use

In response to the forth research question, theltseef the ANOVA show
significant variations of students’ reported ovetahguage learning strategy use in
relation to fields of the study; i.e. non-scientedsnts reported employing language
learning strategies more frequently than scienaedesits in order to prepare
themselves for classroom lessons (Prep), understaiid studying in class (Under),
improve their language skills (Imp), and expandrtigeneral knowledge of English
(Exp).

e Use of Individual Language Learning Strategies

The chi-square tests show that use of 35 out ahdi#idual language learning
strategies (79.55%) varied significantly accordindields of the study, with a greater
percentage of students studying in the non-sciéeta reporting high frequency of
use of all mentioned 35 strategies than those sBtgdscience, and none of individual
learning strategies was used more with a higheorteg frequency by science

students. The results also show that the strategiéch most non-science students
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reported employing at a high use level were thos@ffeparing oneself after class by
doing homework or assignments, and understandinig wtudying in class with and
without personal interaction; i.e. 62.1 per cenporéed to do homework or
assignments (PrepA 3), 70 per cent employed dotheeking what is learned with
friends in class (UnderINTER 2), 57.4 per cent kimg to oneself along with the
teacher’'s instruction (UnderINTRA 4), and 55.3 pmgnt participating in the
classroom activities (UnderINTER 6). More of I¢iss same way of using individual
strategies among science students, more than Hathem reported employing
strategy to double check what is learned with fieem class (UnderINTER 2) 58.2
per cent, and reporting using strategy to do homlewo assignments (PrepA 3) 52.5
per cent.

e Factor Analysis Results

The results of a factor analysis show that thi@aeofs were found to be
strongly related to fields of the study, that iactér 1 ‘Strategies for Improving One’s
Language Skills’, Factor 2 ‘Strategies for Updati®ge’'s General Knowledge of
English’, and Factor 3 ‘Strategies for Preparinge€eif for Classroom Lessons’. The
main underlying relationship between students’ regabstrategy use and fields of the
study is in the use of almost all individual leagnistrategies in all main categories
except strategies in Factor 4 ‘Strategies for HgpOneself Understand What Is
Learned in Class’ through intra-personal interactistrategies in the ‘Under’
category; i.e. UnderINTRA 3: Taking notes whiledstung, UnderINTRA 5: Trying
to understand English by translating into Thai, NTRA 2: Avoiding talking with

other students while studying, and UnderINTRA 6n€ldting a dictionary.
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e Discussion

As evidenced in Chapter 2, a number of researchbbkas carried out and
reported a difference of language learning stragegsed by students from different
fields of study (e.g. Politzer and McGroarty, 198Bochizuki, 1999; Peacock and
Ho, 2003). These studies investigate disciplirfedinces in relation to their use of
language learning strategies. Most of them foaus@mparing language learning
strategies used by students majoring in English @hér disciplines. The studies
reported that students studying in English majanegally used significantly more
language learning strategies than did those stgdgiother disciplines.

Parallel to the findings of the present investmat they conclude that the
overall strategy use of the students studying enrtbn-science field is significantly
higher than those studying in the science fieldd amore interestingly none of
individual learning strategies was used more withigher reported frequency by
science students. The findings further show tredtl$ of study were significantly
related to students’ choice of strategy use, eapgodbut-side classroom learning
strategies used to improve English skills and edganeral knowledge of English.

One possible explanation for the tentative concfughat might be drawn
from the findings is students’ motivation. EIll904: 715) defines motivation as “the
effort which learners put into learning an L2 agsult of their need or desire to learn
it.” Similarly, Gardner (1985) refers motivatios &he extent to which the individual
works or strives to learn the language becausedefsae to do so and the satisfaction
experienced in this activity” (cited in TremblaydaGardner, 1995: 506). In this
regard, looking at overall findings showing shariffedences between these two

groups of fields of study, the findings reflect tfaet that non-science students not
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only are better motivated to learn English tharescé ones, but also take more
seriously the need to practice by employing a wideige of strategies. It could be
implied that the science students might be unistetkin English and/or did not enjoy
learning English. Due to the order of frequenbgytseem did not need English; that
they neither needed nor enjoyed the foreign languayl/or that they did not have
time for it (or that it was a low priority). Oneéhother hand, non-science students
were relatively more motivated in learning Englimbant more learning, and that they
needed more input and practice than they receivelde classroom. They, therefore,
seek any favourable opportunities, especially witbdia utilization e.g. television
programs, English-speaking films, songs, books, anags, newspaper, on-line
materials, to expose themselves of extra Englisictipe outside the classroom
instead of waiting for heaven-sent opportunities.

7.2.1.5 Research Question 5. Do students’ choices of language
learning strategies vary significantccording to the types of academic programs
they are studying? If they dehat are the main patterns of variation?

In response to the fifth research question, amait to examine variation in
use of language learning strategies as well asrpatof variation was conducted and
then reported in Chapter 6. As found in the stpatguestionnaire responded to by
1,134 public university freshmen in Thailand, thedings at four different levels of
data analysis and the results of a factor analysigelation to types of academic
programs can be summarized as follows:

e QOverall Strategy Use

In response to the fifth research question, thelte®f the ANOVA show

significant variations of students’ reported ovetahguage learning strategy use in
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relation to types of academic programs; that idgerimational program students
reported employing language learning strategies emfsequently than regular
program students to prepare themselves for classiessons (Prep), understand
while studying in class (Under), improve their laage skills (Imp), and expand their
general knowledge of English (Exp).

e Use of Individual Language Learning Strategies

The chi-square tests show that use of 35 out afdididual language learning
strategies (79.55%) varied significantly accordiogtypes of academic programs,
with a greater percentage of students studyindnéninternational program students
reporting high frequency of use of all mentioneds®ategies than those studying in
the regular programs. Approximately 80 per certhefindividual language strategies
(35 out of 44) in the four main categories of ttrategy inventory were used more by
international program students. The results atevsthat the strategies which more
than half of the international program studentoregal employing at a high use level
vary, with 74.5 per cent reporting employing stggt¢o help understand what is
learned in class through inter personal interadbipmlouble checking what is learned
with friends in class (UnderINTER 2) and 60.1 pentcparticipating in the classroom
activities (UnderINTER 6), 67.9 per cent reportinging strategy for after class
preparation by doing homework or assignments (Pr&pAnd 62.4 per cent reporting
using strategy for expanding general knowledge rafligh by using a dictionary for
vocabulary enrichment (ExpNM 5). Similarly, theufohighest per cent of them
reported employing the same strategies used bynatienal program students; that
is, 61.8 per cent reporting employing strategy ¢olde check what is learned with

friends in class (UnderINTER 2), 55.0 per cent répg using strategy to do
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homework or assignments (PrepA 3), 49.9 per cembrtimg strategy of using a
dictionary for vocabulary enrichment (ExpNM 5), afidl3 per cent reporting strategy
of participating in the classroom activities (UNSEFER 6).

e Factor Analysis Results

The results of a factor analysis show that thi@eofs were found to be
strongly related to types of academic programst tbaFactor 1 ‘Strategies for
Improving One’s Language Skills’, Factor 2 ‘Stragsgfor Updating One’s General
Knowledge of English’, and Factor 3 ‘Strategies Roeparing Oneself for Classroom
Lessons’. The main underlying relationship betwstrdents’ reported strategy use
and types of academic programs is in the use obstlnall individual learning
strategies in all main categories except strateigi¢sactor 4 ‘Strategies for Helping
Oneself Understand What Is Learned in Class’ thnougra-personal interaction
strategies in the ‘Under’ category; i.e. UnderINTRATaking notes while studying,
UCINTRA 5 Trying to understand English by transigtinto Thai, UnderINTRA 2:
Avoiding talking with other students while studyjregnd UnderINTRA 6: Consulting
a dictionary.

e Discussion

To date, little past empirical study has been edraut initially to examine the
relationship between this variable and students’ afslanguage learning strategies.
The present study, therefore, aims at explorindy sucelationship to see whether or
not the different types of academic programs incWwhstudents are studying will
influence their use of language learning strateghesording to academic programs
for undergraduate level in the formal system ofilHima’s education nowadays, they

can be classified into two types: regular and imd@éonal.
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The findings of the present investigation revesttof the two types of
academic programs, the overall strategy use ottih@ents studying in international
programs is significantly higher than those studyin regular programs. The
findings of this study suggest that the types @fdeenic programs in which students
are studying were significantly related to theioicle of strategy use classified in the
four main categories, especially for improving tHanguage skills with an assistance
of media utilization. With a little support of pieus empirical research, a possible
way in which learners significantly differ in lanage learning strategy use could be
explained is according to the dimensions of languégarning atmosphere and
availability of mass media utilization. These thwpothesized factors are taken into
account a possible explanation regarding a bastindiion relating to the choice of
students’ language learning strategy use. The andstg findings which are worth
discussing are significant differences of strategg between students studying in
international programs and those studying in regulagrams.

In Thailand nowadays, among 23 public universitie$hailand, there are 11
public universities offering international progranatong with regular programs
(Weerathaworn, 2004). Noticeably, internationalggpams have been considered as
higher technology-assisted and more foreignerexdaffclassroom learning
management than regular programs. Their studireiefore, have better exposure to
the target language atmospheres in which authémglish practice can be more
promoted. Added to that, this may also reflectdbeio-economic status of students.
Typically, most of them are from medium to highiseeconomic families who could
afford the international program education at gegtense. As a result, it would not

be troublesome for them to access to the resouneetsls media when and where they
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actively seek practice. The provisions of massimatilization are handily available
for them in both formal and free learning settings.

In summary, some possible explanation hypothedigettie researcher for the
significant differences in the strategy use by shid studying in different types of
academic programs may be accounted for by diffdegmgfuage learning atmospheres,
and access to and provision of the facilities fedma utilization. However, it cannot
be definitely certain about what really caused ¢hsignificant differences. Calling
for more research in the future, therefore, is pded give a clearer understanding
regarding the relationship between use of languegeing strategies and types of
academic programs.

7.2.1.6 Research Question 6: Do students’ choices of language
learning strategies vary significantigcording to their English learning experiences?
If they do, what are themain patterns of variation?

In response to the sixth research question, amattto examine variation in
use of language learning strategies as well asmpatof variation was conducted and
then reported in Chapter 6. As found in the stpatguestionnaire responded to by
1,134 public university freshmen in Thailand, thedings at four different levels of
data analysis and the results of a factor analysiselation to English learning
experiences can be summarized as follows:

e QOverall Strategy Use

In response to the sixth research question, thdtsesf the ANOVA show
significant variations of students’ reported ovetahguage learning strategy use in
relation to English learning experiences; i.e. mexperienced language learning

(more than 8 years of English learning) studenisonted more frequent overall
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strategy use than less experienced language ngarii8 years of English learning or
less) students for preparing themselves for classriessons (Prep), understanding
while studying in class (Under), improving theind¢page skills (Imp), and expanding
their general knowledge of English (Exp).

e Use of Individual Language Learning Strategies

The chi-square tests show that use of 26 out afhdididual language learning
strategies (59.10%) varied significantly accordiogEnglish learning experiences,
with a greater percentage of students with moreemepced language learning
reporting high frequency of use of all mentioned st@&tegies than those with less
experienced language learning, and none of indalidearning strategies was used
more with a higher reported frequency by less agpeed ones in the way that they
used language learning strategies to achieve thmopes of strategy use in the four
main categories.

The results indicate that more than half of mongeelenced learning students
reported employing at a high use level vary, wiéh86per cent reporting employing
strategy to help understand what is learned irsdlaugh inter personal interaction
by double checking what is learned with friendliass (UnderINTER 2) and 52.0
percent reporting employing participating in thassroom activities (UnderINTER
5); while to achieve the same purpose through usititg personal interaction - 56.9
of them reporting employing taking notes while stad (UnderINTRA 3), and 54.8
per cent reporting using thinking to oneself withet teacher’'s instruction
(UnderINTRA 4). In addition, more or less the saamount of them employed at
high use of after class preparation strategy;5%5 per cent doing homework or

assignments (PrepA 3). Similar to strategy uskess experienced learning students,
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among the top strategies they used mostly wereettos understanding while
studying in class e.g. double checking what is redr with friends/classmates
(UnderINTER 2), taking notes while studying (Und¢FRA 3), thinking to oneself
along with the teacher’s instruction (UnderINTRA, 4nd participating in the
classroom activities (UnderINTER 6).

e Factor Analysis Results

The results of a factor analysis show that thi@eofs were found to be
strongly related to English learning experiencést tis, Factor 1 ‘Strategies for
Improving One’s Language Skills’, Factor 2 ‘Stragsgfor Updating One’s General
Knowledge of English’, and Factor 4 ‘Strategies féelping Oneself Understand
What Is Learned in Class’ through intra-persontdrizction strategies in the ‘Under’
category. The main underlying relationship betwsemlents’ reported strategy use
and English learning experiences is in the usetrategies for improving language
skills, updating general knowledge of English, &etping understand what is learned
in class, but not those for preparing themselveglassroom lessons in Factor 3; i.e.
PrepB 1: Studying the course details before haRdepA 2: Attempting to revise
today lessons; PrepB 2: Preparing oneself phygicBitepA 5: Practicing what is
learned in class with the teacher; PrepA: 4 Petsoapproaching the teacher by
asking the teacher for clarification of what iaret in class; and PrepA 6: Discussing
L2 learning problems with the teacher.

e Discussion

Specifically in this study, “English learning exparces” are classified into

two groups: more experienced (more than 8 yearmrgjuage learning); and less

experienced (8 years of language learning or leasgd on the National Education



245

Act of 1999, Thailand’s formal system of educatitmt is, children mostly formally
learn English approximately 8 years before startihghe tertiary level. However, it
would not say that every primary school in Thailaswlld follow this regulation,
especially remote area schools. The classificatimuns, aims to cover most learners
as many as possible.

The findings of the study reveal that studentshwiiore English learning
experiences reported employing both overall andividdal language learning
strategies significantly higher than those wittsl&nglish learning experiences in the
four main categories, especially those used tp tietlerstand what is learned in class
with inter personal interactions. To date, littleyious empirical evidence displaying
strong relationship between previous language iegrexperiences and students’ use
of language learning strategies e.g. Oxford andkdg/(1989) and Wharton (2000).

Inconsistent with the findings of the presentestigation, the difference of
previous language learning experiences (in termswafe or less language learning
experiences) manipulate students’ use of langugyeihg strategies. To support the
findings of such relationship, one common factoulsdobe hypothesized to explain
this phenomenon is students’ favourite learningesty Cohen (1998: 15) defines
learning styles as ‘general approaches to learniagd Gardner and Miller (1999:
157) consider learning styles as ‘the ways learlilegsor dislike learning a language.’
Looking closely at the individual strategy iteméé&wthe students with both more and
less language learning experiences reported molessrthe same language learning
strategy use; i.e. using the language learningesfies to improve language skills,
update general knowledge of English, and help tleéras understand what is learned

in class, but not to prepare themselves for classriessons. Theses findings could
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imply that the learning styles among the publicvensity freshmen were actively
participant and collaborative students in classmoamd dependent learners seeking
extra practice and input outside the classroom, rmit classroom well-prepared
students. Such students may consider classroom kasowledge-feeding place.
They, therefore, prefer go to classes and havercas participations with friends,
while taking responsibilities for classroom prepiara might not worth the effort (or
they lacked time to do the necessary extra workldeson preparation before the
classroom).

7.2.1.7 Research Question 7: Do students’ choices of language
learning strategies vary significanthaccording to their levels of language
proficiency? If they do, what are theain patterns of variation?

In response to the seventh research questionitem@ to examine variation
in use of language learning strategies as wellagieims of variation was conducted
and then reported in Chapter 6. As found in thatesjy questionnaire responded to
by 1,134 public university freshmen in Thailand,mgaring with the other four
variables, this variable seems to have the strangaationships with students’
choices of strategy use, with a greater propomiosignificant variations in students’
use of individual strategies across the strateggntory found to be related to their
proficiency levels. The findings at four differdavels of data analysis and the results
of a factor analysis in relation to levels of lange proficiency can be summarized as
follows:

e QOverall Strategy Use

In response to the seventh research questiongthits of the ANOVA show

significant variations of students’ reported ovetahguage learning strategy use in
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relation to levels of language proficiency. Tlastphoc Scheffé Test results show
that high proficiency students reported more frequeerall strategy use than lower
ones, and significant variations in the overalatggy use were found among them;
i.e. high language proficiency students reportedpleying language learning
strategies more frequently than moderate and Iamguage proficiency students in
order to prepare themselves for classroom lesderep), understand while studying
in class (Under), improve their language skills gJmand expand their general
knowledge of English (Exp).

e Use of Individual Language Learning Strategies

The chi-square tests show that use of 39 individtrategies (88.64 %) varied
significantly according to levels of language peadncy, with a greater percentage of
high language proficiency students reporting higtqéiency of use of almost all
mentioned 39 strategies than lower language peofay students. These strategies
were found with variously significant variation Wwipositive (high>moderate>low)
and mixed patterns of variation (moderate>low>highie results display that almost
all of them were positive pattern of variation; iB8lividual strategies, while the rest
four individual strategies were mixed pattern ofriadon; moderate>low>high.
These four strategies include strategies employe®36 per cent of students to
double check what is learned with friends/classm@tinderINTER 2), by 51.9 per
cent to do homework or assignments (PrepA 3), #éricent to take notes while
studying (UnderINTRA 3), and 44.4 percent to untierd English by translating into
Thai (UnderINTRA 5). Opposite to high proficienstudents, the top three strategies
highly reported were used to improve their langusijéls rather than to prepare for

classroom or understand classroom lessons; i.ee i@n half of them reported
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employing strategies to improve their listening amaking skills of English with
media utilization e.g. 70.4 per cent watching Estgiépeaking films (ImpM 5), 63.0
per cents watching television programs in Englishp(M 6), and another 63.0 per
cent imitating a native speaker from media (ImpM 9)

e Factor Analysis Results

The results of a factor analysis show that allr flactors were found to be
strongly related to levels of language proficienthat is, Factor 1 ‘Strategies for
Improving One’s Language Skills’, Factor 2 ‘Stragsgfor Updating One’s General
Knowledge of English’, Factor 3 ‘Strategies for pagng Oneself for Classroom
Lessons’, and Factor 4 ‘Strategies for Helping @tfddnderstand What Is Learned
in Class’. The main underlying relationship betwetudents’ reported strategy use
and levels of language proficiency is in the usealohost all individual learning
strategies in all main categories, but less stsomglated to strategies in Factor 4
‘Strategies for Helping Oneself Understand Whatdarned in Class’ through intra-
personal interaction strategies in the ‘Under’ gaty; i.e. UnderINTRA 3: Taking
notes while studying, UnderINTRA 5: Trying to unsi&nd English by translating
into Thai, UnderINTRA 2: Avoiding talking with othestudents while studying, and
UnderINTRA 6: Consulting a dictionary.

e Discussion

A great number of previous studies investigatimg tise of language learning
strategies by students with different levels ofglaage proficiency have concluded
that higher-proficiency students generally reportdploying learning strategies
significantly more frequently than did lower-praéacy students. Examples are

Bremner (1999), Green and Oxford, (1995), Intarsgma(2000), Oxford and Nyikos
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(1989), Peacock and Ho (2003), Wharton (2000). irisstigation also discovers the
consistent results as formerly shown.

Based on the findings of the present investigatmgher-proficiency students
reported greater overall strategy use than did lgweficiency students. The
findings show significant differences among thedstits with different proficiency
levels in all four main language learning strategtegories.

In the level of individual language learning stgt use, the individual
learning strategies were found with variously digant variation with positive
(high>moderate>low) and mixed patterns of variationoderate>low>high). In
details, these results display that almost alhefrt were positive patterns of variation.
The top three positive pattern strategies highporeed were used to improve their
language skills rather than to prepare for classroo understand classroom lessons,
especially to improve their listening and speaksigdlls of English with media
utilization e.g. watching English-speaking filmsm@M 5), watching television
programs in English (ImpM 6), and imitating a natspeaker from media (ImpM 9).
However, there were four individual strategies simgwmixed pattern of variation;
moderate>low>high. These four strategies inclutlategies employed to double
check what is learned with friends/classmates (UMIER 2), to do homework or
assignments (PrepA 3), to take notes while studyidgderINTRA 3), and to
understand English by translating into Thai (UnN&iRA 5).

However, another argument of relationship existiegyveen strategy use and
proficiency level has been discussed among formetjous studies. A number of
them have been devoted to discussing this argunaet,then confirm a mutual

relationship between language proficiency and egratuse (e.g. Bremner, 1999;
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Green and Oxford, 1995; Wenden, 1987). In otherdgo strategy use and
proficiency are both causes and outcomes of edudr;oactive use strategies help
students attain higher proficiency, which in turmkes it likely that students will
select these active use strategies. A similarraegl to these studies comes from the
findings of this study. Some hypothesized factbet tould be picked up to explain
this complicated relationship involve not only lear-internal factors e.g. motivation,
beliefs, effort, attitudes (as stated by a numbieesearchers in the field of language
learning strategy study), but also learner-extefaetiors, specifically the application
of media. The dominant presence of media in thieesits’ lives in Thai public
universities.

Added to that, the present study discovers thghdriproficiency students
expend more effort to increase language productipportunities by selectively
employing certain types of language learning stiegeto practice English through
films, television programs, and other types of raed\s early researchers’ attempts to
propose some lists of strategies and other feafuresumed to be essential for all
"good L2 learners" e.g. Naiman et al. (1975), Ruli®75), and Chamot and Kipper
(1989), successful language learners are likelpdiect strategies that work well
together in an effective way, tailored to the reemients of the language tasks.
Additionally supported by the study of Wharton (2R0Osuccessful language learners
who are more motivated tend to use more stratabass unsuccessful students, and
the particular reason for studying the language wagortant in the choice of
strategies. Similar to the findings of this stutligher-proficiency students tend to
willingly invest their time and energy in Engliskalrning even in their leisure time;

they like watching English films and television grams, listening to English songs
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and tapes, or reading on-line English materialse @lscovery of the present study
implies that higher-proficiency students seemethatee a strong desire to become good
language learners, and never want to lag behingrothThis may help which helped
them to maintain their effort in learning Englistside and outside the classrooms. This
may be able to explain that higher-proficiencydstuts who are more motivated tended
to use more strategies than less motivated studants the particular reason for
studying the language was important in the choicgrategy use.

However, the findings further point out that thésgher-proficiency students
seemed to put less effort for using classroom-edlédnguage learning strategies than
the lower proficient students; i.e. double check atvhis learned with
friends/classmates, do homework or assignment® tedkes while studying, and
understand what is learned in class by transld&imgjish into Thai. In this matter, it
could be assumed that higher-proficiency studengdinthink that they had learnt a
small amount of English in classes, and they sulesgty found that their knowledge
was insufficient.  They then became less motivated classroom lessons.
Considerably different to lower-proficiency studenthey did not seem to be aware
that learning and practicing English with medializdkion outside the classroom
could represent an important part of their learnihgstead, these students likely hold
classroom-based achievement aims to find the waglping them follow the
classroom instruction rather than enlarge theieggnEnglish knowledge or improve
their language skills outside the classroom. Theeaecher probably concludes from
this phenomenon that learners’ language learniragesty use possibly related to their

learning needs and aims, rather than learnersukege proficiency per se.
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7.3 The Interrelationships of Patterns of Significat Variations in

Strategy Use among the Five Variables

In Chapter 6, significant variations in studentsported use of language
learning strategies at different levels resultingrf the ANOVA and chi-square tests
were discovered, together with the emergent patemsignificant variations in
relation to the five investigated variables. Thgection aims to explore the
interrelationships of certain patterns of significasariations in students’ reported
strategy use among those variables, by the wayossible explanation, of such
significant variations.

On the basis of the research findings indicatedhapter 6, the frequencies of
students’ reported use of a total 44 individuatnéay strategies across the strategy
guestionnaire were found to vary significantly ssaciation with at least one of the
five variables. Seventeen of these learning exgras which are worth exploring
further were found to vary significantly by all &vinvestigated variables. To some
extent, an interrelationship has been found ambagariables in terms of significant
variations in use of strategies could be possikjylaned for such interrelationship.
In this perspective, the researcher has an atteamptistrate the interrelationship of
the variables with regard to the distribution ok thesearch population. The
explanation of the interrelationships concerns sameial patterns of significant
variations in frequency of students’ reported sggituse.

What follow are some possible explanations for ggag of significant
variations of seventeen learning strategies whiehevdiscovered to be related to all
variables. Table 7.1 below displays these intetimahips. The table demonstrates

the significant variations in use of seventeenneay strategies of the four main
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language learning strategy categories found teelzded to all investigated variables.
From the table, it could be said that there are patterns of interrelationships:
positive and mixed patterns. Of the seventeemile@ strategies, there are thirteen
strategies found positively interrelated to allefivariables; i.e. significantly greater
percentage of strategy use by female, internatipmagram, non-science field of
study, more language learning experienced, and ligbuage proficient students.
On the other hand, there are four learning stragefpund interrelated to all five
variables at mix: PrepA 3: Doing homework or assignts; UnderINTRA 3: Taking
notes while studying; UnderINTRA 5: Trying to ungiend English by translating
into Thai; and UnderINTER 2 Double checking whateigrned with friends. These
four strategies were reportedly used with signiftbagreater percentage more or less
the same to the first thirteen strategies; i.efdipale, international program, non-
science field of study, and more language learremgerienced, but with lower
language proficient students.

Table 7.1: Interrelationship of Patterns of Signifcant Variation in Use of

Strategies and All Investigated Variables

Patterns of Variation by Variables

et lU] Learning Proficiency

Strategy Gender Types of Programs Fields of Study Experiences Ll
PrepA 1
Reviewing own  Female>Male International>Regular Non- More>Less Positive
notes/ summary Science>Science
PrepA 3
Doing Female>Male International>Regular Non- More>Less Mixed
homework or Science>Science

assignments

UnderINTRA 1

Trying to get a Female>Male International>Regular Non- More>Less Positive
seat in the front Science>Science

row

UnderINTRA 3

Taking notes Female>Male International>Regular Non- More>Less Mixed

while studying Science>Science
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Table 7.1 (contd): Interrelationship of Patterns ofSignificant Variation in Use of

Strategies and All Investigated Variables

Individual

Patterns of Variation by Variables

. Learning Proficien
Strategy Gender Types of Programs Fields of Experiences cy Levels
Study
UnderINTRA
4 Thinkingto  Female>Male International>Regular Non- More>Less  Positive
oneself along Science>Scien
with the ce
instruction
UnderINTRA
5 Trying to Female>Male International>Regular Non- More>Less Mixed
understand Science>Scien
English by ce
translating into
Thai
UnderINTER
2 Double Female>Male International>Regular Non- More>Less Mixed
checking what Science>Scien
is learned with ce
friends/
classmates
UnderINTER
3 Joining a Female>Male International>Regular Non- More>Less  Positive
language study Science>Scien
group ce
ImpM 6
Watching Female>Male International>Regular Non- More>Less  Positive
television Science>Scien
programs in ce
English
ImpM 7
Listening to Female>Male International>Regular Non- More>Less  Positive
English songs Science>Scien
or cassette ce
tapes
ImpM 9
Imitating a Female>Male International>Regular Non- More>Less  Positive
native speaker Science>Scien
from media ce
ImpNM 1
Practicing Female>Male International>Regular Non- More>Less  Positive
writing with Science>Scien
English texts ce
ImpNM 3
Talking to Female>Male International>Regular Non- More>Less  Positive
oneself in Science>Scien
English ce
ExpNM 1
Having extra Female>Male International>Regular Non- More>Less  Positive
tutorials Science>Scien

ce
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Table 7.1 (contd): Interrelationship of Patterns ofSignificant Variation in Use of

Strategies and All Investigated Variables

. Patterns of Variation by Variables
Irgci:\g':jeual Gend ¢ ields of Learning Proficiency
ay ender Types of Programs Fields o Experiences Lewals
Study
ExpNM 8
Giving Female>Male | International>Regulaf Non- More>Less Positive
tutorials to Science>Scier|
others ce
ExpNM 4
Having own Female>Male | International>Regular Non- More>Less Positive
notebooks Science>Scien
ce

ExpNM 5
Using a Female>Male | International>Regular Non- More>Less Positive
dictionary for Science>Sciern
vocabulary ce
enrichment

In conclusion, the findings of the present inwgdion, presented and
discussed in Sections 7.2 and 7.3, are basicafigisent with the former studies as
shown in Chapter 2 in light of strong relationshipsnd between all investigated
variables and students’ language learning stratesgy These relationships could be
divided into two patterns: one-directional and tdiectional. For the first pattern,
there are four variables considerably found hayasitive causal relationships with
strategy use. These variables include gendedests (female), types of academic
programs (international), fields of study (non-scie), and English learning
experiences (more English learning experiences)ly One variable is considered to
have two-directional relationship with strategy ;use. English proficiency levels.
This may come to the conclusion that the relatignbletween proficiency levels and

strategy use remains complex and calling for furthedies are needed in the future.
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7.4. Implications of the Research Findings for theTeaching and

Learning of English for Public University Freshmenin Thailand

The research findings summarized earlier in respdo the research questions
demonstrate that there is a relationship betweadegeof students, types of academic
programs, fields of study, language learning exgpexes, and language proficiency
levels, and students’ use of language learningtegfies. Following are some
implications from the study drawn with the foremostcern that in the real world of
English teaching and learning, the changes arestdes of the same coin; effective
learning, like good teaching. Similar to the taaghand learning of English for
public university freshmen in Thailand, perhapsracpcal attempt to improve the
teaching and learning of English ought to consla®h teachers and students at the
same time.

1. Based on one of the significant findings ostimvestigation, as a whole, it
is truly interesting that the greatest number ofaiTpublic university freshmen
reported employing strategies to achieve classroomtated rather than classroom-
related purposes. More precisely, these studesperted employing language
learning strategies for seeking opportunities tpriowe their English language skills,
and expand their general knowledge of English datsiie classroom more frequently
than those for classroom-achievement purposes megparing themselves for
classroom lessons and for understanding what iedéain class. Students seem to
pay less attention to use the in-class relatedesfies than out-of-class ones. It could
be hypothesised that while studying in class, sttedmight lack opportunities to set
their own goals, and teaching is restrictive, fdrraad mostly geared towards exams.

With passiveness or lack of activeness in learimngjass, students just pay attention
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to teachers’ instructions, so as to obey classroegulations. On the other hand,
students seem to be more active and independesitiedhe classroom settings. With
a wider range and higher frequency of strategy saejents preferred out-of-class
learning with various learning activities e.g. diséd to radio programs, played
English video games, watched English movies, amticf@ated in informal English
classes.

What is needed is for teachers to modify theiché@sy strategies or styles
through a clearer insight into their effects ondstuts’ language learning strategies.
Based on the research findings, the provision dia@ the formal L2 teaching and
learning setting would be an alternative way insthégard to increase students’
motivation. Accordingly, some teacher training cmg are considerably required to
empower them carry out their media-aided instrungtias effectively as possible. In
addition, beyond the formal learning, promoting -ofitlass language learning
strategies should be more focused. What is neeslefri teachers to explicitly
encourage or direct students to go beyond the rolass goals; getting students to
invest their own personal time, effort, and atwmtio have out-of-class practice
opportunities with a range of supplementary agésitoutside the classroom. As
Intaraprasert (2000) supports, the language tesichesvision of media in various
forms is recommended as an alternative means of squrces of the target language
for their students.

2. Arising out from the first implication, it wéai be worthwhile trying to
promote language learning strategy use by encogagtudents to raise their
awareness and to think about ways for using apjat@planguage learning strategies.

This suggestion would be related to the concegtubbnomous learning focusing on
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individual needs and individual goals. The diffares in the frequency and choice of
use among different learners, the successful lagguearners have the ability to
combine particular types of language learning stials in effective ways according
to their own learning needs (Chamot angpper, 1989). Similar to the findings of
the study, the students reported employing a waoétanguage learning strategies.
Not only do the same students vary their use ofjdage learning strategies in
response to different perceived requirements, lifférdnt students differ in their
individual purposes of language learning strateggy @.g. for classroom preparation,
lesson comprehension, skill improvement, knowleelg@ansion.

Following this concept, it is somehow valuablehtdp individual students to
become more aware of their benefits gained fromoexyy their personal strategies
which effectively serve their various needs of id@g strategy use. Although
students may differ in their knowledge of strategienderstanding about attributions
for successful strategy use should be suggesteguide them to become more
purposeful learners of the target language. Ais E1B94) states, the beneficial effect
of strategies maybe relative to the kinds of tasiet strategies are deployed in.
Teachers, therefore, may introduce the learningtefres and demonstrate how to
take appropriate strategies to meet students’ needdifferent learning tasks.
Numerous practices would help students more famiidh the various learning
strategies, then they become mature into usingettdferent strategies automatically.

3. Numerous studies have shown that second laegyaficiency/
achievement is related to language learning stiegede.g. Bremner, 1999;
Intaraprasert, 2000; Oxford, 1989; Wharton, 2000hus, to facilitate the learners’

effective language learning, language learningesgias is a key point for instructors
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to pay attention to. One way to help students awprlearning outcomes is that the
strategy training should be integrated into thenmadrlanguage curriculum. As some
scholars have developed a number of models forukg® learning strategy
instruction (e.g. Styles and Strategies-Based unogtm (Cohen, 1998), Cognitive
Academic Language Learning Approach (Chamot, 20t @hamot et al., 1999),

and The Grenfell and Harris Model (Grenfell and fi4ar1999), that means use of
strategies can be teachable and trainable. Adddidato there is sufficient evidence
that strategy training programs benefit many sttglamot only high achieving

students, but also underachieving ones (Bensorf;1®Bamot, 1996; Chamot and
O’Malley, 1996; Cohen, 1998; Dickenson, 1992; Mac¢at997; Nunan, 1997;

Wenden, 1998). This benefit could empower studemtse more successful with a
sense of what language learning strategies arehawdthey can develop their own

and apply them effectively (Brown, 1993).

7.5 Contributions of the Present Investigation

The present investigation has made some majoribations to the area of
language learning strategies. These contributtansbe characterized as follows:

1. As mentioned earlier in Chapter 2, a small amadi research on language
learning strategies has been carried out with Bbailents; however, it has been
limited to investigating the relationship betwedrategy use and students’ language
proficiency levels. The present investigationestst has uncovered and widened the
focal points of study through a variety of inveated variables: gender of students;
types of academic programs; fields of study; laggukearning experience; together

with language proficiency.
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2. With the concerns of the practicality of thetmment and the context, the
researcher would rather make an effort to systeaitiproduce a language learning
strategy inventory for investigating the use ofgaage learning strategies in the
context of Thailand, than borrow the already-eriginstruments (noted in Chapter 2)
drawn from language learners in other contexts. @ihergent strategy inventory was
directly obtained through the self-reported datatafients’ oral interviews. Besides,
this inventory itself may be useful in some extensimilar contexts, particularly EFL
learning contexts. If the inventory content is msoitable for other contexts, the
inventory-generating process maybe somehow sewedgaide for other researchers
to construct their own language learning strategemtory as it is always amenable.

3. Both qualitative and quantitative methods wesed together to elicit
information about language learning strategies ubgdThai public university
freshmen. Truly time-consuming data analyses eetergghen using multiple
methodologies, coding and statistical methods vaeeordingly organizational. The
process of data analyses of this study, hopefalbyld be a guide or an example

helpful for other researchers to apply in analyamygilar types of reported data.

7.6 Limitations of the Present Investigation and Poposals for Future

Research

Systematically-conducted research is valuable ddressing the primary
research questions to cover types of language ifgpstrategies reported by Thai
public university freshmen, together with variatipatterns and relationships of such
learning strategies at different levels with refex® to each investigated variable.

However, it is impossible to judge that this reshawork is flawless. In carrying out
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the research, certain limitations have been apparEme researcher will present them
as follows for future research directions.

1. The result indicates that the participants ia thsearch reported using out-
of-class language learning strategies to improwar tlanguage skills with media
utilization more frequently than other languagenésy strategy categories. It could
be understood that in the past decades, studewgssipent more leisure time seeking
opportunities for English practice outside the staem with reliance to various forms
of media e.g. watching English-speaking films, vaatg television programs in
English, and imitating a native speaker from mediagd so on. The researcher
summarizes that this high use of out-of-class laggulearning strategies in English
skill improvement might be due to the media utiiiga. This utilization might relate
to the way L2 is learned and practiced. The w@ilan of media and its influence on
language learning strategy use warrants furtheareb.

2. To shed some light on L2 learning strategiesth bquantitative and
gualitative research should work together to prediacger, clearer pictures of what
has occurred in the Thai EFL context. The quamngabased research carried out in
this study uncovered deeper meanings in terms eofctntinuity of students’ goals
and strategy-use patterns over time. So, no deeiclence of development can be
presented here. It would be interesting if trulshrresearch can emerge in the future
to increase more understanding public universibdeshts’ strategy-use patterns in
learning English as a foreign language (EFL) inilémal. Examining the longitudinal
stability of these patterns is strongly suggestedaa alternative form of future
research in which students themselves have timeeport a process of learning

development during their time in higher education.
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3. The next limitation issue that should also Iseussed here results from the
narrowly focal point of the study; i.e. the targeirticipants. This is because this
study aims to study language learning strategiexipally used by Thai public
university freshmen. All the participants, therefowere first-year students from 21
limited admission universities in Thailand. Thedings would be more useful if we
recruited students from other types of universiteeg. open admission universities,
private universities, vocational colleges, teaalmversities and so on, then compared
their choices of language strategy use. The extemthich the specific patterns of
strategy use would occur in other types of univesiis needed. To get a whole
picture of the trends of Thai tertiary studentgattgy use, tertiary students with
different types of universities and different yeafsstudy should be included in the
future.

4. Not all public university freshmen’s languagearleng strategies were
included in the study’'s questionnaire; the researgenerated inventory. The
language learning strategies in this study werédunto those appearing in the study
guestionnaire, although the researcher solvedithisation by providing some blank
spaces for students to add their additional langUearning strategies. But there was
a small number of them did that. To increase #l&bility of the research and
validity of the data, the research suggests furtstedies employing follow-up
interviews to find out more in-depth data of langeidearning strategy use, that do
not exist in the questionnaire items.

5. The use of self-rating language proficiencyhis study is limited and based
only on the individual respondent’s perceptionsccérding to the findings of the

study, approximately 60% of the participants peregitheir own English proficiency
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levels as just moderate, although some of them bata&ined English’s GPA above
3.5. Besides, smallest amount of them think thein proficiency levels are high.

These perceptions might be a result of the Thauik value of modesty, or a lack
of self-confidence, or humble ones. The evalualiasis of their self-perception of
English proficiency also needs to be taken intosateration to future research.
Further studies maybe needed to investigate tHeredifces between students’ self-
perceived proficiency levels and their objectivefmiency levels, which perhaps

could be evaluated via standardized tests e.g. TO&HELTS.

7.6 Conclusion

The present investigation has contributed to thea af language learning
strategy studies in light of language learning tettg classification, and the
investigated variables. One of the major contidng has been the classification
system of language learning strategies which publigersity freshmen in Thailand
reported employing in dealing with English languéggening. The language learning
strategies have been classified according to thguiage purposes to be achieved; i.e.
classroom preparation, lesson comprehension, skijfrovement, and general
knowledge expansion, as reported by the researgulgtoon. Of the five
investigated variables, three (types of academmgnams, fields of study, and
language learning experiences) have rarely beemwer taken into consideration by
any other former researchers in this area.

Finally, the researcher has suggested some peidafjogplications emerging
from the research findings for the teaching andmnieg of English to public

university freshmen in Thailand. In addition, liations of the present investigation
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and some proposals for further research have bemndpd to guide this area to
greater study of language learning strategies ithiaiain to be considered as the
important tools learners can make use of to becoime autonomous and improve

learning outcomes.
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Appendix A

List of Public Universities



List of Public Universities Offering International Programs

INTERNATIONAL PROGRAM
Economics | Engineering Science/ Computer Thai Architecture Others
Science Studies

Information
Technology

Management/

LIMITED
ADMISSION Administration
UNIVERSITY

Technology

Chulalongkorn
University

King Mongkut's
Institute of
Technology

Mahidol University

Naresuan University

Prince of Songkla
University

Silpakorn University

Srinakharinwirot
University

Thammasat
University

King Mongkut's
University of
Technology
Thonburi

Mae Fah Luang
University




Appendix B

List of Public Universities in Thailand

Offering
Limited-Admission Public University | Location | Both Types of | Both Areas of
Programs Study

1. Chiang Mai University North X
2. Maejo University North X
3. Naresuan University North X X
4. Mae Fah Luang University North X
5. Prince of Songkla University South X X
6. Walailuk University South X
7. Khon Kaen University Northeast X
8. Mahasarakham University Northeapt X
9. Ubon Ratchani University Northeast X
10. Suranaree University of Technology  Northeast ciel®e-

Oriented
11. Burapha University East X
12.Chulalongkorn University Central X X
13. Kasetsart University Central X
14. King Mongkut's Institute of Central X X
Technology (Japanese

Studies)
15. King Mongkut’s Institute of Central Science-
Technology North Bangkok Oriented
16. Mahidol University Central X X
17. Silpakorn University Central X
18. Srinakharinwirot University Central X X
19. Thaksin University Central X
20. Thammasat University Central X X




Oriented

21. King Mongkut's University of Central
Technology Thonburi

X ‘ Science- ‘




Appendix C

Interview Timetable (Phase 1 of Data Collection)






Interview Timetable (Phase 1 of Data Collection)

University Location Faculty Program No. of Area Language Proficiency Gender
Student of Study
Suranaree Regional - Institute of Regular 4 Science 2 Moderate, 1 Male/ 3 Females
University of Engineering 2 Low
Technology 3 Males/ 6 Females
- Institute of Social Regular 9 Non-Science 1 High,
Technology 2 Moderate,
6 Low
Naresuan Regional - International College| International 6 Non-Science 1 High, 4 Moderate, 4 Males/ 2 Females
University (Laws) 1 Low
(Pitsanulok 2 Males/ 3 Females
Campus) - Faculty of Allied Regular 5 Science 3 Moderate, 2 Low
Health Sciences
Mabhidol Bangkok | - International College | International 5 Mixed 5 Moderate 2 Males/ 3 Females
University Metropolis (4 Science,
1 Non-
- Faculty of Arts Science) 2 Males/ 3 Females
Regular 5 3 Moderate, 2 Low
Non-Science
Silpakorn Regional - Faculty of Science Regular 5 Science 1 Moderate, 4 Low 2 Males/ 3 Females
University
- Faculty of Education 2 Males/ 3 Females
Regular 5 Non-Science 3 Moderate, 2 Low
44 18 Science/ 2 High, 18 Males/
26 Non- 23 Moderate, 26 Females
Science 19 Low
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Letter of Permission
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Participant Consent Form
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Appendix F

Interview Questions (Thai Version)
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Interview Questions (English Version)

Part | — Background & Previous Knowledge

1) Name

2) Birthplace

3) Education:

3.1 Areas of study
3.2 Types of academic program
4) Do you consider yourself to be :
a. a high language learner
b. a moderate language learner
c. a low language learner

5) When did you start and how long did you learn Esigti

6) Where and under what circumstances did you leagh$h?

7) When you learn English, what did you study? Gram™m38peaking?

8) Do you remember what kind of text-books you uskedny?

9) Did the teacher speak in the foreign language wiote time?

10)Do you remember what kind of homework you had t® do

11)Did you have any contact outside the classroom/ytoame with English
native speakers?

12)Did you listen to the radio or watch films or TV knglish?

13) Do you think that your success at learning Bhgks due to the teacher? Or
did it have something to do with the environme@® would you say that you
developed some special study habits? Or do yole lsme particular
personal learning techniques that helped you imieg?

Part Il — Language Learning Strategies

1. How often do you study English at university?

2. According to 1., do you think it is enough for you?

3. What have you been doing in your class in the feastveeks?

4. Do you do anything to help yourself understand Emglish lessons better
(before/during/after the class)?

5. What do you do to improve your English in genenaisifie/outside the
classroom)?

6. How do you think you get along with your teached #me other students?

7. How does the atmosphere in the English class campéth that of other
classes?

8. Which classroom activities do you most like or iétsP Why?

9. Which classroom activities do you consider to ke riiost or the least effect
and useful? Why?

10.In your opinion, should the teacher speak Englidly while teaching?

11.Could you please tell me which aspects of learrmglish are easy or
difficult for you? Why?

12.What do you do when you get stuck while respondhingnglish?

13.When you make an error, would you prefer to beriopged right away or
would you rather finish your response?

14.Do you mind being corrected? Why?

15.What would you like to get out of the English cauns the long run?

16.Do you have any other comments about your langlesgaing experiences?



Appendix G

A Summary of Statements Reported by 44 Public Univsity

Freshmen
University Major of Study Area Number of Statements
Suranaree | 1. Information Technology 58
University of | 2. Engineering 85
Technology
Naresuan | 1. Laws (International Program) 68
University | 2. Allied Health Science 58
Mahidol 1. Arts 46
University | 2. Social Science (International 69
Program)
Silpakorn | 1. Education 40
University | 2. Science 49

473




Appendix H

The Language Learning Strategy Coding/Categorizatio

I nstructions;

e Please read the list of language learning stradeigi€A) and the list of
reported statements in (B) carefully.

e Choose the reported statements of (B) to matchlahguage learning
strategies of (A) by writing the number; 1-30 sta¢mts of (B), in the
space given in front of each language learnindesisaof (A).

e Please note that each reported statement of (Bpbeamsed only ONCE
while some language learning strategies of (A) mamsed MORE THAN
ONCE

e When completing the matching, please give some camsnif you have

had any difficulties or confusion matching betw¢ahand (B).
Example:
(A) List of language learning strategies

....1....- Seeking out more supplementary resources to stafiye class

(A) List of lanquage learning strategies

......... - Seeking out more supplementary resources to steftye class

......... - Finding ways to help understand what is learrdiass

......... - Checking word meanings from dictionaries

......... - Making own lesson summary to prepare for the exanons

......... - Adapting oneself to meet and serve the teacleeterion

......... - Relating new vocabulary learnt to things in theieonment for better
understanding

......... - Using L1 to help transmit L2 messages in class

......... - Conversing in English with foreigners outside ttassroom



......... - Taking short courses abroad to expand own gekeoaviedge of English

......... - Practicing general English with family members

......... - Practicing English writing skills with friendsutside the classroom

......... - Practicing English reading skills by readingnped materials outside the
classroom

......... - Practicing general knowledge of English withoanenercially packaged
English programs

......... - Practicing English listening skills with radioggrams

......... - Carrying dictionary around in case to help traihsnessages

......... - Preparing yourself physically before class

......... - Being prepared for the risk of getting embaredssr being incorrect in
using English

......... - Seeking out and using sources of informatiom#ixe logical guess about
what will be included in the exantinas

......... - Taking any job to practice using of English

......... - Avoiding talking with other students while studgi

......... - Planning how to meet short and long term goalrgjlish study

......... - Highlighting the important things learnt in class

......... - Attempting to revise today lessons

......... - Joining leisure or social activities to practared improve English

......... - Using systems of symbols created for helping batary memaorization

......... - Consciously giving response in class (e.g. canngrclassmates’ feelings)

......... - Writing down a message to show more informatiooua what one is
trying to communicate

......... - Translating unclear messages, found outsidel#ssroom, into L1

......... - Using own inner resources to reduce stress degnx

(B) List of reported statements

1. ‘I've planned how much time I'll devote to Engii study in relation to my overall
purpose and long time needs for studying English...’
2. 'l sometimes seek out additional informatiorothgh articles/magazines by surfing

Internet before doing assignments/homework...’



3. ‘If I find any unknown/new/unclear words, | ctkewith a dictionary...’
4. ‘After class, | sometimes borrow friends’ texddis/lectures to recheck and add
more input that | missed in class...’
5. ‘In class, | always use colourful highlighteosnhark what the teacher
emphasizes...’
6. ‘I spend my extra time/private time practicirgneersations with my foreign
friends outside the classroom ...’
7. ‘Almost every year my parents send me to takerser courses abroad e.g. U.K,
Australia, New Zealand...’
8. ‘Every day three hours a day, | practice Enghgin my father at home ...’
9. ‘I keep corresponding with my family host andeign friends | met in the U.S.A
through writing emails, MSN, letters...’
10. ‘During the weekends, | like to spend my dagading some English books,
novels, or poems...’
11. ‘'l bought some commercially packaged progray@actice general English at
home e.g. Follow Me, TOEFL etc...’
12. ‘Every night, | listen to English radio run Mass Communication Organization
of Thailand (MCOT)...’
13. ‘I use relaxation techniques like deep breagtlinspiritual techniques such as
meditation or prayer to help me cope with stress of language learning...’
14. ‘Generally, | bring a dictionary in case | neeb help me explain what | try to
say in English...’
15. ‘Before class, | prepare myself to be readgdguire knowledge by going to bed
early...’
16. ‘I'm not afraid to make mistakes while respargdin English and am ready to be
corrected...’
17. ‘I try to look for the teacher's manual in til@ary to guess what the teachers will
pick for examinations...’
18. ‘During semester breaks, | practice my Endtiglworking as a local guide in my
hometown...’
19. ‘Before examinations, | make my own lesson sanym This can help me a lot...’

20. ‘Almost every time after class, | always asksgifwhat | have learnt today, then



| try to do a revision of the lessons ...’

21. ‘In this semester, | prefer to sit far from fignds because last semester they

kept chatting with me in class...that madelose concentration...’

22. ‘Although | personally don't like to speak muth class, this semester | force
myself to interact more because | know that thehterlikes us to do so...’

23. ‘In class, whenever | don’t understand whatté@eher’s teaching, | don't
hesitate to ask questions...’

24. ‘| always compare vocabulary | learn in clagdooking for examples
surrounding me e.g. the word “slattern”, | lookwand to find among classmates
who are slattern...that would make me memorize tlothand classmates...’

25. ‘In my class, when | can’t find any Englishmds to say, | sometimes use L1

words mixing in the conversation, then ts&cher helps me by telling and
changing them into English...’

26. ‘I seek practice occasions to practice Enddghvatching television, going to

parties, or social groups like church ond&yn..’

27. 'l use my own images, pictures, drawings, onlsgls to remember words...’

28. 'l become aware of my speaking in class becausgy time | try to speak like
native-speakers...the result is my friends teaigme...and telling me that my
accent is unauthentic...’

29. 'l remember once in Singapore, | tried to deklbcals about directions to my
hotel, they didn’t understand what | was sgyso | drew the name of the hotel
and its location to help get my messages acros

30. ‘Outside the classroom, if | don’t understartthtM read in English, | translate
word for word in Thai...’

Your comments:

© Thank you very much for your co-operati.



Appendix |

Student Background Questionnaire

Please provide your personal information by putting a check mark (X) in the
appropriate box or writing your response where necessary.

1. Date:

2. Your gender: O male
o female

3. Your institution:

4. Major of study areas:

5. Your English GPA

6. Types of academic program:
o regular
O international

7. You place your English proficiency at the:
o advanced level
o intermediate level
o elementary level

8. You have studied English for:
o eight years, or less
o more than eight years

© Thank you very much for your co-operati&.

This part for the interviewer use only
Fields of Studyd science-oriented
O non science-oriented






The Questionnaire for Language Learning Strategy itdy

Instructions: The Questionnaire for Language Learning Strategyy is designed to
gather information about how you, as a public ursitg freshman, go about learning
English. On the following pages, you will find &ments related to learning English.
Please read each statement carefully and chooseegpense ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ which
applies to you. If the response you choose is "\Yjgease go on to the following
statements and mark (X) the response which bestides how often you actually
perform each activity when you are engaged in Bhglif the response you choose is
‘No’, please proceed to the next part as instructetbase also note that there are no
correct or incorrect answers for your responsesis Tisually takes about 20-30

minutes to complete. The criteria for the resparseas follows:

Always or almost alwaysmeans that you always or almost alwpgsform the

activity which is described in the statement.
Often means that you perform the activity which is disat in the statement morg
than half the time

Sometimesmeans that you perform the activity which is digsat in the statement

less than half the time

Never means that you neveerform the activity which is described in the

statement.

Example:

1. Do you prepare yourself for classroom lessons?
JYes [ No

If ‘No’, please proceed to 2. If ‘“Yes’, hw often do you...?

Language Learning Always or Often Sometimes Never
Strategy almost always

1.A) check the X

outline of the course




1. Do you prepare yourself for classroom lessons?

'l Yes [l No
If ‘No’, please proceed to 2. If ‘Yes’, he often do you...?
Language Learning Strategy Always | Often | Sometimes| Never
or
almost
always

A) study the course details before
hand

B) prepare yourself physically

C) attempt to attend the class

D) do revision of the previous lessons---------

E) review your own notes/summary
F) attempt to revise today lessons
G) do homework or assignments
H) personally approach the teacher
asking the teacher for clarification of
what is learned in class

[) practice what is learned in class
with the teacher

J) discuss L2 learning problems with

the teacher

] other (please specify)




2. Do you try to find ways to help understand whats learnt in class?

[] Yes LI No

If ‘No’, please proceed to 3. If ‘Yes’, ha often do you...?

Language Learning Strategy

Always
or

almost

always

Often

Sometimes

Never

A) try to get a seat in the front row
B) avoid talking with other students
while studying

C) take notes while studying

D) think to yourself along with the
teacher’s instruction

E) try to understand what is learnt by
translating into Thai

F) consult a dictionary

G) ask the teacher for clarification
H) double check what is learned witl
friends

) join a language study group
J) choose to sit near students
proficient in English

K) listen to the teacher attentively

L) participate the classroom activities

"] other (please specify)




3. Do you try to improve your language skills outsle the classroom?

' Yes [l No
If ‘No’, please proceed to 4. If ‘Yes’, ha often do you...?
Language Learning Strategy Always | Often | Sometimes| Never
or
almost
always
A) read on-line materials | —memeemem | smmmmeeem | s | e
(e.g. news, articles, tale stories, film
scripts in English) to improve reading
skill
B) read printed materials | smmeem | memmemen | s | e
such as books, magazines, newspapers
in English to sharpen reading
C) read any English-printed resources-------- | =-=--==== | cmmmmmmen | ommeeees

such as labels on drugs or consume
goods, computer instructions/
functions in English to enrich the
vocabulary and expressions

D) contact with Thai or foreign
friends through emails, instant
messages (MSN) or SMS texts with
computers or mobile phones to
improve one’s writing skill

E) watch English-speaking films to
practice listening comprehension
without looking at the Thai subtitles
F) watch television programs in
English to help one familiar with the

accents, tone of voice, and intonatiOJns

G) listen to English songs or casset
tapes of English conversations to
practice listening skill

H) listen to radio programs in Englis
to improve listening skill

[) imitate a native speaker from medi

such as films, songs, cassette tapes
TV shows to practice speaking skill
J) practice writing with English texts
e.g. poems, greeting cards, or diarie
K) converse in English with teachers
peers, siblings, or foreigners

L) talk to oneself in English

"] other (please specify)




4. Do you try to expand your general knowledge of iglish outside the

classroom?
[l Yes []No

If ‘No’, please stop here. If ‘Yes’, howfben do you...?

Language Learning Strategy

Always
or

almost

always

Often

Sometimes

Never

A) practice English with a
commercially packaged English
program (e.g. TOEFL, IELTS, Follov
Me)

B) play games for vocabulary
enrichment

such as English crossword puzzles
C) seek out information in English
through surfing the Internet

D) have extra tutorials (e.g. attendir
classes at a private school, having 3
personal tutor teaching English at
home, taking short English courses
abroad)

E) take any job to practice English
(e.g. being a local/young guide in th
hometowns, working part- time at a
restaurant, where there are many
foreign customers)

F) have your own language learning
notebooks

G) translate English news, song lyri¢

poems, etc. into Thai

H) use a dictionary for vocabulary
enrichment

) join leisure or social activities to
practice and improve English (e.g.
joining English Camps, entering
singing contests, going to a church ¢
Sunday, etc.)
J) practice general English with your
family members

K) give tutorials to others like junior
students, peers, or siblings

] other (please specify)

© Thank you very much for your co-operatié.
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