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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were: 1) to identify the level of use of the
language learning strategies and their sub-categories by high-achieving and low-
achieving English majors students 2) to identify the level of self-efficacy beliefs held
by high-achieving and low-achieving English major students 3) to determine any
significant differences in the use of language learning strategies between high-
achieving and low-achieving English major students, 4) to determine any significant
differences in the level of self-efficacy beliefs held by high-achieving and low-
achieving English major students, and 5) to determine a correlation between language
learning strategies used and the level of self-efficacy beliefs held by high-achieving
and low-achieving English major students.

The total population was 309 fourth-year English major students from the
Faculties of Education of four Rajabhat universities in Thailand. The sample consisted
of 186 English major students. Subjects were selected by stratified, purposive, and
simple random sampling techniques. They were divided into high- and low-achieving
groups by using their grade point averages (GPA) and the high-low-27-percent group
method. The Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) version 7.0, and the
Questionnaire of English Self-Efficacy (QESE) were used to collect quantitative data.
The reliability established by Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .96 and .97,
respectively. The statistical devices used for quantitative data analysis were mean,
standard deviation, the independent #-test, and the Pearson correlation.

The major results show: 1) the high-achieving group used learning
strategies at a high level; whereas, the low-achieving group used learning strategies at
a medium level. Metacognitive strategies were the most frequently used by the two
groups of students. 2) High- and low-achieving English major students had high levels
of English self-efficacy. 3) There was a statistically significant difference in language
learning strategies used by high- and low-achieving English major students. 4) There
was a statistically significant difference in English self-efficacy for the two groups of
students. 5) Language learning strategies were found to be positively correlated with
English self-efficacy (r = .526, p <.001).
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

It is commonly accepted that English is important as a global language that
people use as an international medium for communication (Crystal, 2003). It serves
several purposes: administration, broadcasting, education, trade, and science (Quirk,
1985). According to Crystal (2003), "English is now the language most widely taught
as a foreign language in over 100 countries, such as China, Russia, Germany, Spain,
Egypt, and Brazil and in most of these countries it is emerging as the chief foreign
language to be encountered in school, often displacing another language in the
process” (p. 5). In the academic community, English is crucial as an instrument used to
acquire and digest texts and information that are usually published in English. In the
age of information technology, English is the most important language used in
academic publications (Crystal, 2003). With the notion of the importance of English as
the most widely used international language in the world, this present study has the
purpose of finding if any variable can influence success in English language learning.

Accordingly, the present study aims to investigate the significant
correlation between students' use of language learning strategies, students' beliefs
about self-efficacy, and students' English language learning achievement. Before
discussing these variables further, this introductory chapter presents the background,
rationale, statement of the problem, objectives, research questions, significance,

conceptual framework, limitations, and definitions of terms of this study.

1.1 Background of the study

To demonstrate the importance of English in Asia, with the arrival of the
ASEAN (Association of South East Asian Nations) Economic Community in 2015,
English will be in high demand as the ASEAN members have been encouraged to use

English as an official language to communicate with other countries within the
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ASEAN community (ASEAN Secretariat, 2009). In Thailand, where English is seen as
a foreign language, the role of English is so critically important that learners are
required to learn English as a compulsory course from the elementary to
undergraduate level (Office of the National Education Commission, 2001).

Research results show that, to succeed in English language learning,
language learning strategies can assist students in their language learning achievement
(Oxford, 1990). In language efficacy as with other capabilities (Bandura, 1986),
people who believe strongly in their competence toward a certain task can accomplish
it. The benefits of language learning strategies and self efficacy vary. Importantly,
published research reports that language learning strategies help students master a
second language (Ehrman & Oxford, 1989). For the past decade, the amount of
research on language learning strategies has been increasing: studies have been
conducted to explore its importance in terms of influencing students' language learning
(Lee, 2010). Learning strategies are defined as “specific actions, behaviors, steps, or
techniques—such as seeking out conversation partners, or giving oneself
encouragement to tackle a difficult language task—used by students to enhance their
own learning” (Scarcella & Oxford, 1992, p. 63). Accordingly, students need to
motivate themselves and improve their own learning by consciously applying
language learning strategies and integrating self-efficacy in English into their learning
help them succeed in their language learning.

The results of previous studies on language learning strategies reveal that
language learning strategies facilitate students' learning (Wenden & Rubin, 1987;
O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Scarcella & Oxford, 1992; Oxford, 1990; Ellis, 1997).
Wenden and Rubin (1987) found that language learning strategies help learners to
create their own language system. O’Malley and Chamot (1990) described language
learning strategies as the behaviors that learners use to improve their language
learning. Scarcella and Oxford (1992) identified language learning strategies as the
tactics used by students to assist them in their own learning.

To be precise, language learning strategies can help students learn
language in two ways: direct and indirect (Rubin, 1981; Oxford, 1990). According to
Rubin (1981), direct strategies act directly in affecting student's learning; they are

strategies such as seeking clarification/verification, guessing, inductive inferencing,
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deductive reasoning, practice, memorization, and monitoring. The indirect strategies
act indirectly in supporting students' learning; they involve production tricks and
creating opportunities for practicing. Oxford (1990) insists that the direct strategies act
directly in supporting language learners; these strategies include: 1) memory
strategies, which help learners to store more new knowledge; 2) cognitive strategies,
which assist learners, especially at the beginning level, e.g., practicing the language;
and 3) compensation strategies, which help the leaner overcome language difficulties
by inferencing . The indirect strategies—supporting techniques—work indirectly to
help learners overcome language learning difficulties. They consist of: 1)
metacognitive strategies, which help learners to manipulate their language learning
(i.e., planning and arranging language learning); 2) affective strategies, which help
language learners to in terms of emotions, attitudes, and feelings (i.e., encouraging
oneself to lower learning anxiety), and 3) social strategies, which help learners gain
information through interacting with others.

In addition, O'Malley and Chamot (1990) proposed that language learning
strategies can help language learners in three ways: 1) metacognitive strategies, which
help learners to plan, think, and evaluate their own learning; 2) cognitive strategies,
which "operate directly on incoming information, manipulating it in ways that enhance
learning" (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990, p. 44); and 3) socioaffective strategies, which
involve interaction with others, such as cooperating, questioning, and talking to
oneself in order to get clarification or assure oneself.

Although language learning strategies have been shown to serve different
functions, researchers have agreed on the effectiveness of language learning strategies
in helping learners' achieve their language learning goals (Green & Oxford, 1995;
Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Wharton, 2000). However, it has been found that language
learning strategies are not the only factors that can influence students' learning;
another cognitive theory, self-efficacy beliefs, also play a role in helping students learn
(Bandura, 1986, 1997).

Self-efficacy is described as the way people judge their capabilities in
coping with any task (Bandura, 1997). How people self-perceive their efficacy can
affect their motivation and behavior. It can be said that the human achievements result

from their behavior, personal factors, and environmental conditions (Bandura, 1997).
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Perceptions of self-efficacy are related to an individual’s belief in his/her capability to
cope with any difficulties (Bandura, 1986). Self-efficacy judgment varies according to
the individual: people with weak perceptions of self-efficacy surrender to a difficulty,
whereas people with a strong sense of self-efficacy are able to keep up their efforts in
the face of a harsh situation and work harder to avoid failure (Schunk & Pajares,
2001). One’s beliefs about self-efficacy influence one's behavior toward a situation.
Self-efficacy beliefs come from four main sources: "1) enactive mastery experiences
that serve as indicators of capability; 2) vicarious experiences that alter efficacy beliefs
through transmission of competencies and comparison with the attainments of others;
3) verbal persuasion and allied types of social influences that one possess certain
capabilities; and 4) physiological and affective states from which people partly judge
their capableness, strength, and vulnerability to dysfunction” (Bandura, 1997, p. 79).
Self-efficacy is concerned with the intrinsic motivation that can motivate students to
learn.

Various studies have demonstrated a strong relationship between self-
efficacy and academic achievement; students with a high level of self efficacy can
better succeed in their learning goals (Mahyuddin, Elias, Cheong, Muhammad,
Noordin, & Abdullah, 2006; Carroll, Houghton, Wood, Unsworth, Hattie, Gordon, et
al., 2009; Meral, Colak, & Zereyak, 2012; Yogurtcu, 2013). In terms of self-efficacy
in language learning, Mahyuddin et al. (2006) report that students with high self-
efficacy in language will have the ability to become more proficient in English. In
addition, a study by Yilmaz (2010) reveals that learners' self efficacy beliefs are
significantly correlated to their use of learning strategies. However, a study by
Magogwe and Oliver (2007) shows the dynamic relationship between the students’ use
of language learning strategies and self efficacy beliefs; the relationship between these
two factors decreases at lower levels of proficiency.

Therefore, it can be concluded from the results of those previous studies
that language learning strategies and language self-efficacy beliefs are significant
factors that can positively influence language learners in their language learning.

Students need to use them more widely and more frequently.
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1.2 Rationale of the Study

In the twentieth century, English became the dominant language of
international relations, media, International travel, international safety, education, and
communication (Crystal, 2003). In the field of education, it has been found that 90%
academic articles are published in English (Crystal, 1997, 2003). Students at higher
levels of education are required to master English so they can understand learning
materials which are usually published in English. In particular, English education
majors who are going to be role models for future students have to truly understand
English, including the strategies used to acquire English, thoroughly so they can teach
their students effectively.

Guiding language learners to use learning strategies effectively results in
increased learners' language proficiency and motivation (Rubin, 2013). It has been
claimed that language learning strategies can make learning easier, faster, more
enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, and more transferable to new situations
(Oxford, 1990). Studies have been conducted to investigate the effects of using
language learning strategies on learning achievement (Ehrman & Oxford, 1989;
O'Malley & Chamot, 1990; O'Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, Kupper &
Russo, 1985; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Wenden & Rubin, 1987). The
findings of those studies show the significant role of language learning strategies in
positively influencing students' language learning. In Thailand, where English is seen
as a working language (Kirkpatrick, 2011), studies have been conducted to investigate
language learning strategies used by Thai students (Kaotsombut, 2003; Kittawee,
2013; Rattanasongkhroh, 2013; Sattra-udom, 2007). The results of this research in the
Thai context also demonstrate that language learning strategies appear to be an
important tool in helping students to overcome English language learning problems.
Students’ use of language learning strategies is related to their language proficiency.

Besides language learning strategies, there is another variable that can help
students become life-long learners: learning self-efficacy beliefs. According to
Bandura (1997), "perceived efficacy beliefs contribute students independently to
intellectual performance” (p. 214). It has been shown that people with high self-
efficacy perform better than people with low self-efficacy (Collins, 1982). "Children

with the same level of cognitive skill development differ in their intellectual
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performance depending on the strength of their perceived self-efficacy” (Bandura,
1997, p. 216). It has been demonstrated that English language achievement will
improve when students have a high level of language self-efficacy (Mahyuddin et al.,
2006).

All in all, language learning strategies and learning self-efficacy beliefs are
the critical factors that positively influence learners in their learning and contribute to
making them life-long learners, as the students develop their own tactics and methods

to help them in their learning.

1.3 Statement of the Problem

In this competitive world, the need for English is critical because
significant information, new technology updates, and academic research are usually
found in English (Crystal, 2003). While the use of English has been growing
continuously throughout the world, the English proficiency of Thais has declined.

The English proficiency of Thai citizens is considered to be very low, as
shown by the English Proficiency Index, the world's largest language training survey,
Thailand ranked 53rd out of 54 countries (EF, 2012). The mean TOEFL score for the
Thai test-takers is lower than the average score (550) for Asian countries (ETS, 2007-
2012). The average TOEFL scores of Thai students ranked between 485 and 500
between 2007 and 2012. Recently, the World Economic Forum (WEF) has revealed
that Thai education ranked lowest among ASEAN countries in 2012, and ranked 8th
out of 10th countries in 2013 (Kroobannok, 2013). It has been found that Thai
students' failure to achieve an acceptable level of language results from their lack of
knowledge of how to learn by themselves because they are not taught to do so
(Dhanarattigannon, 1990). Furthermore, in the study of Intajuck (2005) shows the
problem of teaching English based on 2001 basic curriculum in the secondary school
that the designed course syllabus was not meet the needs of students, parents, and
community. Besides, it is found that teachers were lack of skills to write and follow
the teaching plan, and they were less likely to use communicative teaching to teach

students effectively. It is clear that English language education in Thailand has long
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been in trouble. Accordingly, it is important to seek a solution in order to help improve
English proficiency among Thai learners.

Some studies have been conducted to investigate the problems of English
teaching and learning in the context of Rajabhat Universities (Chongpensuklert, 2011,
Somanawattana, 2012; Tongmak, 2007). Chongpensuklert (2011) revealed that the
obstacles to using English on the part of the students were their limitations in English
vocabulary and knowledge of grammar, which discouraged them from practicing the
language. In addition, Somanawattana (2012) insisted that the students in this study
had high levels of problems in learning English, especially in speaking, because they
lacked opportunities to communicate with native speakers. Moreover, these students
were less enthusiastic about acquiring knowledge, and they were less prepared for the
upcoming ASEAN community. Tongmak (2007) reported in her study that the
students' average scores on the English Proficiency Test, the test which was used to
measure students’ English proficiency before graduation, tended to decrease every
year.

A study was conducted to find the teaching and learning problems in
Rajabhat Universities, Thailand (Rinsangpin, 2004). A study by Rinsangpin (2004)
revealed the problems of teaching and learning in the Rajabhat system; the largest
problem was the lack of a curriculum that was appropriate to the present situation. In
addition, it has also been reported that there are not enough textbooks or publications
in the library that are directly related to the students' fields, and the lecturers lacked the
opportunity to obtain the latest knowledge so as to develop their teaching materials.

As mentioned earlier, it has been shown that calls for the effective
development of English teaching and learning in Thailand have long been heard. Thus,
besides looking at other variables that affect educational development, in a learner-
centered environment, the student variable should be the main focus. Thai students
need to have their own learning methods to assist their own learning. One of the
recommended solutions here is to nurture students language learning strategies and
language self-efficacy so they can have their own learning methods that best suit them

and facilitate their learning processes.
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1.4 Purposes of the study

The researcher searched for the keyword “language learning strategies” in
the ThaiLIS database and found out that there were 34 studies conducted on language
learning strategies. However, there have not been any studies conducted with Thai
English education majors. In addition, a search was also conducted for the keyword
“language self-efficacy” and no results were found.

As a result, the purpose of this study is to investigate Thai EFL students'
learning methods. It has been acknowledged that different people employ different
learning strategies to assist them in their learning. In this study, participants are
categorized into two groups: high- and low-achieving students. To this end, the
researcher intended to explore which leaning strategies the participants employed to
make them successful in language learning and what level of self-efficacy beliefs they
held. Also, the researcher aimed to search for the language learning strategies used by
the low academic achievers and their level of self-efficacy . In addition, the level of
these two independent variables—language learning strategies and self-efficacy
beliefs—will be compared for high-achieving and low-achieving English major
students. It is very important to investigate the language learning strategies and self-
efficacy beliefs of the teacher trainees who are going to be in-service teachers because
these people are going to be people whose will nourish and educate the younger
generation of the nation. Once the teacher trainees have mastered their own successful
learning techniques and methods, they can pass on this knowledge to their future
students effectively. As a result, the objectives of this study were as follows:

1. To identify the level of use of the categories of language learning
strategies by high- and low-achieving of English major students.

2. To identify the level of self efficacy beliefs held by high- and low-
achieving of English major students.

3. To determine any significant differences in the use of language learning
strategies between high- and low-achieving of English major students.

4. To determine any significant differences in the level of self-efficacy

beliefs held by high- and low-achieving of English major students.
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5. To determine a correlation between language learning strategies used
and the level of self-efficacy beliefs held by high- and low-achieving of English major

students.

1.5 Research questions

1. To what extent do high- and low- achieving of English major students
use the different categories of language learning strategies?

2. What is the level of English self-efficacy beliefs held by high- and low-
achieving of English major students?

3. Is there any significant difference in the language learning strategies
used by high- and low- achieving of English major students?

4. Is there any significant difference in the level of English self-efficacy
beliefs held by high- and low- achieving of English major students?

5. Is there any correlation between language the learning strategies used
and the level of English self-efficacy beliefs held by high- and low- achieving of

English major students?



Wilawan Thipsoda Introduction / 10

1.6 Conceptual Framework

Academic
Achievement (GPA.)
(Independent t-test)

High achieving High achieving
students students
Language learning strategies Self-efficacy
Strategy Inventory for Questionqaire of English
Language learning (SILL Self-Efficacy (QESE)
questionnaire Version 7.0; (Wang et al., 2013)
Oxford 1990)

i ]

Low achieving Low achieving
students students

Academic

Achievement (GPA.)
(Independent t-test)

Note: EFL is the abbreviation for English as a Foreign Language
Figure 1.1: Conceptual Framework Model of the Correlation Between Language

Learning Strategies and Self Efficacy

There are two main independent variables in this conceptual framework:
language learning strategies and self-efficacy, and a dependent variable: students'
learning achievement. The two independent variables were measured by the Strategy
Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) developed by Oxford (1990) and the
Questionnaire of English Self-Efficacy (QESE) designed by Wang et al. (2013). The
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) developed by Oxford (1990)
comprises two main categories—direct and indirect strategies. The Questionnaire of
English Self-Efficacy (QESE) designed by Wang et al. (2013) was used to measure the
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level of language self-efficacy in the four English skills—Iistening, speaking, reading,
and writing—of the English education. This conceptual framework model presents the
overall outline for the research, which is the research paradigm, research instruments,
and participants in this study.

1.7 Significance of the Study

The study provides significant implications for teachers and learners as
follows:

1. The findings present the categories of language learning strategies that
high achieving and low achieving learners use to help in their language learning.
Furthermore, the findings also present the level of self-efficacy held by those two
groups of learners. Once the learning strategies used by high achieving students have
been identified, people can make use of these categories to help them in their teaching
and learning processes.

2. The findings can show learners which language learning strategies are
best suited for use in their leaning so they can achieve their learning goals.
Additionally, the findings can help learners to develop their level of language self-
efficacy beliefs.

3. The findings can help the teachers of the English education majors to
select the most effective teaching techniques for their students' levels and goals.

4. The findings can show teachers how to give their students more
appropriate and more effective practice in the use of learning strategies , as well as
encourage students to have high levels of self-efficacy that help make them successful
in their learning.

5. The findings have implications for curriculum developers and other
stakeholders who are trying to develop students' English proficiency in Thailand. In

developing a curriculum, attention needs to be placed on students' cognitive processes.
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1.8 Limitations

This study was limited to Thai English education majors. Participants were
studying in the fourth year of the Faculty of Education in Rajabhat Universities in
Thailand. The participants' experience in the practicum was not included because these
fourth year students were only finishing their general courses in the program. Thus,
the generalizations may be applied only for students in the same context, at the same
level, and from a similar academic background. In addition, the questionnaire on
English self-efficacy that was used as a research instrument to measure students' level
of English self-efficacy (Wang et al., 2013) was adapted in particular for the Thai

academic context.

1.9 Definition of Terms

1. A Foreign Language (EFL) refers to a language which is studied by the
fourth-year English major students. It is not used as a medium of instruction in their
field of study nor as a language of communication within a country.

2. Language Learning Strategies refers to specific actions, behaviors,
steps, or techniques used by fourth-year English major students to enhance their own
language learning.

3. Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) refers to the data
collection instrument about language learning strategies adopted from Oxford (1990)
which is used to investigate the use of language learning strategies by fourth-year
English major students. There are two versions of SILL: 5.1 for English native
speakers and 7.0 for non-native English speakers.

4. Self-Efficacy refers to the beliefs of fourth-year English major students
towards their capabilities to accomplish an English task. It is the way fourth-year
English major students judge their capabilities and how their self-perception of
efficacy affects their motivation and behavior.

5. High-achieving students refers to fourth-year English major students
who are in the 30% of students who had the highest GPAs.

6. Low-achieving students refers to fourth-year English major students
who are in the 30% of students who had the lowest GPAs.
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7. English major students refers to teacher trainees enrolled in the bachelor
of education program who are studying English as a major subject but who have not
used it as a medium of instruction in school nor as a language of communication

within their country.

1.10 Chapter Summary

This chapter stated the background of the study, rational of the study, statement
of the problem, purposes of the study, research questions, conceptual framework,
significance of the study, limitations, and definition of terms in this present study. The
aim of this present study was to investigate the English major students’ use of language
learning strategies and their English self-efficacy beliefs. This chapter has also
presented the objectives of this present study, including its scope. In addition, it briefly
reviewed the related theories which were employed to frame this study. The reviewed
theories in this present study are language learning strategies and self-efficacy beliefs
theories.

The next chapter is firstly introduced the background of Rajabhat Universities
where this present study was conducted. Then the review of the related previous

studies is followed to determine the necessary to study these issues.
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CHAPTER Il
LITERATURE REVIEW

This study aimed to explore the language learning strategies used by high
achieving and low achieving students. It also measured the level of language self-
efficacy beliefs among these two groups of students. In addition, a correlation in
language learning strategies used and the level of language self-efficacy beliefs of the
high academic achievers and the low academic achievers was established. Thus, in this
chapter, language learning strategies, language self-efficacy, and the correlation
between these two variables are reviewed. The first section provides information about
the context of Rajabhat Universities. The second section focuses on the general
concept and theories about language learning strategies, which include a definition, a
classification, and findings from previous studies on language learning strategies. The
third section presents self-efficacy beliefs, which are described in the theoretical
framework of social cognitive theory and the sources of self-efficacy, including
previous studies on self-efficacy beliefs. The fourth section addresses the previous
studies on the correlation between the two variables: language learning strategies and
self-efficacy beliefs. And the last section provides a summary of this chapter. Before
going further into each of these sections, the following information is provided in

order to clarify the research setting.

2.1 Background of Rajabhat Universities
This section first discusses the history and the development of Rajabhat
universities. Then the discussion moves on to the topic of the management of Rajabhat

universities and English teaching and learning in this environment.
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2.1.1 History and Development of Rajabhat Universities

In the year 1992, His Majesty King Bhumibhol Adulayadej changed the
name of all teachers' colleges in Thailand to Rajabhat Institutes (Rajabhat Council,
2000). Since then, all Rajabhat Institutes have shared the same teaching curriculum,
which was developed by the Rajabhat Council (Rajabhat Council, 2000). Although the
name was changed, some original aims and policies remain, whereas some
methodologies for teaching and learning, such as in science and technology, have
changed to serve the demands of a rapidly changing society, (Rajabhat Council, 2000).

Later, in the year 2004, all 40 Rajabhat Institutes scattered throughout
Thailand (Rajabhat Universities Act, 2004) were raised to the level of Rajabhat
Universities (See Appendix C), falling under the jurisdiction of the Office of the
Higher Education Commission (The Higher Education Commission, 2008). The
administration of the Rajabhat Universities falls under the supervision of the Rajabhat
Council under the authority of the Ministry of Education (The Higher Education
Commission, 2008).

2.1.2 Management of Rajabhat Universities

After the enactment of the new law, all Rajabhat Universities have been
able to develop their own curriculum and policies to serve their educational purposes
and the needs of society (Rajabhat Maha Sarakham University, 2004). Nevertheless,
most Rajabhat Universities still use the original curriculum because of the time needed
to generate a new one (Rajabhat Maha Sarakham University, 2004). Because each of
the 40 Rajabhat Universities is a separate legal entity, a joint committee of the 40
universities has been set up in order to strengthen them. A representative from each
university must attend meetings which are held in turn at each university with the
following purposes:
1) coordinating their strengths in order to help them develop individually;
2) arranging exchanges of personnel and resources;
3) promoting and supporting research; and
4) performing other tasks useful for the coordination of educational management (The
Higher Education Commission, 2008). Nowadays, several new educational disciplines

have been designed at Rajabhat Universities to serve various purposes. Examples of
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the additional program are science, technology, and business (Rajabhat Maha
Sarakham University, 2004).

2.1.3 English Teaching and Learning at Rajabhat Universities

English is a compulsory course at Rajabhat universities and elective
courses in English as a foreign language are provided for all students in all majors,
whether English or non-English major. The program provided for English majors are
Education and Liberal Arts (Rajabhat Maha Sarakham University, 2004). Other
Rajabhat Universities have additional programs for English majors, namely Business
English and an international program (Rajabhat Maha Sarakham University, 2004).
The English majors are required to take English as fundamental courses in general
education (GE), English an elective, and English for Specific Purposes (ESP)
(Rajabhat Maha Sarakham University, 2004).

2.2 Language Learning Strategies

In an attempt to determine the method that can best help students learn
languages effectively on their own, many researchers have studied language learning
strategies (Deneme, 2008; Ehrman & Oxford, 1989; Gerami & Baighlou, 2011;
Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2006; Halbach, 2000; Kayaoglu, 2013; Oxford & Nyikos,
1989; Yang & Plakans, 2012). Since research into learning strategies has developed
over the past 20 years, it has been accepted that language learning strategies have
played a significant role in positively influencing language learning achievement
(Ehrman & Oxford, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Oxford, 1992; Oxford & Ehrman, 1995).
Mingyuan (2001) says that the difference in students' language learning achievement

level depends on their different use of language learning strategies.

2.2.1 Definitions

The word strategy comes from the ancient Greek word strategia, which
means steps or actions taken for the purpose of winning a war (Oxford, 1990).
Language learning strategies have been called by several other names, such as

learning-to-learn skills, learning skills, problem-solving skills, and thinking skills
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(Oxford, 1990). The term "language learning strategies” was first mentioned in the
1970s and they have been studied since then (Wenden, 1991). Different researchers
have proposed different definitions of language learning strategies; however, only
some important definitions are mentioned in this present study.

Rubin (1975) described language learning strategies as "the techniques or
devices which a learner may use to acquire knowledge™ (p. 43). Language learning
strategies are defined by O'Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, Kupper, and Russo
(1985) as “operations and steps used by a learner that will facilitate the acquisition,
storage, retrieval or use of information” (p. 23). O'Malley and Chamot (1990) defined
language learning strategies as "the special thoughts or behaviors that individuals use
to help them comprehend, learn, or retain new information” (p.1). Language learning
strategies was described by Oxford (1990) as "specific actions taken by learners to
make learning easier, faster, more effective, more self-directed, more enjoyable and
more transferable to new situations™ (p. 8). Wenden (1991) defined language learning
strategies as "mental steps or operations that learners use to learn a new language and
to regulate their efforts to do so™ (p. 18). Learning strategies are described as “specific
actions, behaviors, steps, or techniques—such as seeking out conversation partners, or
giving oneself encouragement to tackle a difficult language task—used by students to
enhance their own learning” (Scarcella & Oxford, 1992). Minh and Intaraprasert
(2012) defined language learning strategies as “conscious behaviors or thought
processes performing learning actions, whether they are observable (behaviors or
techniques) or unobservable (thoughts or mental process), that students themselves use
in order to enhance their English language learning” (p. 1).

Although different definitions of language learning strategies have been
proposed by different researchers, they all have some similarities. It can be said that
language learning strategies are tools to help language learners acquire knowledge
about language skills more effectively. They help language learners nurture their own

learning methods which will help make them autonomous life-long learners.

2.2.2 Brief History of the Studies on Language Learning Strategies
It can be seen that the first published research on learner strategies, by

Aron Carton with the name “The Method of Influence in Foreign Language Study”
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emerged in the year 1966 (Rubin, 1987). In the first phase of studies on learner
strategies, most of the focus was on the use of strategies by good language learners
(Rubin, 1975; Stern, 1975; Wenden & Rubin, 1987). Their results demonstrated that
good language learners used more and better learning strategies than poor language
learners did. It was believed that when the strategies of good language learners were
identified, it would benefit less successful language learners in that these successful
strategies could be made available for them to use in making their foreign/second
language learning more successful (Hosenfeld, 1979).

Later, the studies on learner strategies have shifted the area of interest to
the correlation between learner strategies used and language proficiency (Ehrman&
Oxford, 1989; Gerami & Baighou, 2011; Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2007; O'Malley et al.,
1985; Rubin & Chamot, 1994; Salashour, Sharifi&Salashour, 2013; Suwanarak,
2012). In addition, studies on language learning strategies have not been restricted to
language proficiency, but also to the factors affecting the learners' choices of language
learning strategies (Chamot, 2004; Green & Oxford, 1995; Kayaoglu, 2013;
Khamkhien, 2010; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989).

2.2.3 Typology of Strategies

Since 1980s, many scholars have classified language learning strategies
according to the types of activity involved (Brown, 2000; Naiman, Frohlinch, Stern, &
Todesco, 1978; O'Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1981; Stern, 1992;

Wenden, 1991); nonetheless, all have commonalities as can be seen in Table 2.1.
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Table 2.1 Classification of language learning strategies

Author

Strategy classification

Naiman et al. (1978)

1) Active task approach--Responds positively to learning opportunity or seeks
and exploits learning environments

2) Realization of language as a system--Analyzes target language to make
inferences

3) Realization of language as a means of communication and interaction--
Emphasizes fluency over accuracy

4) Management of affective demands--Copes with affective demands in
learning

5) Monitoring L2 performance--Constantly revises L2 system by testing
inferences and asking L2 native speakers for feedback

Rubin (1981)

Direct Strategies Indirect Strategies

1) Clarification/verification 1) Creates opportunities for practice
2) Guessing/inductive inferencing 2) Production tricks

3) Deductive reasoning

4) Practice

5) Memorization
6) Monitoring

O'Malley andChamot
(1990)

1) Metacognitive Strategies
2) Cognitive Strategies
3)Socioaffective Strategies

Oxford (1990) Direct Strategies Indirect Strategies
1) Memory 1) Social
2) Cognitive 2) Affective
3) Compensation 3) Metacognitive
Wenden (1991) Cognitive Strategies Self-Management Strategies
1) Selecting 1) Planning
2) Comprehending 2) Monitoring
3) Storing 3) Metacognitive

4) Retrieving

Stern (1992)

1) Cognitive Strategies

2) Communicative-experiential
3) Interpersonal

4) Management and planning

Brown (2000)

1) Cognitive Strategies
2) Socioaffective Strategies
3) Metacognitive Strategies

(continued)




WilwanThipsoda Literature Review / 20

Table 2.1 Classification of language learning strategies (continued)

Author Strategy classification

Minh and Specific Language Skills Enhancement  General Language Knowledge
Intaraprasert (2012) 1. Core Language Skills
e  Strategies for speaking

e Strategies for reading _ _ _
e Strategies for listening 2. Non-media Reliant Strategies

Enhancement

1. Media Reliant Strategies

e  Strategies for writing
2. Supportive Language Skills
e  Strategies for pronunciation
e  Strategies for grammar
acquisition
e  Strategies for vocabulary
acquisition

Although many scholars have classified language learning strategies, this

present study will discuss distinctive classifications, namely Rubin’s (1981), O'Malley

and Chamot's (1990), and Oxford's (1990).

Classification of Language Learning Strategies by Rubin (1981)

According to Rubin (1981), language learning strategies can be classified
into two board categories: the strategies that directly affect learning and the strategies
that indirectly contribute to learning. The direct strategies consist of six strategies
which are: clarification/verification, guessing/inductive inferencing, deductive
reasoning, practice, memorization, and monitoring. The indirect strategies involve
creating opportunities for practice and production tricks.

A. Direct strategies

1. Clarification/verification refers to the strategies that learners use to
clarify or verify their understanding of the language. Learners may ask for or seek
confirmation of their understanding of the rules in the new language or in the
production of words.

2. Guessing/inductive inferencing refers to the strategies that learners use
to help determine the speaker's intention. Learners may use these strategies to prove
their hypothesis based on previously obtained knowledge of linguistics or conceptual

knowledge.
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3. Deductive reasoning is classified as a problem-solving strategy.
Learners use this strategy when they recall those previous knowledge of linguistics or
conceptual knowledge to derive a specific hypothesis about a speakers' intention,
semantic meaning, or linguistics form. There are differences between inductive and
deductive reasoning: in inductive reasoning, learners are looking for a specific rule or
specific meaning, while in deductive reasoning, the learners are using a more general
rule. An example of using this strategy is: comparing native/other language to target
language, and looking for rules of co-occurrence.

4. Practice refers to the strategies which learners use for storage and
retrieval of language while focusing on accuracy in usage. Examples of using such a
strategy are: experimenting with new sounds and repeating sentences in order to
pronounce them fluently.

5. Memorization refers to the strategies that learners use to store and
retrieve language. Examples of these strategies are: taking notes, writing items
repeatedly, and pronouncing out loud.

6. Monitoring refers to the strategies which learners use to notice errors in
using language. Examples of the use of such strategies are: correcting errors in
vocabulary, pronunciation, spelling, or style.

B. Indirect strategies

1. Creating opportunities for practices such as searching for opportunities
to converse with friends and trying to create situations for conversations with native
speakers.

2. Production tricks which involve contextualizing to clarify meaning,

using formulaic interaction, and using circumlocution or synonyms

Classification of language learning strategies by O'Malley and Chamot
(1990)

The second important classification was that of O'Malley and Chamot
(1990), who classified language learning strategies into three categories:
metacognitive strategies, cognitive strategies, and social/affective strategies.

A. Metacognitive strategies
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1. Selective attention refers to the process of focusing on special aspects of
learning tasks, such as planning to listen for key words.

2. Planning refers to the plan for organizing of written or spoken discourse.

3. Monitoring concerns reviewing, paying attention to a task,
comprehension of information, or production while it is occurring.

4. Evaluation involves evaluating language production after completion.

B. Cognitive strategies

1. Rehearsal refers to repeating the names of objects in order to remember
them.

2. Organization is the process of grouping and classifying words,
terminology, or concepts based on their semantic or syntactic attributes.

3. Inferencing refers to the use of information to guess or predict meaning
of new linguistics items.

4. Summarizing involves synthesizing what learners have heard to make
certain that information has been retained.

5. Deducing is the process of applying rules to understand language.

6. Imagery refers to the use of visual images to help remember.

7. Transfer refers to the use of linguistic background knowledge to help
complete leaning tasks.

8. Elaboration is a way forming links between stored knowledge and new
ideas or information.

C. Social/affective strategies

1. Cooperation refers to working with others to solve problems.

2. Questioning for clarification involves asking for additional information
and eliciting explanations from teachers and peers.

3. Self-talk refers to reducing anxiety about tasks and giving oneself moral

support.

Classification of language learning strategies by Oxford (1990)
Oxford (1990, 2003) divided learning strategies into two main
categories—direct and indirect—which are then subdivided into six sub-groups as

follows: memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective, and social. Direct
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strategies are specific ways that involve the use of language and all direct strategies
require mental processing of the language. However, the three categories of strategies
(memory, cognitive, and compensation) do the processing differently and for different
purposes. Memory strategies help students remember and retrieve new information.
Cognitive strategies enable students to understand and produce new language by many
different means. Compensation strategies allow students to use the language though
lacking knowledge. Indirect strategies do not directly involve using the language, but
they support language learning. Indirect strategies are defined as metacognitive,
affective, and social. Metacognitive strategies help students to acquire their own
cognition. Affective strategies arrange learners’ emotions, motivations and attitudes.
Social strategies allow students to learn through interactions with others.

A. Direct Strategies

1. Memory Strategies help learners gain more effective knowledge
through these techniques: creating mental linkages, applying images and sounds,
reviewing well, and employing action.

2. Cognitive Strategies are necessary for language learners at the beginner
level. The learners can use these strategies to assist in their language learning by
practicing, receiving and sending messages, analyzing and reasoning, and creating
structure for input and output.

3. Compensation Strategies: Learners can gain command over their
language learning difficulties by using these strategies. They can help learners to
compensate for missing knowledge through the guessing intelligently (inferencing)
and overcoming limitations in speaking and writing.

B. Indirect Strategies

1. Metacognitive Strategies help learners manage their own learning by
centering learning, arranging and planning the learning, and evaluating their own
learning

2. Affective Strategies are subdivided into three sets: lowering anxiety,
encouraging oneself, and taking one's emotional temperature. The strategies help
learners concerning their feeling, attitudes, emotions, motivation, and giving the

learners value when they learn.
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3. Social Strategies such as asking questions, cooperating with others, and

empathizing with others help learners in the skill of interaction (Oxford, 1990, p. 17).

Classification of language learning strategies according to 3 authorities

| Oxford (1990) | Rubin (1981) | O'Malley and Chamot
(1990)

— Direct — Direct A. Metacognitive
» Memory » Clarification/verification » Selective attention
» Cognitive » Guessing/inductive » Planning
» Compensation inferencing » Monitoring

» Deductive reasoning » Evaluation

L_{ Indirect :

> Practice B. Cognitive
> Metacognitive » Memorization
> Affective » Monitoring > Rehearsal
» Social | Indirect > Organization
» Inferencing
» Creating opportunities for » Summarizing
practices » Deducing
» Production tricks » Imagery
» Transfer
» Elaboration
C. Social/affective

A\

Cooperation

A\

Questioning
» Self-talk

Figure 2.1: Classification of language learning strategies by Oxford (1990), Rubin
(1981), and O'Malley and Chamot (1990)
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Analysis of Language learning strategies according to 3 authorities

In the classification presented above, it is noticeable that all overlap to a
certain extent. The classifications of Rubin (1981) and Oxford (1990) have some
similarities in that these two classifications describe direct strategies that directly
affect students' language learning, and indirect strategies which indirectly contribute to
students' language learning. Nonetheless, there are differences between them. It can be
seen that in Rubin's (1981) classification, clarification/verification and monitoring are
classified as direct strategies, whereas in Oxford's (1990) taxonomy, asking for
clarification/verification is listed as a social strategy, and monitoring is seen as a
metacognitive strategy. Inferencing appears in both the classification of O'Malley and
Chamot (1990) and that of Oxford (1990), however they perform different functions;
in O'Malley and Chamot's (1990) classification, inferencing is a cognitive strategy,
while in Oxford' (1990) classification, inferencing is a compensation strategy. In
addition, memory strategies are dominant strategies in Oxford's (1990) taxonomy,
whereas in O'Malley and Chamot's (1990) classification, they are seen as cognitive
strategies.

However, after compared the learning strategies categories by the three
authorities, it wasfound that Oxford' (1990) classification is more understandable,
systematic, and provides a better link between learning strategies and the four
language skills than the classifications of O'Malley and Chamot (1990), or Rubin
(1981). Accordingly, this current study uses Oxford's (1990) taxonomy.

It can be said in short that language learning strategies play a critical role
in language learning in that they help improve students' language learning. There are a
number of studies that demonstrate that language learning strategies assist students'

language learning.

2.2.4 Previous Studies of Language Learning Strategies

Research on learning strategies date from 1966, and such studies have
continued to develop since that time (Rubin, 1987). At present, research on language
learning strategies has shifted from focusing on the use of learning strategies by good
language learners to the exploration of the interactions between use of learning

strategies and language learning proficiency (Ehrman & Oxford, 1995; Gerami &
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Baighlou, 2011; Green & Oxford, 1995; Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2007; Salahshour,
Sharifi, & Salahshour, 2013). The review of the literature regarding language learning
strategies in this present study can be classified into three sections: previous studies on
the frequency of use of strategies (Al-Qahtani, 2013; Deneme, 2008; Gerami &
Baighlou, 2011; Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2006; Koatsombut, 2003; Pathomchaiwat,
2013; Patil & Karekatti, 2012; Peng & Wen, 2012; Pringprom, 2009; Rao, 2006;
Rattanasongkhroh, 2013; Sattra-Udom, 2007; Souriyavongsa, Abidin, Sam, Mei, &
Aloysius, 2013; Ungureanu & Georgescub, 2012); factors influencing the choice of
strategies (Abedini, Rahimi, & Zare-ee, 2011; Chamot, 2004; Chen, 2009; Ghabanchi
& Meidani, 2012; Green & Oxford, 1995; Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2007; Hou, 2008;
Kashefian-Naeeini, Maarof, & Saleh, 2011; Kayaoglu, 2013; Khamkhien, 2010; Lee
& Oxford, 2008; Oxford & Ehrman, 1995; Prakongchati, 2007; Pringprom, 2009); and
correlations between language learning strategies used and language proficiency (Al-
Qahtani, 2013; Grainger, 2012; Green & Oxford, 1995; Nguyen, 2009; O'Malley et
al.,1985 ; Pannak & Chiramanee, 2011; Rubin & Chamot, 1994; Suwanarak, 2012;
Wong & Nunan, 2011; Zare, 2012).

Frequency of Use of Strategies

Research in the field of language learning strategies indicates that
language learners use all six kinds of strategies described by Oxford (1990) to support
their learning. However, studies in several contexts have explored students' frequency
of use of language learning strategies (Al-Qahtani, 2013; Deneme, 2008; Gerami &
Baighlou, 2011; Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2006; Koatsombut, 2003; Pathomchaiwat,
2013; Patil & Karekatti, 2012; Pringprom, 2009; Peng & Wen, 2012; Rao, 2006;
Rattanasongkhroh, 2013; Sattra-Udom, 2007; Souriyavongsa, Abidin, Sam, Mei, &
Aloysius, 2013; Ungureanu & Georgescub, 2012).

In foreign contexts

Some researchers have conducted studies in foreign contexts about the
frequency of use of different strategies (Al-Qahtani, 2013; Deneme, 2008; Gerami &
Baighlou, 2011; Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2006; Patil & Karekatti, 2012; Salahshour,
Sharifi, & Salahshour, 2013; Ungureanu & Georgescub, 2012)
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Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006) conducted a study of ESL students in
America; the students in this study preferred to use metacognitive strategies to help
them improve their language learning, whereas the least used strategies were affective
and memory strategies. In the Indian context, Patil and Karekatti's (2012) study
corresponds with the studies of Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006) and Geramiand
Baighlou, (2011) in that the participants in this study (engineering students) preferred
to use metacognitive strategies in their language studies, followed by cognitive,
compensatory and social strategies. Hong-Nam & Leavell (2006) and Gerami and
Baighlou (2011) describe the frequency use of language learning strategies of
successful and unsuccessful language learners in the Iranian context. The findings
show that successful EFL learners use more learning strategies than unsuccessful
learners. Furthermore, successful students utilize metacognitive strategies more often
than unsuccessful students. Like Gerami and Baighlou (2011), Salahshour, Sharifi,
and Salahshour (2013) conducted a study to explore learners' frequency of use of
language learning strategies in the Iranian context, and found that the participants in
their study used metacognitive strategies in their language learning most frequently,
and cognitive strategies were the least frequently used. In addition, the findings also
revealed that proficient learners used significantlymore of learning strategies.

In contrast, Ungureanu and Georgescub (2012) conducted a study to
explore Romanian learners' strategies in language learning and found that the
participants in the study reported using cognitive strategies the most frequently.
Similarly, Al-Qahtani (2013) studied the use of language learning strategies of
Medical Sciences students in Saudi Arabia, and the findings reveal that the most
frequently used strategies of these students were cognitive strategies.

On the other hand, in the Turkish context, Deneme (2008) examined
students' preference of language learning strategies. The research findings reveal that
the participants in this study preferred to use compensation strategies, imagery for
missing knowledge and organizing and evaluating their learning more often than the
strategies for remembering, the strategies of using their mental processes, the

strategies of managing their emotions, and the social strategy of learning with others.
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In Asian contexts

Many researchers have conducted studies in Asia (Koatsombut, 2003; Lee
& Oxford, 2008; Peng & Wen, 2012; Pathomchaiwat, 2013; Pringprom, 2009; Rao,
2006; Rattanasongkhroh, 2013; Sattra-Udom, 2007; Souriyavongsa, 2013).

Lee and Oxford (2008) reveal in a study which was done in the Korean
context that Korean students reported using compensatory strategies to make up for
missing knowledge most often. Peng and Wen (2012) conducted a study to examine
the language learning strategies used by Chinese and Malaysian pre-service TESL
teachers. Their findings show that the most used strategies of these participants were
social strategies, followed by metacognitive, cognitive, compensation and memory
strategies respectively. On the other hand, Rao (2006) also investigated the use of
language learning strategies of Chinese learners and found that the affective strategies
were the most frequently used by these students. In Laos, Souriyavongsa, et al. (2013)
conducted a study with students at the National University. The findings reveal that
Laotian students preferred to use memory strategies (using electronic dictionary and
vocabulary book to help remember new English words).

In the Thai context

Pringprom (2009) conducted a study to explore the use of language
learning strategies by Bangkok University students. The research findings reveal that
the participants in this study reported using compensation strategies the most
frequently at a medium level. Similar to Pringprom (2009), Sattra-Udom (2007)
conducted a study to examine the use of language learning strategies by first year
science and non-science students at the tertiary level. The results show that science
students used compensation strategies the most, whereas non-science students reported
using metacognitive strategies the most. Similarly, a study by Koatsombut (2003)
showed that compensation strategies were used at the highest level by Thai graduate
science students. In substantial agreement with this, Pathomchaiwat (2013) studied the
use of language learning strategies by English and Business majors at Suan Sunandha
Rajabhat University. The findings reveal that the affective strategies were the most

frequently used by the students, followed by compensation strategies. They further



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 29

reveal that compensation strategies have the most critical effect on students’ English
language learning.

In a similar fashion, Rattanasongkhroh's (2013) studied language learning
strategies used by students in a graduate diploma program in the teaching profession
and reported that all the students rated their general use of language learning strategies
at a medium level. The participants in this study rated the metacognitive strategies as
the most frequently used. However, research on language learning strategies has not
been restricted to the frequency of use of language learning strategies; the factors

contributing to the choices of language learning strategies were also examined.

Factors Influencing the Choice of Strategies

The factors that influence students' choice of language learning strategies
include awareness, age, sex, nationality, learning style, personality traits, motivation,
learning context, and language proficiency (Abedini, Rahimi, & Zare-ee, 2011;
Chamot, 2004; Chen, 2009; Ghabanchi & Meidani, 2012; Green & Oxford, 1995;
Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2007; Hou, 2008; Kashefian-Naeeini, Maarof, & Saleh, 2011;
Kayaoglu, 2013; Khamkhien, 2010; Lee & Oxford, 2008; Oxford &Ehrman, 1995;
Prakongchati, 2007; Pringprom, 2009).

In the foreign context

Various researchers have studied the factors affecting students' choice of
language learning strategies in foreign contexts (Abedini, Rahimi, & Zare-ee, 2011;
Chen, 2009; Ghabanchi & Meidani, 2012; Hou, 2008; Kashefian-Naeeini, Maarof, &
Salehi, 2011; Kayaoglu, 2013; Lee & Oxford, 2008, Pringprom, 2009).

Hou (2008) investigated the students' use of language learning strategies in
the context of Chinese students learning English in the U.S.A. The results indicate that
advanced students tended to use a wider range of strategies, and they also used certain
strategies such as vocabulary learning and the management of learning more
frequently, than students at the intermediate or beginner levels. The findings also
demonstrate that female learners seemed to use more strategies concerning learning

management than male learners did.
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In the Korean context, Lee and Oxford (2008) conducted a study to
investigate the impact of Korean students' strategy awareness, the importance of
English on language learning strategy use, and English-learning self-image. The
findings reveal that students who were aware of the learning strategies used, who
considered English important, and who rated themselves as high proficiency students
used more language learning strategies than other groups of students. It is further
reported in this study that the factors of sex and academic major affected the students'
choice of learning strategies in that females used more learning strategies than males,
and students majoring in the Humanities used learning strategies more often than
students majoring in Science/Engineering. Similar to Lee and Oxford (2008), in the
Turkish context, Kayaoglu (2013) investigated the factors influencing the choice of
strategies of poor and good students. The results show that good language learners had
significantly different beliefs about language learning than poor learners. The findings
also indicate that there is a correlation between learners' language beliefs and strategy
use. In addition, Kashefian-Naeeini, Maarof, and Salehi (2011) studied factors
affecting Malaysian students' use of language learning strategies. They found that the
students' years of study influenced their use of learning strategies.

In addition, Chen (2009) studied the influence of students' grade level on
language learning strategy use in the Taiwanese context and found that there were
statistically significant relationships between students' grade level and their learning
style preference in the use of memory strategies, cognitive strategies, metacognitive
strategies, affective strategies and social strategies. On the other hand, Grainger (2012)
conducted a study on the impact of having a Japanese cultural background on students'
choice of language learning strategies and found that cultural background has an
impact on the choice of language learning strategies of Japanese students in Australia.
The findings moreover reveal that Asian students use more language learning
strategies than Australian students and use them in different ways.

Moreover, Abedini, Rahimi, and Zare-ee (2011) and Ghabanchi and
Meidani (2012) investigated factors affecting students' choice of language learning
strategies in the Iranian context. Abedini, Rahimi, and Zare-ee (2011) found that
positive and reasonable beliefs caused EFL learners to use more learning strategies

than others students and also caused them to reach a higher level of language
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proficiency. In addition, Ghabanchi and Meidani (2012) found that, engineering
students used a significantly higher number of strategies than did students of
agricultural sciences or theology because they were more motivated to learn, which
made learning English easier for them.

In the Thai context

Prakongchati (2007) studied the factors related to the use of language
learning strategies in public universities in Thailand. The findings show that students’
use of language learning strategies correlated to their language proficiency level,
previous learning experience, fields of study, and learning program. Furthermore,
Pringprom (2009) reported in her study that women used language learning strategies
significantly more often than men.

In addition, Khamkhien (2010) investigated the factors affecting language
learning strategy use by Thai and Vietnamese EFL learners. The results indicate that
among the factors of gender, motivation, and experience, motivation was the most
significant factor affecting the choice of strategies, followed by their experience in
studying English, and gender respectively. In addition, poorly-motivated and
inexperienced Thai female students tended to use six strategy categories less than

their Vietnamese classmates in similar circumstances.

Language Learning Strategies and Language Proficiency

Several studies have been conducted to explore the relationship between
language learning strategies and language learning achievement in both foreign
contexts and the Thai context (Al-Qahtani, 2013; Green & Oxford, 1995; Nguyen,
2009; O'Malley et al.,1985; Orawee & Thanyapa, 2011; Pannak & Chiramanee, 2011,
Rubin & Chamot, 1994; Suwanarak, 2012; Wong & Nunan, 2011; Zare, 2012).

In the foreign context

O'Malley et al. (1985) reveal that successful language learners have
reported using more learning strategies and a wider range of such strategies than less-
successful students. Their study is similar to one study by Green and Oxford (1995) in

that the more proficient students used language learning strategies more frequently in
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all categories. Similarly, a study by Nguyen (2009) explored the writing strategies of
Vietnamese students and revealed that successful learners reported using learning
strategies more frequently than less successful students.

In Hong Kong, Wong and Nunan (2011) studied the language learning
strategies of effective language learners and found that more effective students in this
study were more active in taking control of their own learning by preparing
themselves and spending more time in practicing the language. In addition, Al-Qahtani
(2013) investigated the correlation between language learning strategies and medical
students' academic achievement in the Saudi Arabian context. The results show that
there was a significant correlation between students' language learning achievement
and their use of language learning strategies.

Rubin and Chamot (1994) state that employing learning strategies can
positively effectively affect students' language proficiency when students use language
learning strategies which enhance language learning conditions. Green and Oxford
(1995) suggest that the greater variety of strategies that students use, the more
appropriate language learning strategies are, the more they can achieve in their
learning. It can be said that language learning strategies can predict students' language

proficiency.

In the Thai context

Pannak and Chiramanee (2011) conducted a study on students' use of
language learning strategies. The findings show that higher proficiency students have
reported using all six categories (Oxford, 1990) more frequently than the lower
proficiency students. Similarly, Suwanarak (2012) conducted study on Master’s
degree students. Most students in this research perceived themselves as unsuccessful
English language learners while a small number of the students considered themselves
to be high achievers; these high achievers reported a wider use of learning strategies.
The findings also show that using more language learning strategies affects language
proficiency.

Some studies have reviewed the literature regarding the importance of
language learning strategies. Several studies have reported the influence of

metacognitive strategies on learning achievement (Gerami & Baighlou, 2011; Hong-
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Nam & Leavell, 2007; Patil & Karekatti, 2012; Rattanasongkhroh, 2013; Salahshour,
Sharifi, & Salahshour, 2013), Rahimi and Katal (2011) analyzed awareness of the
metacognitive strategies in learning English as a foreign language. Their analysis of
several studies shows that metacognitive learners who take conscious steps to
understand what they are doing when they learn tended to be the most successful
learners. Zare (2012) reviewed the literature of language learning strategies among
EFL/ESL learners. The results of this study demonstrate that the use of language
learning strategies improve language learning and helps language learners in different
ways.

The literature review demonstrates that most foreign students preferred to
use metacognitive strategies to help them in their language learning, whereas, most
Asian students preferred to used compensation strategies to assist in their learning.
The factors of language proficiency, academic achievement, age, sex, national
background, and field of study correlate with choice of language strategy. This shows
that successful language learners use more and diverse language learning strategies
than less successful language learners. Thus it can be said that proper use of language
learning strategies enables learners to become more proficient in the target language.
Learning strategies are important in language learning in the sense that they can
facilitate learners' language acquisition. However, in addition to learning strategies,
another cognitive theory—self-efficacy beliefs—influences students' learning. The
concept of self-efficacy is described in the theoretical framework of social cognitive

theory.

2.3 Self-Efficacy Beliefs

In this section, discussion first focuses on the concepts of self-efficacy.
After that, other discussion sections follow, namely sources of self-efficacy, self-
efficacy and academic productivity, previous studies on self-efficacy beliefs and
academic achievement, and previous studies on the correlation between language

learning strategies and self-efficacy beliefs.



WilwanThipsoda Literature Review / 34

2.3.1 Concepts of self-efficacy

The first publication about self-efficacy appeared in 1977; it was a study
by Bandura with the title “Self-efficacy: Toward a Unifying Theory of Behavioral
Change”. Since then, there have been a number of studies about self-efficacy in
psychology and related fields (Maddux, 2000). Self-efficacy studies have been
conducted in the fields of psychology, nursing, public health, kinesiology, sociology,
medicine, as well as other areas (Maddux, 2000). Schunk (2008) states that, over the
past 20 years, self-efficacy has been extensively studied in various areas such as career
choice, sociopolitical change, and academic outcomes.

Bandura (1986) has presented a theoretical framework for self-efficacy in
social cognitive theory. Social cognitive theory is the human functioning in regulating
its behavior (Bandura, 1997). Bandura, (1997) stated that "in social cognitive theory, a
sense of personal efficacy is represented as propositional beliefs" (p.3). Self-efficacy
beliefs is described as personal capabilities to learn or perform behaviors at designated
levels (Bandura, 1986, 1997). Perceiving self-efficacy is concerned with one's belief in
their capability to cope with any difficulties (Bandura, 1986). It can be said that the
human achievements are the result from their behavior, personal factors (e.g.,
thoughts, beliefs), and environmental conditions (Bandura, 1986, 1997). Behavioral,
personal, and environmental factors influence one another. Nevertheless, this does not
mean that all the factors mentioned are performed and influence human behavior
equally (Bandura, 1997). Three sets of interacting determinants demonstrate the

interaction between 1) thought, 2) affect, and 3) action.
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Personal Factors

(cognitive, affective, biological events)

Behavior < > External
Environment
Figure 2.2: Bandura’s concept of triadic reciprocality
(Source: Adapted from Bandura, 1997, p. 6).

Bandura (1997) affirmed that "Efficacious people are quick to take
advantage of opportunity structures and figure out way to circumvent institutional
constraints or change them by collective action. Conversely, inefficacious people are
less apt to exploit the enabling opportunity provided by social system and are easily
discourage by institutional impediments" (p. 6). It can be stated that people with a
strong sense of self-efficacy tend to put more effort into tackling any difficulty,
whereas people with a weak sense of self-efficacy beliefs easily surrender to any
obstacles.

2.3.2 Sources of self-efficacy

Self-efficacy beliefs of people are influenced by four main sources:
enactive mastery experience, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physical
and affective states (Bandura, 1997).

Enactive mastery experience

The enactive mastery experience is defined as the most influential source
of efficacy (Bandura, 1997). “Successes rebuild a robust belief in one’s personal
efficacy. Failures undermine it, especially if failures occur before a sense of efficacy is
firmly established” (p. 80). It can be said that people’s success can raise the level of

their self-efficacy beliefs, whereas failure lowers it. In constructing efficacy, people
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need to overcome difficult experiences in the sense of putting in an effort to get
through it. Some human difficulties and setbacks reveal benefits in teaching that
success requires persistent efforts to tackle failure, and needs constant attempts to turn
failure into success (Bandura, 1997). People who face only easy tasks and receive easy
successes will be easily discouraged by setbacks, whereas people with tough
experiences will face with determination specific tasks that they have learned how to

deal with and put in an effort on such tasks (Bandura, 1997).

Vicarious experience

Vicarious experience is a modeling tool to help people boosting their sense
of self-efficacy through model attainments. If people observe someone in a similar
situation succeeding in any task, they will be confident of their own competence. The
ability of people cannot be easily assessed in any type of activity, "people must
appraise their capabilities in relation to the attainments of others” (Bandura, 1997, p.
86).

Verbal persuasion

"Social persuasion serves as a further means of strengthening people's
beliefs that they possess the capability to achieve what they seek” (Bandura, 1977, p.
101). Verbal pesuasion can relieve people of what they are suffering from. It can lead
people place a greater effort in succeeding in a difficult task. People who are verbally
persuaded that they have the ability to accomplish a task will exert greater efforts to
achieve it (Bandura, 1997).

Physiological and affective states

This source of self-efficacy talks about stress and emotion. "People are
more inclined to expect success when they are not beset by aversive arousal than if
they are tense and viscerally agitated" (Bandura, 1997, p. 106). This means that people
are likely not to achieve self-efficacy when they are in a stressful situation. In
physiological and affective terms, mood is a factor that can predict people’s level of
self-efficacy. It can be assumed that a positive mood increases the level of self-

efficacy, whereas a negative mood reduces it (Bandura, 1997).
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To conclude, self-efficacy is a confidence or belief among people in their
ability to achieve specific tasks. Self-efficacy beliefs affect people's intrinsic

motivation in a way that causes people to complete tasks and reach goals

2.3.3 Self-efficacy and academic productivity

It has been said that self-efficacy is a key that can predict academic
achievement (Lindstorm & Sharma, 2011). Furthermore, Conner and Norman (1995)
report that learners with high self-efficacy are more likely to demonstrate higher levels
of academic achievement than learners with low self-efficacy. In addition, learners
with a high level of self-efficacy tend to exert greater control in coping with class
activities than learners with a low level of self-efficacy. Margolis and McCabe (2006)
further insist that learners with high levels of self-efficacy are more likely to challenge
themselves in complex situations, more inclined to put in a constant effort to achieve
goals, and more likely to recover quickly from failure. In contrast, inefficacious
learners are afraid to confront hard situations and less likely to attempt to overcome
those situations. As a result, inefficacious learners are more likely to have

disappointing academic results.

Students' cognitive self-efficacy

Bandura (1997) said that academic performance is the outcome of using
cognitive capabilities through self-regulatory and motivational skills. Cognitive skills
influence the efficacy beliefs of people. However, self-efficacy beliefs are not only a
reflection of such skills. Students differ in perceiving self-efficacy according to their
experiences of success or failure. The differences in students’ level of self-efficacy
may result from several factors. They vary in their way of interpreting, storing, and
recalling their successes and failures. Though they have the same experience of
situations and the same cognitive level, students’ level of skill development may vary
depending on their potential and their perceptions about their efficacy. In addition,
students judge their ability by evaluating social factors. Effectively and consistently
applying what students know depends on the degree of their efficacy beliefs.
"Perceived self-efficacy, therefore, is a better predictor of intellectual performance
than skills alone” (Bandura, 1997, p. 216).
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2.3.4 Previous studies on self-efficacy beliefs and academic
achievement

Self-efficacy beliefs have been much discussed since the first appearance
of the concept in 1977 (Alishah & Dolmaci, 2013; Azar, 2013; Fatemi &Vahidnia,
2013; Komarraju & Nadler, 2013; Mahyuddin, Elias, Cheong, Muhamad, Noordin, &
Abdullah, 2006; Shah, Mahmud, Din, Yusof, & Pardi, 2011; Yogurtcu, 2013; Yusuf,
2011).

Self-efficacy and academic achievement

Schunk (2008) states that self-efficacy is a significant mediator in all kinds
of achievement behaviors. Yusuf (2011) has investigated the impact of self-efficacy,
achievement motivation, and learning strategies on students’ academic achievement.
The results reveal that self-efficacy beliefs significantly enhance learning
achievement. Similarly, a study by Mahyuddin et al. (2006) aimed at exploring the
relationship between students' self-efficacy and their success in learning English. The
findings show a positive correlation between several dimensions of self-efficacy—
academic achievement efficacy, other expectancy beliefs, and self-assertiveness—with
academic performance in English. Similar to Mahyuddin et al. (2006), Shah et al.
(2011), reveal that the participants in their study demonstrated a medium level of self-
efficacy in performing their writing tasks. They also found that there was a positive
relationship between self-efficacy and writing performance.

In addition, Yogurtcu (2013) conducted a study to find the impact of
perceptions of self-efficacy on reading comprehension. The findings indicate that the
level of a student's self-efficacy is an important factor that affects his academic
success. In this study, students' self-efficacy was considered to be a factor affecting
success in studying a foreign language. Furthermore, self-efficacy beliefs have
advantages in motivating students to learn. Similarly, Fatemi and Vahidnia (2013)
explored the association between learners’ learning motivation and self-efficacy. They
found that there is a significant and positive association between EFL learners’ self-

efficacy and their intrinsic motivation.
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Self-efficacy as a predictor of academic achievement

Besides promoting success in learning, self-efficacy can also predict the
academic achievement of students. Lindstorm and Sharma (2011) say that in most
academic areas, self-efficacy is perceived as a key predictor of retention and
achievement. Komarraju and Nadler (2013) examined self-efficacy in predicting
academic achievement. The findings indicate that students with low levels of self-
efficacy tended to believe that a person's intelligence is innate and unchangeable,
while students with a high level of self-efficacy constantly put in an effort to achieve
mastery goals involving challenge and gaining new knowledge as well as to achieve
performance goals. The findings also reveal that effort regulation mediates the
relationship between self-efficacy and GPA. Self-efficacious students are able to
achieve academically because they monitor and self-regulate their impulses and
persevere when facing difficulties. Equally, Azar (2013) reveals that academic self-
efficacy and gender are the best predicators of academic achievement. In this study,
there was a significant difference between males and females in terms of the level of
achievement motivation, academic achievement and academic self-efficacy.

As mentioned earlier, information on self-efficacy is classified differently
by different sources. For example, Alishah and Dolmaci (2013) studied the interface
between self-efficacy and self-assessment of students studying English as a foreign
language. The findings show that students' self-efficacy seems to significantly increase
with continuous self-assessment.

Various studies have been conducted about the significance of self-
efficacy in influencing learning. Some studies have beenconducted to review the
empirical literature. Raoofi, Tan, and Chan (2012) reviewed the empirical literature
regarding self-efficacy, a central component of social cognitive theory, in the area of
second language learning. Their findings reveal that several factors increase the level
of students’ self-efficacy, and self-efficacy is a strong predictor of performance in
different language skills and tasks. Likewise, Dinther, Dochy, and Segers (2011)
investigated the empirical literature about factors affecting students’ self-efficacy in
higher education. The findings reveal that the educational program has the possibility

of increasing students’ self-efficacy.
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In short, beliefs about self-efficacy in learning affect students’ learning
attainment. The level of self-efficacy can predict students' learning achievement in that
efficacious students tend to accomplish their learning goals since these students are
conscious in persistently arranging with designed situations whereas inefficacious
students are more likely to avoid difficult situations and are easily discouraged by

obstructions.

2.3.5 Previous studies on the correlation between language learning
strategies and self-efficacy beliefs

Language learning strategies and self-efficacy beliefs are similar in that
they can influence students' learning. Research studies have sought to identify the
relationship between these two variables. Li and Wang (2010) show the results of their
empirical study that the self-efficacious students use more of metacognitive and
cognitive strategies than less efficacious students. Furthermore, it is found that self-
efficacious students persist longer in overcoming any harsh situation. Magogwe and
Oliver (2007)found that students use a number of language learning strategies, but
they do not specify preferences for particular types of strategies. They also describe a
dynamic relationship between the use of language learning strategies and self-efficacy
beliefs in that the level of schooling affects the level of self-efficacy beliefs negatively.
On the one hand, Heidari, Izadi and Ahmadian's (2012) show a relationship between
Iranian EFL learners’ self-efficacy beliefs and their use of vocabulary learning
strategies; students' level of self-efficacy was significantly positively related to
students’ use of vocabulary learning strategies in general and the use of memory
strategies in particular. Moreover, the students with a high level of self-efficacy
reported use of vocabulary strategies significantly more often than those with a low

level of self-efficacy.

2.4 Chapter Summary
This chapter has been mainly concerned with a review of literature related
to language learning strategies and self-efficacy beliefs. The review of the literature

shows that language learning strategies help language learners succeed in their
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learning. Successful learners have reported using more language learning strategies
and a wider range of language learning strategies. Furthermore, the factors influencing
the students’ choice of language learning strategies, such as learners' attitudes, learning
styles, age, sex, nationality, language proficiency, and level of schooling, have been
described in several studies. In addition, research on the frequency of use of language
learning strategies has also been discussed. Metacognitive strategies are the most
frequently used by the majority of students. However, in Asia, compensatory strategies
have been found to be the most frequently used.

Self-efficacy is regarded as the most significant factor in driving learners
to achieve all types of goals. Previous studies on self-efficacy reveal that the perceived
level of self-efficacy is significantly correlated to students' learning. Moreover, self-
efficacy is a significant key predictor of learning achievement in that efficacious
people tend to constantly make the effort to tackle difficulties. In contrast,
inefficacious people give up complicated tasks more easily. As a result, efficacious
students are more likely to succeed in their learning than inefficacious students. In the
final section of this chapter, the relationship between language learning strategies was
considered. Some studies have found that students with high levels of self-efficacy
tended to use more learning strategies. A review of the literature regarding language
learning strategies and self-efficacy beliefs reveals that no previous studies have
investigated the correlation between these two variables among English education
majors at Rajabhat Universities in Thailand. Hence, this present study has been
conducted to fill the gap. The following chapter focuses on the research methods
which were used to collect data and analyze the information obtained in order to

answer the present research questions.
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CHAPTER Il
METHODOLOGY

In this study, the quantitative research approach was used because it
allowed the researcher to explore the relationship between two key independent
variables—language learning strategies and English self-efficacy—exhibited by high-
achieving and low-achieving Thai English education majors. It also allowed the
researcher to explore the relationship between language learning strategies and
language self-efficacy as factors affecting learners' language learning. This
methodology allowed the researcher to determine whether there is a difference in the
way these two variables are used by high achievers and low achievers. According to
McMillan and Schumacher (2001), surveys are employed to find the frequency of
traits and the relationships among different factors. This chapter presents information
about the research population, the research instruments, the data collection procedure,

and data analysis.

3.1 Population

The population in this study was Thai native speakers learning English as a
foreign language. There were 309 fourth year Thai EFL education majors studying in
English programs in the Faculties of Education of four representative Rajabhat
Universities in Thailand during the first semester of the academic year 2013. The
sample comprised 186 students, based on Krejcie and Morgan's (1970) table for
determining sample size and Fan's (1952) table for the high-low-27-percent group
method. In order to obtain the sample size for the study, respondents were selected by:
firstly, the stratified random sampling technique to divide the population into four
geographical regions: Northern, Central, Northeastern, and Southern; secondly, the
simple random sampling technique was used to choose the representative universities

from each of the four regions of Thailand: the representative of the Northern region
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was Nakornsawan Rajabhat University, the representative of the Central part was
Nakornpratom Rajabhat University, the representative of the Northeastern was
Rajabhat Maha Sarakham University, and the representative of the Southern was
Songkla Rajabhat University; thirdly, the purposive sampling technique was used to
select the learning program from which the subjects would be drawn; finally, the
simple random sampling technique was employed to select the participants in this
study (See Table 3.1). The participants were classified into high-achieving students
and low-achieving students by their grade point average (GPA). The technique that
was used to classify students was the Table for the High-Low-27-Percent Group
Method of (Fan, 1952). To increase the reliability of this present study, the percentage
of subjects selected was increased from 27% to 30% for both the high- and low-
achieving groups. The students' grade point averages were arranged from the highest
GPA to the lowest GPA. The 30% from the highest GPA were considered as the high
academic achievement group, and the 30% from the lowest GPA were identified as the
low academic achievement group.

In this present study, students' GPA were suitable to use to represent their
language proficiency because they were fourth year English major students. They
studies English subjects and related courses which enhanced them to be proficient in
English. According to their curriculum provided by the Faculty of Education, students
have opportunities to practice their English (Nokorn Sawan Rajabhat University,
2004). Thus, the researcher decided to use students' GPA to classify the participants

into two groups as high- and low-achieving groups.
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The techniques for choosing sample size are presented in Figure 3.1.

Stratified Random
Sampling

Four Regions of

v

Simple Random
Sampling

Four Universities

A 4

Purposive Sampling

English Major

A 4

Simple Random
Sampling

000

Sample Group

Fan’s (1952) table for the high-
low-27-percent group method

o

High Academic

.

Low Academic

Achievers Achievers
Figure 3.1: The techniques for choosing sample size
3.1.2 Sample size
Table 3.1 The sample size of the study
Rajabhat Universities Population Sample size
Nokorn Sawan 120 64
Nakorn Pratom 64 34
Maha Sarakham 89 48
Songkla 36 20
Total 309 166

* Based on the table for determining of sample size (Krejcie & Morgan, 1970)
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The participants from each representative Rajabhat University were
classified into high-achieving and low-achieving groups according to their GPA (See
Table 3.2).

Table 3.2: The division of high- and low-achieving English major students

Rajabhat Population Sample High Low Sample High Low

Universities (27%)  (27%) (27%)  (30%)  (30%)  (30%)
Nakhon Sawan 120 64 32 32 72 36 36
Nakron Pathom 64 34 17 17 38 19 19
Maha Sarakham 89 48 24 24 54 27 27
Songkhla 36 20 10 10 22 11 11
Total 309 166 83 83 186 93 93

3.1.3 Human Subjects

All the research components were submitted to the IRB committee
(Institutional Review Board) for their scrutiny before the actual survey. After that, the
researcher improved the research contents as the IRB committee recommended.
Consent forms were sent to the lecturers after the researcher received the approval
from the IRB committee. The consent forms contained a description of the study
purposes so the lecturers could inform their students about this study. Each participant
was given a set of questionnaires—SILL and QESE. They were informed that there
was no right or wrong answer in the rankings used for the research questionnaires, and
that their decision on participation would have no effect on their grades. Thirty
minutes was provided for participants to complete the questionnaires. The researcher
informed participants that their data would remain anonymous that would not be
shown to others. The researcher collected the completed questionnaire and the

returned questionnaires were analyzed.
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3.2 Research Instruments

The researcher requested and received permission from the developers of
the questionnaires for use in this study: Oxford (1990) for the Strategy Inventory for
Language Learning (SILL version 7.0); Wang et al. (2013) for the Questionnaire of
English self-efficacy (QESE), and Ms. Panicha Nitisakunwut for the Thai version of
the SILL. Two sets of questionnaires were used to collect data: the Strategy Inventory
for Language Learning (SILL version 7.0) (Oxford, 1990) and the Questionnaire of
English Self-Efficacy (QESE) (Wang et al., 2013). The Strategy Inventory for
Language Learning (SILL) was used to determine the level of language learning
strategies used by high and low academic achievers. The Questionnaire of English
Self-Efficacy (QESE) was used to determine students' English self-efficacy by rating

their ability to complete certain tasks in using English as a foreign language.

Questionnaire

Part 1: Background Information

Participants were asked to provide personal information: GPA, age, and
gender.

Part 2: The Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL)

Participants were asked to rate their frequency of use of language learning
strategies. The SILL questionnaire contained 50 items which included six categories of
language learning strategies: memory strategies, cognitive strategies, compensation

strategies, metacognitive strategies, affective strategies and social strategies.

Development of the SILL

The Strategies Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) developed by
Oxford (1990) was used in this study (See Appendix A). To assess the language
learning strategies used, one of the most effective and agreeable ways is to use a
guestionnaire, an inventory, or a survey (Oxford & Burry-Stock 1995). Two versions
of the SILL have been developed: version 5.0 for native speakers of English,
containing 80 items, and version 7.0 for speakers of other languages. This study used
version 7.0, which is suitable for assessing students in the EFL context. SILL version

7.0 consists of 50 items which are categorized into six categories: memory strategies
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(items 1-9), cognitive strategies (items 10-23), compensation strategies (items 24-29),
metacognitive strategies (items 30-38), affective strategies (items 39-44), and social
strategies (items 45-50). Furthermore, this questionnaire also contained an open-ended
question so that the participants could give their opinions about any other thing not

included on the questionnaire (See Table 3.3).

Table 3.3 SILL Categorization Average Results for all Strategy Areas

SILL

Parts Items Areas Strategies Used
A 1-9 Memory strategies
B 10-23  Cognitive strategies Direct Strategies
C 24-29  Compensation strategies
D 30-38  Metacognitive strategies
E 39-44  Affective strategies Indirect Strategies
F 45-50  Social strategies

The averages for all categories were divided into high, medium, and low levels as
shown in Table 3.4.

Table 3.4 Criteria for Evaluating the Frequency of Use of Language Learning

Strategies
Level Frequency of Strategy Use Average
5 = Always or almost 4.50-5.00
High always used
4 = Usually used 3.50-4.49
Medium 3 = Sometimes used 2.50-3.49
2 = Generally not used 1.50-2.49
Low 1 = Never or almost never 1.00-1.49
used

* Criteria for Evaluating the Frequency of Language Learning Strategy Use adapted
from Oxford (1990).
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Reliability and Validity of the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning
(SILL)

The SILL has been administered and translated into various languages
such as Chinese, Japanese, Korean, and Thai, and it is reliable (Cronbach's alpha is
more than .90) and has been used with various language learners all over the world
(Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995). Cronbrach's alpha for the Thai version (Koatsombat,
2003; Rattanasongkhroh, 2013; Sattra-Udom, 2007), was found to be at an acceptable
level of .92, .94, and .98 by Koatsombat (2003), Sattra-Udom (2007), and
Rattanasongkhroh (2013) respectively. In this present study, the reliability of the SILL
was at a level of .96.

Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995) stated that the SILL has criterion-related
validity, content validity, and construct validity. The SILL items agreement reach .99
for the more than 200 possible strategy types (Oxford & Burry-Stock 1995). To
measure the validity, criterion-related validity was used. Thus, the SILL questionnaire

is both valid and reliable.

Part 3: The Questionnaire of English Self-Efficacy (QESE)

The Questionnaire of English Self-Efficacy was developed by Wang et al.
(2013) to measure English language learners' self-efficacy (See Appendix A). The
questionnaire contains 32 items, each item asking students to rate their ability in
coping with designated tasks in English in the areas of speaking, listening, reading,
and writing. An open-ended question is also provided for participants in case they
want to express opinions other than those solicited on the questionnaire. Ratings for
each of the 32 items are as follows: 1 (I am totally unable to do this), 2 (I am unable to
do this), 3 (I am possibly unable to do this), 4 (I am possibly able to do this), 5 (I am
basically and in principle able to), 6 (I am able to do this), to 7 (I am able to do this

well) for the four areas shown in Table 3.5.
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Table 3.5 Interpretation of QESE Rankings

QESE Parts Items Areas
A 1,3,9, 10, 15, 22, 24, 27 Self-efficacy for listening
B 4,6,8, 17,19, 20, 23, 30 Self-efficacy for speaking
C 2,12,16, 21, 25, 26, 29, 32 Self-efficacy for reading
D 5,7,11, 13, 14, 18, 28, 31 Self-efficacy for writing

Table 3.6 Criteria for Evaluating the Level of English Self-Efficacy

Level English self-efficacy scale Average
7=1am able to do this well 6.50-7.00

High 6= | am able to do this 5.50-6.49
5= I am basically and in principle able to 4.50-5.49

Medium 4= | am possibly able to do this 3.50-4.49
3= 1 am possibly unable to do this 2.50-3.49

Low 2= 1 am unable to do this 1.50-2.49
1= 1 am totally unable to do this 1.00-1.49

Development of the QESE

The Questionnaire of English Self-Efficacy was first developed in 2004 in
the dissertation of Chuang Wang (Wang, 2013). Since then, it has been continuously
adapted to suit the culture of different language learning contexts in China, Korea,
Germany, and the United States (Wang, 2013). The QESE was originally developed
by interviewing, observing and analyzing young Chinese English language learners in
the United States and analyzing verbal protocols resulting from the interviews. At
present, the developers have modified the questionnaire to fit the target population in
the Korean context (2013), and this researcher has adapted it to suit the Thai EFL
context (items 10 and 29).

Back translation was used in this present study to translate this QESE into
Thai. One bilingual translator translated the questionnaire into Thai. Then another

bilingual translator translated the Thai translation back into English. After that,
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another translator compared the original version and the final translated version in
order to remove inconsistencies and errors in the questionnaire. Finally, piloting for all

items was conducted, and an acceptable level of .95 was found for the results.

Reliability and Validity of the Questionnaire of English Self-Efficacy
(QESE)

According to Wang, et al. (2013), the QESE is highly reliable based on
Rasch based reliability indexes with person reliability of .99 and item reliability of .98.
The results for the QESE largely satisfy the Rasch model for unidimentionality (Wang
et al., 2003). For the validity of the QESE, "In accordance to Bandura's guidelines, the
scale was developed and initial validity evidence using the Rasch model is
promising.”, (Wang et al., 2013, p. 31). Moreover, Wang, et al. (2013) further mention
that "no self-efficacy instrument for English language learners has been published yet.
Therefore, validating this instrument and information for how to use this instrument
has significant practical implications to teachers and researchers in the field of
teaching and learning English” (p. 31). In this present study, reliability for the QESE

was .97.

3.3 Data collection Procedures

This present research was conducted in the first semester of the academic
year 2013. The procedures in collecting data are described as follows:

1. After receiving approval from the IRB (Institutional Review Board), the
researcher asked the target universities, classroom instructors, and participants for
permission to collect data.

2. Appointments were made with the those who agreed to participate in
this study.

3. Consent forms were sent to the participants' lecturers by mail to explain
the purposes of this present study so the lecturers could inform students about the
study.

4. The researcher herself delivered consent forms and questionnaires to the

participants’ lecturers in Nakorn Pratom Rajabhat University and Rajabhat Maha
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Sarakham University. The researcher sent the research questionnaires via electronic
mail to a representative so that the representative could give the questionnaires to the
research subjects in Nakorn Sawan Rajabhat University and Songkla Rajabhat
University.

5. When every participant had received a set of questionnaires, the
purposes of the research were explained. The participants were also informed that
there was no right or wrong answer in responding to these questionnaires, and that
participation would have no effect on their grades. In addition, to relieve participants'
anxiety about the effect of revealing personal data on the questionnaires, the
researcher assured them that the data would not be shown to other participants or their
teachers, and their personal information would remain anonymous. The participants
merely needed to provide their GPA, age, and gender in the section regarding personal
information. The Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) was used to analyze

the data obtained from the questionnaires.

3.4 Data Analysis

3.4.1 Descriptive Statistics:

Arithmetic Mean (M) and Standard Deviation (SD)

In this study, arithmetic mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) were
employed. The mean refers to the average score which is usually used to measure the
central tendency (McMillan & Schumacher, 2001). It was calculated to determine the
learners' average level of use of language learning strategies. It has been said that
mean is “simply the arithmetic average of all the scores. It is calculated by summing
all the scores and then dividing the sum by the number of scores” (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2001, p. 215). Standard deviation (SD) simply refers to the average
deviation of all the scores. SD was calculated to find the average distance of the score
from the mean. The t-test was used to compare two means (McMillan & Schumacher,
2001).



Wilawan Thipsoda Methodology / 52

3.4.2 Inferential Statistics:

Independent t-test and Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r)

In this study, the differences between the two independent means was
calculated using the t-test to discover any significant differences in using the language
learning strategies and the levels of language self-efficacy for high- and low-achieving
students. To determine the level of significance when comparing the two means, the
t-test is the most common statistical device used (McMillan & Schumacher, 2001).

To discover the correlation between language learning strategies used by
high-achieving and low-achieving Thai EFL education majors and the levels of their
language self-efficacy beliefs, the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was
used. The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient is the most common
correlation technique that is used to explore the correlation between two variables that
use continuous scales, such as GPA, age, and scores from achievement tests
(McMillan & Schumacher, 2001).

3.5 Chapter Summary

This chapter has presented the methodology that was used to conduct this
present study. In the design of this present study, the quantitative method was applied.
There were two questionnaires employed in this study to gather the participants’
information on their use of language learning strategies and English self-efficacy
beliefs. The participants in this present study were 186 English major students, Faculty
of Education, Rajabhat Universities, Thailand. They were studying in the fourth years
during the first semester 2013. To analyze the obtained data from these participants,
the descriptive statistics: Mean and Standard Deviation, and the inferential statistics:
the independent t-test and the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient were
used. The next chapter will present the research findings based on the five research

questions.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

This chapter presents the research findings obtained from an analysis of
the responses to the questionnaires. The data were analyzed using descriptive and
inferential statistics to answer the research questions. In the first section, a summary of
demographic data is presented. It is followed by a discussion of the results. The last
section summarizes the chapter.

The data obtained from an analysis of responses to the questionnaire were
used to answer the research questions below.

1. To what extent do high and low academic achieving of Thai English
education majors use the different categories of language learning strategies?

2. What is the level of English self-efficacy beliefs held by high and low
academic achieving of Thai English education majors?

3. Is there any significant difference in the language learning strategies
used by high and low academic achieving of Thai English education majors?

4. Is there any significant difference in the level of English self-efficacy
beliefs held by high and low academic achieving of Thai English education majors?

5. Is there any correlation between language the learning strategies used
and the level of English self-efficacy beliefs held by high and low academic achieving

of Thai English education majors?

4.1 Demographic data

The total number of participants was 186 Thai EFL education majors
studying in English programs in the Faculties of Education of four representative
Rajabhat Universities in Thailand. There were 171 females (91.9%) and 15 males

(8.1%). Thus the majority of the respondents were female, and the minority were
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male. The participants’ ages in this present study varied between 20 and 27 (M =
21.55). Their GPA was between 1.63 and 3.97 (M = 3.01).

Table 4.1 Participants’ Demographic Data

Rajabhat Universities Gender Age GPA (30%)
Male Female High Low n
Nakorn Sawan 4 68 20-24 3.40-3.97 1.95-2.89 72
Nakorn Pathom 3 35 20-22 3.12-3.73 1.92-2.58 38
Maha Sarakham 4 50 21-22 3.45-3.85 1.90-2.99 54
Songkla 4 18 21-27 3.00-3.50 1.63-2.46 22
Total 15 171 20-27 3.00-3.97 1.63-2.99 186
n=186 n=93 n=93

4.2 Finding One

This section presents the language learning strategies used by high- and
low-achieving Thai EFL education majors. The responses to the questionnaires were
analyzed using descriptive statistics. All aspects of the students’ use of language
learning strategies- category of the 50-item SILL questionnaire are shown.

The criteria for classifying the use of language learning strategies as high,
medium, or low level were based on Oxford's (1990) criteria for evaluating the
frequency of language learning strategy use. Use was considered high if the average
mean score was between 3.50 and 5.00. Use was considered medium if the average
mean score was between 2.50 and 3.4. Scores between 1.00 and 2.49 were defined as
a low level of strategy use.

Students’ overall use of language learning strategies is presented in Table
4.2. Tables 4.3 through 4.8 present the findings for students’ use of sub-categories of

language learning strategies.
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Table 4.2 Language Learning Strategies Used by High- and Low-Achieving
English Major Students

High Achieving Students Low Achieving Students

Language Learning (n=93) (n=93)
Strategies M SD Rank Level M SD Rank Level

Order Order
Metacognitive 3.74 56 1 High 343 51 1 Medium
Memory 357 54 2 High 343 51 2 Medium
Compensation 353 .53 3 High 339 52 3 Medium
Social 352 59 4 High 336 .57 4 Medium
Cognitive 345 55 5 Medium | 3.22 .52 6 Medium
Affective 341 50 6 Medium | 3.24 52 5 Medium
Total 352 44 - High 335 .43 - Medium

Table 4.2 presents the levels of use of language learning strategies (overall
and by category) (for both high- and low-achieving students). The findings show that
the learning strategies most frequently used by high-achieving students were
metacognitive strategies with a high average mean score. The strategies least used by
high-achieving students were affective strategies with a medium level of use (M =
3.41). On the whole, high-achieving students used all six categories strategies at a
high level with an average mean of 3.52. Similarly, low-achieving students reported
using metacognitive and memory strategies the most frequently at a medium level.
The least used strategies for the low-achieving students were cognitive strategies,
which students used at a medium level. The overall use of learning strategies by the

low-achieving students was at a medium level, with a mean of 3.35.
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Table 4.3 Memory Strategies Used by High- and Low-Achieving English Major
Students

High-Achieving Students Low-Achieving Students
(n = 93) (n=93)

M SD Level M SD Rank Level
order

1. Remembering a new 3.71 .83 High 340 .82 6 Medium
English word by making a
mental picture of a situation
in which the word might

be used

2. Thinking of relationships 3.70 73 High 3568 .73 1 High
between what one already
know and new things one
learns in English.

3. Using new English words 3.63 .86 High 349 80 4 Medium
in a sentence so one can
remember them.

4. Physically acting out new 3.63 1.01 High 341 92 5 Medium
English words.
5. Connecting the sound ofa  3.60 75 High 352 72 3 High
new English word and an
image or picture of the word
to help me remember the
word.

6. Remembering new English ~ 3.51 .92 High 339 91 8 Medium
words or phrases by
remembering their location on
the page, on the board, or on a
screen sign.

7. Using rhymes to remember  3.45 .92 Medium 334 93 7 Medium
new English words.
8. Review English lessons 3.44 .88 Medium 323 .84 9 Medium
often.
9. Using flashcards to 3.42 .95 Medium 353 79 2 High
remember new English
words.

Table 4.3 shows students’ use of the different sub-categories of memory
strategies. The high-achieving students reported that they preferred to remember a new
English word by making a mental picture of a situation in which the word might be
used the most. In remembering word, these students usually thought of relationships
between what they already knew and new things they were learning in English. They
used new English words in a sentence so they could remember them. They also
physically acted out new English words to help them remember. The students, in
addition, reported that they connected the sound of a new English word and an image

or picture of the word to help remember the word. Furthermore, to help memorize
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English words or phrases, the students remembered the location of these words on the
page, on the board, or on a screen sign. On the other, most of them reported a medium
use of rhymes, reviewing English lessons, and flashcards to remember new English
words.

Similarly, low-achieving students reported the most frequently used
subdivision of memory strategies was thinking of relationships between what they
already knew and new things they were learning in English to help memorize words.
They also preferred to use flashcards. In addition, in remembering new words, they
usually connected the sound of a new English word and an image or picture of the
word. However, this group of students reported only occasionally using the memory
strategies of using new English words in a sentence to remember them; physically
acting out new English words; making a mental picture of a situation in which the
word might be used, using rhymes; remembering the location of the words on the
page, on the board, or on a screen sign to help memorize English words or phrases;

and reviewing English lessons often.
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Table 4.4 Cognitive Strategies Used by High- and Low-Achieving English Major
Students

High-Achieving Students Low-Achieving Students
Cognitive Strategies (n=93) (n=93)
M SD Level M SD Rank Level
order
1. Practicing the sounds of 3.86 .86 High 348 83 2 Medium
English.
2. Using the English words one  3.77 .85 High 323 89 6 Medium
knows in different ways.
3. Trying to talk like native 3.76 .97 High 357 84 1 High
English speakers.
4. Trying to find patterns in 3.48 .89 Medium 310 .87 11 Medium
English.
5. First skimming an English 3.46 .83 Medium 318 93 9 Medium
passage (read over the passage
quickly) then go back and read
carefully.
6. Looking for words in one's 3.46 .83 Medium 331 .88 3 Medium
own language that are similar to
new words in English.
7. Writing notes, messages, 3.41 1.00 Medium 3.01 .95 13 Medium
letters, or reports in English.
8. Saying or writing new 3.39 91 Medium 328 60 14 Medium
English words several times.
9. Starting conversations in 3.39 81 Medium 319 91 8 Medium
English.
10. Finding the meaning of an 3.35 .95 Medium 322 84 7 Medium
English word by dividing it into
parts that one understands.
11. Watching English language  3.33 .97 Medium 328 99 &5 Medium
TV shows in
English or going to movies in
English.
12. Trying not to translate 3.32 .98 Medium 3.13 .89 10 Medium
word-for-word.
13. Making summaries of 3.16 .92 Medium 291 .76 14 Medium
information that | hear or read
in English.
14. Reading for pleasure in 3.12 91 Medium 303 91 12 Medium
English.

Table 4.4 shows the participants’ use of cognitive strategies. Among the
sub-categories of cognitive strategies, high-achieving students reported that they
usually practiced the sounds of English, used the English words they knew in different
ways, and tried to talk like native English speakers. However, these students used the
cognitive strategies of trying to find patterns in English; skimming an English passage;

looking for words in their language that are similar to new words in English; writing
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notes; messages, letters, or reports in English; saying or writing new English words
several times; starting conversations in English; finding the meaning of an English
word by dividing it into parts that they understand; watching English language TV
shows in English or going to movies in English; trying not to translate word-for-word;
making summaries of information that they hear or read in English; and reading for
pleasure in English at a medium level.

The low-achieving students sometimes used all of the cognitive strategies.
However, they reported that they frequently tried to talk like native English speakers.
The least used strategies were the making summaries of information that they heard or

read in English.

Table 4.5 Compensation Strategies Used by High- and Low-Achieving English

Major Students

High-Achieving Students Low-Achieving Students
Compensation Strategies (n=93) (n=93)

M SD Level M SD Rank Level

order

1. Using gestures during a 3.84 .90 High 352 82 1 High
conversation in English.
2. Making up new words if 3.72 .84 High 347 79 2 Medium
you do not know the right
ones in English.
3. Trying to guess what the 3.57 .85 High 338 78 5 Medium
other person will say next in
English.
4. Using a word or phrase that 3.51 .94 High 343 83 3 Medium
means the same thing.
5. Making guesses to 3.49 .88 Medium 338 83 4 Medium
understand unfamiliar English
words.
6. Reading English without 3.06 1.01 Medium 313 82 6 Medium
looking up every new word.

Table 4.5 shows the use of compensation strategies by the participants in
both the high- and low-achieving groups. Among the sub-categories of compensation
strategies, using gestures during a conversation in English, making up new words for
the unknown ones in English, trying to guess what the other person will say next in
English, and using a word or phrase that means the same thing were described as

constantly used by high-achieving students. However, making guesses to understand
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unfamiliar English words and reading English without looking up every new word
were only sometimes used by this group of students.

The low-achieving students reported a high use of compensation strategies
in terms of the using gestures during a conversation in English; whereas making up
new words for unknown ones in English, using a word or phrase that means the same
thing, making guesses to understand unfamiliar English words, trying to guess what
the other person will say next in English, and reading English without looking up

every new word were reported at a medium level of use.

Table 4.6 Metacognitive Strategies Used by High- and Low-Achieving English

Major Students

High-Achieving Students Low-Achieving Students
Metacognitive Strategies (n=93) (n=93)

M SD Level M SD Rank Level

order

1. Trying to find out how to 4.05 .83 High 362 86 1 High
be a better learner of English.
2. Thinking about progressin ~ 4.01 .89 High 352 90 3 High
learning English.
3. Paying attention when 3.98 .79 High 358 84 2 High
someone is speaking English.
4. Having clear goals for 3.72 .87 High 343 86 4 Medium
improving English skills.
5. Trying to find waystouse  3.70 .82 High 339 79 6 Medium
English.
6. Noticing English mistakes ~ 3.70 .86 High 337 73 7 Medium
and using that information to
help you do better.
7. Looking for opportunities 3.60 .97 High 329 88 8 Medium
to read as much as possible in
English.
8. Looking for people to talk ~ 3.46 .88 Medium 340 84 5 Medium
to in English.
9. Planning the schedule to 3.42 .94 Medium 321 78 9 Medium
have enough time to study
English.

Table 4.6 presents the use of metacognitive strategies among high- and
low-achieving Education Majors. Among the high-achieving group, most of the sub-
categories of metacognitive strategies, such as trying to find out how to be a better
learner of English, thinking about progress in learning English, paying attention when

someone is speaking English, having clear goals for improving English skills, trying to
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find ways to use English, noticing English mistakes and using that information to help
do better in English, and looking for opportunities to read as much as possible in
English, were reported as usually used. Nonetheless, some subdivisions of
metacognitive strategies, such as looking for people to talk to in English and planning
the schedule to have enough time to study English, were reported as sometimes used.
The low-achieving reported using the following strategies: trying to find
out how to be a better learner of English, thinking about progress in learning English,
and paying attention when someone is speaking English. Furthermore, they also
reported that they sometimes used the strategies of having clear goals for improving
English skills, looking for people to talk to in English, trying to find ways to use
English, noticing English mistakes and using that information to help do better,
looking for opportunities to read as much as possible in English, and planning the

schedule to have enough time to study English.

Table 4.7Affective Strategies Used by High- and Low-Achieving English Major
Students

High-Achieving Students Low-Achieving Students
Affective Strategies (n=93) (n=93)

M SD Level M SD Rank Level

order

1. Trying to relax whenever 4.05 .83 High 362 86 1 High
one feels afraid of using
English.
2. Talking to someone else 4.01 .89 High 352 90 2 High
about how one feels when
learning English.
3. Writing one's own feelings  3.72 .87 High 343 86 3 Medium
in a language learning diary.
4. Noticing if one is tense or 3.60 .97 High 329 .88 5 Medium
nervous when studying or
using English.
5. Giving oneself areward or  3.46 .88 Medium 340 .84 4 Medium
treat when one does well in
English.
6. Encouraging oneself to 3.42 .94 Medium 321 78 6 Medium
speak English even when
afraid of making a mistake.

Table 4.7 shows the use of affective strategies by the two groups of

participants. In this present study, the high-achieving students usually tried to relax
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whenever they felt afraid of using English, talking to someone else about how they
feel when they are learning English, writing their own feelings in a language learning
diary, and noticing if they are tense or nervous when they are studying or using
English. Furthermore, this group of students sometimes gave themselves a reward or
treat when they did well in English and encouraged themselves to speak English even
when they were afraid of making a mistake.

The low-achieving students had similar results. They usually tried to relax
whenever they felt afraid of using English and talking to someone else about how they
felt when they were learning English. In addition, this group of students sometimes
wrote their own feelings in a language learning diary, gave themselves a reward or
treat when they did well in English, noticed if they were tense or nervous when they
studied or used English, and encouraged themselves to speak English even when they

were afraid of making a mistake.

Table 4.8 Social Strategies Used by High- and Low-Achieving English Major
Students

High-Achieving Students Low-Achieving Students
Social Strategies (n=93) (n=93)

M SD Level M SD Rank  Level

order

1. Asking English speakersto  3.84 g7 High 347 .86 1 Medium
correct the language when
one talks.
2. Asking the other personto  3.65 73 High 343 81 2 Medium
slow down or say something
again.
3. Practicing English with 3.55 .83 High 3.28 81 3 Medium
other students.
4. Trying to learn about the 3.28 .90 Medium 3.17 .90 5 Medium
culture of English speakers.
5. Asking for help from 3.14 .87 Medium 3.20 .77 4 Medium
English speakers.
6. Asking questions in 2.96 1.03 Medium 285 1.02 6 Medium
English.

Table 4.8 presents the participants’ use of social strategies to help them
learn a language. The high-achieving students reported that they frequently asked
English speakers to correct the language when they talked, asked the other person to
slow down or say something again, and practiced English with other students. They
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further stated that, in the category of subdivisions of social strategies, they sometimes
tried to learn about the culture of English speakers, asked for help from English
speakers, and asked questions in English.

The low-achieving students reported that they occasionally used the social
strategies to help them learn English. They sometimes asked English speakers to
correct the language when they talked, asked the other person to slow down or say
something again, practiced English with other students, asked for help from English
speakers, tried to learn about the culture of English speakers, and asked questions in

English.

4.3 Finding Two

This section provides information about students’ levels of self-efficacy
beliefs about learning and using English. The level of overall English self-efficacy
beliefs for high- and low-achieving students is shown in Table 4.9. In addition, Table
4.9 also shows the levels of English self-efficacy beliefs for both two groups of
students.

An average of between 4.50 and 7.00.was considered high, an average
between 3.50 and 3.49 was considered medium, and an average between 1.00 and3.49

was considered low.

Table 4.9 Level of English Self-Efficacy Beliefs Held by High- and Low-Achieving
English Major Students

High-Achieving Students Low-Achieving Students

English Self-Efficacy  (n =93) (n=93)

Beliefs M SD Rank Level M SD Rank Level

Order Order

Speaking 499 .73 1 High 454 73 2 High
Reading 495 .81 2 High 455 .69 1 High
Writing 482 .81 3 High 453 .77 3 High
Listening 479 .66 4 High 453 .66 4 High
Total 489 .72 - High 454 .68 - High
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Table 4.9 presents the English self-efficacy levels of high- and low-
achieving students for the four skills: speaking, reading, writing, and listening. High-
achieving students reported an average of 4.89 for their English self-efficacy beliefs
for all four skills. The highest rating for the English skills was for speaking (M =
4.99). The high-achieving students ranked listening skills the lowest (M = 4.79).

Similarly, the low-achieving students reported high levels of English self-
efficacy beliefs for all skills. English self-efficacy beliefs for reading skills ranked
highest (M = 4.55). English self-efficacy beliefs about listening and writing skills

were ranked lowest (M = 4.53).

Table 4.10 Level of English Self-Efficacy Beliefs for Speaking Skills Held by
High- and Low-Achieving English Major Students

High-Achieving Students Low-Achieving Students
English Self-Efficacy (n=93) (n=93)
for Speaking Skills M SD Level M SD Rank  Level

order

1. Introduce oneself in 5.72 1.16 High 499 122 1 High
English.
2. Answer the teacher’s 5.08 1.04 High 462 .92 2 High
questions in English.
3. Describe the way to the 5.04 1.07  High 454 116 4 High
university from the place
where one lives in English.
4. Introduce the teacher (to 5.01 1.10 High 451 101 5 High
someone else) in English.
5. Ask the teacher questions 4,98 .98 High 462 .97 3 High
in English.
6. Discuss subjects of general  4.84 .97 High 447 .90 6 Medium
interest with fellow students
(in English).
7. Tell a story in English. 4.68 97 High 429 94 7 Medium
8. Describe the university to 4.55 1.02 High 428 117 8 Medium
other people in English.

Table 4.10 uses descriptive statistics to describe the students' level of
English self-efficacy beliefs for subdivisions of speaking skills. High-achieving
students reported their high level of English self-efficacy for all subdivisions. They
reported that they were able to introduce themselves in English, answer their teacher’s
questions in English, describe the way to their university from the place where they
live in English, and introduce their teacher (to someone else) in English. In addition,
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this group of students stated that they were basically able to ask their teacher questions
in English, discuss subjects of general interest with their fellow students (in English),
tell a story in English, and describe their university to other people in English.
Low-achieving students reported a high level of self-efficacy for almost
every sub-category of speaking skills. They said that they were basically able to
introduce themselves in English, answer their teacher’s questions in English, ask their
teacher questions in English, describe the way to their university from the place where
they live in English, and introduce their teacher (to someone else) in English. In
addition, they reported that they were able to discuss subjects of general interest with
their fellow students (in English), tell a story in English, and describe their university

to other people in English.

Table 4.11 Level of English Self-Efficacy Beliefs for Reading Skills Held by High-
and Low-Achieving English Major Students

High-Achieving Students Low-Achieving Students
English Self-Efficacy (n=93) (n=93)
for Reading Skills M SD Level M SD Rank  Level
order
1.Do homework/home 5.26 1.01 High 4.73 .96 1 High

assignments alone when they
include reading English texts.
2. Guess the meaning of 5.07 1.16 High 455 104 4 High
unknown words when reading
an English text.

3. Understand new reading 5.02 .97 High 463 101 2 High
materials (e.g., news from
Time magazine) selected by
the instructor.

4. Understand messages or 4.95 1.08 High 4.52 196 5 High
news items in English on the

Internet.

5. Read short English 4.92 1.10 High 4.63 1.01 3 High
narratives.

6. Understand English articles  4.85 1.06 High 448 .88 7 Medium
on Thai culture.

7. Read English-language 4.78 1.04 High 451 .96 6 High
newspapers.

8. Find out the meanings of 4.74 1.16 High 4.44 .94 8 Medium

new words using a
monolingual dictionary.

Table 4.11 shows the students’ level of self-efficacy beliefs f[or English
reading skills. High-achieving students reported they had a high level of self-efficacy
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beliefs for all subdivisions. They reported that they were able to do homework/home
assignments alone when they included reading English texts, guess the meaning of
unknown words when reading an English text, and understand new reading materials
(e.g., news from Time magazine) selected by their instructor. Moreover, these students
said that they were basically able to understand messages or news items in English on
the Internet, read short English narratives, understand English articles on Thai culture,
read English-language newspapers, and find out the meanings of new words using a
monolingual dictionary.

Similarly, low-achieving students rated their self-efficacy as high for
almost every sub-category of reading skills. In reading skills, the students further
affirmed that they were able to do homework/home assignments alone when they
included reading English texts, understand new reading materials (e.g., news from
Time magazine) selected by their instructor, read English-language newspapers, guess
the meaning of unknown words when reading an English text, understand messages or
news items in English on the Internet, read English-language newspapers, understand
English articles on Thai culture, and find out the meanings of new words using a

monolingual dictionary.
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Table 4.12 Level of English Self-Efficacy Beliefs for Writing Skills Held by High-
and Low-Achieving English Major Students

High Achieving Students Low-Achieving Students
English Self-Efficacy (n=93) (n=93)
For Writing Skills M SD Level M SD Rank  Level

order

1. Leave a note for another 5.11 1.84 High 483 115 2 High
student in English.
2. Compose messages in 5.10 1.01 High 485 111 1 High
English on the Internet
(Facebook, twitter, blogs,
etc.).
3. Write diary entries in 4.94 1.16 High 454 110 3 High
English.
4. Form new sentences from 4.84 1.15 High 441 100 6 Medium
words that they have just
learned.
5. Produce English sentences 4,77 .99 High 445 104 4 Medium
with idiomatic phrases.
6. Write an essay in English 4.71 1.17 High 435 105 8 Medium
of about two pages about the
lecturer.
7. Write e-mails in English. 4.66 1.17 High 445 122 5 Medium
8. Write a text in English. 4.47 1.15 Medium 439 .90 7 Medium

Table 4.12 presents students’ levels of self-efficacy for English writing
skills. High-achieving students reported a high level of self -efficacy for every item in
this category. They said that they were able to leave a note for another student in
English, compose messages in English on the Internet (facebook, twitter, and blogs),
write diary entries in English, form new sentences from words they had just learned,
produce English sentences with idiomatic phrases, write an essay in English of about
two pages about their lecturer, and write e-mails in English. They were also possibly
able to write a text in English.

Low-achieving students said that they also held mostly high levels of self-
efficacy beliefs for English writing skills. They reported that they were able to
compose messages in English on the Internet (facebook, twitter, and blogs), leave a
note for another student in English, and write diary entries in English. They further
reported that they were able to produce English sentences with idiomatic phrases,
write e-mails in English, form new sentences from words they had just learned, write a
text in English, and an essay in English of about two pages about their lecturer.
However, it can be seen from the table that the standard deviation for all subdivisions
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is rather high. It can be said that both groups of participants had different levels of
self-efficacy for English writing skills.

Table 4.13 Level of English Self-Efficacy Beliefs for Listening Skills Held by
High- and Low-Achieving English Major Students

High-Achieving Students Low-Achieving Students
English Self-Efficacy (n=93) (n=93)
for Listening Skills M SD Level M SD Rank  Level

order

1. Understand telephone 5.51 1.30 High 495 117 1 High
numbers spoken in English.
2. Understand stories told in 5.00 92 High 475 .86 2 High
English.
3. Understand English songs.  4.85 1.03 High 473 .95 3 High
4. Understand English- 4.80 1.00 High 435 105 7 Medium
language TV programs made
in Thailand.
5. Understand English dialogs 4.70 .98 High 443 .89 5 Medium
(audio recordings) about
everyday school matters.
6. Understand English films 4.55 1.01 High 442 103 6 Medium
without subtitles.
7. Understand American TV~ 4.54 .87 High 446 100 4 Medium
programs (in English).
8. Understand radio programs  4.42 1.03 Medium 416 .94 8 Medium
from English-speaking
countries.

Table 4.12 describes the level of English self-efficacy for listening skills
held by high- and low-achieving students. High-achieving students reported high
levels of self-efficacy for listening skills for almost every item; they said that they
were able to understand telephone numbers spoken in English, stories told in English,
English songs, English-language TV programs made in Thailand, English dialogs
(audio recordings) about everyday school matters, English films without subtitles, and
understand the American TV programs (in English). They added that they could
understand radio programs from English-speaking countries.

Low-achieving students reported a high level of self-efficacy for
understanding telephone numbers spoken in English, stories told in English, and
English songs. They also expressed a medium level of self-efficacy for being able to

understand American TV programs (in English), dialogs (audio recordings) about
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everyday school matters, English films without subtitles, English-language TV

programs made in Thailand, and radio programs from English-speaking countries.

4.4 Finding Three

This section presents a comparison of language learning strategies used by
high- and low-achieving students in terms of strategy categories. The data were
analyzed using inferential statistics: the t-test for the difference between two
independent means. The differences in use of language learning strategies for the two
groups of students are presented in Table 4.14 below.

Table 4.14 Summary of Overall Language Learning Strategies Used by High- and
Low-Achieving English Major Students

High  academic | Low academic

Variables achievers achievers t df p
M SD M SD
Direct strategies
=  Memory 3.57 0.54 3.46 51 1.74 183 .083
= Cognitive 3.45 0.55 3.22 .52 2.90 182 .004*
= Compensation 3.53 0.53 3.39 52 1.83 183 .069
Indirect strategies
»  Metacognitive 3.74 0.54 3.43 51 3.83 178 .000*
= Affective 3.41 0.50 3.24 .52 2.26 181 .025*
= Social 3.52 0.59 3.36 57 1.94 181 .054*
Total 3.52 0.44 3.35 43 2.58 169 .011*
n=93 n=293

*p < .05.two tailed

Table 4.14 presents the differences in use of English language learning
strategies for the high- and low-achieving students. As can be seen from the table,
high-achieving students used all six categories more than low-achieving students. It
can be seen that there is a statistically significant difference in overall use of language
learning strategies for these two groups of students; the p-value is less than .05
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(p = .011). There are significant differences in the use of metacognitive (p = .000),

cognitive (p = .004), affective (p = .025), and social strategies (p = .054).

4.5 Finding Four

This section discusses the different levels of English self-efficacy beliefs
reported by high- and low-achieving students. To investigate the differences,
inferential statistics (the t-test) were used to analyze the data. The students' English

self-efficacy levels are shown in Table 4.15 below.

Table 4.15 Level of English Self-Efficacy Beliefs Held by High- and Low-
Achieving English Major Students

High  academic | Low academic
English Self-Efficacy Beliefs achievers achievers t df p

M SD M SD
Listening 4.79 .66 4.53 .66 2.69 183 .008*
Speaking 4.99 73 4.54 .73 4.19 183 .000*
Reading 4.95 81 4.55 .69 3.58 182 .000*
Writing 4.82 81 4.53 77 2.50 184 .013*
Total 4.89 72 4.54 .68 3.38 180 .001*

n=93 n=293

*p < .05.two tailed

Table 4.15 compares English self-efficacy beliefs levels for high- and low-
achieving students. It can be seen from the table that high-achieving students had a
higher overall level (M = 4.89) of English self-efficacy beliefs than low-achieving
students. The mean overall level for English self-efficacy beliefs for low-achieving
students was M = 4.54. There was a statistically significant difference in overall
English self-efficacy beliefs for the two groups of students (p = .001). Speaking and
reading skills showed the most significant differences between high- and low-
achieving students (p = .000). Nonetheless, there were significant differences for each

category of English self-efficacy beliefs for the high and low groups.
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4.6 Finding Five

This section discusses the correlation between language learning strategies
used and the level of English self-efficacy beliefs held by high and low academic
achieving of Thai English education majors. To explore the correlation between the
two variables, the Pearson was used. The correlation between language learning

strategies and English self-efficacy beliefs is presented in Table 4.16 below.

Table 4.16 Summary of the Correlation Between Students' English Self-Efficacy
Beliefs and the Language Learning Strategies Used

English Self-Efficacy Beliefs

Language Learning Strategies 526**

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

Table 4.16 shows a significant positive correlation between students' level
of English self-efficacy beliefs and their use of language learning strategies (r = .526,
p <.01).

Table 4.17 Correlation Between Students' English Self-Efficacy Beliefs and the
Language Learning Strategies Used

English Self-Efficacy Beliefs

Listening Speaking Reading Writing
Strategies Used
Memory 419** 379** .354** 375**
Cognitive 444 A419** 433** A27**
Compensation .395** .328** 361** .365**
Metacognitive 371** 440%* .399** .399**
Affective AT70** A462** A444** A440**

Social 372%* .358** 317 349**
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Table 4.17 presents the correlation between the two independent variables:
use of language learning strategies (memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive,
affective, and social strategies) and the four skills for language learning. The results
show that every category of learning strategy was positively correlated to every
category of self-efficacy at a significant level. The correlations between the variables
is presented :

Correlation between memory strategies and four skills of English
self-efficacy (p < .01)

a) Memory strategies and listening skills were correlated at (r = .419)

b) Memory strategies and speaking skills were correlated at (r = .379)

c) Memory strategies and reading skills were correlated at (r = .354)

d) Memory strategies and writing skills were correlated at (r = .375)

Correlation between cognitive strategies and the four skills of English
self-efficacy (p < .01)

a) Cognitive strategies and listening skills were correlated at (r = .444)

b) Cognitive strategies and speaking skills were correlated at (r = .419)

c) Cognitive strategies and reading skills were correlated at (r = .433)

d) Cognitive strategies and writing skills were correlated at (r = .427)

Correlation between compensation strategies and the four skills of English
self-efficacy (p <.01)

a) Compensation strategies and listening skills were correlated at (r = .395)

b) Compensation strategies and speaking skills were correlated at (r =.328)

¢) Compensation strategies and reading skills were correlated at (r = .361)

d) Compensation strategies and writing skills were correlated at (r = .365)

Correlation between metacognitive strategies and the four skills of English
self-efficacy (p < .01)

a) Metacognitive strategies and listening skills were correlated at (r = .371)

b) Metacognitive strategies and speaking skills were correlated at (r =.440)

c) Metacognitive strategies and reading skills were correlated at (r =.399)
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d) Metacognitive strategies and writing skills were correlated at (r = .399)

Correlation between affective strategies and the four skills of English
self-efficacy (p <.01)

a) Affective strategies and listening skills were correlated at (r = .470)

b) Affective strategies and speaking skills were correlated at (r = .462)

c) Affective strategies and reading skills were correlated at (r = .444)

d) Affective strategies and writing skills were correlated at (r = .440)

Correlation between social strategies and the four skills of English
self-efficacy (p < .01)

a) Social strategies and listening skills were correlated at (r = .372)

b) Social strategies and speaking skills were correlated at (r = .358)

c) Social strategies and reading skills were correlated at (r = .317)

d) Social strategies and writing skills were correlated at (r = .349)

4.7 Chapter Summary

The results of the data analysis for responses to the SILL questionnaire and
the QESE questionnaire completed by 186 Education Majors can be summarized in
this way.

1. For finding one, the results show the high-achieving students’ overall
use of language strategies was at a high level with an average mean of 3.52, while the
low-achieving students’ overall use of learning strategies was at a medium level (M =
3.35). It can be seen from the findings that metacognitive strategies were the most
frequently used by both group of students. All the participants in this study usually
tried to find out how to be better learners of English. The high-achieving students
reported the lowest level of use for the affective strategy of encouraging themselves to
speak English even when afraid of making a mistake. Low-achieving students reported
the least used strategy as the cognitive strategy of making summaries of information
that they heard or read in English.
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2. High-achieving students perceived themselves as having a higher level
of English self-efficacy for all categories than low-achieving students. The overall
English self-efficacy levels reported by high- and low-achieving students were M =
4.89 and M = 4.54 respectively. High-achieving students showed their highest level of
English self-efficacy beliefs for speaking skills with a mean value of M = 4.99. This
group of students reported the highest level for the subcategory of introducing
themselves in English. The lowest English self-efficacy score for high-achieving
students was for listening skills (M = 4.79), with the lowest individual for
understanding programs from English-speaking countries (M = 4.42).

Low-achieving students reported the highest level of English self-efficacy
beliefs for reading skills (M = 4.55). Among the reading skills, these students said that
they were able to do homework / home assignments alone when they includes reading
English texts (M = 4.73). The lowest level of English self-efficacy reported by this
group of students was for listening skills (M = 4.53), with the lowest individual score
for understanding programs from English-speaking countries (M = 4.16).

3. High- and low-achieving students were different in their use of all
language learning strategy categories. High-achieving students reported a higher use
of all six categories strategies than the other group of students. Importantly, high-
achieving students showed significant differences in the use of metacognitive,
cognitive, affective, and social strategies, which they reported using more frequently
than low-achieving students.

4. High- and low-achieving students had significantly different levels of
belief in their English self-efficacy. High-achieving students held higher English self-
efficacy beliefs on the whole. In addition, there were statistically significant
differences between the two groups of students in overall English skills and for all
sub-categories. It can be stated that high-achieving students held a significantly higher
level of self-efficacy beliefs than low-achieving students.

5. There was a significant positive relationship between students' use of
language learning strategies and their levels of English self-efficacy, at r = .526, p <
.01. A significant positive correlation was found between all variables in the two
variables. It be noticed in Table 4.17 that listening skills were positively correlated

with almost every learning strategy category.
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CHAPTER V
DICCUSSION

This chapter discusses the findings which were presented in the previous
chapter. This chapter is divided into five sections based on the research questions. The
first section discusses the language learning strategies used by Thai EFL education
majors with high and low academic achievement. The second section reports on the
students' levels of self-efficacy beliefs in learning and using English. The third section
compares the language learning strategies used by high- and low-achieving students.
The fourth section is concerned with the difference in the levels of English self-
efficacy beliefs held by high- and low-achieving education majors. And the last
section discusses the correlation between language learning strategies used and the
level of English self-efficacy beliefs held by high- and low-achieving Thai EFL

education majors. Finally, the implications of this study are presented.

5.1 Discussion of Finding One

Research question 1: To what extent do high- and low- achieving of
English major students use the different categories of language learning strategies?

This section discusses the use of language learning strategies by high- and
low-achieving students, and analyzes the reasons underlying their use of such
strategies. The findings for research question one reveal that the high-achieving
students reported using a high level of English learning strategies, and low-achieving
students reported a medium level of use. In both categories, metacognitive strategies
were rated as the highest used. It was found that affective strategies were the least used
strategies by high-achieving students; similarly cognitive strategies were rated as the
least used strategies by low-achieving students. These findings corresponded with the
findings of Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006), who reported that ESL students in an
American context preferred to use metacognitive strategies, and affective and memory
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strategies were the least used strategies. The findings moreover are consistent with
those of Patil and Karekatti (2012) in that the Indian students in their study reported
using metacognitive strategies the most frequently. The results of this present study
also corresponded with those of Gerami and Baighlou (2011), who revealed that the
most frequently used strategies by Iranian students were metacognitive strategies. In
addition, finding one of this study is compatible with the results of a study by
Salahshour (2013),who found that Iranian students reported using metacognitive
strategies the most frequently and using cognitive strategies the least. The results of
the present study are also consistent with those of a study of learning strategies in the
Thai context which was conducted by Rattanasongkhroh (2013). Rattanasongkhroh
reported that most high and low English proficiency students in her study used
metacognitive strategies at a medium level. The high English proficiency students
reported using affective strategies the least, and low English proficiency students used
cognitive strategies the least.

However, the results of this present study are in contrast with results of
some previous studies (Deneme, 2008; Koatsombut, 2003; Lee & Oxford, 2008; Peng
& Wen, 2012; Pathomchaiwat, 2013;Pringprom, 2009;Rao, 2006;Sourivongsa, 2013).
Peng and Wen (2012) reported that Malaysian students preferred to use social
strategies. Rao (2006) reported that affective strategies were the most frequently used
by Chinese learners. Sourivongsa (2013) reported that Laotian students used memory
strategy the most often. Lee and Oxford (2008) revealed that Korean student used
compensatory strategies the most frequently to make up for missing knowledge, as did
Deneme (2008), who found that Turkish students used compensation strategies the
most. In the Thai context, Koatsombut (2003) and Pringprom (2009) reported that
compensation strategies were the most frequently used by the students in their studies.
Pathomchaiwat (2013) reported that affective strategies were rated as the most
frequently used by the students.

In this present study, the reasons underlying the use of learning strategies
might be due to students' language proficiency and their intrinsic motivation. Both
groups of students reported that they tried to be better learners of English. Thus
metacognitive strategies were the most frequently used by these students. In addition,

affective strategies were found to be the least used strategies by the high-achieving
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students in the sense that they did not have to encourage themselves to learn English
because of the four English skills, these students perceived themselves as being able to
use all of them. Low-achieving students used cognitive strategies least frequently.
Although they said that they were good at reading in English, they only occasionally
made summaries of information that they heard or read. As a result, they were less

successful in their learning.

5.2 Discussion of Finding Two

Research question 2: What is the level of English self-efficacy beliefs held
by high- and low- achieving of English major students?

This section discusses the perceptions of English self-efficacy of high- and
low-achieving students. The analysis of the data obtained from the questionnaires on
English self-efficacy shows that both high- and low-achieving students perceived
themselves as having a high level of self-efficacy in English: M = 4.89 for high-
achieving students and M = 4.54 for low-achieving students. High-achieving students
showed their highest English self-efficacy in speaking, and their lowest English self-
efficacy in listening. Low-achieving students rated their English self-efficacy as
highest for reading and lowest for listening. The results of this study are more or less
the same with those of Conner and Norman (1995) in that learners with high self-
efficacy were more likely to demonstrate better academic achievement than learners
with low self-efficacy. It can be said that high-achieving students generally had a high
level of self-efficacy beliefs. The findings are also consistent with a study which was
done by Yogurtcu (2013) in the sense that a student's level of perceiving self-efficacy
beliefs affects their academic achievement.

The reasons for these two groups of students having high levels of self-
efficacy might be due to their academic achievement and their positive attitudes
toward English language. High-achieving students rated themselves as having high
English self-efficacy beliefs because of their confidence in their learning abilities
which was attested to by their high GPA. Moreover, their past performance
accomplishment might be the important factor that help boost their sense of self-
efficacy. Similarly, low-achieving students also held high levels of English self-
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efficacy beliefs. This might be because of their positive attitudes toward English
language learning. Although it was found that these students were less successful in
their language learning, they keep learning the language up until the present. This
might be because the English is the subject that they were most favorite and keen on.
With the positive attitudes to learn English, these students might get confident and
believe in their ability to perform English. Thus, they rated themselves as a high
English self-efficacy student.

High-achieving students perceived their highest self-efficacy on speaking
skills; whereas, low-achieving students reported their highest self-efficacy on reading
skills. As it was found from the previous studies that the high self-efficacy students
were more incline to challenge themselves with complicated tasks. And the speaking
skills seem to be the most challenge skill among the four skills of English because it
involves anxiety when students have to present in front of the audience. So, students
have to hold their self-confident when they got to be in front of the class. However, the
low-achieving students perceived reading skill as the highest self-efficacy. This may
be resulted from the less anxiety the students have when they performed reading tasks.
Students only have to concentrate on their own tasks to get it done. Listening skill was
found to be the lowest self-efficacy skill of the two groups because listening skill was
found to be the most difficult tasks to accomplish (Wang et al., 2013). Students may
get anxiety when they have to listen to the context that they were not familiar with.

5.3 Discussion of Finding Three

Research question 3: Is there any significant difference in the language
learning strategies used by high- and low- achieving of English major students?

This section discusses the use of language learning strategies by high- and
low-achieving students. The results of this present study reveal that high- and low-
achieving education majors differed in their use of language learning strategies in all
six categories. The high-achieving students reported using all of the learning strategies
categories more frequently than low-achieving students. High-achieving and low-
achieving students were significantly different in the use of metacognitive, cognitive,

affective, and social strategies. The findings of this present study are consistent with
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those of Al-Qahtani (2013), Gerami & Baighlou (2011), Green & Oxford (1995), Hou
(2008), Lee & Oxford (2008), Nguyen (2009), O'Malley et al. (1985), Pannak &
Chiramanee (2011), Salahshour (2013), and Suwanarak (2012).

Green and Oxford (1995) reported that more proficient students used all
categories of language learning strategies more frequently. O'Malley et al.(1985)
found in their study that successful language learners reported using more and a wider
range of language learning strategies than less-successful learners. Lee and Oxford
(2008) reported that students with high proficiency used more language learning
strategies than other groups of students. Hou (2008) also reported that advanced
students tended to use a wider range of learning strategies. Nguyen (2009) similarly
found that successful learners used language learning strategies more frequently than
less successful students. Gerami and Baighlou (2011) reported in their study that
successful language learners used more language learning strategies than unsuccessful
learners. Salahshour (2013) found that proficient learners used strategies significantly
more often than less proficient learners did. Al-Qahtani (2013) further showed that
there was a significant correlation between learning achievement and language
learning strategies used. The learning strategies research in the Thai context done by
Pannak and Chiramanee (2011) and Suwanarak (2012) found that more proficient
students reported using all six categories of learning strategies more than less
proficient students.

The reasons underlying the different use of learning strategies by high- and
low-achieving students may be because of their learning styles and preferences. High-
achieving students have a greater intention to find out how to be better learners, and
they usually think about their progress in learning English. In addition, Rubin and
Chamot (1994) stated that using learning strategies that best assist their language
learning conditions can positively effectively affect students’ language proficiency.
Green and Oxford (1995) suggested that, with a greater variety and appropriate use of
language learning strategies, students can be more proficient in their language

learning.
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5.4 Discussion of Finding Four

Research question 4: Is there any significant difference in the level of
English self-efficacy beliefs held by high- and low- achieving of English major
students?

This section discusses the perceived levels of English self-efficacy by
high- and low-achieving students. The present study discovered that high- and low-
achieving students were significantly different in the level of belief in their English
self-efficacy. High-achieving students had higher levels of English self-efficacy on the
whole, for all four English skills, and all 32 sub-categories. The findings of the present
study corresponded with the results of a study by Komaraju and Nadler (2013), who
found that students with high self-efficacy constantly put in more effort in pursuing
mastery goals. It was found that effort regulation mediated the relationship between
self-efficacy and GPA. This means that students with a high GPA tend to perceive a
high level of self-efficacy. The results of this present study are also consistent with
those of a study which was done by Margolis and McCabe (2006), who found that
students with high self-efficacy in their study were more likely to put in more effort in
completing any task.

The reasons behind perceiving significantly different levels of English
self-efficacy by high- and low-achieving students may result from their previous
English learning experiences (enactive mastery experience). A review of the literature
on self-efficacy reveals that people with a high level of self-efficacy challenged
themselves more often with complex situations and constantly put in a greater effort in
achieving their goals; whereas, people with lower levels of self-efficacy believed that
a person's ability was innate and could not be changed, and they preferred to do easy
tasks. According to Bandura (1997), when student' self-efficacy is raised, they will
engage in tasks that can enhance their abilities and skills development. However, when
student’ self-efficacy is low, they will not perform new tasks which can foster learning
and the development of new skills. Mahyuddin et al. (2006) reported that, in their
study, there was a positive correlation between self-efficacy and academic
performance in English. Accordingly, high- and low-achieving students showed

significant differences in their perceptions of English self-efficacy.
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5.5 Discussion of Finding Five

Research question 5: Is there any correlation between language the
learning strategies used and the level of English self-efficacy beliefs held by high- and
low- achieving of English major students?

This section discusses the correlation between students' language learning
strategies used and their perceptions of English self-efficacy. The findings reveal that
there is a positive correlation between students' use of language learning strategies and
their level of English self-efficacy, at r = .536, p = < .01. A significant positive
correlation between each category of language learning strategies (memory, cognitive,
compensation, metacognitive, affective, and social) and the four English skills
(speaking reading, writing, and listening) was also found. This means that with a high
level of English self-efficacy beliefs, students tend to use high and wide range of
language learning strategies. The findings reveal a distinctive positive correlation
between language learning strategies and listening skills (r = .470, p < .01). These
findings are compatible with those of a study by Li and Wang (2010) in that the higher
self-efficacious students use more of metacognitive strategies than less efficacious
students. And the findings are also consistent with a study by Heidari, Izadi, and
Ahmadian (2012), who reported that there was a positive relationship between
students' self-efficacy and their use of vocabulary learning strategies. The results also
show that students with high self-efficacy reported using significantly more
vocabulary strategies than did those students with low self-efficacy.

It can be inferred from the findings that the students' use of language
learning strategies result in their level of English self-efficacy beliefs. The use of
language learning strategies can create students' self-efficacy. With high, varied, and
appropriate use of language learning strategies, students will become highly self-
confident and have high levels of self-efficacy in using all four skills. All the students
in this study reported that they were least proficient in listening in the sense that it was
rather difficult for them to understand radio programs from English-speaking
countries. As a result, these students have to encourage themselves in order to
overcome their deficiencies in listening. It was found that students frequently tried to
relax whenever they were afraid of making mistakes. However, Serri, Boroujeni, and

Hesabi (2012) mentioned in their study that in order to make students more efficacious
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and motivated to learn English, the teachers should teach the strategies of cognitive,
metacognitive, and affective and social along with the successful mastery experience

to the students.

5.6 Implications of the Study

This present study provides implications for English instructional practice
and English language learning. The study provides a guides for further study on
language learning strategies and English self-efficacy. It also provides results which

are beneficial and useful for improving Thai students' English proficiency.

5.6.1 Implications for Language Teaching

The findings of this present study provide some useful information for
language instructional practice. In this study, the categories of language learning
strategies selected by the high-achieving and low-achieving learners were described.
Thus, language teachers can make use of the present information about learning
strategies used by high-achieving students to teach other groups of language learners.
Hosenfield (1979) stated that when the strategies of good language learners are
identified, it would be beneficial for less successful language learners in that these
successful strategies can be made available for them to make use of in making their
foreign/second language learning more successful in making them more proficient
learners.

Furthermore, the findings also show the levels of self-efficacy held by
these two groups of learners, which can remind language teachers to improve students’
English self-efficacy as it is known that self-efficacy is considered a significant
variable that can mediate students’ learning achievement. It has been shown that
students' English self-efficacy is positively correlated with their English learning
performance. Efficacious students tended to perform complex tasks. Thus, raising
students' English self-efficacy would greatly improve their English learning
achievement.

In conclusion, the present findings can help English teachers to select

effective teaching techniques that are appropriate for their students' levels and desires.
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The present research findings can be a guide for language teachers on how to give
their students practice in using learning strategies more appropriately and effectively
in different conditions, and they can provide information to help language teachers to
raise students' English self-efficacy. Furthermore, the results also have implications for
curriculum developers and stakeholders who are trying to develop Thai students'
English proficiency. In addition, to developing curricular for English teaching,
attention to students' cognitive processes is needed. Teaching students learning
strategies can show them how to be better learners of English, raise their self-efficacy

in using English, and increase their intrinsic motivation to learn.

5.6.2 Implications for Language Learning

present findings for instructional practices, the students themselves can
make use of this information to help improve their language learning. English
language students can compare themselves with the participants in this study and
reflect on their use of learning strategies and the level of English self-efficacy they
have to improve their learning. They can then adjust their learning to use such
strategies and achieve greater self-efficacy. The findings can help learners to
determine which language learning strategies are best suited to help them in their
leaning. Bringing successful learning strategies to use in their own language learning
would positively influence their language proficiency. When students are proficient in
language use, they have their own system of language learning. Rubin (1987) said that
language learning strategies help learners to create their own language system.

Additionally, the findings can help learners to improve their level of
language self-efficacy. As students acknowledge the significance of self-efficacy, they
should undoubtedly increase their levels of such efficacy. It has been shown that self-
efficacy has a great influence on students’ motivation (Schunk, 2008). When students
who are motivated to learn attain their goals, they are intrinsically motivated and
encouraged to pursue their learning (Schunk, 2008). Students' motivation to learn can
have a washback effect on their perceptions of self-efficacy in the sense that
efficacious people are more motivated to learn, and persistently put in more effort in
tackling their difficulties, while inefficacious people typically avoid any hard

situations, and they give up on complex tasks more easily (Bandura, 1997). The
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present research findings demonstrate that students’ use of language learning strategies
is positively correlated with students' level of perceptions regarding self-efficacy. With
more use of language learning strategies, students expressed higher levels of self-
efficacy beliefs.

In sum, it is beneficial for students to make use of language learning
strategies to support their language learning. With greater and more appropriate use of
such strategies, students can improve their learning. Similarly, self-efficacy is also
necessary for students because it can greatly improve students' self-confidence and
increase their motivation to learn.
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This last chapter provides a conclusion to the previous four chapters and
recommendations for further research in the area of language learning strategies and
English self-efficacy beliefs.

6.1 Conclusions of the study

English teaching and learning in Thailand is accepted as critically
important in that learners are required to learn English as a compulsory subject from
the elementary to undergraduate level (Office of the National Education Commission,
2001). It is accepted that language learning strategies can assist students in their
language learning (Oxford, 1990). Language self-efficacy beliefs—people’s judgment
on their capabilities, people’s belief in their competence toward a certain task also help
accomplish the goal of language learning (Bandura, 1986). Learning strategies are
defined as “specific actions, behaviors, steps, or techniques—such as seeking out
conversation partners, or giving oneself encouragement to tackle a difficult language
task—used by students to enhance their own learning” (Scarcella & Oxford, 1992, p.
63). Accordingly, students need to help their own learning by consciously applying
language learning strategies and raising their level of English self-efficacy so as to
help them to succeed in their language learning.

Although people know how to improve their learning, the English
proficiency of Thai citizens is considered as very low (EF, 2012). Recently, the World
Economic Forum (WEF) has revealed that Thai education ranked lowest among
ASEAN countries in 2012, and ranked 8th out of 10th countries in 2013 (Kroobannok,
2013). Accordingly, it is important to seek the solutions to help improve English

proficiency among Thai learners.
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This present study was designed to investigate Thai EFL education majors'
use of language learning strategies and the level of their English self-efficacy beliefs.
The study was designed using the learning strategies taxonomy of Oxford (1990) and
the cognitive theoretical concepts of self-efficacy developed by Bandura (1997). The
quantitative method was used to collect and analyze the data obtained.

To obtain the data, two sets of research questionnaires were used. The
questionnaires in this study were SILL version 7.0 developed by Oxford (1990), and
QESE developed by Wang et al. (2013). The two sets of questionnaires were
employed to explore the relationship between language learning strategies and
language self-efficacy as factors influencing learners' language learning achievement;
to determine whether there is a difference in the use of these two variables by high-
achieving and low-achieving learners. The Statistical Package for Social Science
(SPSS) was used to analyze the data obtained from the questionnaires.

The participants in this present study were selected in four steps: 1)
stratified random sampling, 2) simple random sampling, 3) purposive sampling, and 4)
simple random sampling. The participants were 186 Thai EFL education majors from

four representative Rajabhat universities, Thailand.

6.1.1 Conclusions for Research Purpose One

Overall, the use of learning strategies by high-achieving students was at a
high level, with a mean of 3.52, and the use of learning strategies by low-achieving
students was at a medium level (M = 3.35). Metacognitive strategies were reported as
the most frequently used of the six categories by both group of students. And least
strategies used by the two groups of students were the affective strategies by the high-
achieving students and cognitive strategies by the low-achieving students.

6.1.2 Conclusions for Research Purpose Two

High-achieving students reported a high level of English self-efficacy in
all categories for English learning skills. Low-achieving students also perceived
themselves as having a high level of self-efficacy, but with a lower level than the high-
achieving students. The overall English self-efficacy level perceived by high-

achieving students was M = 4.89, p < .01, and the low-achieving students’ level was M
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= 4.54, p <.01. Students reported the highest level of English self-efficacy in speaking
(M =4.99, p <.01). High-achieving students’ self-efficacy in listening was rated at the
lowest level. Reading self-efficacy received the highest rating (M = 4.55, p < .01) for
low-achieving students. This group of low-achieving students gave the lowest rating to
listening (M = 4.53, p < .01).

6.1.3 Conclusions for Research Purpose Three

In their use of all categories of language learning strategies, high- and low-
achieving students performed differently. High-achieving students reported using all
six categories strategies more often than the other group of students. High-and low-
achieving students reported using metacognitive, cognitive, affective, and social

strategies to significantly different degrees.

6.1.4 Conclusions for Research Purpose Four

Levels of English self-efficacy belief were significantly different for the
high- and low-achieving students. The findings reveal that high-achieving students had
higher levels of English self-efficacy beliefs on the whole. There were found
statistically significant differences for overall English self-efficacy skills and for each

sub-category for the two groups of students.

6.1.5 Conclusions for Research Purpose Five

A significant positive relationship was found between students' use of
language learning strategies and their levels of English self-efficacy at r = .526, p <
.01. There were also significant positive correlations for each category in the two

variables.

6.2 Recommendations for Further Studies

The present study provides findings of benefit for language teaching and
learning. It shows which language learning strategies were successful and the English
self-efficacy beliefs of high-achieving students. The present study also compares and

contracts the use of such strategies and the perceptions of English self-efficacy for the
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high- and low-achieving students. The recommendations for further study below are
based on the results of the study.

1. In terms of participants: the participants in this present study were Thai
EFL fourth-year education majors in the Faculties of Education in four Rajabhat
universities, Thailand. Further studies should be conducted with other groups of
participants, such as Liberal Arts students or Science students. Although this presents
study provided the participants’ demographic data on their gender, it did not focus on
the different use of language learning strategies and the level of self-efficacy beliefs
between male and female students. Consequently, such topic should be included in
further study.

2. In terms of research method: this present study employed the
quantitative method in collecting and analyzing data. The quantitative method was
used to gather a large amount of information about a large number of participants.
Further studies should be conducted using a mixed-methods paradigm to collect and
analyze data. Triangulation (such as observation, in-depth interviews, a think-aloud
protocol, and documentary studies) should be used for further studies for greater
reliability and increased validity of the findings.

3. Further studies should be conducted in different areas of language
learning strategies and English self-efficacy. For example, further studies can focus
specifically on the correlation between English self-efficacy and other variables such
as students' language performance. Additionally, further studies can be conducted to

find factors affecting participants’ perceptions of levels of English self-efficacy.
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APPENDIX A
THE QUESTIONNAIRES IN ENGLISH VERSION

Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) version 7.0

The Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) version 7.0
developed by Oxford (1990). In this study, the SILL is used as a research instrument
to have subjects identify their language learning strategies.

There are 50 statements in this questionnaire, please read each statement
and choose the response (5, 4, 3, 2, 1) that tells how true the statement is in terms of

what you actually do when you are learning English. The criteria for the response are

as follows:
5 = Always or Almost always used
4 = Usually used
3 = Sometimes used
2 = Generally not used

1 = Never or Almost never used

Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) version 7.0

1. I think of relationships between what I already know and new things I learn in
English.

2. I use new English words in a sentence so I can remember them.

3. I connect the sound of a new English word and an image or picture of the word to
help me remember the word.

4. I remember a new English word by making a mental picture of a situation in which
the word might

be used.

5. I use rhymes to remember new English words.

6. [ use flashcards to remember new English words
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7. 1 physically act out new English words.

8. I review English lessons often.

9. I remember new English words or phrase by remembering their location on the
page, on the board, or on a screen sign.

10. I say or write new English words several times.

11. I try to talk like native English speakers.

12. I practice the sounds of English.

13. I use the English words I know in different ways.

14. I start conversations in English.

15. I watch English language TV shows spoken in English or to go to movies spoken
in English.

16. I read for pleasure in English.

17. I write notes, messages, letters, or reports in English.

18. I first skim an English passage (read over the passage quickly) then go back and
read carefully.

19. I look for words in my own language that are similar to new words in English.
20. I try to find patterns in English.

21. I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it into parts that I understand.
22. I try not to translate word-for-word.

23. I make summaries of information that I hear or read in English.

24. To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses.

25. When I can’t think of a word during a conversation in English, I use gestures.
26. I make up new words if I do not know the right ones in English.

27. 1 read English without looking up every new word.

28. I try to guess what the other person will say next in English.

29. If I can’t think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that means the same
thing.

30. I try to find as many ways as I can to use my English.

31. I notice my English mistakes and use that information to help me do better.
32. I pay attention when someone is speaking English.

33. I try to find out how to be a better learner of English.

34. I plan my schedule so I will have enough time to study English.
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35

36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.

. I'look for people I can talk to in English.

I look for opportunities to read as much as possible in English.

I have clear goals for improving my English skills.

I think about my progress in learning English.

[ try to relax whenever I fell afraid of using English.

I encourage myself to speak English even when I am afraid of making a mistake.
I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in English.

I notice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying or using English.

I write own my feelings in a language learning diary.

I talk to someone else about how I feel when I am learning English.

If I do not understand something in English, I ask the other person to slow down or

say it again.

46
47
48
49
50

. I ask English speakers to correct me when I talk.
. I practice English with other students.

. I ask for help from English speakers

. I ask questions in English.

. I try to learn about the culture of English speakers.
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Questionnaire of English Self-Efficacy (QESE)

Important: Read the following questions through carefully, and try to assess your
English language competence as accurately as possible, regardless of whether you
have ever had to perform the actions described or not. The questions have been
conceived in order to measure your self-perceived capabilities. There are therefore no
right or wrong answers.. However, please do not forget to enter your GPA. and you
should answer all the questions.

There are 32 statements in this questionnaire, please read each statement
and choose the response (7, 6, 5, 4, 3, 2, 1) that tells how true the statement is in terms

of what you actually do when you are learning English. The criteria for the response

are as follows:
1 =1 am totally unable to do this
2 =1 am unable to do this
3 =1 am possibly unable to do this
4 =1 am possibly able to do this
5 =1 am basically and in principle able to
6 =1 am able to do this

7 =1 am able to do this well

Questionnaire of English Self-Efficacy (QESE)

1. Can you understand stories told in English?

2. Can you do homework/home assignments alone when they include reading English
texts?

3. Can you understand American TV programs (in English)?

4. Can you describe your university to other people in English?

5. Can you compose messages in English on the internet (face book, twitter, blogs,
etc.)?

6. Can you describe the way to the university from the place where you live in
English?

7. Can you write a text in English?
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8. Can you tell a story in English?

9. Can you understand radio programs in English-speaking countries?

10. Can you understand English-language TV programs made in Thailand?

11. Can you leave a note for another student in English?

12. Can you guess the meaning of unknown words when you are reading an English
text?

13. Can you form new sentences from words you have just learnt?

14. Can you write e-mails in English?

15. Can you understand English dialogs (audio recordings) about everyday school
matters?

17. Can you ask your teacher questions in English?

18. Can you produce English sentences with idiomatic phrases?

19. Can you introduce your teacher (to someone else) in English?

20. Can you discuss subjects of general interest with your fellow students (in English)?
21. Can you read short English narratives?

22. Can you understand English films without subtitles?

23. Can you answer your teacher’s questions in English?

24. Can you understand English songs?

25. Can you read English-language newspapers?

26. Can you find out the meanings of new words using a monolingual dictionary?
27. Can you understand telephone numbers spoken in English?

28. Can you write diary entries in English?

29. Can you understand English articles on Thai culture?

30. Can you introduce yourself in English?

31. Can you write an essay in about two pages about your lecturer in English?

32. Can you understand new reading materials (e.g., news from the 7ime magazine)

selected by your instructor?
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APPENDIX B
QUESTIONNAIRE IN THAI VERSION
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APPENXDIX C

LIST OF RAJABHAT UNIVERSITIES

Name of All 40 Rajabhat Universities in Thailand

Central Thailand

Z
N

Name of Rajabhat University
. Phranakhon Si Ayutthaya Rajabhat University
. Muban Chom Bung Rajabhat University
. Kanchanaburi Rajabhat University
. Nakhon Pathom Rajabhat University
. Phetchaburi Rajabhat University
. Rajanagarindra Rajabhat University
. Rambhaibarni Rajabhat University
. Thepsatri Rajabhat University
9. Valaya-Alongkorn Rajabhat University
10. 10. Nakhon Sawan Rajabhat University
11. 11. Chandrakasem Rajabhat University
12. 12. Dhonburi Rajabhat University
13. 13. Bansomdejchaopraya Rajabhat University
14. 14. Phranakhon Rajabhat University
15. 15. Suan Dusit Rajabhat University
16. 16. Suan Sunandha Rajabhat University

LSRN R LN
0 TN U A LN —

Southern Thailand

No. Name of Rajabhat University

17. 1. Nakhon Si Thammarat Rajabhat University
18. 2. Phuket Rajabhat University

19. 3. Songkhla Rajabhat University

20. 4. Surat Thani Rajabhat University

21. 5. Yala Rajabhat University
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Northeastern Thailand

No.

Name of Rajabhat University

22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

Chaiyaphum Rajabhat University
Kalasin Rajabhat University

Loei Rajabhat University

Maha Sarakham Rajabhat University
Nakhon Ratchasima Rajabhat University
Roi Et Rajabhat University

Sakon Nakhon Rajabhat University
Sisaket Rajabhat University

. Surin Rajabhat University

10. Ubon Ratchathani Rajabhat University
11. Udon Thani Rajabhat University

12. Buriram Rajabhat University

DN LR W~

Northern Thailand

Name of Rajabhat University

34.
3S.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

Chiang Mai Rajabhat University

Chiang Rai Rajabhat University

Kamphaeng Phet Rajabhat University

Lampang Rajabhat University

Phetchabun Rajabhat University

Pibulsongkram Rajabhat University (Phitsanulok)
Uttaradit Rajabhat University

Nowunbhwd =
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APPENDIX D
LETTERS OF CONSENT

Letters of consent for using the Strategy Inventory of Language Learning (SILL
version 7.0 translated in Thai)

from:

to:

date:
subject:

mailed-by:

Wilawan Thipsoda <wilawanthipsoda@gmail.com>

panicha.nitisakunwut@gmail.com

14 June 2013 16:32
Asking for your permission to use SILL in Thai version

gmail.com

Dear Aj. Panicha Nitisakun,

I am a master's student in Applied Linguistics Program, faculty of Liberal Arts, Mahidol
University, Thailand. I am undertaking my thesis on the topic of "Language Learning
Strategies and Self Efficacy used by Successful and Unsuccessful Thai EFL Teacher
students." The study purposes to investigate the frequency used of language learning strategies
and the level of self efficacy employed by successful and unsuccessful students, and to
compare the language learning strategies and the self efficacy used among successful and
unsuccessful students. For these reasons, I would like to ask for your permission to use the
SILL (version 7.0) that you translated into Thai in 2003, as the research instrument in my

study.

Looking forward to your reply.

Thank you very much for your kindness in advance.

Sincerely yours,
Wilawan Thipsoda
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from: panicha nitisakunwut <panicha.nitisakunwut@gmail.com>

to:  Wilawan Thipsoda <wilawanthipsoda@gmail.com>

date: 16 June 2013 23:10
subject: Re: Asking for your permission to use SILL in Thai version
mailed-by:  gmail.com

Signed by:  gmail.com

Dear Wilawan Thipsoda

You got my permission to use it.

Good luck
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Letters of consent for using the Strategy Inventory of Language Learning (SILL
version 7.0)

from: Wilawan Thipsoda <wilawanthipsoda@gmail.com>

to: rebeccaoxford@gmail.com

date: 27 June 2013 14:39

subject:  Asking for your permission to use the ESL/EFL SILL
version 7.0

mailed-by:  gmail.com

Dear Professor Oxford,

I am a master's student in Applied Linguistics Program, faculty of Liberal Arts, Mahidol
University, Thailand. I am undertaking my thesis on the topic of "A comparison study of
Language Learning Strategies and Self Efficacy used by high academic achievement and low
academic achievement Thai EFL Students Teachers." The study aims to investigate the
frequency used of language learning strategies and the level of self efficacy employed by high
academic achievement and low academic achievement students in Thailand. And also, the
research purposes to compare the language learning strategies and the self efficacy used
among successful and unsuccessful students. For these reasons, I would like to ask for your
permission to use the ESL/EFL SILL (version 7.0) as the research instrument in my study.

Looking forward to your reply.
Thank you very much for your kindness in advance.

Sincerely yours,
Wilawan Thipsoda
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from: Rebecca Oxford <rebeccaoxford@gmail.com>

to:  Wilawan Thipsoda <wilawanthipsoda@gmail.com>

date: 27 June 2013 23:05

subject: Re: Asking for your permission to use the ESL/EFL
SILL version 7.0

mailed-by:  gmail.com
Signed by:  gmail.com
Dear Wilawan,

You have my permission to use the SILL, version 7.0, for your study in Thailand.
I wish you all the best.

Warm wishes,
Dr. Oxford
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Letters of consent for using the Questionnaire of English Self-Efficacy (QESE)

from:

to:

date:
subject:

mailed-by:

Wilawan Thipsoda <wilawanthipsoda@gmail.com>

cwanglS@uncc.edu

14 June 2013 17:01
Asking for your permission to use QESE

gmail.com

Dear Professor Wang,

I am a master's student in Applied Linguistics Program, faculty of Liberal Arts, Mahidol
University, Thailand. I am undertaking my thesis on the topic of "Language Learning
Strategies and Self Efficacy used by Successful and Unsuccessful Thai EFL Teacher
students." The study aims to investigate the frequency used of language learning strategies and
the level of self efficacy employed by successful and unsuccessful students. And also, the
research purposes to compare the language learning strategies and the self efficacy used
among successful and unsuccessful teacher students. For these reasons, I would like to ask for
your permission to use the Questionnaire of English Self-Efficacy (QESE) as the research
instrument in my study.

Looking forward to your reply.

Thank you very much for your kindness in advance.

Sincerely yours,
Wilawan Thipsoda
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from:

to:

date:

subject:

Wang,
Chuang <cwangl5@uncc.edu>

Wilawan Thipsoda
<wilawanthipsoda@gmail.com>

18 June 2013 02:51

RE: Asking for your permission to
use QESE

Dear Wilawan,
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I am very glad to receive your message. Yes, please feel free to use my QESE instrument and
keep me posted of your results. Attached is an article for your reference. Another article is in
press with Asian EFL Journal. I will forward you that article as soon as it is in print. Thanks!

Chuang Wang, Ph.D. |Associate Professor of Educational Research

UNC Charlotte | Department of Educational Leadership

9201 University City Blvd., Charlotte, NC 28223
Phone: 704-687-8708|Fax: 704-687-3493




Wilawan Thipsoda Biography / 120

BIOGRAPHY
NAME Wilawan Thipsoda
DATE OF BIRTH April 14, 1988
PLACE OF BIRTH Maha Sarakham, Thailand
INSTITUTIONS ATTENDED Mabhidol University, 2011-2013
Master degree of Arts

(Applied Linguistics)
Mahasarakham University, 2007-2011
Bachelor of Arts
(English Major)
CONTACT Email: wilawanthipsoda@gmail.com
Mobile: 083-414-2440



