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Abstract 
The study aimed to investigate the role of strategy in foreign language learn-
ing, including students’ English learning behaviors, factors affecting students’ 
language learning strategy use, strategies that good and poor language learn-
ers used, and to compare with that of learners of FL, ESL, and EFL. Two 
hundred and twenty-four Taiwanese college students served as subjects of the 
study. The research design was a descriptive study and the research instru-
ment was a questionnaire of motivation, belief, strategy, and anxiety. All 
available data were computed by using SPSS. Findings revealed that strategy 
use was the best predictor of successful language learning and motivational 
intensity played the most significant role in influencing strategy use. In addi-
tion, good language learners used more strategies and differences of strategy 
use existed among learners of FL, ESL, and EFL. It’s hoped to raise general 
awareness of language learning strategies and to bear in mind the individual 
difference of learners for effective teaching and learning. 
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1. Introduction 

Introduction included 1) background of the study, 2) purposes of the study, and 
3) research questions. They were described below: 

1.1. Background of the Study 

Studies of foreign/second language learning have experienced ever expanding 
growth in the interest of “Who uses what strategies where” to investigate factors 
dealing with the learners of FL, ESL, EFL, the strategies used, and the language 
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learning setting. According to research, there are many factors affecting 
second/foreign language learning. Among them, some are “unchangeable”, such 
as age, gender, aptitude, and first language; and some are “predispositions”, in-
cluding motivation, attitude, tolerance of ambiguity, anxiety, field indepen-
dence/dependence, cognitive styles, and learning strategies (Jamieson, 1992). 
Much early work has been done on language learning as a cognitive work and 
regarded aptitude as a major role in predicting language learning success (Car-
roll, 1990; Carroll & Sapon, 1959). Then, affective factor (motivation) has been 
thought to play a more important role than aptitude (Skehan, 1991), and has 
been regarded as the best predictor of subsequent achievement (Gardner, 1990). 
Conventionally, cognitive and affective were explored separately. Later, it is un-
derstood that to be successful in language learning, learners should have both 
the “skill” (language aptitude) and the “will” (motivation). And it is believed that 
good language learners have some characteristics in common, including cogni-
tive and affective. Hence, the interaction of “skill” and “will” has attracted more 
and more attention. 

In the past decades, learning strategy research has experienced tremendous 
growth (Nyikos & Oxford, 1993), especially research on second/foreign language 
learning strategies has “burgeoned” (Oxford & Cohen, 1992: p. 2). According to 
Oxford, learning strategies are “specific actions taken by the learner to make 
learning easier, faster more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, and 
more transferable to new situations” (Oxford, 1990b: p. 440). Furthermore, 
much research on language learning strategies has established their role in mak-
ing language learning more efficient and effective and suggested that “strategy 
training in the language learning classroom can lead to greater achievement” 
(Young, 1995: p. 338). Hence, to improve language learning, the increasing in-
terest of learning strategies has become one of the mainstreams since the 1990’s. 
Consequently, the study was conducted due to the significances of learning 
strategies for its involving both “skill” and “will”, being the key to learner au-
tonomy, being a source of insight into the difficulties of unsuccessful learners, as 
well as being trainable, malleable and teachable (Bialystok & Frohliu, 1978; Ha-
gen et al., 1994; Oxford, 1990a; Oxford et al., 1993; Wenden, 1987).  

1.2. Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to explore the role of strategy in foreign language 
learning. Discussions included 1) to investigate students’ English learning beha-
viors and English achievement, 2) to analyze what variables affect the choice of 
English learning strategies, 3) to explore what language learning strategies that 
good and poor learners use, as well as 4) to compare the strategies used by 
learners of foreign language (FL), English as a second language (ESL), and Eng-
lish as a foreign language (EFL).  

1.3. Research Questions 

The research questions included: 
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1) What were Taiwanese students’ English learning behaviors and achievement? 
2) What factors affected students’ strategy use? 
3) What strategies used by good language learners and poor language learners?  
4) Was there any difference of language strategy use among learners of FL, 

ESL, and EFL?  

2. Related Literature 

The related literature included 1) language learning strategy and 2) factors af-
fecting strategy use, including gender, motivation, attitude, motivational inten-
sity, belief, and anxiety. They were reviewed below:  

2.1. Language Learning Strategy 

Oxford (1990c) defined learning strategies as “Learners’ actions to enhance their 
own learning, which usually reflect the learners’ typical learning style” (p.68). 
According to Rubin (1975), a good language learner is “a willing and accurate 
guesser; has a strong, persevering drive to communicate; is often uninhibited 
and willing to make mistakes in order to learn or communicate; focus on form 
by looking for patterns; takes advantage of all practice opportunities; monitors 
his or her own speech and that of others; and pays attention to meaning” (pp. 
45-47). It is believed that good language learners use more and better learning 
strategies than poor language learners (Oxford, 1989; Rubin, 1975). 

Good language learners use appropriate learning behaviors or actions to help 
acquire, store or retrieve information so as to make learning more effective and 
successful (Oxford, 1990a). Bacon (1992) indicated that when students learn, 
they adjust their strategies to the difficulty of the inputs; they use “bottom-up” 
strategies for difficult input, and “top-down” strategies for less difficult one. The 
former refers to a linear process in which students learn from detail to whole 
picture, whereas the latter deals with a global process in which students learn 
from whole picture to detail. 

Based on the theory that “the learner is a ‘whole person’ who uses intellectual, 
social, emotional, and physical resources and is therefore not merely a cognitive/ 
metacognitive information-processing machines” (Oxford, 1992: p. 20), Oxford 
(1990a) developed a strategy system that contains six sets of 12 learning beha-
viors including three “direct” strategy groups: memory, cognitive, compensato-
ry; and three “indirect” strategy groups: affective, metacognitive, social. The 
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) has been widely used for inves-
tigating language learners’ use of strategies.  

Findings indicated that high-level students used more effective strategies (Po-
litzer, 1983). O’Malley et al. (1985) claimed that intermediate-level students 
tended to use more metacognitive strategies than beginning-level students. 
Ehrman and Oxford (1989) found that there was a relationship between learning 
styles and strategies, for instance, those who are labeled as thinkers used analytic 
strategies more frequently, while feelers preferred interpersonal, global, and social 
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strategies. In Oxford and Nyikos’s (1989) study, it was found that language 
learning strategies most frequently used by university students were formal 
strategies, most rule-related strategies, and general study strategies, especially for 
those motivated females who were more successful language learners in their 
study. Schiefele and Wild (1994) proposed that interest and extrinsic motivation 
could predict students’ course achievement, but organizational and metacogni-
tive strategies were the best predictors of successful achievement. In general, 
metacognitive strategies dealing with “paying attention, consciously searching 
for practice opportunities, planning for language tasks, self-evaluating progress 
and monitoring errors” (Oxford, 1992: p. 20) was the most frequently adopted 
for more successful language learners. Chamot (1993) developed a Learning 
Strategies Review Questionnaire to gather information about student reactions 
to the strategy instruction. The findings show that “a majority of the students 
believed that the strategies had a positive effect on their learning and that some 
students are using the strategies independently as they work on language as-
signment at home” (Chamot, 1993: p. 320). Oxford (1989) claimed that learners 
can learn more effectively by learning how to learn-strategy training. She sug-
gested three types of strategy training: Awareness Training, One-time Strategy 
Training, and Long-time Strategy Training (Oxford, 1990a). In Awareness 
Training, participants are aware of the idea of language learning strategies and 
the way such strategies work, while One-time Strategy Training deals with 
learning and practicing one or more strategies in actual language tasks. As for 
Long-time Strategy Training, it includes learning, practicing, monitoring, and 
evaluating their own performance (Oxford, 1990a).  

Oxford (1990a) developed a model for strategy training, including eight steps, 
of which the first five were planning and preparation steps, while the last three 
were conducting, evaluating, and revising the training. The model is very prac-
tical and very useful in helping students learn how to learn more effectively and 
efficiently. 

2.2. Factors Affecting Strategy Use 

In the study, factors affecting strategy use focused on 1) gender, 2) motivation, 
3) attitude, 4) motivational intensity, 5) belief, and 6) anxiety. They were dis-
cussed as followed: 

2.2.1. Gender 
Differences between males and females are found existing in motivation, atti-
tude, strategy, learning styles, achievement motivation, attribution, self-efficacy, 
goal-setting, language achievement, and many others. It was found that females 
are more motivated (Gardner & Lambert, 1972; Liu, 1973; Oxford & Nyikos, 
1989), have more positive attitude toward language learning (Gardner & Lam-
bert, 1972), are more sensitive to criticism, respond differently to success and 
failure (Franken, 1982), are concerned with their academic performance, likely 
to choose effort attributions (Leung et al., 1993), need continuing social approval 
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(Bardwick, 1971), but tend to avoid skill tasks, respond less positively to intel-
lectual challenge, and have lower expectations for success at intellectual tasks 
than males. All have influenced females’ choice of language learning strategy to 
some extent. 

In nature, females are more skilled in using learning strategies to learn new 
language (Oxford et al., 1993), and “if necessary, to change their approach to the 
learning” (Prokop, 1989: p. 86). On the contrary, males show different patterns 
of accepting or rejecting certain learning strategies (Prokop, 1989). It was found 
that males had greater visual-spatial acuity (Nyikos, 1990), and like to engage in 
learning which was more risk-taking or creative (Prokop, 1989). Findings 
showed that females tend to have stronger social orientation than males (Oxford, 
1989; Politzer, 1983), which may provide the explanation of females’ use more 
learning strategies, such as social strategies (Ehrman & Oxford, 1989); cognitive 
strategies, social strategies, and affective strategies (Oxford et al., 1993); formal 
rule-based practice strategies, general study strategies and conversational input 
elecitation strategies (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989); as well as a more systematic and 
cautions Rational Approach (Prokop, 1989). 

In typical language learning situation, females are superior in verbal ability, 
more cooperative on both tests of receptive and productive skills, use more so-
cial and communicative learning strategies (Ehrman & Oxford, 1989), female 
students generally have better achievement than male students in language 
learning (Lai, 1977; Leung et al., 1993; Liu, 1973; Oxford et al., 1993). But it was 
found that some differences of strategy use can be decreased or improved by 
language strategy training (Nyikos, 1990).  

2.2.2. Motivation 
Gardner & Lambert (1959) were the first to introduce the integra-
tive-instrumental approach to measuring motivation. Attention was shifted from 
the study of learner’s behavior to the learning process of language learners. It 
was this shift that gave definition to the field of second/foreign language learning 
(Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991), but the seeds of the distinction between in-
strumental motivation and integrative motivation were cultivated earlier. Inte-
gratively motivated learners are those who wish to identify with another ethno-
linguistic group, whereas instrumentally motivated learners are those who learn 
a second/foreign language for utilitarian purposes. As for the effects of orienta-
tions on the use of language learning strategies, in Prokop’s (1989) study, it was 
found that students with an instrumental motivation showed a significant dif-
ference in the use of language learning strategies. Oxford (1990c) pointed out 
that “purely instrumentally language learners used more analytical rule learning 
skills to fulfill the academic requirements and to earn good grade in a relatively 
traditional academic environment” (pp. 99-100). But Politzer (1983) found that 
little evidence existed for a link between language strategies use and motivational 
orientations. 

In addition to reasons for learning another language, language learning goals 
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also play an important role in determining strategy use (Politzer & McGroarty, 
1985). For example, language learners with the goal of developing aural/oral 
communication skills may use strategies different from learners whose learning 
goal is to develop reading or writing skills. Even instrumentally motivated learn-
ers do not necessarily use similar learning strategies. It was found that students 
learn a foreign language for career reasons used communication-oriented strate-
gies which was in contrast to those of students whose goals were toward grade 
(Ehrman & Oxford, 1989; Oxford, 1986). 

2.2.3. Attitude 
Attitude is tied up with motivational dynamics, especially in mastery learning of 
a foreign language (Titone, 1990). The answer to the question whether there is a 
liner, causal perspective on the attitude-proficiency relationship is inconsistent 
and contradictory. But Gardner (1979) claimed that attitude did play an impor-
tant role in foreign language learning though it did not affect achievement di-
rectly. As for its contribution to the use of learning strategies, Oxford (1990a) 
explained that attitudes are likely to influence the choice of strategies. In Bialys-
tok & Frohlich’s (1978) study, it was found that strategy use and attitude were 
related as were aptitude and Field Independence, but only aptitude and strategy 
use affect achievement. Later, Bialystok (1983) found that learner’s attitude was 
highly influential in strategy use, more influential than language aptitude. 

Attitudes toward a target language are not inborn (Titone, 1990); they can be 
learned and changed (Genesee, 1983) and can be influenced more readily than 
can cognitive aptitude factors (Mantle-Bromley & Miller, 1991) by such variables 
as parents, peers, learning situation, teachers, ethnicity, and the like (Lar-
sen-Freeman & Long, 1991). Hence, it is believed developing positive attitudes is 
the first step toward foreign language proficiency. Wenden (1987) pointed out 
that no amount of learning strategy training will be effective, unless negative at-
titudes toward learner’s self-direction are changed. In that case, language teach-
ers play an important role in the sound attitude developing process. 

2.2.4. Motivational Intensity 
Motivational intensity is determined by the amount of effort and enthusiasm the 
students display in their attempt to learn the target language. Motivational in-
tensity is a key determinant of frequency and type of strategy use (Oxford & 
Nyikos, 1989). Oxford & Nyikos (1989) found that except for Factor 4: Re-
sourceful independent strategy (cognitive, memory, metacognitive), motivation-
al levels had the most powerful influence on students’ use of learning strategies. 
Students with high motivational intensity used the rest strategies (formal 
rule-related practice strategy, functional practice strategy general study strategy, 
and conversational/input elicitation strategy) more often than students with low 
motivational intensity. Oxford et al. (1993) claimed that the more frequently the 
student used the language learning strategies, the more motivated the student 
became, at the same time, the more the student became motivated, the more 
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often the student used the language learning strategies. Furthermore, the more 
motivated the student and used learning strategies more often had better lan-
guage achievement (Oxford et al., 1993). 

2.2.5. Belief 
The effect of learners’ beliefs about language learning on their choice of language 
learning strategies has been widely supported. Horwitz (1985) even found that 
students’ beliefs also linked to motivation, in addition to many findings that 
claimed students’ beliefs are crucial, directly affect the way students use learning 
strategies (Nyikos & Oxford, 1993; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989), determine types of 
strategies use (Horwitz, 1985, 1988; Oxford, 1990a), as well as concluded that 
there is a connection between learners’ belief about language learning and their 
choice of language learning strategies (Horwitz, 1987, 1988; Wenden, 1987). In 
addition, not only students’ beliefs are relative to their learning but also teachers’ 
beliefs have impacts on students’ anxiety and strategy use (Hou, 2015; Hou et al., 
2012, 2015b). For example, comparing with American teachers, many Chinese 
teachers tend to emphasize more on the importance of correct grammar, good 
pronunciation, and immediate error correction, consequently, Chinese students 
are more anxious than American students about feeling overwhelmed by the 
number of rules, and tend to use Memory Strategy more (Hou, 2015; Hou et al., 
2012, 2015b). Horwitz’s (1988) Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory 
(BALLT) has been widely adopted as the instrument to examine students’ beliefs 
about second/foreign language learning. 

2.2.6. Anxiety 
Learning is “the process of acquiring relative permanent change in understand-
ing, attitude, knowledge, information, ability, and skill through experience” 
(Wittrock, 1977: p. ix), and during the learning process, anxiety may occur any-
time and affect learning performance, especially many learners regard foreign 
language learning as an anxiety-provoking experience which affects their lan-
guage performance in one way or another. In fact, learning anxiety is “a distinct 
complex of self-perceptions, belief, feelings, and behaviors related to classroom 
language learning” (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986: p. 28). According to Hor-
witz et al. (1986), it includes anxiety of communication apprehension, fear of 
negative evaluation, and test anxiety, and which is likely to arouse in language 
learning stages: input, processing, and output (Tobias, 1983) and affect language 
learners’ performance. In addition, MacIntyre (1995) claimed that “language 
learning is a cognitive activity that relies on encoding, storage, and retrieval 
process, and anxiety can interfere with each of these …” (p. 96). Language 
learning anxiety’s effect on language learning is two-fold: positive and negative. 
In terms of its positive effect, it’s believed that some anxiety can improve per-
formance (Albert & Habo, 1960; Scovel, 1978), and influence both the quality of 
performance and the amount of effort invested in it (Eysenck, 1979). On the 
other hand, anxiety tends to be relative to some other variables such as motivation, 
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attitude, strategy use, and language learning outcome (Horwitz & Young, 1991a; 
Trylong, 1987). Particularly, it has been supported that comparing with 
non-anxious or low-anxious students, students who suffer from foreign language 
anxiety tend to become more defensive and offensive, and reluctant to partici-
pate in activities that could improve their language skills and are unwilling to try 
affective learning strategies (Hou, 2015; Hou et al., 2012, 2015b).  

In short, “Who uses what strategies where?” is a major concern when investi-
gating language learning strategies. What factors influence students’ strategies 
change over time (Chesterfield & Chesterfield, 1985), and “there is no single 
most common pattern of strategy use across all groups” (Oxford, 1990c: p. 93), 
but it will be always true that the more motivated the learner is, the more ap-
propriate learning strategies the learner will use, and use them more frequently 
and efficiently. 

3. Methodology 

Methodology included 1) research design, 2) sources of data, 3) procedure, and 
4) Ethical consideration. They were described below:  

3.1. Research Design 

The research design was a descriptive study. The methodology of descriptive 
study was chosen as the research design because of its particular strength and 
advantages in being able to set an objective “to determine the factors, and rela-
tionships among the factors that have resulted in the current behavior or status 
of the study” (Gay, 1992: p. 236). All available data were computed by using 
SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Science, 18.0).  

3.2. Sources of the Data  

Two hundred and twenty-four college students in south Taiwan served as sub-
jects of the study. They were the whole freshmen of the eight departments in the 
college, including 209 males and 15 females. They helped to complete the ques-
tionnaire including Personal background, Motivation/Attitude Inventory for 
English Learning (Gardner, 1985); The Beliefs About Language Learning Inven-
tory (Horwitz, 1988); Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (Oxford, 1989); 
and The Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 
1986). Data gathered from the above sources were used to analyze students’ Eng-
lish learning motivation and attitude, strategies, belief, and anxiety. In addition, 
students’ academic English grades on file were used as their English achieve-
ment, and were used to define good language learners (top ten percent) and poor 
ones (bottom ten percent), as well as to find out what factors relative to their 
English achievement. 

Expecting to make for a more effective analysis of the data, some items were 
categorized as some factors rather than individual items. For example, items of 
motivation were divided into instrumental orientation and integrative orientation; 
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attitude was categorized as five factors (Importance of English, Desire to learn 
English, Association with English, Cultural aspects, and Mechanics of learning); 
belief, four (Self-Efficacy, Perceived Value, Beliefs about Aptitude, and Beliefs 
about Formal Structural Studies); strategy, two sets of six factors each (Form A: 
Memory, Cognitive, Compensation, Metacognitive, Affective, and Social; Form B: 
Functional-Practice, Cognitive-Memory, Metacognitive, Formal-Oral Practice, 
Social, and Compensation), and anxiety, three (communication apprehension, 
test anxiety, and fear of negative evaluation). The categorized item of the ques-
tionnaire was displayed in Table 1. 

3.3. Procedure 

The theoretical framework focused on reviewing literature about second/foreign 
language learning, exploring how research interest has shifted from cognitive 
factor (language aptitude) to affective factors (motivation and attitude), and then 
to both cognitive and affective one (learning strategy). In addition, with an aim 
to investigate students’ English learning behavior, a set of questionnaires of mo-
tivation, belief, strategy and anxiety was used as the research instrument. Fur-
thermore, findings of the study were compared with that of other studies of 
learners of FL, ESL, and EFL. 

3.4. Ethical Consideration 

The participating students were informed about the purposes of the study in ad-
vance. They were guaranteed that the data would only be used for the study, and 
if they didn’t feel comfortable to answer, they didn’t need to sign their names on 
the questionnaire forms. With full understanding of the researcher’s intention to 
conduct the study and with their full support, the data were all available. 

4. Findings and Results 

Findings included 1) reliability of the research instrument, 2) students’ English 
learning behaviors and their English achievement, 3) factors affecting students’ 
strategy use, strategy used by good and poor language learners, and 4) compari-
sons of strategy use of learners of FL, ESL, and EFL. 

4.1. Reliability of the Research Instrument 

A questionnaire was used as the research instrument. In addition to demo-
graphic information about students’ background, the questionnaire included 
other four parts: Motivation/Attitude Inventory for English Learning (Gardner, 
1985), Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory (Horwitz, 1988), Strategy In-
ventory for Language Learning (Oxford, 1990a), and Foreign Language Class-
room Anxiety (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986). The reliability of each part of 
the questionnaire was .80, .81, .85, .83, .97, and .84 for motivation, attitude, mo-
tivational intensity, belief, strategy, and anxiety, respectively. The reliability of 
each part was displayed in Table 2. 
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Table 1. Categorized items of the questionnaire. 

Description Factor Item no 

Background Gender, ways to practice English skills 1 - 8 

1. Motivation 
1. Instrumental Orientation 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15 

2. Integrative Orientation 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16 

2. Attitude 

1. Importance of English 1, 2, 3 

2. Desire to learn English 4, 5, 11 

3. Association with English 7, 8, 9, 10, 13 

4. Cultural aspects 6, 12, 14, 15 

5. Mechanics of learning 16, 17, 18, 19, 20 

3. Belief 

1. Self-Efficacy 4, 5, 6, 13, 16, 21 

2. Perceived Value 1, 3, 7, 8, 9, 12, 14, 18, 20, 24, 29, 31, 32 

3. Beliefs about Aptitude 2, 10, 11, 19, 30, 33 

4. Beliefs about Formal Structural Studies 15, 17, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 34, 35 

4. Strategy 

(A) 1. Memroy 1 - 9 

2. Cognitive 10 - 23 

3. Compensation 24 - 29 

4. Metacognitive 30 - 38 

5. Affective 39 - 44 

6. Social 45 - 50 

(B) 1. Functional-Practice 13 - 18, 22 - 23, 30 - 31, 35 - 36, 40, 49 - 50 

2. Cognitive-Memory 1 - 5, 7, 9, 19 - 21 

3. Metacognitive 8, 33 - 34, 37 - 39, 41-44 

4. Formal-Oral Practice 10-12, 29, 32 

5. Social 45 - 48 

6. Compensation 6, 24 - 28 

5. Anxiety 

1. Communication apprehension 1, 4, 9, 14, 15, 18, 24, 27, 29, 30, 32 

2. Test anxiety 
3, 5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 12,  

16, 17, 20, 21, 22, 25, 26, 28 

3. Fear of negative evaluation 2, 7, 13, 19, 23, 31, 33 

Sources: 1 & 2. Gardner (1985). 3. Horwitz (1988). Oxford (1990a). 5. Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope (1986).  

 
Table 2. Reliability of the questionnaire. 

 Motivation Attitude Intensity Belief Strategy Anxiety 

Item No 16 20 10 35 50 33 

Reliability .80 .81 .85 .83 .97 .84 
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4.2. Students’ English Learning Behaviors and English  
Achievement 

By calculating their self-reported scores of items of instrumental orientation 
(odd numbered items) and integrative orientation (even numbered items), stu-
dents were categorized as instrumentally motivated group (the former score was 
higher than the latter), integratively motivated group (the former score was low-
er than the latter), and balanced group (two scores were equal). Findings re-
vealed that the majority of the students (96.4%) were motivated more instru-
mentally, while .9%, more integratively, and the rest (2.7%), balanced. However, 
there was no significant difference on students’ English learning behaviors and 
English achievement among students with different orientations. In addition, it 
was found that factors affecting students’ English achievement were 1) motiva-
tional intensity, 2) strategy use, 3) anxiety, 4) gender, 5) chances for reading, and 
6) chances for writing. 

Findings revealed that students with higher motivational intensity had better 
English achievement. In this study, 74% of the students belonged to Medium 
level of motivational intensity. It was found that the more strategies students 
used, the better English achievement they had. In addition, anxiety was found to 
be negatively related to English achievement (T = −2.77). In other words, stu-
dents with higher language anxiety had lower English achievement. Further-
more, female students had better English achievement (M = 89.6/100) than male 
students (M = 77.8/100). Additionally, significant differences existed in Chances 
for reading (T = 2.63, Sig = .01) and writing (T = 2.45, Sig = .02). Students who 
reported to have more chances for English reading and writing had better Eng-
lish achievement. It was found that among the six factors affecting English 
achievement, strategy use was the strongest predictor of successful English 
achievement (T = 4.96, Sig = .00). Results of factors affecting English achieve-
ment were presented in Table 3.  

4.3. Factors Affecting Strategy Use 

Factors affecting strategy use were found to be motivation (orientations), atti-
tude, motivational intensity, belief, anxiety, English achievement, and methods 
for English speaking. Among them, motivational intensity had the strongest in-
fluence on strategy use (T = 14.32, Sig = .00), followed by motivation (orienta-
tions), and anxiety, negatively. The findings were shown in Table 4. 

4.3.1. Motivation (Orientations) 
Majority of the students (96.4%) were found to be motivated to learn English 
more instrumentally. There was no significant difference in overall strategy use 
among students with different orientations (instrumental, integrative, and ba-
lanced). Yet, instrumentally motivated students tended to use more compensa-
tion Strategy or Formal-Oral Strategy, and less Affective Strategy or Metacogni-
tive Strategy, while balanced students used more Metacognitive Strategy or 
Formal-Oral Strategy, and less Cognitive Strategy or Functional-Oral Strategy,  
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Table 3. Factor affecting English achievement. 

 Intensity Strategy Anxiety Gender Reading Writing 

T 4.81 4.96 −2.77 3.73 2.63 2.45 

Sig T .00 .00 .01 .00 .01 .02 

Rank (2) (1) (4) (3) (5) (6) 

 
Table 4. Factors affecting strategy use. 

 Motivation Attitude Intensity Belief Anxiety Achievement 
Methods for 

speaking 

Ｔ 8.47 5.21 14.32 4.79 −6.22 2.33 −2.03 

Sig T .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .02 .04 

Rank (2) (4) (1) (5) (3) (6) (7) 

Note. Methods of speaking English included 1. speaking to foreigner 2. speaking to relative 3.speaking to 
classmate 4. speaking to teacher 5. singing English songs. 

 
whereas integratively motivated students used more Memory Strategy or Cogni-
tive Strategy and lass Affective Strategy or Metacognitive Strategy. 

4.3.2. Attitude 
The findings revealed that a significant difference existed in strategy use among 
students with different attitudes. First, students recognizing the importance of 
English (Factor 1) used more Metacognitive Strategy or Compensation Strategy, 
less Social Strategy or Affective Strategy. Second, student with desire to learn 
English (Factor 2) used more Compensation Strategy or Formal-Oral Strategy, 
less Affective Strategy or Functional-Practice Strategy. Third, students with as-
sociation with English (Factor 3) used more Compensation Strategy or For-
mal-Oral Strategy, less Affective Strategy or Functional-Practice Strategy. 
Fourth, students valuing cultural aspect (Factor 4) used more Metacognitive 
Strategy or Formal-Oral Strategy, less Memory Strategy or Cognitive Strategy. 
Last, students expecting chances for mechanics of English learning (Factor 5) 
used more Compensation Strategy or Social Strategy, less Affective Strategy or 
Metacognitive Strategy. 

In terms of each kind of strategy use, a significant difference existed among 
students with different attitude. For example, students recognizing the impor-
tance of English (Factor 1) used Metacognitive Strategy more often than stu-
dents with other attitudes, while students valuing cultural aspects (Factor 4) used 
other strategies much more frequently than students holding other attitudes.  

4.3.3. Motivational Intensity 
In the study, motivational intensity was divided into three levels: scores 1.0 - 
1.6/3 (low); 1.7 - 2.3/3 (Medium) and 2.4 - 3.0/3 (High); and about 14% of the 
students were grouped as low level, 74% were medium level, while 12% were 
high level. Findings revealed that students with higher level of motivational in-
tensity used more strategies than their counterparts. 
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In particular, findings revealed that students with low motivational intensity 
used more Compensation Strategy or Social Strategy, less Cognitive Strategy. 
Additionally, students with medium motivation intensity used more Compensa-
tion Strategy or Form-Oral Strategy, less Affective strategy or Functional Prac-
tice Strategy. Furthermore, students with high motivational intensity used more 
Metacognitive Strategy or Formal-Oral Strategy, less Affective Strategy or Meta-
cognitive Strategy.  

4.3.4. Belief 
For a more effective analysis of the data, items of belief were ground into four 
related categories. These four categories were 1) Self-Efficacy and Expectation 
about Learning English (Factor 1), 2) Perceived Value and Nature of Learning 
Spoken English, including items (factor 2), 3) Belief about Foreign Language 
Aptitude (Factor 3), and 4) Beliefs about Formal-Structural Studies (Factor 4). 

Among the four categories, it was found that Self-Efficacy and Expectation 
about Learning English (Factor 1) along with Perceived Value and Nature of 
Learning Spoken English (Factor 2) significantly related to strategy use. 

Findings showed that although there was no significant difference in every 
separated strategy use among students with different beliefs, yet, students with 
Self-Efficacy and Expectation about Learning English (Factor 1) used more 
Memory Strategy or Social Strategy, but less Cognitive Strategy or Function-
al-Practice Strategy. In addition, students with Perceived Value and Nature of 
Learning Spoken English (Factor 2) used more Compensation Strategy or For-
mal-Oral Strategy, but less Affective Strategy or Metacognitive Strategy. Fur-
thermore, students with Beliefs about Foreign Language Aptitude (Factor 3) 
used more Compensation Strategy or Social Strategy, less Cognitive Strategy or 
Functional-Practice Strategy; and students with Beliefs about Formal Strategy 
studies (Factor 4) used more Compensation Strategy or Formal-Oral Strategy, 
but less Affective Strategy or Functional Practice Strategy. 

4.3.5. Anxiety 
Students were categorized as learners of low anxiety (M = 1 - 2.3/5), medium 
anxiety (M = 2.4 - 3.7/5), and high anxiety (M = 3.8 - 5/5). In the study, the ma-
jority of the students (89.5%) were found to be learners of medium anxiety, 
while one tenth (10%), low anxiety, and the rest (0.5%), high anxiety. Findings 
showed that there was a significant difference in strategy use among students 
with different levels of anxiety. It was found that low anxiety students used more 
strategies than that of medium and high anxiety students. Among the six lan-
guage learning strategies, low and medium anxiety students used more compen-
sation strategy (or Formal-Rule Strategy), while high anxiety students used Af-
fective Strategy (or Metacognitive Strategy) more. 

4.3.6. English Achievement 
Students’ English achievement was found to be positively related to their strategy 
use (T = 4.96, Sig T = .00). In other words, the better English achievement the 
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students had, the more strategies they used. 

4.3.7. Methods for English Speaking Practice 
Students were required to self-report the methods they used to practice their 
English skills of listening, speaking, reading, writing, and translation. Among 
them, only the method for speaking was found to be relative to their strategy use 
(p < .05), negatively. There were five options to the question, including 1) speak 
with foreigners, 2) speak with friends/relatives, 3) speak with classmates, 4) 
speak with teachers, and 5) sing English songs. Findings showed that among 
students choosing different methods to practice their English speaking, a signif-
icant difference existed in strategy use, especially in Compensation Strategy, 
Metacognitive Strategy, and Social Strategy. In particular, students reporting to 
“speak to foreigners” used more strategies than that of others.  

In terms of individual strategy use, it was found that students reporting to 
“speak to foreigners”, “friends/relatives”, and “teachers” use Metacognitive 
Strategy more, while those reported to “speak to classmates” or “sing English 
songs” used Compensation Strategy more. On the other hand, the strategies 
which were used the least were Memory Strategy or Cognitive Strategy for stu-
dents reporting to “speak to foreigners”, Function-Practice for students adopting 
the rest four methods to practice English speaking.  

4.4. Strategies Used by Good Language Learners and Poor  
Language Learners 

The findings revealed that strategies all students used more were, in order, 
Compensation Strategy (1st), Metacognitive Strategy (2nd), Social Strategy (3rd), 
Memory Strategy (4th), Cognitive Strategy (5th), and Affective Strategy (6th) (for 
Form A), or Formal-Oral Practice Strategy (1st), Compensation Strategy (2nd), 
Social Strategy (3rd), Cognitive-Memory Strategy (4th), Metacognitive Strategy 
(5th) and Functional-Practice Strategy (6th) (for Form B). The mean of strategies 
used by all students is M = 3.03/5 (SD = .69). 

Based on their academic English grades, the top ten percent of the students 
were categorized as good language learners (N = 21), while the bottom ten per-
cent as poor language learners (N = 24). It was found that good language learn-
ers and poor language learners used many strategies, but the former use strate-
gies much more frequently than the latter. As far as individual strategy was con-
cerned, the strategies that both good language learners and poor language learn-
ers used most were the same, which was Compensation Strategy (both Form A 
and Form B). The strategy that good language learners used least was Affective 
Strategy (Form A) or Metacognitive Strategy (Form B), while Cognitive Strategy 
(Form A) or Social Strategy (Form B) was used least by poor language learners. 
The mean of strategy used by good learners and poor learners was M = 3.27/5 
(SD = .57) and M = 2.51/5 (SD = .73), respectively. The findings were presented 
in Table 5(a) and Table 5(b). 
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Table 5. Order of strategies used by good and poor language learners (a) (b). 

(a) 

 N Memor Cogni Compen Meta Affec Socia M SD 

Good 21 3rd 4th 1st 2nd 6th 5th 3.27 .57 

Poor 24 3rd 6th 1st 2nd 4th 5th 2.51 .73 

All 224 4th 5th 1st 2nd 6th 3rd 3.03 .69 

Note: All = All subjects of the study; Good = top 10% of the subjects for their English scores; Poor = bottom 
10% of the subjects for their English scores; 1st - 6th = order of strategy used from the most to the least; 
Memor = memory strategy; Cogni = cognitive strategy; Compen = compensation strategy; Meta = meta-
cognitive strategy; Affec = affective strategy; Soci = social strategy.  

(b) 

 N Funct Cognit Metacog Formal Social Compen M SD 

Good 21 5th 4th 6th 1st 2nd 3rd 3.27 .57 

Poor 24 4th 5th 3rd 1st 6th 1st 2.51 .73 

All 224 6th 4th 5th 1st 3rd 2nd 3.03 .69 

Note: All = All subjects of the study; Good = top 10% of the subjects for their English scores; Poor = bottom 
10% of the subjects for their English scores; 1st - 6th = order of strategy used from the most to the least; 
Funct = functional-practice strategy; Formal = formal strategy; Cognit = cognitive-memory strategy; Social 
= social strategy; Metacog = metacognitive strategy; Compen = compensation. 
 

In addition, it was found that except for motivation (orientations), significant 
differences existing in attitude, motivational intensity, belief, strategy, and an-
xiety. Findings showed that, except for anxiety, good language learners had 
higher mean in such variables as attitude, motivational intensity, belief, and 
strategy than that of poor language learners. In other words, comparing with 
poor language learners, good language learners significantly held more positive 
attitude and belief toward English learning, had stronger motivational intensity, 
used more strategies, and tended to be less anxious in English learning than poor 
language learners. The findings were displayed in Table 6. 

4.5. Comparisons of Language Learning Strategy Use among  
Learners of FL, ESL, and EFL  

In comparison with other studies investigating language learning strategies used 
by learners of Foreign Language (FL), English as a Second Language (ESL), and 
English as a Foreign Language (EFL), some similarities and differences did exist. 
To take the following three studies with mean or rank of each strategy as exam-
ples, 1) Oxford & Nyiko (1989) (FL), subjects were American college students 
learning Russian, French, Spanish, Italian, and German as a foreign language; 2) 
Oxford et al. (1990) (ESL), subjects were learners in an intensive program at 
Pennsylvania State University; and 3) Young (1993) (EFL), subjects were stu-
dents in college and in an intensive English program in Taiwan, findings showed 
that for EFL learners (Young, 1993 and the present study), the most frequently 
used strategy was Compensation Strategy, while Social Strategy was the most 
frequently used by ESL learners (Oxford et al., 1990) (see Table 7(a)) (Form A),  
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Table 6. Differences in variables between good learners and poor learners. 

 N  Motivation Attitude Intensity Belief Strategy Anxiety 

Good 21 
M 3.74 3.77 2.40 3.71 3.27 2.28 

SD .54 .57 .35 .23 .57 .52 

Poor 24 
M 3.68 3.34 1.90 3.54 2.51 3.08 

SD .50 .49 .31 .23 .73 .44 

F Prob   .2392 .0120 .000 .0281 .0004 .0000 

Note: Good = students with top 10% of English achievement (n = 21); Poor = students with bottom 10% of 
English achievement (n = 24). 
 
Table 7. Comparisons among language learners’ use of strategies (a) (b). 

(a) 

 EFL* EFL** EFL*** ESL 

Memory 4th 6th 6th 6th 

Cognitive 5th 5th 5th 3rd 

Compensation 1st 1st 1st 4th 

Metacognitive 2nd 3rd 4th 2nd 

Affective 6th 2nd 3rd 5th 

Social 3rd 4th 2nd 1st 

N 224 515 86 43 

Note: EFL* = Subjects were college students in Taiwan of the study. EFL** = Subjects were college students 
in Taiwan (Young, 1993). EFL*** = Subjects were students in an intensive English program in Taiwan 
(Young, 1993). ESL = Subjects were learners in the intensive program at Pennsylvania State University 
(Oxford, et al.’s study in 1990). 

(b) 

 EFL* EFL**  FL 

Functional 6th 5th Functional 5th 

Cognitive-Memory 4th 6th 
Cognitive 

4th Memory 

Metacognitive 5th 4th Metacognitive 

Formal-Oral 1st 1st Formal-Rule 1st 

Compensation 2nd 2nd Compensation 
3rd 

Social 3rd 3rd Social 

   General Study 2nd 

N 224 515  1200 

Note: EFL* = Subjects were college students in Taiwan of the study; EFL** = Subjects were college students 
in Taiwan (Young’s study in 1993); FL = Subjects were American college students learning Russian, French, 
Spanish, Italian, and German as a foreign language (Oxford & Nyiko’s study in 1989). 

 
and the least used strategy for EFL (Young, 1993) and ESL (Oxford et al., 1990) 
was Memory Strategy, while it was Affective Strategy for the present study 
(Form A). In addition, Formal-Oral Strategy was the most frequently used by all 
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the EFL (Young, 1993), FL (Oxford & Nyiko, 1989) (Form B), and the present 
study, whereas Functional Strategy, Cognitive-Memory Strategy, and Metacog-
nitive Strategy were the less frequently used ones by the FL and EFL learners (see 
Table 7(b)).  

5. Conclusions and Discussion 

Conclusions included 1) summary and discussion, 2) implications, and 3) limi-
tations. They were described below: 

5.1. Summary and Discussion 

Two hundred and twenty-four college students in South Taiwan served as sub-
jects of this study, including 209 males and 15 females. They helped to fill out  
the questionnaire to provide necessary information for the research. In addition 
to eight items dealing with student’s demographic information, the question-
naire contained four parts: Motivation/Attitude Inventory for English Learning 
(Gardner, 1985), Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory (Horwitz, 1988), 
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (Oxford, 1989), and Foreign Language 
Classroom Anxiety (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986) (see Table 1). The relia-
bility was .80, .81, .85, .83, .97, and .84 for Motivation, Attitude, Motivational 
Intensity, Beliefs, Strategy, and Anxiety, respectively (see Table 2).  

Findings included that first, factors affecting students’ English achievement 
were 1) motivational intensity, 2) strategy use, 3) foreign language learning an-
xiety, 4) gender, 5) chance for English reading, and 6) chance for English writ-
ing. Among them, strategy use was the most important factor related to students’ 
English achievement. It was concluded that in the study, female students were 
better language learners and students having higher motivational intensity, low-
er language anxiety, using more language learning strategies, having more 
chances for language skills of reading and writing tended to have better English 
achievement (see Table 3). The finding of gender difference was consistent with 
other studies indicating female students generally had better achievement than 
male students in language learning (Hou et al., 2015b; Lai, 1977; Leung et al., 
1993; Liu, 1973; Oxford et al., 1993); and motivational intensity was supported to 
be predictive to students’ language performance (Hou et al., 2012, 2015b). As for 
students’ reported having more chances for reading and writing were found to 
be related to their English scores, the possible explanation might be that in many 
cases in Taiwan, the English tests for students contain more reading and writing 
than other language skills.  

Second, it was found that majority of the students (96.4%) were motivated to 
learn English more instrumentally than integratively like many other cases in EFL 
settings, where students were motivated to learn English for practical reasons, 
such as to pass exams and to get a good job (Gardner, 1990; Lai, 1977; Hou et al., 
2012). But unlike Chen (1989), Gardner & Lambert (1972), and Lai (1977), who 
declared that instrumentally motivated learners tended to have better language 
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achievement, the findings showed that there was no significant difference in at-
titude, motivational intensity, beliefs, strategy, anxiety, and English achievement 
among students with different orientation. The reason might be due to the fact 
that majority of the students of the study were motivated to learn English more 
instrumentally (96.4%), hence the difference between the instrumentally moti-
vated students and their counterparts was not significant.  

Third, findings showed that factors affecting strategy use were 1) motivation, 
2) attitude, 3) motivational Intensity, 4) beliefs, 5) anxiety, 6) English achieve-
ment, and 7) ways to speak English. In other words, students who have strong 
motivation, positive attitude, higher motivational intensity, strong belief, low 
anxiety, good English achievement, and like to speak English with foreigners are 
willing to use more strategies (see Table 4). The findings were consistent with 
other findings of Prokop (1989); Ehrman & Oxford, 1989; Oxford, 1986; and Po-
litzer & McGroarty, 1985 (motivation/orientations); Bialystok, 1983 and Wen-
den, 1987 (attitude); Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; and Oxford et al., 1993 (motiva-
tional intensity); Nyikos & Oxford, 1993, Horwitz, 1985, 1988; Oxford, 1990; and 
Hou et al., 2012, 2015 (beliefs), as well as Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope, 1986; 
Horwitz & Young, 1991a; Hou, 2015; and Hou et al., 2012, 2015a (anxiety). In 
addition, the findings also revealed that students’ English achievement and the 
ways to speak English with foreigners were relative to their strategy use. It’s un-
derstandable that success breeds success and students with good achievement 
will try their best to use more appropriate strategies for better performance, and 
students who like to communicate with foreigners definitely will use more Social 
Strategy and Formal-Oral Practice Strategy.  

Fourth, it’s found that the most frequently used language learning strategy by 
all students, good language learners and poor language learners was Compensa-
tion Strategy for Form A (or Formal-Oral Strategy for Form B). Comparatively, 
good language learners significantly used more strategies (M = 3.27, SD = 57) 
than poor language learners (M = 2.51, SD = .73) (p < .01). However, the strate-
gy that good language learners used least was Affective Strategy (Form A) or 
Metacognitive Strategy (Form B), but for poor language learners, the least used 
strategy was Cognitive Strategy (form A) and Social Strategy (Form B). The 
findings revealed that both good language learners and poor language learners 
almost used the same strategies often, but the differences only existed in the 
means of their language use, in which good language learners had significantly 
higher mean than that of poor language learners (see Table 5(a) & Table 5(b)). 
In other words, good language learners used more strategies than their counter-
parts, which was consistent with that of Oxford, 1989, 1990a; Rubin, 1975; Hou 
et al., 2015b. 

Fifth, regarding to differences in variables between good language learners 
and poor language learners, findings showed that except for motivation (orien-
tations), good language learners significantly had more positive attitude (p 
< .05), higher motivational intensity (p < .01), stronger belief (p < .05), as well as 
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used more strategies (p < .01) and had less anxiety (p < .01) (see Table 6). 
Last, comparing with other studies of FL, EFL, and ESL, the findings revealed 

that the language learning strategy which Chinese students (EFL) (Young’s 1993 
& the present study) used most frequently is Compensation Strategy, which was 
not consistent with the findings of Politzer & Mcgroarty (1985) and Tyacke & 
Mendelsohn (1986) who claimed that Asians preferred strategies involving rote 
memorization and language rules; and Social Strategy for learners of ESL (Ox-
ford et al., 1990) for Form A; while Formal-Oral/Rule Strategy was the most 
frequently used by learners of FL (Oxford et al., 1989), EFL (Young, 1993), and 
the present study for Form B. On the contrary, in the study, the strategy that 
students used least was Affective Strategy, which was quite different from that of 
ESL (Oxford et al., 1990) and other EFL (Young, 1993), while the least frequently 
used strategy was Memory Strategy for Form A. Additionally, the study found 
that the strategy that students used most was Formal-Oral Strategy, which was 
consistent with the findings of FL (Oxford & Nyiko, 1989) when American col-
lege students learning Russian, French, Spanish, Italian, and German as a foreign 
language, as well as other EFL (Young, 1993) for Form B. Furthermore, Func-
tional Strategy, Cognitive-Memory Strategy, and Metacognitive Strategy tended 
to be the less frequently used strategies by learners of FL (Oxford & Nyiko, 
1989), EFL (Young, 1993), and the present study for Form B (see Table 7(a) & 
Table 7(b)). 

All in all, findings of the study supported the previous studies that strategy use 
was related to 1) the target language (Chamot, 1993; Chamot & O’Malley, 1987; 
Chamot & Kupper, 1989); 2) the learning situation (Bacon, 1992; Oxford, 1993c; 
Rubin, 1975); and 3) language learners of national origin/Ethnicity (Politzer & 
Mcgroarty, 1985; Tyacke & Mendelsohn, 1986), gender (Lai, 1977; Leung et al., 
1993; Liu, 1973; Oxford et al., 1993), attitude (Bialystok, 1983; Bialystok & Froh-
lich’s, 1978; Oxford, 1990a; Wenden, 1987); motivational intensity (Oxford & 
Nyikos, 1989, 1993); belief (Nyikos & Oxford, 1993; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; 
Oxford, 1990a); anxiety (Horwitz & Young, 1991a; Hou et al, 2012, 2015a), as 
well as language learner’s previous success and the chances for reading, writing, 
and communication with foreigners, all led to good language learners’ using 
more and appropriate strategies.  

5.2. Implications 

Some implications were described below: 
First, goal setting and high expectation: motivational Intensity was found to 

greatly affect both students’ English achievement and language learning strategy 
use. But almost three fourths (74%) of the students of the study were found to be 
categorized as Medium Level of Motivational Intensity. That is to say many stu-
dents needed to increase expectations related to effort in their studies. It was 
suggested that in curriculum design, a specific, moderately different, challenge, 
but reachable goal (Good & Brophy, 1990) should be set in the very beginning. 
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In addition, schools should try to provide students and teachers with real lan-
guage learning environments of FL and ESL, such as English Corner and 
cross-cultural exchange programs so that students become motivated and use 
more appropriate strategies for better whole language performance.  

Second, awareness of language learning strategies: Appropriate strategies help 
students learn more efficiently and effectively. Teachers should help students to 
become aware of the importance of using strategies by letting them know what 
type of strategies are suitable for them for more effective learning. To raise stu-
dents’ awareness of language learning strategies is a little bit, but it can go a long 
way (Flaitz, 1995). 

Third, strategy training: Language learning strategy can be trained and it 
works. Teachers should train students to use more appropriate learning strate-
gies, especially strategies found to be used by most good language learners and 
most appropriate for the individual students. 

Last, teachers’ readiness: Teachers should be ready for strategy training. Many 
teachers themselves may not feel comfortable in strategy teaching (Flaitz, 1995). 
It is suggested that language teachers be motivated to participate in strategy 
training programs so as to help students afterwards. 

5.3. Limitations 

There were two limitations of the study. First, the sample size didn’t have a good 
balance of males and females (209: 15), though female freshmen were all in-
cluded in the study then, the findings of gender difference might not be repre-
sentative to other cases. Second, in comparing the strategy use among learners of 
FL, ESL, and EFL, some were adopted from the results of Oxford & Nyiko’s, 
1989 (FL), Oxford et al.’s, 1990 (ESL), and Young’s 1993 (EFL). The future study 
should consider including the foreign learners to be part of the participants to 
provide the first hand information. 
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