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ABSTRACT 
 

This research reports on a survey of language learning strategies used by first-

year students at Mahidol University in the 2006 academic year. The subjects 

participating in this study were 570 first-year students (447 science students and 123 

non-science students). The instrument employed in this study was the SILL 

questionnaire (Strategy Inventory for Language Learning). 

The findings from the study revealed that both science and non-science 

students generally applied all six strategy groups (memory, cognitive, compensation, 

metacognitive, affective, and social strategies) at a moderate frequency of use. The 

majority of the students most frequently used compensation strategies, while social 

strategies were the least frequently used. Similarly, science students preferred using 

compensation strategies the most, and social strategies were voted as the least 

frequently used. The non-science students employed metacognitive strategies most 

often, while the least often used strategies were the group of memory strategies. The 

use of overall language learning strategies reported by science and non-science 

students was not significantly different registering at a confidence level of .05. 

However, the results showed that the non-science students used social strategies 

significantly more than the science students. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 
 

 

1.1  Background  
Teaching and learning are a process of communication (Nunan, 1989). They 

attempt to transform a state of learners’ ignorance and unawareness to that of their 

knowledge, skills, and consciousness (Tudor, 1996). Communication can be a one-

way or two-way process (Tudor, 1996). In terms of the one-way process, the learners 

are passive recipients of information or knowledge given by the teacher (Wenden, 

1991). The media of teaching is mostly through a lecture, and the students learn by 

listening (McCombs, 1997). In this aspect, the teacher dominates as the center of 

learning. It is commonly practiced in the formal school system of many countries 

(Nunan, 1988). This is known as a teacher-centered approach in education. On the 

other hand, according to Nunan (1988), the communication (teaching and learning) 

can also be a two-way process. In this case, the teacher is the facilitator who uses 

education techniques or teaching material to stimulate the learner to participate in the 

discovery of learning (Tudor, 1996). This is known as a learner-centered approach in 

education. Moreover, McCombs (1997) explained that the focus in a learner-centered 

approach is on individual learners' heredity, experiences, perspectives, backgrounds, 

talents, interests, capacities, and needs. Similarly, students' characteristics become the 

data that teachers use to match their learning (Stern, 1983). 

To create learner-centeredness in a language classroom, language learning 

strategies are necessary (Nunan, 2000). As proposed by Nunan (1988), ‘providing 

learners with efficient learning strategies’ should be an important role of language 

teachers as facilitators. Oxford (1990) also suggested that language learning strategies 

are the often-conscious thoughts and behaviors used by learners with the explicit goal 

of improving their knowledge and understanding of a target language. Knowing how 

students use their language learning strategies will make it easier for teachers to help 
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students consciously control how they learn so that they can be efficient, motivated, 

and independent language learners (Chamot et. al., 1999). Regarding the study of Rost 

and Ross (1991), they found that students who thought and worked strategically 

would be more motivated to learn and have a higher sense of self-efficacy and 

confidence in their own learning ability. That is, strategic students perceive 

themselves as more able to succeed academically than students who do not know how 

to use learning strategies effectively (Rost & Ross, 1991). For this reason, to 

investigate students’ use of language learning strategies will enable the teacher to help 

their students become more self-reliant and better able to learn independently 

(Oxford, 1990). Therefore, among the factors relating to learner and learning situation 

characteristics, the study of language learning strategy use has become one of the 

most outstanding issues in the field of language teaching and learning (Bremner, 

1999; Ehrman & Oxford, 1989; Ghadessy, 1998; Grainger, 1997; Green & Oxford, 

1995; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Yang, 2005). 

In addition, according to the idea of learner-centeredness which language 

learners should be the central figure in studying of teaching and learning processes, it 

is necessary for language teachers to understand differences of their learners’ 

language learning performances (Stern, 1983). In order to explain differences in 

language learning performance of language learners, a variety of factors or variables 

have been identified, such as factors relating to the characteristics of learners and 

those relating to the characteristics of learning situations (Stern, 1983). In the field of 

language learning strategy studies, Oxford and Nyikos (1989) claimed that several 

factors also influence learners’ use of learning strategies. Some of these are related to 

each individual, i.e. gender, age, education, social status, and nationality. Some others 

are related to the language being learned, the educational settings, course status, 

teaching methodology, learning tasks and, field of study (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; 

Stern, 1983). For instance, in terms of ‘gender’, recent studies indicated that female 

learners employed a much wider or a very different range of language learning 

strategies than did male learners (Ehrman & Oxford, 1989; Green & Oxford, 1995; 

Sheorey, 1999). That means gender can influence learners’ use of language learning 

strategies in some way (Oxford, 1990). 
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Moreover, the findings of Oxford and Nyikos (1989) revealed that the “field of 

study” also had considerable influences on their choice of learners’ strategy use. 

However, further investigation of “field of study” influencing learners’ use of learning 

strategies has rarely found in the previous studies. More interestingly, the 

investigation of this type of variable has never been conducted in Thai educational 

research. Therefore, in order to enhance an understanding of language learning 

strategies in Thai EFL contexts, this present research was conducted. The research 

was designed to study the language learning strategy use of first-year Thai students at 

Mahidol University who were studying in different fields of study (Science and Non-

science), and learning English as a Foreign Language (EFL). In other words, this 

research aimed to investigate the use of language learning strategies in first-year Thai 

students at Mahidol University, and also aimed to find whether the ‘field of study’ 

would influence the students’ choices of language learning strategies. In so doing, 

language learning strategies used by both Science students and by Non-science 

students enrolling their first-year studies at Mahidol University were explored and 

compared. 

 

1.2  Rationale of the Study 
After the teacher-centered approach had been considered as unsuccessful with 

Thai education since 1996, the Sub-Committees on Learning Reform of the Thai 

National Education Commission and The Thai Ministry of Education have removed 

the teacher-centeredness from Thai education, and replaced it with learner-

centeredness through learning reform implemented in 1999 (Phungphol, 2005). Even 

though the ideal of learner-centeredness in education have been suggested as much 

helpful for educators (McCombs, 1997; Nunan, 1988 & 1989; Stern, 1983; Tudor, 

1996; Wenden, 1991), it had been neglected in Thai educational system until 1996 

(Phungphol, 2005). In 1996, due to Thai economic and financial crisis, Thai 

educational reformers and educators have been aware of the failure of Thai traditional 

educational system which had been relied only on the teachers’ roles in powering and 

controlling the classes (Phungphol, 2005). To solve that problem, the enactment of the 

National Education Act in 1999 was taken. In the National Education Act (1999), 

learners were switched to be the central players in education. The roles of teachers 
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were changed to be as facilitators, not classroom disciplinarians anymore. According 

to the National Education Act in 1999: 

Education shall be based on the principle that all learners are capable of learning 
and self-development, and are regarded as being most important. The teaching-
learning process shall aim at enabling the learners to develop themselves at their 
own pace and to the best of their potentiality (1999: section 22).  
 

Dr. Vichai Tunsiri (at that time, the Deputy Minister of Education and one of the 

members of the Extraordinary Committees of the Senates) made a statement 

concerning the importance of learner-centeredness in Thai education reform at the 

35th SEAMEO (SouthEast Asian Ministers of Education Organization) Council 

Conference, Indonesia. As he stated:   

Education reform is only the beginning of the whole process of educational 
development.  This enormous task will be completed only if all members of 
society embrace and adopt it as their own.  From this perspective, one of the 
focuses of our reform will be on community participation.  Local wisdom will be 
integrated with modern technologies so that students will have more options in 
their community to improve their quality of life.  On the other hand, we have 
shifted from the conventional to learner-centered approach which will impact 
the role of teachers.  Teachers must change their role to facilitators or coaches.  
They must be willing to continue to update their knowledge and to learn along 
with their students (Tunsiri, 2000: appendix 9).    
                                                                                                                                                           

Until now, from the result of the Thai educational reform in 1999, the learners have 

consequently been the central figure in conducting research on language teaching and 

learning processes. 

Applying the idea of the learner-centered approach to language teaching and 

learning, one of the teachers’ roles is to identify learners’ use of language learning 

strategies in order to provide the learners with suitable learning strategies, and help 

them overcome their difficulties in language learning (Nunan, 1988;  Rost & Ross, 

1991). Kaotsombut (2003) also claimed that to enhance the level of achievement in 

teaching and learning a target language, it was also essential to know what learning 

strategies the learners used since language learning strategies could improve their 

language learning. In this aspect, the teachers’ roles “include identifying students’ 

learning strategies, conducting training on learning strategies, and helping learners 

become more independent” (Oxford, 1990:10). For this reason, it appears to be 

necessary that Thai EFL teachers should learn to identify what strategies their 
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students apply among a variety of Thai EFL learning situations so as to introduce 

them to appropriate learning strategy use.  

According to the importance of language learning strategies towards the ideal of 

being learner-centeredness in Thai educational reform, this study was conducted to 

investigate language learning strategy use of a group of Thai first year undergraduate 

students at Mahidol University. The first year Mahidol students are required to study 

two compulsory courses during two semesters in the first academic year of their 

studies. In each English course, the students are encouraged to participate in English-

using activities requiring their reading, writing, listening, and speaking skills. Thus, 

the first year students are unavoidably going to use language learning strategies to 

accomplish their goals in studying English. The investigation of language learning 

strategies in this study helps the teachers better understand their students’ preferences 

in their language learning strategy use. The findings of this research can be most 

foundational information for teachers in creating their own strategic instructional 

designs.  

In addition, as mentioned by Oxford (1990), the difference of learning strategies 

used by learners also depended on a number of factors. Consequently, factors 

influencing the way the learners select to use learning strategies (e.g. age, gender, 

field of study, level of proficiency, ethnic background and others) have been 

investigated by researchers (Dhieb-Henia, 2003; Ghadessy, 1998; Grainger, 1997; 

Lan & Oxford, 2003; O'Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Nyikos 

,1989; Politzer & McGroarty, 1985; Sheorey, 1999; Tercanlioglu, 2004; Yang, 2005). 

The findings of Oxford and Nyikos (1989) showed that the ‘field of study’ also had 

considerable influences on their choice of learners’ strategy use. However, further 

investigation of this variable (field of study) has never been found in Thai educational 

research, and also rarely found in the previous studies in the initial countries. In 

Thailand, there have been some research studies (Chomphuchart, 1998; Chumpavan, 

2000; Dhanerattigannon, 1990; Kaotsombut, 2003; Lappayawichit, 1998; Sroysamut, 

2005; Wongphangamol, 2005) exploring factors which influence the way Thai 

students selected to use their learning strategies. All of those research studies have 

only dealt with the relationships between the language learning strategies employed 

by high and low-level language students (the level of proficiency).  
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Wongphangamol (2005) investigated reading strategies employed by Science 

and Non-science students at Assumption College Thonburi. In her study, the subjects 

were divided into four main groups: a) Science students with high English abilities b) 

Science students with low English abilities c) Non-science students with high English 

abilities and d) Non-science students with low English abilities. She studied only how 

the students with high English abilities employed reading strategies differently from 

those who had lower English abilities. Nevertheless, she did not focus her study on 

how the Science students used strategies differently from the Non-science students. In 

this case, the difference of students’ learning strategy use across fields of study 

(Science and Non-science) has not been explored in Wongphangamol’s (2005) study.  

Thus, the present study was initially designed to investigate what language 

learning strategies were employed by first year students at Mahidol University.  

Secondly, the study was designed to explore the difference between the study field of 

science students and non-science students using language learning strategies. In other 

words, apart from the investigation of learners’ language learning strategy use, the 

present study was also conducted to find out whether the ‘field of study’ could 

influence their choices of learning strategies. An understanding of the results from 

this study may help ESL or EFL teachers guide learners to take better control of their 

learning processes and appropriate strategy use in Thai tertiary education. 

 

1.3  Objectives of the Study 
In this study, four main objectives are involved: 

1. The investigation of language learning strategies among first-year students at 

Mahidol University  

2. The investigation of language learning strategies among first-year science 

students at Mahidol University  

3. The investigation of language learning strategies among first-year non-

science students at Mahidol University  

4. To determine whether any differences will exist among language learning 

strategies used by the students in different fields of study (Science and Non-science) 
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1.4  Research Questions 
From the objectives of this study, the following research questions will be 

answered:  

Question One: What language learning strategies are employed by first-year 

students at Mahidol University? 

Question Two: What language learning strategies are employed by first-year 

science students at Mahidol University? 

Question Three: What language learning strategies are employed by first-year 

non-science students at Mahidol University? 

Question Four: Are there any differences between language learning strategies 

employed by first-year science students and those by first-year non-science students at 

Mahidol University?  

 

1.5  Theoretical Perspective 
Oxford’s (1990) classification of language learning strategies was utilized as the 

framework in this present study. As contended in the study of Hsiao and Oxford 

(2002), the six-category strategy taxonomy proposed by Oxford (1990) could be 

regarded as the most proper to classify learners’ strategy use. Comparing to earlier 

classification models, Jones (1998), Rausch (2000), and Tudor (1996) agreed that 

Oxford has developed a system of language learning strategies which is more 

detailed, comprehensive, and more assessable. The six main categories of language 

learning strategies proposed by Oxford (1990) were composed of memory strategies, 

cognitive strategies, compensation strategies, metacognitive strategies, affective 

strategies and social strategies. Consequently, the SILL (Strategy Inventory for 

Language Learning) developed by Oxford (1990) has been employed in many 

research studies with very high reliability and validity (Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995). 

The SILL enables language learners to identify their use of learning strategies. To 

conduct the present research, the SILL Version (7.0) devised by Oxford (1990) was 

employed as the research instrument.  
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1.6  Conceptual Framework of the Study 

 
Figure 1: Conceptual Framework Diagram  

 

This section shows a brief summary process of how to accomplish the goals of 

the present study. This study, first, explored language learning strategies used by first-

year Thai EFL students at Mahidol University in the 2006 academic year. Then the 

strategies used by the students in different fields of study (Science majors and Non-

science majors) were compared. In conducting this present research, the SILL 

questionnaire (version 7.0 -- for EFL learners) devised by Oxford (1990) was used as 

the research instrument to have the subjects identify their language learning strategy 

use. In the SILL questionnaire, the data obtained from the subjects revealed the 

frequency of their use of language learning strategies into six main categories 

proposed by Oxford (1990): memory strategies, cognitive strategies, compensation 

SILL 
Questionnaire 

(Oxford, 1990)

Language 
Learning 
Strategies

Cognitive

Compensation

Metacognitive

Affective

Social

Direct 
Strategies

Memory

Indirect 
Strategies

Science 
Non-science 

EFL STUDENTS 

Non-science 
Science
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strategies, metacognitive strategies, affective strategies, and social strategies. 

Furthermore, the students’ choice of field of study (Science and Non-science) were 

compared to find the differences in language learning strategy use. (see Figure 1) 

 

1.7  Significance of the Study 
This study is anticipated to reveal and to be applied in the following ways: 

1. This information could be useful for learners in raising their awareness of 

language learning strategy use to improve their language abilities. 

2. This study could be helpful for EFL learners, while studying the target 

language, to prepare themselves with appropriate language learning strategies. The 

learners who have learned how and when to use learning strategies will become more 

self-reliant and better able to learn independently.  

3. Equally, this study might be useful particularly for teachers who are planning 

to integrate language learning strategy instructions into their language teaching. 

Learning strategy instructions can increase student motivation in two main ways: by 

increasing students' confidence in their own learning ability and by providing students 

with specific techniques for successful language learning. 

 

1.8  Scope and Limitations 
The subjects in this study were first-year Thai students who were studying at 

Mahidol University. All of them were taking their EFL courses at the university. The 

limitations that could influence the present study would possibly be as follows: 

1. The investigation was conducted with only a group of students who were 

studying in the first year of their studies at Mahidol University. Thus, generalizations 

of the study may be most suitable for those who are studying at the same level of 

study, and have a similar background.  
2. The study was restricted with one data collection method that was the 

distribution of research questionnaire. Therefore, other methods might gain different 

results. If different research methods in other areas are used, their strategy use might 

possibly be different.  
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3. The students' uses of learning strategies were identified through the self-

report questionnaire of Oxford's (1990) Strategy Inventory for Language Learning 

(SILL), Version 7.0 (50 items). Although the SILL has been tested with a variety of 

languages, from reviewing in the related literatures, it has not been tested with several 

large groups of Thai students as much as it has in some initial countries. It might 

possibly be inadequate in accurately reporting strategy use for Thai students in some 

particular contexts. 
 

1.9  Definitions of Terms 
1. EFL is an abbreviation for English as a Foreign Language. English is 

learned as a foreign language in countries where it is a subject in schools but is not a 

medium of instruction nor the normal language of business, law and government, nor 

normally a language of everyday communication. In such countries, the mother-

tongue or the people have an institutionalized role e.g. Japan, Germany, France, 

Turkey, Brazil, and Thailand (Carter, 1993). 

2. ESL is an abbreviation for English as a Second Language. It is the role of 

English in countries where it is widely used within the countries (e.g. as a language of 

instruction at school, as a language of business and government, and of everyday 

communication by some people) but is not the first language of the population e.g. in 

Singapore, the Philippines, India, and Nigeria (Richards, Platt & Platt, 1999). 

3. Language Learning Strategies are the often-conscious steps or behaviors 

used by language learners to enhance the acquisition, storage, retention, recall and use 

of new information (Oxford, 1990). 

4. Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) was developed by 

Oxford (1990) as an instrument for assessing the frequency of use of language 

learning strategies by language learners. There are two versions of the SILL -- one for 

foreign language learners whose native language is English (Version 5.0, 80 items), 

and the other for learners of English as a second or foreign language (ESL/EFL) 

(Version 7.0, 50 items). (see appendix A in English version, and appendix B in Thai 

version) 

 



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ.                                                       M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 11 

 

 

CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 
Recently, general findings among the investigation of language learning 

strategies are evident that the use of proper language learning strategies can lead to 

improved proficiency or achievement overall or in specific skill areas of language 

learning (Bremner, 1999; Cohen, 1995; Dhieb-Henia, 2003; Ghadessy, 1998; Nyikos 

& Oxford, 1993; O'Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Skehan, 1998; Yang, 

2005). These studies also support the idea that the use of appropriate learning 

strategies enables students to “take responsibility for their own learning by enhancing 

learner autonomy, independence, and self-direction” (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989: 11). In 

this regard, it is very important that teachers of a second or a foreign language should 

learn to understand how the strategies of their students are employed in distinctive 

language learning contexts.  

Nunan, (2000), Oxford (1990), and Tudor (1996) believed that the ideal of 

enhancing learner-centeredness in language learning supports the necessity of 

language learning strategies which lead to the development of lifelong learning or 

autonomous learning (see Figure 2.1). In order to enhance the success of language 

learning strategy use on language teaching and learning in Thailand, the present study 

was conducted to investigate language learning strategies employed by first-year Thai 

students at Mahidol University, and to explore the differences of field of study 

towards the use of language learning strategies among first-year Thai students at 

Mahidol University. To provide background information relating to the areas of the 

present study, this literature review chapter is separated into six main sections. The 

outline of the topics in this chapter is presented as follows: 

 

2.1 Learner-centered approach  

2.2 Definition of language learning strategies 
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2.3 Classification of language learning strategies 

2.4 Autonomous learning 

2.5 Factors influencing the choice of language learning strategies 

2.6 Previous research on language learning strategies 

 

 
Figure 2.1: Development Process in Language Learning 
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2.1  Learner-centered Approach 
A learner-centered approach is different from traditional approaches to teaching. 

Most of the traditional teaching approaches have been considered as passive learning 

to the students in that the teachers focus on giving out information about "what is 

known" (McCombs & Whistler, 1997; Gow &  Kember 1993; Xiaoyan, 2003). 

Students are the receivers of information, and the teachers are the dispenser. Much of 

the assessment of the learner is focused on the importance of "one right answer" 

(Tudor, 1996). In contrast, the learner-centered approach has been referred to as 

active learning since students must participate in creating knowledge rather than being 

passive recipients of content (Grubb et al., 1999; Karabell, 1998). In the learner-

centeredness environment, it focuses more on empowering learners and making them 

more autonomous and self-directed learners (Cranton, 1998).  

Recently, in the field of second and foreign language education there has been a 

shift in focus from teachers to learners -- from exclusive focus on how to improve 

teaching only to an inclusive concern about how individual learners go through their 

learning (Gremmo & Riley, 1995). According to McCombs (1997), learner-

centeredness or learner-centered approach is not only a theory about teaching, but also 

a theory about learning. Each individual student decides what is important and what is 

relevant to construct a meaningful concept (Nunan, 1989). However, the 

impracticality of immediately applying this new ideal (learner-centered approach) into 

the real teaching was also noted: 

The knowledge and personal qualities that learner involvement requires cannot 
be taken for granted, and need to be developed over time. A learner-centred 
approach needs therefore to contain an element of awareness development, 
which is designed to help learners deepen their understanding of language 
learning and develop their ability to play an active and self-directive role in their 
language study (Tudor, 1996: 34). 
 

In order to help learners develop this ability of undertaking responsibilities for their 

own learning and work towards the goal of becoming autonomous learners, the 

concept of ‘learner training’ was introduced. Tudor (1996) defined this new concept 

as follows:  
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‘Learner training’ could be defined as the process by which learners are helped 
to deepen their understanding of the nature of language learning, and to acquire 
the knowledge and skills they need in order to pursue their learning goals in an 
informed and self-directive manner (p. 37). 
 

As implied in the quotation above, the role of teachers in this new learning 

experience is to help students develop the necessary skills for becoming independent 

learners. 

One important implication for instruction of learner-centeredness is that teachers, 

rather than delivering already organized and interpreted subject material to students, 

need to guide students to create their own understandings (Nunan, 2000). In other 

words, the roles of the teachers are conceptualized as the guides or the facilitators to 

students rather than classroom disciplinarians or the source of all authority and 

knowledge. The teachers should utilize students’ backgrounds of understanding, 

cooperative learning, and authentic learning problems as foundational information 

into their teaching and learning processes (Nunan, 1988). “The primary role and 

purpose of any teacher in any classroom is to help learners learn, inquire, problem-

solve, and cope with their own emotional needs and tensions, as well as with the 

needs of those around them” (Withall, 1975:261).  

In applying the learner-centered approach to teaching and learning processes, 

information about learners from learners is used to tell the teacher when and how to 

teach (Nunan, 1988). In order to create learner-centered classrooms, Nunan (2000:11) 

emphasized the importance of learner-centered classrooms  and defined learner-

centered classrooms as the places where “key decisions about what will be taught, 

how it will be taught, when it will be taught, and how it will be accessed will be made 

with reference to the learner”. Therefore, as one way to enhance the level of success 

on applying learner-centered approach into language teaching and learning, it is 

necessary for the teachers to understand what strategies their students select and 

apply. This can be one of the foundational pieces of information for teachers in 

creating appropriate strategic instructional design for their language classes. 
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2.2  Definition of Language Learning Strategies 

 
Originally, the term strategy comes from Greek strategia which means 

‘command of a general’ (Oxford, 1990). In ancient Greek, strategy was defined as ‘a 

plan of a general of armies or forces to win a war’ (Oxford, 1990). However, in 

education, the term has been used differently. In the process of language learning, 

strategy does not involve the implementation of a plan to win a war, but an 

implementation of planning mental or behavioral movements that do not concern with 

wars anymore (Oxford, 1990). The warlike meaning seems to be transformed into 

learning strategies. Oxford (1990) argued that the definition commonly used did not 

fully convey the excitement or richness of learning strategies. She also expanded the 

definition of learning strategies by saying "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, 1990:8). 

Furthermore, in language study, the term ‘language learning strategy’ has been 

defined by other researchers. For instance, Wenden and Rubin (1987) defined 

learning strategies as any sets of operations, steps, plans, and routines used by the 

learner to facilitate the obtaining, storage, retrieval, and use of information. O'Malley 

and Chamot (1990) referred learning strategies to intentional cognitive or affective 

actions taken by the learner in order to learn both simple and complex materials. 

Richards, Platt, and Platt (1992) stated that learning strategies were "intentional 

behaviors and thoughts used by learners during learning so as to better help them 

understand, learn, or remember new information"(Richards, Platt & Platt, 1999:209). 

In brief, all language learners use language learning strategies either consciously or 

unconsciously when processing new information, solving problems, organizing the 

information during the encoding processes, and evaluating after the learning is 

completed. When the learners face new input and encounter learning difficulties, 

using language learning strategies is inescapable for them. 
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2.3  Classification of Language Learning Strategies 
Increasingly, many researchers have studied learning strategies used by language 

learners during the process of second and foreign language learning (Dhieb-Henia, 

2003; Ghadessy, 1998; Grainger, 1997; Lan & Oxford, 2003; O'Malley & Chamot, 

1990; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Nyikos ,1989; Politzer & McGroarty, 1985; Sheorey, 

1999; Tercanlioglu, 2004; Yang, 2005). Research into what learners do to learn a 

language has resulted in the identification of specific strategies and in attempts to 

classify them in some way. In the following sections, classifications of strategies by 

Tarone (1980), Rubin (1987), O'Malley and Chamot (1990), and Oxford’s (1990) will 

be presented in chronological order. 

 

2.3.1  Tarone’s (1980) Classification 

Tarone (1980) proposed two distinctive types of strategies relevant to second 

language learning including: 

1. Strategies of language use: This type of strategy consists of 

‘communication strategies’ and ‘production strategies’. Communication strategies are 

mutual attempts of two interlocutors to agree on a meaning in situations where 

requisite meaning structures do not seem to be shared such as paraphrasing, 

transferring, and avoidance. As for production strategies, it attempts to use one’s 

linguistic system efficiently and clearly, with a minimum of effort such as 

simplification, rehearsal, and discourse planning. 

2. Language learning strategies: Tarone (1980) defined language learning 

strategy as “an attempt to develop linguistic and sociolinguistic competence in the 

target language e.g. memorization, repetition, and so on” (Tarone ,1980:419).  

In Tarone’s study, classification of strategies was well introduced and explained. 

However, the problems on Tarone’s (1980) classification of strategies arose in 

differentiating between communication strategies and learning strategies. Even 

though her classification between those two types of strategies was understandable, it 

was difficult to distinguish them into real life situations in terms of their use. As she 

divided strategies according to the purposes of the learner’s strategy use, a problem 

arose in cases where the learner might have more than one purpose at the same time 

(communication and learning purposes) while using the strategies. 
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2.3.2  Rubin’s (1987) Classification 

Seven years later, a more specific way for classifying learning strategies was 

introduced by Rubin in 1987. Rubin (1987) categorized strategies into three main 

categories including: learning strategies, communication strategies, and social 

strategies. In terms of learning strategies, Rubin (1987) grouped strategies into         

an operative (cognitive processing) function and an executive (metacognitive) 

function. 

Three main categories of strategies proposed by Rubin (1987) are as follows:  

1. Learning strategies: contribute directly to the development of the 

language system which the learner constructs. According to Rubin’s classification 

(1987), cognitive strategies were task oriented strategies used in learning or problem – 

solving that required direct analysis, transformation or synthesis of learning material. 

Metacognitive strategies involved thinking about the learning process, planning for 

learning, monitoring of comprehension or production and self-evaluation after the 

learning activity is completed. Rubin (1987) included cognitive and metacognitive 

strategies in the first of three major types of strategies which contributed directly or 

indirectly to language acquisition. The six main cognitive strategies were composed 

of clarification or verification, guessing or inductive inferencing, deductive reasoning, 

practice, memorisation, and monitoring. The four main metacognitive strategies were 

comprised of planning, prioritising, setting goals, and self-management.  

2.  Communication strategies: are used to promote communication with 

others. These strategies typically help learners while participating in conversations 

using the target language, or encountering difficulties in the conversations (e.g. use of 

synonyms, use of gestures or mime). This type of strategy contributes indirectly to 

learning.  

3.  Social strategies: are activities that learners use in an attempt to increase 

exposure to the language. These strategies also contribute indirectly to learning. 

 

Furthermore, Rubin (1987) also identified some generally agreed characteristics 

of "learning strategy": 

1.  Strategies refer to specific actions or techniques- (e.g. comparing target 

language rules with native language rules, repeating a phrase to remember it) 
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2.  Some strategies can be observed - there is an observable behaviour that 

accompanies the mental act (e.g. asking questions, comprehension checks with 

the teacher). Other strategies cannot be observed - (e.g. inferring, comparing).  

3.  Strategies are problem oriented- learners employ strategies in response 

to different kinds of learning problems. 

4.  Some strategies contribute directly to learning, while other strategies 

contribute indirectly to learning.  

5.  Cognitive strategies may be deployed consciously in response to a 

problem a learner has clearly perceived and analysed. Cognitive strategies may 

also become automatized.  

6.  Strategies are amenable to change.  (Wenden & Rubin, 1987) 

 

In Rubin’s classification, she proposed a broader view and deeper information in 

terms of learning strategy categories. However, in the study of Rubin (1987), some 

occasional overlap between learning strategies and communication strategies still 

remained, as it had existed in Tarone’s (1980) classification. Before introducing 

communication strategies, Rubin (1987) explained the relationship between learning 

strategies and communication strategies. As Rubin (1987) stated, 

… Communication strategies are less directly related to language learning since 
their main focus is on the process of participating in a conversation (i.e. 
functional practicing) and getting meaning across or clarifying what the speaker 
intended. Communication strategies are used by speakers when faced with some 
difficulty due to the fact that their communication ends outrun their 
communication means or when confronted with misunderstanding by a co-
speaker (Corder, 1983; Tarone, 1983). The relationship of communication 
strategies to learning strategies is not always so clear since in the process of 
clarifying meaning, learners may uncover new information which they then store 
in their language system. Thus, although use of communication strategies may 
lead to learning, the purpose for their use is better communication (p. 26).  

 

As can be seen in Rubin’s (1987) words, a more clear-cut explanation on ambiguity of 

Tarone’s (1980) classification between communication and learning strategies was 

not yet introduced. 
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2.3.3  O'Malley and Chamot’s (1990) Classification 

Not many years later, a more sophisticated way of  strategy classification was 

introduced by O'Malley and Chamot (1990). They solved the problem arising in the 

strategy classifications of Tarone (1980) and Rubin (1987) by insisting that learning 

strategies included all strategies. As the former researchers’ divided strategies 

according to the purposes of the learner’s use, then, the problem arose in 

differentiating between communication and learning purposes. O'Malley and Chamot 

(1990) claimed that although the learners were using communication strategies, they 

also had purposes for target language learning. Thus, O'Malley and Chamot (1990) 

classified strategies according to the levels or types of information processing such as 

“metacognitive strategies”, “cognitive strategies”, and “social/affective strategies”. In 

the classification of strategies proposed by O'Malley and Chamot (1990), therefore, 

the communication and the learning strategies were not considered as separated. For 

this reason, the overlap between learning strategies and communication strategies in 

Tarone (1980) and Rubin (1987) has been solved.  

Regarding O'Malley and Chamot (1990), the three strategies were defined as 

follows: 

1.  Metacognitive strategies: are higher order executive skills that may 

entail planning for, monitoring, or evaluating the success of a learning activity e.g. 

self-management: setting goals, monitoring, and self-evaluation. 

2. Cognitive strategies: operate directly on incoming information, 

manipulating it in ways that enhance learning e.g. inferencing meaning from context; 

using dictionaries and grammar books; retaining it through memorization, repetition, 

mnemotechnic tricks, and writing things down; and retrieving it. 

3.  Socioaffective strategies: represent a broad grouping that involves either 

interaction with another person or ideational control over affect e.g. co-operating with 

classmates, friends, teachers, or speaking English with other speakers of English. 
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2.3.4  Oxford’s (1990) Classification 

In the same year, another ideal of classification of language learning strategies 

was introduced by Oxford (1990) in greater detail. Comparing to O'Malley and 

Chamot’s (1990) classification, Oxford’s (1990) is possibly more accessible (Tudor, 

1996). Oxford (1990) divided ‘socioaffective strategies’ proposed by O'Malley and 

Chamot (1990) into two separated types of strategies: a) social strategies and b) 

affective strategies. Regarding Oxford’s (1990) study, she divided strategies into two 

major categories: direct and indirect. The strategies used directly in dealing with a 

new language are called direct strategies (Oxford 1990). The direct strategies were 

subdivided into three groups: memory strategies, cognitive strategies and 

compensation strategies. As for indirect strategies, which "contribute indirectly but 

powerfully to learning" (Oxford 1990:11-12), were also subdivided into three groups: 

metacognitive strategies, affective strategies, and social strategies. The entire 

language learning strategy system categorized by Oxford (1990), including six 

strategy groups and nineteen strategy sets, is presented in the following diagram 

(Figure 2.2).  
LANGUAGE LEARNING STRATEGIES 

. 
DIRECT STRATEGIES INDIRECT STRATEGIES 

 
       A) Creating mental linkages 

I.  Memory                 B) Applying images and sounds 

    strategies                C) Reviewing well 

                                   D) Employing action 

       

                      A) Practicing 

II.  Cognitive               B) Receiving and sending   

strategies                     messages 

                                    C) Analyzing and reasoning 

                                      D) Creating structure for input   

and output 

         

III. Compensation        A) Guessing intelligently 

      strategies                B) Overcoming limitations 

                                 
                                  A) Centering your learning  
I.  Metacognitive       B) Arranging and planning     

strategies                   your learning                  

                                  C) Evaluating your learning 

                                   

                    A) Lowering your anxiety 

II.  Affective              B) Encouraging yourself 

strategies              C) Taking your emotional    

                                        temperature 

                                                                  

III. Social                  A) Asking questions 

      strategies             B) Cooperating with others 

                                  C) Empathizing with others  

Figure 2.2: Diagram of the Strategy System Showing Two Classes, Six Groups,            

and Nineteen Sets (Oxford, 1990: 17) 
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According to Oxford (1990):  

1.  Memory strategies: help learners link one item or concept to another but 

do not necessarily involve deep understanding. Various memory-related strategies 

enable learners to learn and retrieve information in an orderly string (e.g. acronyms), 

while other techniques create learning and retrieval via sounds (e.g. rhyming), images 

(e.g. a mental picture of the word itself or the meaning of the word), a combination of 

sounds and images (e.g. the keyword method), body movement (e.g. total physical 

response), mechanical means (e.g. flashcards), or location (e.g. on a page or 

blackboard) (see Oxford, 1990 for details and multiple examples). 

2.  Cognitive strategies: enable the learner to manipulate the language 

material in direct ways (e.g. through reasoning, analysis, note-taking, summarizing, 

synthesizing, outlining, reorganizing information to develop stronger schemas, 

practicing in naturalistic settings, and practicing structures and sounds formally).  

3.  Compensation strategies: (e.g. guessing from the context in listening 

and reading; using synonyms and  “talking around” the missing word to aid speaking 

and writing; and strictly for speaking, using gestures or pause words) help the learner 

make up for missing knowledge.  

4. Metacognitive strategies: (e.g. identifying one’s own learning style 

preferences and needs, planning for a second language task, gathering and organizing 

materials, arranging a study space and a schedule, monitoring mistakes, and 

evaluating task success, and evaluating the success of any type of learning strategy) 

are employed for managing the learning process overall. 

5.  Affective strategies: (e.g. identifying one’s mood and anxiety level, 

talking about feelings, rewarding oneself for good performance, and using deep 

breathing or positive self-talk) enable learners to control feelings, motivations, and 

attitudes related to language learning.  

6. Social strategies: (e.g. asking questions to get verification, asking for 

clarification of a confusing point, asking for help in doing a language task, talking 

with a native-speaking conversational partner, and exploring cultural and social 

norms) help the learner, often in a discourse situation, work with others and 

understand the target culture as well as the language (see Table 2 for full details).  
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Table 2: Oxford’s Strategy System Showing all Strategies (Oxford, 1990: 18-21) 

DIRECT STRATEGIES INDIRECT STRATEGIES 
I.  Memory strategies 
     A) Creating mental linkages 
             - Grouping 
             - Associating/elaborating 
             - Placing new words into a context 
     B) Applying images and sounds 
             - Using imagery 
             - Semantic mapping 
             - Using keywords 
             - Representing sounds in memory 
     C) Reviewing well 
             - Structured reviewing 
     D) Employing action 
             - Using physical response or sensation 
             - Using mechanical techniques 
 
II.  Cognitive strategies 
     A) Practicing 
             - Repeating 
             - Formally practicing with sounds  
               and writing systems 
             - Recognizing and using formulas 
               and patterns 
             - Recombining 
             - Practicing naturalistically 
     B) Receiving and sending messages 
             - Getting the idea quickly 
             - Using resources for receiving and 
               sending messages 
     C) Analyzing and reasoning 
             - Reasoning deductively 
             - Analyzing expressions 
             - Analyzing contrastively 
             - Translating 
             - Transferring 
     D) Creating structure for input & output 
             - Taking notes 
             - Summarizing 
             - Highlighting 
 
III.  Compensation strategies 
     A) Guessing intelligently 
             - Using linguistic clues 
             - Using other clues 
     B) Overcoming limitations 
             - Switching to the mother tongue 
             - Getting help 
             - Using mime or gesture 
             - Avoiding communication 
             - Selecting the topic 
             - Adjusting/approximating the messages 
             - Coining words 
             - Using a circumlocution or synonym  

I.  Metacognitive strategies 
     A) Centering your learning 
             - Overviewing and linking with 
               already known material 
             - Paying attention 
             - Delaying speech production to 
               focus on listening 
     B) Arranging and planning your learning 
             - Finding out about language learning 
             - Organizing 
             - Setting goals and objectives 
             - Identifying the purpose of  
               a language task (purposeful listening/ 
               reading/speaking/writing) 
             - Planning for a language task 
             - Seeking practice opportunities 
     C) Evaluating your learning 
             - Self-monitoring 
             - Self-evaluation 
 
II.  Affective strategies 
     A) Lowering your anxiety  
             - Using progressive relaxation 
             - Using music 
             - Using laughter 
     B) Encouraging yourself 
             - Making positive statements 
             - Taking risk wisely 
             - Rewarding yourself 
     C) Taking your emotional temperature 
             - Listening to your body 
             - Using a checklist 
             - Writing a language learning diary 
             - Discussing your feelings with 
               someone else 
 
II.  Social strategies 
     A) Asking questions 
             - Asking for clarification or verification 
             - Asking for correction 
     B) Cooperating with others 
             - Cooperating with others 
             - Cooperating with proficient users  
               of the new language 
     C) Empathizing with others 
             - Developing cultural understanding 
             - Becoming aware of others’ thoughts 
               and feelings 
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After reviewing related studies concerning classifications of language learning 

strategies, researchers in the past have distinctively defined the ‘language learning 

strategy’. Nonetheless, according to the study of Hsiao and Oxford (2002), it showed 

that the six-category strategy taxonomy proposed by Oxford (1990) may be the most 

proper ideal to classify learners’ strategy use. In addition, Oxford’s (1990) 

classification of language learning strategies has been employed to identify learners’ 

use of language learning strategies around the world (Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995).  

As claimed by Oxford and Crookall (1989), each type of strategy distinctively 

plays an important role to enhance language learning ability of the learners. Thus, it is 

suggested that more understanding and awareness of learning strategies may provide 

more valuable insights into the processes of language teaching and learning (Oxford, 

1990; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989). This, in turn, may enable individual learners to adopt 

or further develop a range of effective personal language learning strategies, and 

encourage teachers to incorporate their active use in class (Chamot & Kupper, 1989). 

 

2.4  Autonomous Learning  
Autonomous learning is related mainly to self-managed learning (Wenden, 

1991). According to Cassell (1993: 306), "autonomy is the capacity of individuals to 

be self-reflective and self-determining: to deliberate, judge, choose, and act upon 

different possible courses of action." An autonomous learner; by definition is "one 

who solves problems or develops new ideas through a combination of divergent and 

convergent thinking and functions with minimal external guidance in selected areas of 

endeavour" (Betts & Knapp, 1981: 14). It means that in autonomous learning the 

learner has much of the responsibility for planning and organizing their learning, and 

for assessing its value to him or herself (Wenden, 1991). Benson (2001) pointed out 

that an important element of autonomous learning was to give learners the opportunity 

to take control of their own learning and to determine the content as well as the goals 

and purposes of learning. Specifically, Little (1991) took the role of control over the 

cognitive processes involved in effective self-management of learning into 

consideration: 
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“Essentially, autonomy is a capacity -- for detachment, critical reflection, 
decision-making, and independent action. It presupposes, but also entails, that 
the learner will develop a particular kind of psychological relation to the process 
and content of his learning. The capacity for autonomy will be displayed both in 
the way the learner learns and in the way he or she transfers what has been 
learned to wider contexts” (Little, 1991: 4). 
 
To effectively create a learner-centered approach in the language teaching and 

learning processes, learners’ learning strategies should be investigated in order to 

promote their autonomous learning (Tudor, 1996). More interestingly, Nunan (1997) 

considered the language classroom as the best place for encouraging learners to move 

towards autonomy. Nunan (2000) also claimed that one of teachers’ important roles 

was to help learners identify their own preferred learning strategies in order to 

promote learner autonomy as an educational goal at an institutional level. It also helps 

lead to the development of lifelong learners (Rausch, 2000; Xiaoyan, 2003).  

 

2.5  Factors Influencing the Choice of Language Learning Strategies 

The types of language learning strategies used by different learners vary 

according to many factors (Ehrman & Oxford, 1989; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Nyikos, 

1989). One phenomenon, which has been noticed, is that the majority of the research 

studies have conducted to investigative various factors influencing the choice and use 

of learning strategies. As claimed by Chamot and Kupper (1989), the frequency and 

variety of the use of language learning strategies vary among different learners and 

depend on a number of factors or variables. For example, individuals will apply 

different strategies depending on their personality, cognitive style, and the task at 

hand (Oxford, 1990). Oxford (1989; 1990) listed the following possible influences on 

strategy choice: the target language, course level, number of years of study, 

metacognitive skill, age, sex, attitudes, motivational orientation, language learning 

goals, motivation level, personality, learning style, cognitive style, aptitude, 

career/academic specialization, nationality, teaching method, nature of learning task, 

type of task, subject matter, level of language proficiency, and cultural background. 

Referring to the findings in Oxford and Nyikos (1989), the study showed that many 

factors influenced the choice of learning strategies among foreign language students 

and showed many as determinants of strategy use. Then, the relationships of the use 
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of language learning strategies and the influencing variables have been the focus of a 

growing body of research over the past decades (Bremmer, 1999; Ehrman & Oxford, 

1989; Ghadessy, 1998; Grainger, 1997; Green & Oxford, 1995; Griffiths, 2003; 

Politzer & McGroarty, 1985; Sheorey, 1999; Tercanlioglu, 2004; White, 1995).  

 

2.6  Previous Research on Language Learning Strategies 
Using a questionnaire as the research instrument has been one of the most 

prevalent ways to conduct research studies on language learning strategy use (Oxford 

& Burry-Stock, 1995). The following discussions will show some of those related 

works employing questionnaires as the research instruments. 

 

2.6.1  Research on Frequency of Language Learning Strategy Use 

Oxford and Nyikos (1989) used the SILL to explore variables which influenced 

the way students selected different strategies while learning new languages. The 

participants in the study consisted of approximately 1,200 undergraduate students. 

Almost all of the participants were English native speakers studying foreign 

languages. For overall strategy use, the findings showed that formal rule-related 

practice strategies were reported as most frequently used by the students, while 

independent strategies were least often used. The findings also revealed that 

motivation, field of study, and sex differences influenced the students’ choice of 

strategy use. 

Two years later, Chang (1991) employed the SILL to examine the learning 

strategies used by fifty Chinese students studying English in America. The findings 

showed that the students most frequently employed compensation strategies, and least 

frequently employed affective strategies. Similarly, Klassen (1994) found in the study 

with 228 Chinese students that compensation strategies were used at the highest level 

compared to other types of strategies, and the lowest belonged to memory strategies. 

Borrowing the self-report questionnaire created by O’Malley and Chamot 

(1990), White (1995) investigated the relationship of learning circumtance and 

strategy use towards learner autonomy. In this investigation, there were 417 subjects: 

143 classroom learners and 274 distance (autonomy) university-level learners. Based 

on three categories of learning strategies framed by O’Malley and Chamot (1990), the 
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data derived from the questionnaires revealed that the distance learners’ use of 

language learning strategies was more frequent in metacognitive strategies (self-

management). On the contrary, the classroom learner reported greater use in social 

strategies. 

Employing the SILL version 5.0 (80 items for ESL learners), Grainger (1997) 

explored learning strategies used by 113 learners of the Japanese language (101 of 

them were female, and twelve were males) who came from different countries and 

have various cultural backgrounds. The participants were divided into three groups 

according to their nationalities: English native speakers, Europeans, and Asians. The 

relationship between the ethnicities and those learners’ use of language learning 

strategies was also investigated. From the results, Grainger found no significant 

differences taking place among the overall use of those three groups. In terms of the 

frequency of learning strategy use, it was discovered that social strategies were 

preferred the most by the English students and the European students compared to 

other types of strategies. As for the students of Asian background, similar to the 

findings of Chang’s (1991) and Klassen’s (1994) studies, they reported the most 

frequent use of compensation strategies, and the least for memory strategies. 

Then, Bremmer (1999) studied the relationship between levels of language 

proficiency and the learner’s use of learning strategies. Totally 149 in-service teachers 

studying a language and a communication skill course at the City University of Hong 

Kong were selected to be the subjects in his investigation. All of the participants were 

native speakers of Cantonese. The participants in three different levels of language 

proficiency (Low, Medium, and High) were required to fill out the SILL. The levels 

of proficiency were categorized according to the scores the learners had derived from 

both first and second halves of the course. Finally, the results showed that the high-

proficient learners reported more frequent use of overall language learning strategies. 

Again, compensation strategies and metacognitive strategies were most frequently 

employed by the entire group of participants, while affective strategies and memory 

strategies were least often used. In this study, 11 out of the 50 specific strategies were 

significantly correlated to proficiency. As compared to those found in Green and 

Oxford (1995), eight out of the eleven strategies emerging in this study were the 

same. 
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In 2001, Griffiths and Parr explored frequency of learning strategy use of 569 

students in New Zealand. They found that the students reported the most frequent use 

in social strategies and the least frequent use in memory strategies. Then, Tercanlioglu 

(2004) employed the SILL to explore 184 Turkish college students’ use of language 

learning strategies. This study discovered that metacognitive strategies and 

compensation strategies were reported as most frequently used by the students, while 

affective strategies were least often used. More recently, Xuan (2005) also found in 

her study with 30 Chinese graduate students that metacognitive strategies and 

compensation strategies were most often used by the students, and social strategies 

were used least often. 

As reviewed from the related research studies, compensation strategies and 

metacognitive strategies have been commonly reported at the high level of use, while 

memory strategies and affective strategies were reported at the lower level. However, 

those previous research studies have been done in other countries within different 

study contexts. The following section will present research studies on the frequency 

of language learning strategy use conducted in Thailand. 

 

2.6.2 Research on Frequency of Language Learning Strategy Use in 

Thailand 

Dhanerattigannon (1990) investigated learning strategies used by 145 first year 

university students with high and low-English ability. She employed a questionnaire 

based on Politzer and McGroarty (1985) as the main research instrument. The major 

findings revealed that high-ability students preferred to use strategies more often than 

those who had lower ability. The high-ability students most often used guessing and 

monitoring techniques (compensation strategies and metacognitive strategies), while 

the low-ability students preferred speaking to their fellow students (in class) in Thai. 

Many years later, Lappayawichit (1998) conducted a research with 140 first-year 

Art students at Chulalongkorn University. Using the SILL developed by Oxford 

(1990), resembling the findings of Dhanerattigannon in 1990, the results showed that 

metacognitive strategies and compensation strategies were used at a high frequency, 

and memory strategies were used at a low frequency. 
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Kaotsombut (2003) employed the SILL as a tool to investigate the language 

learning strategies used by graduate Science students at Mahidol University. Very 

similar to the previous findings, she discovered that only the use of compensation 

strategies was rated at a high level, while the others were rated at a medium level. 

Metacognitive strategies were reported as second most frequently used, and memory 

strategies were reported as the lowest. In the following year, Kaotsombut, 

Soranastaporn, and Chantarasorn, (2004) made a survey on language learning 

strategies with 500 first year medical students at the same university (Mahidol 

University). From the findings, the students still voted the compensation strategies as 

most often used, and again the lowest belonged to memory strategies. 

One year after that, in 2005, Sroysamut furthered Kaotsombut’s (2003-2004) 

studies by focusing her study on compensation strategies which had played role as the 

most often used strategies. Sroysamut (2005) investigated the compensation strategies 

employed by 600 medical students enrolling their first, second, and third years in the 

2005 academic year at Mahidol University. From the results, the mean score of 

overall compensation strategies reached the medium use level at 3.49. The most often 

used strategy category was using mime or gesture. The students still accepted that the 

compensation strategies were very helpful in overcoming difficulties in their language 

studies. 

In the same year, Wongphangamol (2005) conducted research on learning 

strategies by focusing only on reading strategies. She conducted the study with 

twenty-eight science students and twenty-eight non-science students at Assumption 

College Thonburi. Consistent with the previous findings, compensation strategies 

were most often used, and memory strategies were least often used. 

From reviewing the previous related research, there have been some researchers 

conducting the study on language learning strategies used by students at Mahidol 

University (Kaotsombut, 2003; Kaotsombut, Soranastaporn, & Chantarasorn, 2004; 

Sroysamut, 2005). Kaotsombut (2003) investigated learning strategies with graduate 

students. Kaotsombut, Soranastaporn, and Chantarasorn, (2004) and Sroysamut, 

(2005) conducted the studies with medical students. However, language learning 

strategy use of undergraduate students from other study programs has never been 

explored. Therefore, the use of learning strategies of undergraduate students at 
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Mahidol University from medical programs and other study programs (totally 24 

study programs) were investigated in this present research. 

Regarding the previous related research in Thailand, most of the researchers 

found that compensation strategies and metacognitive strategies have been the most 

popular for Thai students’ choice of strategies, while memory strategies seemed to be 

neglected. Would this present study gain similar or different results to the previous 

findings? The next chapter will explain how to investigate the use of language 

learning strategies among Thai students at Mahidol University.  

 

2.6.3 Research on Language Learning Strategies Regarding the Impact by 

‘Field of Study’  

In order to investigate the influence of academic specialization or ‘field of study’ 

towards learners’ use of language learning strategies, some previous studies have been 

conducted. For instance, with regard to the findings in Oxford and Nyikos (1989), it 

was discovered that ‘field of study’ had a great impact on the way language learners 

selected to use strategies while learning a target language. Politzer and McGroarty 

(1985) examined the associations among students’ fields of study towards their 

language learning behaviors and strategy use. In the findings, field of study also 

significantly influenced the students’ use of language learning strategies. However, 

the results seemed to be overlapped with students’ ethnic backgrounds because the 

engineering students, mostly Asians, also tended to avoid using communicative 

strategies. Contrary to the study of Ghadessy (1998), while exploring the relationships 

of strategy use in a Hong Kong University, the study discovered that the field of study 

did not bring about any strong effects or significant differences on the results. 

However, despite the discovery in the study of Oxford and Nyikos (1989) that 

‘field of study’ obviously influenced the ways language learners selected to use 

strategies. Furthermore, very few researchers have investigated the relationship 

between strategy use and field of study. This type of research topic still, so far, has 

been never found in Thailand, or rarely found even in other countries. Considering the 

prior research results, in Thai EFL teaching and learning contexts this area of study 

remains to be unveiled and still waits for more investigations. Thus, the next chapter 
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will explain how to investigate the difference of ‘field of study’ towards learners’ 

choice of learning strategies. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 

 
This chapter describes population and subjects, research instrument, reliability 

and validity of the questionnaire, distribution and collection of questionnaire, and data 

analysis. 

3.1  Population and Subjects  
The population of this study totalled 2,889 first year students at Mahidol 

University in the 2006 academic year including: 2,631 Science students and 258 Non-

science students. The total number of subjects from this study was 769 students. The 

subjects participating in this study were 570 students: including 447 science students 

and 123 non-science students. The followings will explain how to get the sample size 

of this present study (see Table 3.1). 

Firstly, the number of subjects in the present study were selected from the 

population total of 2,889 students relying on Hendel’s (1977) sampling table at 95 

percent confidence level. As a result, all subjects of this study had to be at least 350 

first-year students from totally 24 study programs in Mahidol University. 

Secondly, as stated by Mcmillan and Shumacher (1997: 172), “The general rule 

in determining sample size is to use the largest sample possible, since the larger the 

sample the more representative it will be of the population.” For this reason, to 

increase the reliability of the results in this research, 10 percent (289 students) out of 

the entire population (2,889 students) was added to enlarge the sample size. Thus, the 

sum of the minimum 350 subjects (at the 95 percent confidence level) and the 289 

subjects was 639 (see Figure 3). Due to a variety of numbers in the population of each 

study program, the 639 subjects will be equivalently selected from 24 study programs 

by using the “rule of three” in arithmetic. In mathematics, the “rule of three” is the 

method of finding the fourth term of a mathematical proportion when three terms are 
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known. It is based on the principle that the product of the first and fourth terms are 

equal to the product of the second and third terms. As a result, (see Table 3.1 for full 

detail) the 639 subjects included 584 Science students from 20 study programs (SI, 

RA, BM, PI, PY, DT, VS, MT, NS, TT, RT, OT, EN, PT, PH, NR, SS, PO, EG, and 

SC) as well as 55 Non-science students from four study programs (AREN, ARTH, 

CRS, and MG). (see Table 3.2 for the explanations of the study programs’ 

pseudonyms) 

Thirdly, one of the research objectives of this study aimed to find out whether 

any differences exist among language learning strategies used by students in different 

fields of study (Science and Non-science). However, as shown in the Table 3.1, the 

number of the Non-science students (55) were much less than that of the Science 

students (584). For this reason, in order to increase the reliability of the results derived 

from the Non-science students, 50 percent of the population was added into each of 

the Non-science study programs (33 for AREN, 49 for ARTH, 31 for CRS, and 17 for 

MG) (see Table 3.1). The number of the 50 percent-increased Non-science students 

totalled 130 Non-science subject students. Thus, the sum of the first 639 subjects and 

the 130-increased Non-science subject students was 769 (see Figure 3). As a result, 

the entire number of subjects in this study was 769 including 584 science students 

from 20 study programs as well as 185 non-science students from four study 

programs. 

Finally, using the simple random sampling method proposed by Mcmillan and 

Shumacher (1997), the 769 questionnaires were administered to the subjects. The 

simple random sampling method could assure the researcher that each element in the 

population would have an equal chance of being selected (Mcmillan & Shumacher, 

1997).  After the distribution of the 769 questionnaires, 570 out of 769 questionnaires 

(447 from Science students and 123 from Non-science students) were given back to 

the researcher (=74%). (see Figure 3)  
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Figure 3: Selection of the Subjects 
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Table 3.1: Demographic Data on the Population and the Subjects  

 

Study Programs 
All  

Population Subjects  
Returned 

Questionnaires 
                  SCIENCE 

1.   SI 232 51 31 

2.  RA 132 29 21 

3.  BM 80 18 11 

4.   PI 96 21 16 

5.   PY 147 32 22 

6.   DT 92 20 16 

7.   VS 45 10 10 

8.   MT 104 23 16 

9.   NS 254 56 44 

10. TT 48 13 13 

11. RT 61 13 10 

12. OT 32 11 11 

13. EN 70 15 9 

14. PT 76 16 15 

15. PH 149 33 26 

16. NR 185 41 35 

17. SS 85 19 14 

18. PO 12 2 2 

19. EG 357 79 57 

20. SC 374 82 68 

Total = 2,631 584 447 

                 NON-SCIENCE 
21. AREN 66 14 + 33 = 47 45 

22. ARTH 97 21 + 49 = 70 33 

23. CRS 62 13 + 31 = 44 22 

24. MG 33 7 + 17 = 24 23 

Total = 258 185 123 

 

 
Total = 2,889 

 
Total =  769 

 
Total =  570 
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Table 3.2: Explanations of the Study Programs’ Pseudonyms in Alphabetical 

Order 
AREN Faculty of Arts (English) PH Faculty of Public Health 
ARTH Faculty of Arts (Thai) PI Faculty of Medicine 

Prboromarajchanok  Institute 
BM Bangkok Metropolitan  

Medical College   
PO Prosthetics and Orthotics 

CRS The College of Religious Studies PT Faculty of Physical Therapy and  
 Applied  Movement Science 

DT Faculty of Dentistry PY Faculty of Pharmacy 
EG Faculty of Engineering RA Faculty of Medicine at Ramathibodi   

Hospital 
EN Faculty of Environment and Resource  

Studies 
RT Department of Radiological 

Technology 
MG Management Students at Nakornsawan SC Faculty of Science 

MT Faculty of Medical Technology SI Faculty of Medicine Siriraj Hospital   

NR Nursing students of Ramathibodhi  

Hospital 
SS Sports science students 

NS Faculty of Nursing TT Applied Thai Traditional Medicine 

Programme 
OT Occupational Therapy VS Faculty of Veterinary Science 

 

 

3.2  Research Instrument 

3.2.1  Questionnaire 

As claimed in the study of Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995:1), “One of the most 

prevalent ways to assess the use of language learning strategies is to use a summative 

rating scale, popularly known as a questionnaire, an inventory, or (less accurately) a 

survey.” In this survey research, the questionnaire called “SILL”, developed by 

Oxford (1990) was employed as the main research instrument. The SILL enables the 

subjects to identity their language learning strategy use. In order to measure strategies 

used by Thai EFL students, Oxford's (1990) Strategy Inventory for Language 

Learning (SILL), Version 7.0, was employed in this present study (see Appendix A).  

The version of the SILL used in this study consisted of 50 strategy-items. The 

instrument was grouped into two main groups (direct strategies and indirect 
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strategies), and was further subdivided into six groups proposed by Oxord (1990). As 

for the SILL questionnaire employed in this study, the researcher did not do any 

rearrangement on the items of the SILL. All of the items had been translated into Thai 

in Kaotsombut’s (2003) unpublished master’s thesis. The researcher adopted 

Kaotsombut’s (2003) translated questionnaire, and slightly modified some points to 

the present study (see appendix B).  

Oxford's (1990) taxonomy of language learning strategies in the SILL is shown 

in the followings: 

Direct strategies: 

        Memory strategies (item 1-9), see Appendix A:  for entering new 

information into memory storage and for retrieving it when need for communication 

(e.g. grouping, representing sounds in memory, structured reviewing, using physical 

response)  

        Cognitive strategies (item 10-23): for linking new information to existing 

schemata, analyzing, forming and revising internal mental models, and receiving and 

producing messages in the target language (e.g. repeating, getting the idea quickly, 

analyzing and taking notes)  

        Compensation strategies (item 24-29): for guessing and using gestures to 

fill any gaps in the knowledge of the language (e.g. switching to the mother tongue, 

using other clues, getting help and using a synonym)  

Indirect strategies: 

        Metacognitive strategies (item 30-38): for organizing, planning, focusing 

and evaluating one's own learning (e.g. linking new information with already known 

one, seeking practice opportunities, and self-monitoring) 

        Affective strategies (item 39-44): for handling feelings, attitudes and 

motivations (e.g. lowering anxiety by using music, encouraging oneself and 

discussing feelings with others) 

        Social strategies (items 45-50): for facilitating interaction by asking 

questions, and cooperating with others in the learning process (e.g. asking for 

classification, cooperating with others and developing cultural understanding)  
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The participants were guided to respond to each of the strategy description based 

on the 5 Likert-scale.  The SILL contains six categories with 50 statements, which 

learners score using a Likert scale of 1-5, 1 being “Never or almost never true of me” 

and 5 being “Always or almost always true of me”. The SILL uses a 5 Likert-scale 

where the learners are asked to indicate their response (1, 2 ,3 ,4 ,5) according to the 

strategy description such as “I use new English words in a sentence so I can 

remember them.” The criteria used for evaluating the degree of strategy frequency use 

are: lowest frequency use (1.0 - 1.49), low frequency use (1.5 - 2.49), moderate 

frequency use (2.5 - 3.49), high frequency use (3.5 – 4.49), and highest frequency use 

(4.5 – 5.0), see Table 3.3. 

 

Table 3.3: The Key to Understand Average (adapted from Oxford, 1990) 

 

Degree of Use The Average Mean Score 

Always or almost always used (Highest) 4.50-5.00 

Generally/Often used (High) 3.50-4.49 

Sometimes/Occasionally used (Medium) 2.50-3.49 

Generally not/Seldom used (Low) 1.50-2.49 

Never or almost never used (Lowest) 1.00-1.49 

 

3.2.2  Development of Questionnaire 

The Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) has been employed and 

developed over time. The SILL was first utilized and presented by Oxford in 1986 for 

assessing language learning strategies used by students at Defense Language Institute 

Foreign Language Center in Monterey, California (Oxford & Burry-Stock 1995). 

Then two revised versions of the SILL were published in an appendix to Oxford’s 

(1990) learning strategy book for language teachers. One of them was for foreign 

language learners whose native language is English (Version 5.0) containing 80 items. 

The other was for learners of English as a second or foreign language (ESL/EFL) 

(Version 7.0) containing 50 items. Specifically, or more appropriate usage of the 

inventory, the two versions of the SILL have been translated and adapted by many 

researchers to investigate learners’ language learning strategies around the world 
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(Oxford & Burry-Stock 1995). Oxford’s (1990) Strategy Inventory for Language 

Learning (SILL, version 7.0) was also adopted for this study.  

The studies of Jones (1998), Oxford (1996), and Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995) 

showed that the SILL was one of the most useful manuals of learner strategy 

assessment tool currently available. The Strategy Inventory for Language Learning 

has been translated into many languages and used in dozens of published studies 

(Oxford & Burry-Stock 1995). This questionnaire seems to be the most often used 

strategy scale around the world, and the only language learning strategy instrument 

that has been extensively field-tested for reliability and validated in multiple ways 

(Oxford & Burry-Stock 1995). 

 

3.3  Reliability of Questionnaire 
Reliability refers to the consistency of a measure. An instrument is considered 

reliable if we get the same result repeatedly (Richards, Platt & Platt, 1999). For 

example, if a test is designed to measure a trait (such as introversion), then each time 

the test is administered to a subject, the results should be approximately the same. 

Regarding Oxford & Burry-Stock (1995), it showed that the reliability of the 

SILL Version 7.0 questionnaire has been high. It has even been translated into many 

languages. For example, the cronbach alphas have been: .94 using the Chinese 

translation with a sample of 590 EFL Taiwanese university students; .92 using the 

Japanese translation with 255 Japanese university students and college students; .93 

using the research-revised Korean translation with 332 Korean university EFL 

learners; .91 using the Korean translation with 59 EFL Korean university students; 

and .91 using the Puerto Rican Spanish translation with 374 EFL learners (Oxford & 

Burry-Stock, 1995). Specifically, using Thai-translated SILL in Kaotsombut’s (2003) 

unpublished master’s thesis, Cronbach's alpha for Reliability was .92.  According to 

these evidences, the reliabilities of the SILL are very respectable. Thus, it can be 

referred that employing Kaotsombut’s (2003) Thai-translated SILL Version 7.0 (with 

50 items for foreign or second language learners) in this study will be reliable, and 

can be administered with confidence that the measurement error will be minimal.  
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3.4  Validity of Questionnaire 
Validity is the extent to which an instrument measures what it claims to measure 

(Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995). It is vital for an instrument to be valid in order for the 

results to be accurately applied and interpreted (Richards, Platt & Platt, 1999). In 

other words, validity determines whether the research truly measures what it is 

intended to measure or how truthful the research results are. Researchers generally 

determine validity by asking a series of questions, and also often look for the answers 

in the other research. Several bases have existed for justifying validities of the SILL: 

content validity, criterion-related validity, and construct validity (Oxford & Burry-

Stock, 1995).  

Regarding the investigation of Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995): 

 

3.4.1 Content Validity:  

The study showed that the SILL questionnaire has a high content validity. 

Content validity addresses the match between the questions and the content or subject 

area they are intended to assess. According to Oxford & Burry-Stock’s study (1995), 

two strategy experts matched the SILL items with agreement at .99 against entries  in 

a comprehensive language learning strategy taxonomy, which itself was built from a 

detailed blueprint of a range of over 200 possible strategy types.  

 

3.4.2 Criterion-related Validity: 

Criterion-related validity, also referred to as instrumental validity, is used to 

demonstrate the accuracy of a measure or procedure by comparing it with another 

measure or procedure which has been demonstrated to be valid (Richards, Platt & 

Platt, 1999). Criterion-related validity includes both concurrent validity and predictive 

validity. According to Richards, Platt and Platt (1999), ‘concurrent validity’ is 

demonstrated where an instrument correlates well with a measure that has previously 

been validated. ‘Predictive validity’ is based on the degree to which an instrument 

accurately predicts future performance. Predictive validity shares similarities with 

concurrent validity in that both are generally measured as correlations between an 

instrument and some criterion measure.  
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The study of Oxford & Burry-Stock (1995) showed the high criterion related 

validity of the SILL from several researchers worldwide. In their investigation on 

criterion-related validity of the SILL, the relationships between the SILL and 

language performances were supported with a number of studies. The language 

performance has been measured in many ways such as general language proficiency 

tests, oral language proficiency tests, grades in a language course, language 

achievement tests directly related to course content, proficiency self-ratings, and 

professional language career status (see Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995).  

 

3.4.3 Construct Validity:  

Construct validity refers to the degree to which a test or other measure assesses 

the underlying theoretical construct it is supposed to measure (i.e., the test is 

measuring what it is purported to measure) (Richards, Platt & Platt, 1999). A variety 

of statistical procedures are employed to bring meaning to construct validity such as 

Analysis of Vaiance (ANOVA) and multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 

(Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995). In the study of Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995) 

revealed that the high construct validities of the SILL have been discovered in a 

number of studies. However, the previous evidence showed only the levels of the 

construct validity of SILL which have been used to investigate the relationship 

between ‘level of language proficiency’ and learning strategy use. The construct 

validity of SILL towards the relationship between ‘field of study’ and learning 

strategy use has not been explored. For example, moderate and significant 

correlations, usually in the high .30s, between SILL strategy factors and the English 

as a Second Language Achievement Test (ESLAT) were found in Green’s (1991) 

study. In the study of Dreyer (1992), the highly significant relationship between the 

parts of the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) and the categories on the 

SILL was found in canonical correlation at r = .73.  

As shown by several previous research evidences, the Strategy Inventory for 

Language Learning (SILL) questionnaire devised by Oxford (1990) is both highly 

reliable and valid. Therefore, this present study employed the SILL version 7.0, 

translated into Thai language by  Kaotsombut’s (2003), as a research instrument to 
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investigate the use of language learning strategies in first-year Thai students at 

Mahidol University. The study also explored the impact of field of study on the use of 

language learning strategies in first-year Thai students at Mahidol University. 

 

3.5 Distribution and Collection of Questionnaire 
This section shows the summary process of how the research instrument was 

administered to gather the data from the subjects of this present study. The SILL 

version 7.0 (for learners of English as a second or foreign language), translated into 

Thai by Kaotsombut (2003), was distributed to the students either during or outside 

their regular English classes. Of course, the students were reminded that there were no 

right or wrong answers. Moreover, they were told that the questionnaire was designed 

to help them understand better how they could learn the target language. In addition, 

the students were informed that their participation was voluntary. Then, the subjects 

were given time to complete the questionnaires. Finally, all the questionnaires were 

given back to the researcher for further analyses.   

 

3.6 Data Analysis 
After the questionnaires had been returned to the researcher, all data from the 

questionnaires were analyzed through the SPSS Statistical Package to see the results. 

SPSS is the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences. SPSS, although developed for 

social sciences, it also has application in other fields of research study. This Statistical 

Package also deals with analyses of quantitative data such as the analyses of the data 

derived in health sciences and language studies. To answer the research questions the 

following statistical procedures were employed.  

1. Arithmetic Mean and Standard Deviation: To answer research question 

number one to research question number three, the data from the SILL questionnaires 

will be analyzed through the SPSS statistical package to find the arithmetic mean and 

the standard deviation. The arithmetic mean will provide average levels of use of 

language learning strategies identified by the subject students. Moreover, the standard 

deviation will be used to measure how widely spread the values in a data set is. If the 

data points are all close to the mean, then the standard deviation is close to zero. If 
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many data points are far from the mean, then the standard deviation is far from zero. 

If all the data values are equal, then the standard deviation is zero. 

2. Independent Sample T-test : To answer research question number four, the 

Independent Sample t-test will be used to determine the level of significance if any of 

differences in the frequency mean do occur among the strategy use of students from 

different fields of study (Science and Non-science). In some research the results may 

be considered statistically significant at p < .05, or p < .01 level. This means that a 

result was considered statistically significant if it could have occurred by chance less 

than five times out of 100, or less than one time in 100. In this study, the researcher 

set the criterion for the value of significance at p < .05. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

 

 
This chapter reports the results of the research based on the analysis of the data 

obtained from the returned questionnaires. The results are presented in accordance 

with the four research questions proposed in chapter one. The four research questions 

are involved: 

Question One: What language learning strategies are employed by first-year 

students at Mahidol University? 

Question Two: What language learning strategies are employed by first-year 

science students at Mahidol University? 

Question Three: What language learning strategies are employed by first-year 

non-science students at Mahidol University? 

Question Four: Are there any differences between language learning strategies 

employed by first-year science students and those by first-year non-science students at 

Mahidol University?  

 

4.1  Finding One 
Research Question One: What language learning strategies are employed by 

first-year students at Mahidol University? 

To answer research question one, this section presents the average frequency of 

use of the overall strategies reported by first-year students. The descriptive results 

were analyzed from the data in the 570 returned questionnaires. The following table 

shows the frequency of implementation of the six strategy groups proposed by Oxford 

(1990). In the table, the six strategy groups (memory strategies, cognitive strategies, 

compensation strategies, metacognitive strategies, affective strategies, and social 

strategies) are presented according to the degrees of use ranking from the most                       

frequently used strategy group to the least frequently used strategy group. All the data 
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from the average use of overall language learning strategies (entirely 50 strategy 

items) are shown in Appendix E: Table 7.1. As for the criteria for evaluating the 

levels of strategy use, the levels of frequency were generally classified as: lowest 

frequency use (1.00 - 1.49), low frequency use (1.50 - 2.49), moderate frequency use 

(2.50 - 3.49), high frequency use (3.50 – 4.49), and highest frequency use (4.50 - 

5.00). (see Chapter Three, Table 3.3) 

 

4.1.1  First-Year Students’ Implementation of Overall Language Learning 

Strategies 

 

Table 4.1: First-Year Students’ Implementation of the Six Strategy Groups        

(N = 570) 
 

 

Strategy Groups 

 

 

No. of  

Items 

 

 

 

M 

 

 

 

SD 

 

 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

 

 

Rank 

Order 

 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

       

Compensation Strategies  6 3.27 0.68 0.86 1 Medium 

Metacognitive Strategies 9 3.26 0.71 0.84 2 Medium 

Cognitive Strategies 14 2.95 0.64 0.83 3 Medium 

Affective Strategies 6 2.92 0.59 0.87 4 Medium 

Memory Strategies  9 2.91 0.59 0.85 5 Medium 

Social Strategies 6 2.84 0.73 0.84 6 Medium 

Overall 50 3.03 0.53 0.94  Medium 

       

 

Table 4.1 discloses the average use of six main strategy groups reported by 570 

first-year students. The results show that the use of overall learning strategies is 

moderate at an average frequency of 3.03. The finding also reveals that the first year 

students “occasionally used” all six types of learning strategies. In other words, all six 

strategy groups were rated at a medium level of use. The most often used strategies 

were devoted to the group of compensation strategies (M = 3.27) followed by the 

groups of metacognitive strategies, cognitive strategies, affective strategies, and 
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memory strategies. Social strategies were the least often used strategy group (M = 

2.84).  

From the finding in Appendix E: Table 7.1, the students’ use of all strategies        

-- the strategies shown in each of the 50 questionnaire-items -- ranged from “generally 

not or seldom used” at an average frequency of 2.01 (item 43) to “generally or often 

used” at an average frequency of 3.88 (item 38). Surprisingly, even though the group 

of compensation strategies was devoted as the most often employed strategy group, 

the strategy with the highest frequency of use (item 38, M = 3.88), and the second  

highest frequency of use (item 33, M = 3.62),  were in the group of metacognitive 

strategies. Furthermore, even though the group of social strategies was devoted as the 

least often employed strategy group, the strategy with the lowest frequency of use 

(item 43, M = 2.01) was in the group of affective strategies. From the findings 

analyzed, none of the strategies reached the level of “always or almost always used”. 

Likewise, there was no strategies falling into the level of “never or almost never 

used”. (see Appendix E: Table 7.1) 

The next sections present more detailed information of the students’ use of 

language learning strategies within each of the six strategy groups. The strategy 

groups with the highest frequency of use will be presented first. Consequently, the 

results of the use of the compensation strategies will be presented first followed by 

those of metacognitive strategies, cognitive strategies, affective strategies, memory 

strategies, and social strategies. All reference tables in the six following sections will 

be totally located in Appendix E (Table 7.2 – Table 7.7).   

 

4.1.2  First-Year Students’ Implementation of Compensation Strategies  

Compensation strategies are categorized as direct strategies consisting of two 

strategy sets -- ‘guessing intelligently in listening and reading’ and ‘overcoming 

limitations in speaking and writing’.  As shown in Appendix E: Table 7.2, the first-

year students reported their use of compensation strategies from a medium level of 

use to a high level of use (M = 2.86 – 3.58). The students generally employed 

strategies of guessing unfamiliar words (item 24) and coining words (item 26), while 

the rest of the strategies were reported as occasionally used. None of the strategies 

was found in a low level of strategy use. The most frequently used strategy was 
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devoted to ‘guessing unfamiliar words’ (M = 3.58). The second most frequently used 

strategy belonged to ‘coining words’ or ‘making up new words’ (M = 3.52) followed 

by ‘using mime or gesture’ and ‘using a circumlocution or synonym’. The two least 

often used strategies were guessing what the speaker will say (M = 2.99) and reading 

without looking up every new word (M = 2.86). However, the standard deviations of 

those two least frequently used strategies were quite high (SD = 1.9 and 1.5). This 

indicates that not all of the students agreed that the strategies of guessing what the 

speaker will say (item 28) and reading without looking up every new word (item 27) 

were the least important strategies. (see Appendix E: Table 7.2) 

 

4.1.3  First-Year Students’ Implementation of Metacognitive Strategies  

Metacognitive strategies were grouped as indirect strategies. Metacognitive 

strategies are comprised of three main strategy sets -- ‘centering your learning’, 

‘arranging and planning your learning’, and ‘evaluating your learning’. As can be 

seen in Appendix E: Table 7.3, the frequency of use of metacognitive strategies 

ranged from “seldom used” to “generally used”. None of them was reported as 

“generally not used” or “never used”. Self-evaluation or thinking about progress in 

learning English (item 38) was the most often employed strategy at an average 

frequency of 3.88. Apart from using the self-evaluation strategy, the findings show 

that the students also often tried to find out how to learn English better (item 33, M = 

3.62). The strategy of paying attention when someone is speaking English (item 32) 

was occasionally used by the students at an average frequency of 3.42 followed by the 

strategies of ‘setting goals and objectives’, ‘self-monitoring’, ‘finding many ways to 

use English’, ‘looking for opportunities to read’, and ‘looking for people to talk 

English with’. From the results, it exposes that the students considered the strategy of 

organizing the schedule to study English (item 34) as the least often used strategy (M 

= 2.81). (see Appendix E: Table 7.3) 

 

4.1.4  First-Year Students’ Implementation of Cognitive Strategies  

Cognitive strategies are in the group of direct strategies. Cognitive strategies are 

composed of four strategy sets including ‘practicing’, ‘receiving and sending 

messages’, ‘analyzing and reasoning’, and ‘creating structure for input and output’. As 
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shown in Appendix E: Table 7.4, the use of compensation strategies overall was in the 

range of a low level of use to a medium level of use (M = 3.38) to (M = 2.32). There 

were no cognitive strategies found reaching a high level of strategy use. Almost all of 

the strategies (12 out of 14 strategies) were at a medium level of use, while the other 

two strategies fell into a low level of strategy use. From the findings, it discloses that 

the students most frequently used the strategy of trying to talk like native English 

speakers (item 11) at an average frequency of 3.38. However, the standard deviation 

of trying to imitate the native speakers (item 11) was quite high (SD = 1.07). This 

indicates that not all of the students saw the strategy of ‘trying to talk like native 

English speakers’ as the most preferred strategy. The results further show that the 

students occasionally used the strategies of ‘formally practicing with sounds’, ‘using 

English words in different ways’, ‘watching English language TV shows or movies’, 

‘finding patterns in English’, ‘skimming’, ‘avoiding word-by-word translation’, 

‘looking for similar words’, ‘repeating’, ‘analyzing expressions’, ‘taking notes or 

messages in English’, and ‘reading for pleasure in English’. The results reveal that the 

students generally did not use the summarizing strategy. The strategy of starting 

conversations in English was least preferred by the students (M = 2.32). (see 

Appendix E: Table 7.4) 

 

4.1.5  First-Year Students’ Implementation of Affective Strategies 

Affective strategies are categorized as indirect strategies with three main strategy 

sets -- ‘lowering your anxiety’, ‘encouraging yourself’, and ‘taking your emotional 

temperature’. As shown in Appendix E: Table 7.5, the use of affective strategies 

overall was in the range of “generally not used” to “often used” at an average 

frequency of 2.01 - 3.50. According to the findings, most of the students preferred 

taking risk wisely or encouraging themselves to speak English even when they were 

afraid of making a mistake (item 40, M = 3.50). Moreover, relaxing whenever they 

felt afraid of using English or using progressive relaxation (item 39) was the second 

most frequently used strategy at a moderate degree of use (M = 3.34) followed by 

‘talking about feelings or discussing feeling with someone else’, ‘noticing tension or 

listening to body’, and ‘rewarding or treating themselves when they did well in 

English’. The students considered writing a language learning diary (item 43) as the 
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least often used strategy (M = 2.01) compared to the previous affective strategies. 

Nevertheless, the computed results show that the students did not agree in one voice 

that the strategy of ‘writing a language learning diary’ was least necessary for them 

due to a fairly high degree of standard deviation at SD = 1.10. Similar to the findings 

in item 44 and item 42 (respectively SD = 1.14 and SD = 1.16), some students might 

not occasionally talk to their friends or other people about their feelings, or not even 

occasionally notice their tension or listening to their bodies while using English. (see 

Appendix E: Table 7.5) 

 

4.1.6  First-Year Students’ Implementation of Memory Strategies  

Memory strategies are in the elements of direct strategies. Memory strategies 

consist of four sets of strategies including ‘creating mental linkages’, ‘applying 

images and sounds’, ‘reviewing well’, and ‘employing action’. As can be seen in 

Appendix E: Table 7.6, the application of overall memory strategies reported by the 

first-year students ranged from a low level of strategy use to a medium level of 

strategy use. Table 7.6 exposes that the students regarded the strategy of association 

or elaboration (item 1) as the most frequently employed strategy at average frequency 

of 3.40. They most preferred ‘thinking of relationships between things they had 

already known and new things they were learning in English’. Moreover, the students 

often employed strategies of ‘using mental images in which the word might be used’, 

‘placing new words into a context’,  ‘connecting the sound of a new English word and 

images’, ‘remembering by location’, ‘using rhymes’, and ‘structured reviewing’. 

There were two memory strategies that the students reported as seldom used: using 

physical response or sensation (item 7) and using flashcards to remember new English 

words (item 6). They reported that the least employed strategy was using mechanical 

techniques (item 6) at an average frequency of 2.18. The standard deviations of 

‘remembering by location’ (item 9), and ‘using physical response or sensation’ (item 

7) were quite high (respectively SD = 1.15 and SD = 1.16). This could be implied that 

not all of the students occasionally used ‘remembering by location’, and some of them 

did not agree that they seldom used physical response or sensation to remember new 

words or expressions in English. (see Appendix E: Table 7.6) 
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4.1.7  First-Year Students’ Implementation of Social Strategies 

Social strategies are defined as indirect strategies. Social strategies are sub-

divided into three strategy sets comprising ‘asking questions’, ‘cooperating with 

others’, and ‘empathizing with others’. According to the findings in Appendix E: 

Table 7.7, the students occasionally and seldom employed social strategies while 

studying the English language. They most frequently employed the strategy of asking 

for clarification or verification (item 45, M = 3.42) by asking the other person to slow 

down or say it again if they did not understand something spoken in English. In 

addition, while learning the target language they occasionally asked questions in 

English with other students, cooperated with proficient users of the new language, 

practiced English with other students, and tried to learn about the culture of native 

English speakers. However, the results reveal that some students did not occasionally 

develop their understanding about the cultural aspects of the target language (item 50) 

due to a high degree of standard deviation at SD = 1.16. There was only one social 

strategy regarded as the generally not used strategy. That strategy was asking 

questions in English (item 49, M = 2.43). (see Appendix E: Table 7.7)  

 

4.1.8  Summary of Finding One 

The results presented above could be summarized that first-year Thai students at 

Mahidol University employed a wide range of language learning strategies. All six 

groups of strategies -- including compensation strategies, metacognitive strategies, 

cognitive strategies, affective strategies, memory strategies, and social strategies -- 

were employed by the students in different degrees of use. The students generally 

preferred to use the group of compensation strategies the most, while the group of 

social strategies was the least frequently used. The most often used strategy was in 

(item 38) self-evaluation or thinking about progress in learning English. This strategy 

is in the group of metacognitive strategies. The least preferred strategy belonged to 

the strategy appearing in writing a language learning diary (item 43) which is one of 

the affective strategies. 
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4.2  Finding Two 
Research Question Two: What language learning strategies are employed by 

first-year science students at Mahidol University? 

This section presents the average frequency of use of language learning 

strategies reported by first-year science students. The data derived from 447 returned 

questionnaires was computed through SPSS statistical package. The following table 

illustrates the frequency of use of six strategy groups reported by the science students 

from 20 study programs. Similar to the illustrations in finding one, the six strategy 

categories -- memory strategies, cognitive strategies, compensation strategies, 

metacognitive strategies, affective strategies, and social strategies -- are presented 

according to the degrees of strategy use ranging from the highest level of strategy use 

to the lowest level of strategy use.  

 

4.2.1  Science Students’ Implementation of Overall Language Learning 

Strategies  

 

Table 4.2: Science Students’ Implementation of the Six Strategy groups (N = 447)  
 

 

Strategy Groups 

 

 

No. of  

Items 

 

 

 

M 

 

 

 

SD 

 

 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

 

 

Rank 

Order 

 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

       

Compensation Strategies  6 3.26 0.68 0.86 1 Medium 

Metacognitive Strategies 9 3.23 0.71 0.83 2 Medium 

Cognitive Strategies 14 2.93 0.64 0.82 3 Medium 

Memory Strategies  9 2.92 0.59 0.85 4 Medium 

Affective Strategies 6 2.91 0.59 0.86 5 Medium 

Social Strategies 6 2.78 0.73 0.84 6 Medium 

Overall 50 3.01 0.52 0.94  Medium 
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Table 4.2 shows the average use of six main strategy groups reported by 447 

first-year science students at Mahidol University. The results expose that the use of 

overall language learning strategies is moderate at an average frequency of 3.01. 

Furthermore, the results also show that the first-year science students “occasionally 

used” all six types of learning strategies. None of them reached a high frequency of 

use, and none of them fell into a low frequency of strategy use. The same as the 

results in finding one, the science students reported that they most frequently used 

strategies in the group of compensation strategies (M = 3.26) followed by the groups 

of metacognitive strategies, cognitive strategies, affective strategies, and memory 

strategies. The group of social strategies was the least often used (M = 2.84). 

Compared to those found in finding one, the rank orders of the six main strategy 

groups were almost the same except those of affective strategies and memory 

strategies. Table 4.2 exposes that the science students reported that they used affective 

strategies more frequently than memory strategies, while finding one shows that 

(reported by all first-year students) the use of memory strategies was slightly higher. 

The cronbach’s alpha of the overall strategies was .94 which was quite high. This 

indicates the findings reported in the questionnaire were highly reliable.  

Table 7.8 in Appendix E exposes the frequency of use of all strategies reported 

by science students. Similar to finding one (Table 7.1), the science students’ use of 

overall strategies ranged from “generally not or seldom used” at an average frequency 

of 1.96 (item 43) to “generally or often used” at an average frequency of 3.88 (item 

38). The strategy of self-evaluation or thinking about progress in learning English 

(item 38) was rated as the most often employed strategy by science students which is 

in the group of metacognitive strategies. The second highest frequency of use was one 

of the compensation strategies: guessing unfamiliar words (item 24, M = 3.61). On the 

other hand, the strategy of writing a language learning diary (item 43), in affective 

strategies, was rated as the least used strategy (M = 2.01). From the findings analyzed, 

there was not found any use of strategies reaching the level of “always or almost 

always used”. Likewise, there were not any found strategies falling into the level of 

“never or almost never used”. (see Appendix E: Table 7.8) 
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The following sections present the science students’ use of language learning 

strategies within each of the six strategy groups. The strategy groups with higher 

frequency of use will be presented first. Consequently, the results of the compensation 

strategy use were first presented followed by those of metacognitive strategies, 

cognitive strategies, memory strategies, affective strategies, and social strategies. The 

entire tables referred in the six following sections were in Appendix E (Table 7.9 – 

Table 7.14). 

 

4.2.2  Science Students’ Implementation of Compensation Strategies  

As shown in Appendix E: Table 7.9, the science students reported that they 

employed compensation strategies from a medium level of use to a high level of use 

(M = 2.85 – 3.61). Not any of the strategies were rated as “generally not used”. The 

science students most frequently employed guessing unfamiliar words (item 24) at an 

average frequency of 3.61. The strategy of coining words (item 26) was voted as the 

second most frequently employed strategy. These two compensation strategies were 

reported as “generally” or “often used” (High), while the rest of the strategies were 

reported as “sometimes” or “occasionally used” (Medium). The occasionally used 

compensation strategies included using mime or gesture and using a circumlocution 

or synonym. However, as can be seen in Table 7.9, the standard deviation of the 

strategy of using mime or gesture (item 25) was quite high (SD = 1.11). This means 

that not all of the students agreed that they occasionally used mime or gesture when 

they could not think of a word during a conversation in English. Lastly, the two least 

often used strategies were guessing what the speaker will say (M = 2.98) and reading 

without looking up every new word (M = 2.85). (see Appendix E: Table 7.9) 

 

4.2.3  Science Students’ Implementation of Metacognitive Strategies  

Table 7.10 in Appendix E reveals the frequency of metacognitive strategies used 

by science students. The frequency of overall metacognitive strategy use ranged from 

a medium level of use to a high level of use (M = 2.78 to M = 3.61). There were not 

any metacognitive strategies rated as a “generally not used” or “never used” strategy. 

Self-evaluation or thinking about progress in learning English (item 38) was voted as 

the most often employed strategy (M = 3.88). Furthermore, the results show that the 
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science students often tried to find out how to learn English better (item 33, M = 

3.59). Strategies of paying attention when someone is speaking English (item 32), 

setting goals and objectives (item 37), self-monitoring by noticing English mistakes 

and using that information to help them learn better (item 31), finding many ways to 

use English (item 30), looking for opportunities to read as much as possible in English 

(item 36), and searching for people to practice speaking English (item 35) were 

occasionally used by the science students. From the results, it shows that the science 

students voted the strategy of organizing a schedule to study English (item 34) as the 

least often used strategy at an average frequency of 2.78. However, as can be seen in 

Table 7.10, the standard deviation of the strategy of searching for people to practice 

speaking English (item 35) was quite high (SD = 1.08). As a result, it is possible that 

not all of the students agreed that they tried to avoid finding someone to practice 

speaking English sometimes. (see Appendix E: Table 7.10) 

 

4.2.4  Science Students’ Implementation of Cognitive Strategies  

As shown in Appendix E: Table 7.11, the use of cognitive strategies overall was 

in the low level range of use to a medium level of use (M = 3.34 - 2.24). There were 

no cognitive strategies reaching a high level of strategy use, and there were none that 

fell at the lowest level of strategy use. Almost all of the strategies were at a medium 

level of use, while the rest fell on a low level of strategy use (item 23 and item 14). 

The findings in Table 7.11 reveal that the students employed the strategy of trying to 

talk like native English speakers (item 11) most often at an average frequency of 3.38. 

Nevertheless, the standard deviation of trying to imitate the native speakers (item 11) 

was quite high at SD = 1.10. This could be inferred that not all of the science students 

preferred most the strategy of ‘trying to talk like native English speakers’. The 

findings also show that the science students sometimes used the strategies of using 

English words in different ways (item 13), formally practicing with sounds (item 12), 

watching English language TV shows or movies (item 15), avoiding word-by-word 

translation (item 22), finding patterns in English (item 20), skimming (item 18), 

looking for similar words (item 19), repeating new English words several times (item 

10), analyzing expressions (item 21), taking notes or messages in English (item 17), 

and reading for pleasure in English (item 16). The results reveal that the science 
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students seldom use summarizing (M = 2.47). The strategy of starting conversations 

in English was the least often used strategy at an average frequency of 2.24. (see 

Appendix E: Table 7.11) 

 

4.2.5  Science Students’ Implementation of Memory Strategies  

As can be seen in Appendix E: Table 7.12, the use of overall memory strategies 

reported by science students ranged from a low level of strategy use to a medium 

level of strategy use. Table 7.12 shows that the science students considered the 

strategy of associating or elaborating (item 1) as the most frequently used strategy at 

an average frequency of 3.44. Consistent with the results of finding one, the science 

students preferred most ‘thinking of relationships between things they had already 

known and new things they were learning in English’. In addition, the science 

students occasionally employed strategies of using mental images in which the word 

might be used (item 4), placing new words into a context (item 2),  connecting the 

sound of a new English word and images (item 3), remembering by location (item 9), 

using rhymes (item 5), and structured reviewing (item 8). The last two memory 

strategies that the science students reported as the “seldom used strategies” included 

using physical response or sensation (item 7) and using flashcards to remember new 

English words (item 6). Using flashcards to remember new English words (item 6) 

was selected least by the science students (M = 2.20).  However, not different from 

the results in finding one, the standard deviation of ‘remembering by location’ (item 

9), and ‘using physical response or sensation’ (item 7) were quite high (respectively 

SD = 1.15 and SD = 1.17). This indicates that some of the science students did not 

agree that they occasionally used “remembering by location”, and some of them did 

not agree that they seldom used “physical response or sensation to remember new 

words or expressions in English”. (see Appendix E: Table 7.12)  

 

4.2.6  Science Students’ Implementation of Affective Strategies  

Table 7.13 in Appendix E shows the frequency of affective strategies used by 

science students. As shown in Table 7.13, the use of affective strategies overall was in 

the low level range of strategy use to a high level of strategy use at an average 

frequency of 1.96 - 3.51. According to the results, science students preferred most the 
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strategy of ‘taking risk wisely’ or ‘encouraging themselves to speak English even 

when they were afraid of making mistakes’ (item 40, M = 3.51). Moreover, relaxing 

whenever they felt afraid of using English or using progressive relaxation (item 39) 

was the second most preferred strategy at a moderate degree of use (M = 3.37) 

followed by talking about feelings or discussing feelings with someone else (item 44), 

noticing tension or listening to body (item 42), and rewarding or treating themselves 

when they did well in English (item 41). The science students selected the strategy of 

writing a language learning diary (item 43) as the least used strategies at an average 

frequency of 1.96. However, due to a fairly high degree of standard deviation at SD = 

1.08, it means that the science students did not unanimously agree that the strategy of 

‘writing a language learning diary’ was the least necessary for them. Similarly, the 

findings in item 44 and item 42 (respectively SD = 1.15 and SD = 1.14) could be 

implied that some students might not occasionally talk to their friends or other people 

about their feelings, or not even occasionally notice their tension or listening to their 

bodies while using English. (see Appendix E: Table 7.13) 

 

4.2.7  Science Students’ Implementation of Social Strategies  

Regarding the findings in Appendix E: Table 7.14, science students occasionally 

and seldom use social strategies while learning the English language. The use of 

social strategies overall was in the low level range of strategy use to a medium level 

of strategy use at an average frequency of 2.36 to 3.42. There were not any social 

strategies reaching a high level of strategy use. The science students most frequently 

employed the strategy of asking for clarification or verification (item 45) by asking 

the other person to slow down or to say it again if they did not understand something 

in English at an average frequency of 3.42. In addition, they occasionally asked 

English questions with other students (item 46), cooperated with proficient users of 

the new language (item 48), practiced English with other students (item 47), and tried 

to learn about the culture of native English speakers (item 50). Furthermore, the 

results disclose that some of the science students did not occasionally developed their 

understanding about the cultural aspects of the target language (item 50) due to a 

fairly high degree of standard deviation at SD = 1.13. Finally, only one social strategy 

was reported as the seldom used strategy (also as the least often used strategy) that 
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was the strategy of asking questions in English (item 49, M = 2.36). (see Appendix E: 

Table 7.14)  

 

4.2.8  Summary of Finding Two 

The results reported above could be concluded that science students at Mahidol 

University employed a wide range of language learning strategies. The students most 

frequently employed the group of compensation strategies, whereas the group of 

social strategies was the least often employed. As for the most often used strategy 

with in each of the six main strategy groups, most of the science students selected the 

strategy of self-evaluation or thinking about progress in learning English (item 38) as 

the most preferred strategy. The strategy of self-evaluation or thinking about their 

progress in learning English is in the group of metacognitive strategies. The least 

preferred strategy was devoted to one of the affective strategies -- the strategy of 

writing a language learning diary (item 43). 
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4.3  Finding Three 
Research Question Three: What language learning strategies are employed by 

first-year non-science students at Mahidol University? 

This section presents the average frequency of overall strategy use gathered from 

first-year non-science students. The data obtained from 123 returned questionnaires 

was analyzed. The following table exposes the frequency of use of six strategy groups 

reported by non-science students from entirely four study programs (AREN, ARTH, 

CRS, and MG). The six main strategy groups -- memory strategies, cognitive 

strategies, compensation strategies, metacognitive strategies, affective strategies, and 

social strategies -- are presented in accordance with the degrees of strategy use 

ranking from the highest level of strategy use to the lowest level of strategy use.  

 

4.3.1  Non-science Students’ Implementation of Overall Language Learning 

Strategies 

 

Table 4.3: Non-science Students’ Implementation of the Six Strategy groups (N = 

123)  
 

 

Strategy Groups 

 

 

No. of  

Items 

 

 

 

M 

 

 

 

SD 

 

 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

 

 

Rank 

Order 

 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

       

Metacognitive Strategies  9 3.36 0.70 0.86 1 Medium 

Compensation Strategies 6 3.30 0.70 0.87 2 Medium 

Social Strategies  6 3.04 0.71 0.86 3 Medium 

Cognitive Strategies  14 3.02 0.62 0.85 4 Medium 

Affective Strategies 6 2.94 0.60 0.89 5 Medium 

Memory Strategies 9 2.88 0.60 0.87 6 Medium 

Overall 50 3.09 0.53 0.94  Medium 
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Table 4.3 reveals the average use of six main strategy groups reported by 123 

first year non-science students at Mahidol University. The results show that the use of 

overall language learning strategies is moderate (M = 3.09). In addition, the results 

also show that first-year non-science students occasionally used all six types of 

learning strategies. There was not one group of strategies reaching a high frequency of 

use, and none of them fell on a low frequency of strategy use. The non-science 

students reported that they most frequently used the group of metacognitive strategies 

at an average frequency of 3.36. Compared to those found in the previous two 

findings, the rank orders of the six main strategy groups reported by the non-science 

students were quite different. Table 4.3 reveals that the non-science students selected 

to use metacognitive strategies the most, while finding one and finding two show that 

(reported by all first-year students and science students) they used compensation 

strategies the most. However, in the present findings, the compensation strategies 

were voted as the second most used strategy group (M = 3.30).  Compared to those 

found in finding one and finding two, the group of social strategies was not the least 

often used strategy group by non-science students. Surprisingly, the group of social 

strategies was voted by non-science students as the third most often used strategies (M 

= 3.04) followed by the cognitive strategy group (M = 3.02) and the affective strategy 

group (M = 2.94). The group of memory strategies were least often used at an average 

frequency of 2.88.  

Table 7.15 in Appendix E shows the frequency of use of all strategies reported 

by non-science students. Similar to those found in the previous findings, the non-

science students’ use of overall strategies ranged from “generally not or seldom used” 

to “generally or often used” at an average frequency of 2.11 to an average frequency 

of 3.87. The strategy of ‘self-evaluation’ or ‘thinking about progress in learning 

English’ (item 38), which is in the group of metacognitive strategies, was again 

selected as the most often employed strategy by the non-science students. The second 

highest frequency of use was ‘trying to find out how to learn English better’ (item 33, 

M = 3.73) which is also in the group of the metacognitive strategies. In contrast, the 

strategy of using flashcards to remember new English words (item 6), in memory 

strategies, was rated as the least used strategy at an average frequency of 2.11. From 

the findings in tables 7.15, it discovered that there was no strategy use reaching the 
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highest level of “always or almost always used”. Likewise, there were none that fellon 

the lowest level of “never or almost never used”. (see Appendix E: Table 7.15) 

The upcoming sections present use of language learning strategies within each of 

the six strategy groups reported by non-science students. The strategy groups with 

higher frequency of use will be presented first. Following will be the results of use for 

metacognitive strategies followed by those of compensation strategies, social 

strategies, cognitive strategies, affective strategies, and memory strategies. All the 

tables referred in the six following sections will be shown in Appendix E (Table 7.16 

– Table 7.21). 

 

4.3.2  Non-science Students’ Implementation of Metacognitive Strategies  

Table 7.16 in Appendix E shows the frequency of metacognitive strategies used 

by non-science students. The frequency of overall metacognitive strategy use ranged 

from a medium level of use to a high level of use at an average frequency of 2.92 to 

an average frequency of 3.87. There was not found any use of metacognitive 

strategies voted as “generally not used” or “never used” strategy. ‘Self-evaluation’ or 

‘thinking about progress in learning English’ (item 38) was selected as the most 

frequently employed strategy (M = 3.87). Moreover, the findings discovered that the 

non-science students generally tried to find out how to learn English better (item 33, 

M = 3.73), and often paid attention when someone was speaking English (item 32) at 

an average frequency of 3.61. Strategies of setting goals and objectives (item 37), 

finding many ways to use English (item 30), self-monitoring by noticing English 

mistakes and use that information to help them learn better (item 31), looking for 

people to talk English with or looking for conversation partners (item 35), and looking 

for opportunities to read as much as possible in English (item 36) were sometimes 

used by non-science students. Table 7.16 shows that the non-science students least 

often used the strategy of organizing the schedule to study English (item 34) at an 

average frequency of 2.92. However, as shown in Table 7.16, the standard deviation 

of the strategy of setting goals and objectives (item 37) was a little high (SD = 1.06). 

As a result, it is possible that some of the students might not unanimously agree that 

they occasionally tried to avoid finding someone to talk with in English. (see 

Appendix E: Table 7.16) 
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4.3.3  Non-science Students’ Implementation of Compensation Strategies  

As shown in Appendix E: Table 7.17, the frequency of the compensation strategy 

use ranged from a medium level of use to a high level of use (M = 2.89 – 3.54). There 

was not one strategy rated as “seldom” or “generally not used”. The non-science 

students most often employed the strategy of ‘coining words by making up new 

words’ if they did not know the right ones in English (item 26) at an average 

frequency of 3.54. The strategy of circumlocution or synonym (item 29) was voted as 

the second most frequently employed strategy (M = 3.46). Also, the non-science 

students reported that they occasionally used ‘mime or gesture’ when they could not 

think of a word during a conversation in English (item 25), and occasionally guessed 

unfamiliar words (item 24). The two least often used strategies were guessing what 

the speaker will say (M = 3.06) and reading English without looking up every new 

word (M = 2.89). However, as can be seen in Table 7.17, the standard deviation of 

guessing what the speaker will say (item 28), and the standard deviation of reading 

English without looking up every new word (item 27) were quite high (respectively 

SD = 1.13 and SD = 1.11). This indicates that not all of the students agreed that the 

strategies of guessing what the speaker will say, and reading English without looking 

up every new word were least necessary for them. (see Appendix E: Table 7.17) 

 

4.3.4  Non-science Students’ Implementation of Social Strategies  

According to the findings in Appendix E: Table 7.18, the non-science students 

occasionally employed social strategies while studying their target language. The use 

of overall social strategies was at a medium level of strategy use at an average 

frequency of 2.69 to 3.41. There was not one strategy that reached a high level of 

strategy use, and there was not one strategy that fell into a low level of strategy use. 

The non-science students most frequently asked for clarification or verification if they 

did not understand something in English (item 45) at an average frequency of 3.42. 

Furthermore, they occasionally asked questions in English with other students (item 

46), practiced English with other students (item 47), tried to learn about the culture of 

native English speakers (item 50), and tried to cooperate with proficient users of 

English (item 48). The results expose that some of the non-science students might not 

occasionally develop their understanding about the cultural aspects of the target 
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language (item 50), and might not try to cooperate with proficient users of English 

sometimes (item 48) due to the high degree of standard deviation at SD = 1.12. 

Finally, the least often used social strategy was devoted to asking questions in English 

(item 49, M = 2.69). However, the standard deviation of the social strategy in item 49 

was quite high (SD = 1.14). This could be inferred that some of the non-science 

students did not see the strategy of asking questions in English as the least important 

strategy. (see Appendix E: Table 7.18)  

 

4.3.5  Non-science Students’ Implementation of Cognitive Strategies  

Table 7.19 in Appendix E exposes that the use of cognitive strategies overall was 

in the low level range of use to a high level of use at an average frequency of 2.44 to 

3.50. There was not one cognitive strategy reaching the highest level of strategy use, 

and there was not one strategy that fell at the lowest level of strategy use. Almost all 

of the strategies were at a medium level of use. The findings in Table 7.19 reveal that 

the non-science students most often tried to talk like native English speakers (item 11, 

M = 3.38). The findings also show that the non-science students occasionally used the 

strategies of formally practicing with sounds (item 12), watching English language 

TV shows or movies (item 15), using English words in different ways (item 13), 

looking for similar words (item 19), finding patterns in English (item 20), skimming 

(item 18), taking notes or messages in English (item 17), avoiding word-by-word 

translation (item 22), reading for pleasure in English (item 16), analyzing expressions 

(item 21), repeating new English words several times (item 10), and starting 

conversations in English (item 14). However, the standard deviation of avoiding 

word-by-word translation (item 22) was very high at SD = 1.19. This could be implied 

that not all of the non-science students agreed in one voice that they occasionally tried 

to avoid word-by-word translation when using their target language. The strategy of 

summarizing was the least frequently used strategy at an average frequency of 2.44. 

(see Appendix E: Table 7.19) 

 

4.3.6  Non-science Students’ Implementation of Affective Strategies  

As shown in Appendix E: Table 7.20, the results show the frequency of affective 

strategies used by non-science students. The use of affective strategies overall was in 
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the range of low level strategy use to a medium level of strategy use (M = 2.21 - 

3.46). The non-science students preferred ‘taking wise risks the most’ or ‘encouraging 

themselves to speak English’ even when they were afraid of making a mistake (item 

40) at an average frequency of 3.46. Furthermore, relaxing whenever they felt afraid 

of using English or using progressive relaxation (item 39) was the second most often 

used strategy (M = 3.23) followed by talking about feelings or discussing feeling with 

someone else (item 44), noticing tension or listening to body (item 42), and rewarding 

or treating themselves when they did well in English (item 41). The non-science 

students seldom used the strategy of writing a language learning diary (item 43) at an 

average frequency of 2.21. Due to a high degree of standard deviation at SD = 1.13, 

this indicates that the non-science students did not consider writing a language 

learning diary as the least important strategy. As for the findings in item 42, the 

standard deviation of noticing tension or listening to body was very high (SD = 1.20). 

This indicates that some of the non-science students did not occasionally notice their 

tension or listening to their bodies when they felt anxious in using English. (see 

Appendix E: Table 7.20) 

 

4.3.7  Non-science Students’ Implementation of Memory Strategies  

As can be seen in Appendix E: Table 7.21, the use of memory strategies overall 

reported by non-science students ranged from a low level of strategy use to a medium 

level of strategy use (M = 2.11 - 3.33). The non-science students most frequently 

employed mental images in which the word might be used (item 4) at an average 

frequency of 3.33. In addition, the non-science students occasionally used strategies 

of association or elaboration, placing new words into a context, connecting the sound 

of new English words and images, using rhymes, structured reviewing, and 

remembering by location. The non-science students reported that they seldom used 

physical response or sensation (item 7) and least often used flashcards to remember 

new English words (item 6, M = 2.20). (see Appendix E: Table 7.21) 
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4.3.8  Summary of Finding Three 

The findings presented above could be summarized that first year non-science 

students at Mahidol University used a wide range of language learning strategies. In 

contrast to discoveries in findings one and two, the non-science students considered 

the group of metacognitive strategies as the most frequently used, and the group of 

memory strategies as the least often used. As for the most often used strategy in each 

of six main strategy groups, consistent with the previous two findings, the non-science 

students preferred most the strategy of self-evaluation or the strategy of thinking 

about progress in learning English (item 38) which is in the group of metacognitive 

strategies. The least preferred strategy belonged to using flashcards to remember new 

English words (item 6) which is grouped as one of affective strategies. 
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4.4  Finding Four 
Research Question Four: Are there any differences between language learning 

strategies employed by first-year science students and those by first-year non-science 

students at Mahidol University? 

This section presents a comparison of use of six strategy groups between science 

students and non-science students at Mahidol University. The data obtained from 520 

returned questionnaires was analyzed through an independent sample t-test to 

determine the significance level of difference. The criterion set for the value of 

significance is at p < .05. 

 

4.4.1  Comparing the Implementation of the Six Strategy groups   

 

Table 4.4: Comparing the Implementation of the Six Strategy Groups between 

Science and Non-science Students (N = 570)  
Science Non-science  

Strategy Groups M SD Rank 
Order 

M SD Rank 
Order 

 

t 

 

df 

 

p 

          

Compensation Strategies 3.26 0.68 1 3.30 0.70 2 0.57 568 .569 

Metacognitive Strategies 3.23 0.71 2 3.36 0.70 1 1.84 566 .066 

Cognitive Strategies 2.93 0.64 3 3.02 0.62 4 1.44 566 .150 

Memory Strategies 2.92 0.59 4 2.88 0.60 6  0.59 566 .555 

Affective Strategies 2.91 0.59 5 2.94 0.60 5 0.46 568 .646 

Social Strategies 2.78 0.73 6 3.04 0.71 3 3.50 566 .000 

Overall 3.01 0.52  3.09 0.53  1.47 560 .141 

          

 

Table 4.4 shows that the mean of overall language learning strategy use from 

non-science students was higher than that of science students but not at a significance 

level of p < .05. In other words, the use of overall language learning strategies 

reported by science students and non-science students was not significantly different 

at a confidence level of .05. Additionally, the results show that there was not a 

significant difference between the use of compensation strategies, metacognitive 

strategies, cognitive strategies, memory strategies, and affective strategies among 
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science students and non-science students at a confidence level of .05. On the other 

hands, the findings reveal that the non-science students’ use of social strategies was 

significantly greater than that of the science students (p = .000) at the confidence level 

of p < .05. (see Figure 4 for the illustration) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4: Comparing the Implementation of the Six Strategy Groups between 

Science and Non-science Students  

 

The next sections present the levels of significant differences between the 

science students’ and non-science students’ use of all language learning strategies. 

The significant differences of strategy use within the six main strategy groups 

reported by those two groups of students were presented. All the tables discussed in 

the six following sections were shown in Appendix E:   Table 7.22. 

 

4.4.2  Comparing the Implementation of Compensation Strategies 

Table 4.4 shows that there was no significant difference (p = .569) between the 

science and the non-science students’ use of overall compensation strategies at the 

confidence level of p < .05. In addition, as shown in Appendix E: Table 7.22, there 
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was no significant difference in their use of each compensation strategy (item 24 – 

29).  

4.4.3  Comparing the Implementation of Metacognitive Strategies 

Regarding the science and the non-science students’ use of overall metacognitive 

strategies, this test discovered that there was not a significant difference (p = .066) at 

the confidence level p < .05. However, Table 7.22 in Appendix E reveals that there 

were some metacognitive strategies showing significant differences. Table 7.22 shows 

that the non-science students used strategies of paying attention when someone was 

speaking English (item 32) significantly more often than did the science students (p = 

.004). Moreover, there was a significant difference (p < .05) in item 35 which reveals 

that non-science students tried to ‘look for people to talk English with or looking for 

conversation partners’ significantly more often than did the science students. 

 

4.4.4  Comparing the Implementation of Cognitive Strategies 

Table 4.4 reveals that there was no significant difference (p = .150) between the 

science and the non-science students’ use of overall cognitive strategies at a 

confidence level of .05. Next, as shown in Appendix E: Table 7.22, there were 

significant differences existing in their use of some cognitive strategies. The results 

show that the non-science students reported significantly greater use of ‘starting 

conversations in English’ (item 14, p = .000), ‘reading for pleasure in English’ (item 

16, p = .000), ‘taking notes or messages in English’ (item 17, p = .002), and 

‘practicing with sounds’ (item 12, p = .039).  

 

4.4.5  Comparing the Implementation of Memory Strategies 

Table 4.4 shows that there was no significant difference (p = .555) between the 

science and the non-science students’ use of overall memory strategies at a confidence 

level of .05. However, Table 7.22 shows that the science students used the strategy of 

association or elaboration (item 1) significantly more often than did the non-science 

students at a significant level of p = .036. 
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4.4.6  Comparing the Implementation of Affective Strategies 

With regard to the science and the non-science students’ use of overall affective 

strategies, it shows that there was not a significant difference (p = .646) at a 

confidence level of p < .05. Nevertheless, the results in Appendix E: Table 7.22 

expose that there was a significant difference taking place in their use of affective 

strategy in item 43. It shows that the science students employed the strategy of 

‘writing a language learning diary’ significantly less often than did the non-science 

students (p = .004). 

 

4.4.7  Comparing the Implementation of Social Strategies 

In terms of the comparison of science and non-science students’ use of overall 

social strategies, a significant difference was found at the confidence level of p < .05          

(p = .000). The findings disclose that the non-science students employed social 

strategies significantly more often than did the science students. Specifically, the 

findings show that significantly greater use of four out of six social strategies were 

reported by the non-science students including practicing English with other students 

(item 47, p = .000), cooperating with proficient users of the new language (item 48, p 

= .040), asking questions in English (item 49, p = .003), and trying to learn about the 

culture of English speakers (item 50, p = .000). 
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4.5  Summary of All Findings 
The results from the analysis of data obtained in this present study could be 

summarized as follows: 

1. The first year Thai students at Mahidol University employed all six groups of 

strategies including compensation strategies, metacognitive strategies, cognitive 

strategies, affective strategies, memory strategies, and social strategies. The students 

generally preferred to use the group of compensation strategies the most followed by 

the use of metacognitive strategies, cognitive strategies, affective strategies, and 

memory strategies. The group of social strategies was the least frequently used.  

2. The science students at Mahidol University employed a wide range of 

language learning strategies. The science students most frequently employed the 

group of compensation strategies first followed by using metacognitive strategies, 

cognitive strategies, memory strategies, and affective strategies, and social strategies. 

3. The non-science students at Mahidol University used a wide range of language 

learning strategies by employing the group of metacognitive strategies the most often.  

Compensation strategies were the second most preferred strategy group by non-

science students followed by social strategies, cognitive strategies, and affective 

strategies. The group of memory strategies was voted as the least frequently used. 

4.  According to the comparison of language learning strategies used by science 

and non-science students at Mahidol University, the results show that there was no 

significant difference of overall language learning strategy use. There was not a 

significant difference found in their use of compensation strategies, metacognitive 

strategies, cognitive strategies, affective strategies, and memory strategies. However, 

a significant difference existed in their use of social strategies. The non-science 

students’ use of social strategies was significantly greater than that of science students 

at a confidence level of .05.  
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 

 
In the previous chapter, the findings of language learning strategy use were 

described. This chapter discusses the findings found in the previous chapter. The 

discussions are revealed in the following sections: 

5.1 Discussion of finding one -- first-year students’ implementation of language 

learning strategies  

5.2 Discussion of finding two -- science students’ implementation of language 

learning strategies  

5.3 Discussion of finding three -- non-science students’ implementation of 

language learning strategies  

5.4 Discussion of finding four -- the discrepancy of use of language learning 

strategies between science students and non-science students 

5.5  Implications of the study 

 

5.1  Discussion of Finding One 
This section discusses language learning strategies used by 570 first-year 

undergraduate students at Mahidol University. According to the findings, the first-

year students occasionally used all six types of learning strategies. The most often 

used strategies were devoted to the group of compensation strategies followed by the 

groups of metacognitive strategies, cognitive strategies, affective strategies, and 

memory strategies. Social strategies were the least often used strategy group. 

Regarding the use of compensation strategies, students used compensation 

strategies the most often. The results of this study match the findings in previous 

studies on language learning strategies (Bremmer, 1999; Chang, 1991; Grainger, 

1997; Klassen, 1994). Chang (1991) examined learning strategies used by fifty 

Chinese students studying English in America. The findings showed that the students 
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most frequently employed compensation strategies. Similarly, Klassen (1994) found 

in the study with 228 Chinese students that compensation strategies were used at the 

highest level compared to other types of strategies. Moreover, Bremmer (1999) 

studied language learners’ use of learning strategies in Hong Kong. The 149 

participants also reported that they employed compensation strategies most 

frequently. In the present study, the students revealed that they were able to employ 

various types of compensation strategies to compensate their missing knowledge. 

Referring to the students’ comments in the questionnaires, most of their difficulties 

came from their lack of vocabulary skills. To compensate for the missing knowledge, 

the students preferred to use strategies of guessing unfamiliar words. Furthermore, 

they tried to make up new words if they did not know the right ones in English, and 

tried to use gestures while communicating in a conversation. 

The second most employed group of strategies was in the group of metacognitive 

strategies. The students reported that they employed metacognitive strategies at a 

medium level. The results concur with the previous studies in terms of the frequency 

of use (Bremmer, 1999; Tercanlioglu, 2004; Xuan, 2005). Bremmer (1999) found in 

his study with 149 language students in Hong Kong that these students occasionally 

used metacognitive strategies. In 2004, Tercanlioglu explored 184 Turkish college 

students’ use of language learning strategies, and also discovered that metacognitive 

strategies were used at a medium level. One year after that Xuan (2005) found in her 

study that metacognitive strategies were generally employed by the group of Chinese 

students at an average frequency of 3.49 (which was considered moderate in this 

study). Surprisingly, even though the group of compensation strategies was devoted 

as the most often employed strategy group, the strategy with the first and second 

highest frequency of use (respectively item 38 and item 33 in Appendix E: Table 7.1) 

were in the group of metacognitive strategies. The present findings disclose that the 

students needed to arrange and plan their language learning in an effective way. They 

often thought about their progress in learning English. They often tried to find out 

how to progress better in learning English by paying attention when someone was 

using English, and noticing their own English mistakes. The present findings support 

Chomphuchart’s (1998) study in that the students considered metacognitive strategies 

as important in helping them plan, regulate, control and evaluate their comprehension. 
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As for cognitive strategies, Oxford (1990) claimed that cognitive strategies 

enable the learner to manipulate the language material in direct ways. The findings in 

this study do not agree to the findings in Mullins (1992). Mullins (1992) found that 

the group of cognitive strategies was employed at a high level of use, while the 

students in this study preferred to use cognitive strategies at a medium level. 

However, the results of this study match those found in Bremmer (1999), Chang 

(1991), Grainger (1997) Klassen (1994), Tercanlioglu (2004), and Xuan (2005). The 

students reported that they occasionally used cognitive strategies through practicing, 

receiving and sending messages, analyzing and reasoning, as well as creating 

structure for input and output. They tried to imitate native speakers, practice with 

sounds, use English words in different ways, and watch English TV shows or movies. 

They avoided word-by-word translation.  

Next, the use of affective strategies, students revealed that they sometimes used 

this group of strategies to control feelings, motivations, and attitudes related to 

language learning. The findings correspond to Xuan’s (2005) study in that the 

students preferred taking risk wisely or encouraged themselves to speak English even 

when they were afraid of making a mistake. They tried to relax whenever they felt 

afraid of using English or used progressive relaxation. Similarly from Xuan’s (2005) 

results, the students considered writing a language learning diary as the least used 

strategy. 

In terms of memory strategies, the students voted their use of memory strategies 

as the second least frequently used.  This supports the idea of Oxford (1990) that 

students might simply not use memory strategies very much, especially beyond levels 

of elementary language learning. In addition, she pointed out that “an alternative 

explanation might be that they are unaware of how often they actually do employ 

memory strategies” (Oxford, 1990: 40). 

Regarding social strategies, this group of strategies was ranked at the bottom the 

order of use. The results match the findings of Politzer and McGroarty (1985) and 

Xuan (2005) which revealed that Asian students tended to avoid associating with 

other people while encountering language difficulties; in contrast, they preferred rote 

memory or linguistic code. Furthermore, the present findings concur with Oxford 

(1990) who discovered that social and affective strategies have been found less often 
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in second language research. This is, perhaps, these behaviors have not been studied 

frequently by language researchers, and because learners have not been familiar with 

paying attention to their own feelings and social relationships as part of the process of 

learning a second language (Oxford, 1990). 

 

5.2  Discussion of Finding Two 
This section discusses language learning strategies used by 447 science students 

at Mahidol University. According to the findings, science students occasionally used 

all six types of learning strategies. Similarly from finding one, the science students 

reported that they most frequently used compensation strategies followed by 

metacognitive strategies, cognitive strategies, affective strategies, and memory 

strategies. The group of social strategies was the least often used.  

Regarding the use of compensation strategies, science students reported that they 

employed compensation strategies the most at a medium level. The findings are 

consistent with Kaotsombut (2003) and Wongphangamol (2005) who found that 

compensation strategies were favored most by science students. To make up for 

missing knowledge, science students often employed ‘guessing unfamiliar words’, 

‘coining words’, and other compensation strategies when they did not know the 

correct word or phrase in English. Moreover, the results support Oxford’s (1990) idea 

claiming that not only do beginners employ compensation strategies, but advanced 

learners and even native speakers also employ the strategies when they encounter 

language problems. 

The present study indicates that science students generally employed 

metacognitive strategies. The science students used metacognitive strategies to 

regulate, oversee, self-direct, and control their learning. The results of this study 

concur with Kaotsombut’s (2003) and Wongphangamol’s (2005) studies which 

discovered that metacognitive strategies were ranked second in part of the order of 

use, and science students preferred using metacognitive strategies at a medium level. 

The present findings partially match Kaotsombut’s (2003) results in that ‘self-

evaluation’ or ‘thinking about progress’ in learning English was voted as the most 

often employed strategy. Furthermore, the science students often tried to find out how 

to learn English better, while strategies of ‘looking for people to have conversation in 
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English with’ and ‘organizing their schedule to study English’ were voted as the least 

often used strategies. The information obtained from the students also shows that the 

students were aware of their progress in learning English, and tried out many ways to 

enhance their English abilities. 

Regarding the responses to the questionnaires, cognitive strategies were 

sometimes employed by science students. The present findings correspond to 

Kaotsombut (2003), Wongphangamol (2005), and Xuan (2005) who previously 

investigated learning strategies used by science students. Similarly from those 

previous investigations, this research found that the use of cognitive strategies was 

moderate, and ranked third out of the six strategy groups. However, the present results 

seem to be inconsistent with those found in Chamot and others (1987) and O’Malley 

and others (1985). They found that students employed cognitive strategies more often 

than metacognitive strategies (cited in Oxford, 1990). In this study, all groups of 

students preferred using metacognitive strategies to cognitive strategies. 

As for memory strategies, science students used overall memory strategies from 

a low level to a medium level of strategy use. They tried to think of relationships 

between what they had already known and new things they were learning in English, 

and occasionally employing strategies by ‘using mental images’ in which the word 

might be used. On the other hand, they seemed not to prefer ‘using physical response 

and sensation’, or ‘using flashcards to remember new English words’. The present 

findings do not agree completely to the findings of Kaotsombut (2003) and 

Wongphangamol (2005). These previous studies found that science students used 

memory strategies the least often compared to the other groups of strategies. 

However, the present results concur with Xuan (2005) who found that science 

students occasionally used memory strategies, and the strategies was ranked fourth in 

terms of the order of use. 

According to the results, science students considered affective strategies as the 

least frequently used. Science students often encouraged themselves to speak English 

even when they were afraid of making a mistake, while they seemed to neglect the 

importance of recording or writing down their feelings in a language learning diary. 

The findings support Oxford (1990) who discovered that affective strategies have 

been found less often in research of second language teaching and learning. However, 
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in the Thai educational system, these affective strategies have not been formally and 

broadly incorporated into Thai students. This could possibly be inferred that students 

may not intentionally be avoiding using affective strategies. As a result, a good 

instructional design for teaching the affective strategies may help the students employ 

this type of strategies more effectively. 

The present study indicates that science students rarely employ social strategies. 

The findings are very consistent with those found in Xuan’s (2005) study. She 

discovered in her study with Chinese science students that they used social strategies 

the least often while learning the English language. Apart from cultural influence, it 

could be inferred that the nature of scientific studies which mainly deal with the 

substances in the textbooks may affect their choice of social strategies. When 

studying English language, especially in listening and speaking skills, science 

students may feel reluctant to speak out in English or ask for helps from other people. 

 

5.3  Discussion of Finding Three 
This section discusses language learning strategies used by 123 non-science 

students at Mahidol University. According to the findings, non-science students used 

all six types of learning strategies at a medium level. The results do not concur with 

Mullins’s (1992) study. Investigating Thai college students majoring in English, 

Mullins (1992) found that metacognitive strategies, compensation strategies, and 

cognitive strategies were used at a high level. In this study, the most often used 

strategies were devoted to the group of metacognitive strategies followed by the 

groups of compensation strategies, social strategies, cognitive strategies, and affective 

strategies. Memory strategies were the least often used strategy group.  

The present study indicates that non-science students most frequently used the 

group of metacognitive strategies to overcome language learning difficulties. ‘Self-

evaluation’ or ‘thinking about one’s progress in learning English’ was selected as the 

most frequently employed strategy. Moreover, the findings discovered that the non-

science students generally tried to find out how to learn English better and often paid 

attention when someone was speaking English. This study supports the findings of 

Lappayawichit (1998) who conducted a research with 140 first-year Art students at 

Chulalongkorn University. She found that non-science students employed 
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metacognitive strategies the most and concluded that these strategies could help them 

learn English better. Furthermore, this present study shows that non-science students 

enjoyed thinking about their progress in learning English, and that they experimented 

new ways of improving their English learning skills. Oxford and Ehrman (1995) 

suggested that it was a good idea to promote metacognitive strategies to language 

students so that they could plan, organize, and evaluate their learning more 

effectively.  

With regard to the use of compensation strategies, it was voted as the second 

most often used group by non-science students at a medium level. The present results 

differ from those found in Wongphangamol (2005). Conducting a study with twenty-

eight non-science students at Assumption College Thonburi, Wongphangamol (2005) 

discovered that non-science students employed compensation strategies more often 

than metacognitive strategies. Nevertheless, the findings of this study are consistent 

with Lappayawichit’s (1998) study. She found that non-science students preferred 

using compensation strategies a little less frequently than metacognitive strategies. 

Besides, the present findings support sroysamut (2005) who confirmed that most 

students preferred to use compensation strategies to overcome limitations in their 

language knowledge in order to continue the communication whenever they needed to 

use English, both inside and outside the classroom. Thus, for teachers, it is worth 

encouraging students to use these strategies as frequently as possible in order to 

develop their English learning skills. 

Surprisingly, no longer were the social strategies voted as the least often used 

group of strategies. In this study, social strategies are ranked third in terms of use 

followed respectively by cognitive strategies, affective strategies, and memory 

strategies. The findings do not correspond to Politzer and McGroarty (1985) who 

found that Asian students preferred memory strategies to social strategies. In addition, 

the present findings do not agree to Oxford (1990) who discovered that social 

strategies have been found less often compared to other types of learning strategies. 

This investigation reveals that non-science students did not hesitate to ask for 

clarification or verification from other people if they did not understand something in 

English. They tried to practice English with other students, and tried to learn about the 

culture of native English speakers. 
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As for cognitive strategies, this study differs from previous studies 

(Lappayawichit, 1998; Wongphangamol, 2005) investigating learning strategies used 

by non-science students in Thailand. Lappayawichit (1998) and Wongphangamol 

(2005) found that non-science students employed cognitive strategies more frequently 

than social strategies, while in this study the non-science students reported greater use 

in social strategies. 

Concerning the least often used strategy group, the group of memory strategies 

was the least selected by non-science students. The findings correspond to 

Lappayawichit’s (1998) and Wongphangamol’s (2005) studies. They also discovered 

that non-science students employed memory strategies the least compared to other 

types of strategies. Moreover, this study discovered the same results as 

Wongphangamol’s (2005) study in that non-science students seemed to use memory 

strategies the least often at a medium level, whereas Lappayawichit (1998) found in 

her investigation that non-science students least often used  memory strategies at a 

low level. The present results do not agree with Politzer and McGroarty (1985) who 

found that Asian students employed rote memory or linguistic code more often than 

socializing with others while learning a target language.  

 

5.4  Discussion of Finding Four 
To investigate the discrepancy of use of language learning strategies between 

science students and non-science students, an Independent Sample t-test was applied. 

In this study, it was discovered that there was not a significant difference in use of 

overall language learning strategies between science students and non-science 

students at a confidence level of .05. Additionally, the results also show that there was 

not a significant difference in use of compensation strategies, metacognitive 

strategies, cognitive strategies, memory strategies, and affective strategies between 

the science students and the non-science students at a confidence level of .05. The 

present findings do not support the findings of Oxford and Nyikos (1989), and 

Politzer and McGroarty (1985). In the past, Oxford and Nyikos (1989) found that the 

‘field of study’ had a great impact on the way language learners selected to use 

strategies while learning a target language. Politzer and McGroarty (1985) examined 

the associations among students’ fields of study towards their language learning 
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behaviors and strategy of use. In the findings, field of study also significantly 

influenced the students’ use of language learning strategies. However, the present 

findings concur with those who explored the relationship of how strategies were used 

in a university in Hong Kong. Ghadessy (1998) discovered that the field of study did 

not bring about any strong effects or significant differences in the results. 

Surprisingly, the findings reveal that there was a significant difference in the use 

of social strategies between science students and non-science students at a confidence 

level of p < .05. The non-science students’ use of social strategies was significantly 

greater than that of the science students at a confidence level of p = .000. In terms of 

the order of strategy use, social strategies were ranked third by non-science students 

(M = 3.04), while the science students voted social strategies as the least frequently 

used group of strategies (M = 2.78). In this aspect, the present results partially match 

the findings of Oxford and Nyikos (1989), and Politzer and McGroarty (1985) who 

discovered that the ‘field of study’ could influence the way language learners selected 

language learning strategies.  

Specifically, the findings revealed that non-science students applied social 

strategies when practicing English with other students, cooperating with proficient 

users of the target language, asking questions in English, trying to learn about the 

culture of English speakers, and starting conversations in English significantly more 

often than did the science students. In other words, the non-science students felt 

comfortable to communicate with other people to learn the target language, while the 

science students seemed to be less comfortable to communicate with others. From the 

present findings, it could be inferred that the science students and the non-science 

students employed social strategies differently due to the characteristic discrepancies 

between the fields of study of Science and Non-science. When studying in the field of 

science, many aspects are involved such as systematic approaches to observing, 

collecting information, identifying significant variables, formulating and testing 

hypotheses, and taking precise, accurate, and reliable measurements (Kennedy, 1998). 

On the other hand, the natures of the Arts and other non- scientific fields of study are 

more characterized by creating and shaping abstract designs of performances which 

lend themselves to multiple forms of communication (Hamblen, 1986).  
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5.5  Implications of the Study 
The implications of this research can be divided into four stages: implications for 

instructional design, implications for teaching and learning, implications for 

evaluation and follow-up, and implications for autonomous learning. Based on the 

findings of this study, the following suggestions should be taken into consideration to 

improve English teaching and learning in Thai EFL contexts, particularly those at 

Mahidol University.  

 

5.5.1  Implications for Instructional Design  

Teachers should know what strategies are appropriate for their students so that 

they can provide appropriate strategy instructions to put into their teaching processes. 

With the appropriate strategy instruction and training, apart from teaching the 

language content, students will be able to learn how to learn the target language while 

at the same time learn the language content. Language teachers could benefit their 

students by assessing what language learning strategies are appropriate and preferred 

by their students, because such assessment leads to teachers having greater 

understanding of their students’ lack-and-want strategies. For instance, if the teachers 

know that science students lack the sufficient use of social strategies, the teachers 

could encourage them to use the strategies by providing them with a good training and 

instruction to language learning strategy use. The more teachers know how their 

students learn, the more effectively teachers can be at helping their students learn.  

To design strategy instructions, the teachers can start with established course 

materials and then determine which strategies might be inserted; start with a set of 

strategies on which they wish to focus and design activities around them; or insert 

strategies spontaneously into the lessons wherever it seems appropriate (e.g. to help 

students overcome problems with difficult material or to speed up the lesson). 

 

5.5.2  Implications for Applied Teaching  

Language learning strategy instruction should be taught directly and explicitly to 

the students. Due to students’ distinctive characteristics of learning and different 

awareness of strategy use, the language teachers should be able to provide and 

produce a variety of strategy instructions so that the students can personalize the most 
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suitable strategies for their own needs. After the appropriate materials and activities 

are designed to a specific group of students, the language teachers should conduct the 

exclusive teaching for the group of students by using those designed lessons, 

exercises, tasks, and activities. There is the suggestion that separately taught learning 

strategies could be transferred more readily to the students (Vance, 1999). 

 

5.5.3  Implications for Evaluation and Follow-up 

After teaching, teachers need to find out which learning strategy instructions 

work best for the students, why they work, which strategies are not effective, and 

when and why they are not effective. The evaluation and follow-up phase focuses on 

an evaluation of the effectiveness of the strategies students use in understanding the 

lessons, accomplishing the specific tasks or activities. Through such continual 

evaluation, the teachers will be able to monitor their students’ progresses, decide 

which effective strategy instruction should be maintained, and which ineffective one 

should be improved.  

 

5.5.4 Implications for Autonomous Learning 

As stated in an old proverb “Give a man a fish and he eats for a day. Teach 

him how to fish and he can eat for a lifetime”. In language teaching and learning, this 

proverb could be interpreted to mean that if teachers provide students with answers, 

the immediate problem is solved. On the other hand, if teachers teach the students 

how to use strategies to work out the answers by themselves, they will be empowered 

to steer their own learning which brings about learning autonomy or life-long 

learning. 

As for the students, it is helpful for them to learn how to apply learning 

strategies to achieve their personal language goals. The students who think and work 

strategically are more motivated to learn and have a higher sense of self-efficacy and 

confidence in their own learning ability. That is, strategic students perceive 

themselves as more able to succeed academically than students who do not know how 

to use strategies effectively. With the ability to use strategies effectively, the students 

will become more efficient in completing classroom language tasks, take more 
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responsibility for directing their own language learning inside and outside of class, 

and gain more confidence in their abilities to learn and use their target language. 



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ.                                                       M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 81 

 

 

CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION 

 

 

6.1  Conclusions of the Study 
The modern world has embraced English as the current ‘lingua franca’ of higher 

education, international commerce, tourism, and diplomacy. In Thailand, English, as 

an international communicative language, has been academically taught to Thai 

students for many years. In 1999, there was a considerable change in Thai educational 

system. Since 1999, there has been a shift from the conventional teaching approach 

(teacher-centered approach) to a new approach (learner-centered approach). In order 

to apply the idea of learner-centered approach to language teaching and learning, this 

research was aimed to study language learning strategies. Language learning 

strategies can help language students learn their target language easier, and more 

effectively. Additionally, if language students learn to effectively use language 

learning strategies, it can make the students become more self-evaluated and self-

directed which supports an increase in students’ autonomous learning.  

This study was designed to investigate learning strategies used by first-year 

student at Mahidol University in Thailand. The subjects of this study totalled 570 

first-year students including 447 science students and 127 non-science students. In 

addition, there have been some previous researchers (Ehrman & Oxford, 1989; 

Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Politzer & Mc Groarty, 1985) claiming that the ‘field of 

study’ could influence the way students select strategies. For this reason, the present 

study also investigated whether any differences would exist among language learning 

strategies used by the students in different fields of study (Science and Non-science). 

To collect the data, the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) developed 

by Oxford (1990) was administered to all of the subjects. Finally, the data obtained 

from the questionnaires were analyzed through the SPSS statistical package. The 

findings of this study are summarized as follows. 
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6.1.1  Conclusion of Finding One 

First-year Thai students at Mahidol University employed a wide range of overall 

language learning strategies. The students preferred to use the group of compensation 

strategies the most followed by metacognitive strategies, cognitive strategies, 

affective strategies, and memory strategies. The group of social strategies was the 

least frequently used. As for the most often used strategy, self-evaluation or thinking 

about progress in learning English was preferred most by first-year students. The least 

preferred strategy belonged to the strategy of writing a language learning diary in 

affective strategies. 

 

6.1.2  Conclusion of Finding Two 

First-year science students at Mahidol University employed all six groups of 

language learning strategies. The science students most frequently employed the 

group of compensation strategies followed by metacognitive strategies, cognitive 

strategies, memory strategies, and affective strategies, whereas the group of social 

strategies was the least often employed. As for the most often used strategy with in 

each of the six main strategy groups, most of the science students often think about 

their progress in learning English which is in the group of metacognitive strategies. In 

contrast, the science students least preferred using the strategy of writing a language 

learning diary. As can be seen, the results of the present findings were quite similar 

from those found in finding one. This could be possible because most of the subjects 

were science students. 

 

6.1.3  Conclusion of Finding Three 

First-year non-science students at Mahidol University used a wide range of 

language learning strategies. The non-science students considered the group of 

metacognitive strategies as the most frequently used followed by compensation 

strategies, social strategies, cognitive strategies, and affective strategies. Differently 

from those found in finding one and finding two, social strategies were not considered 

as the least frequently used by non-science students. The least often used strategy 

group belonged to memory strategies. As for the most often used strategy with in each 

of the six main strategy groups, the same as those found in the two previous findings, 
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the non-science students preferred the most to use the strategy of self-evaluation or 

thinking about progress in learning English which is in the group of metacognitive 

strategies, while the least preferred strategy belonged to using flashcards to 

remembering new English words which is in the group of affective strategies. 

 

6.1.4  Conclusion of Finding Four 

The non-science students at Mahidol University employed all six groups of 

strategies more frequently than did the science students, but there was not a 

significant difference of use of overall language learning strategies between those two 

groups of students at a confidence level of .05. There was not a significant difference 

found in their use of compensation strategies, metacognitive strategies, cognitive 

strategies, affective strategies, and memory strategies. However, a significant 

difference existed in their use of social strategies. The non-science students’ use of 

social strategies was significantly greater than that of the science students (P = .000). 

 

6.2  Recommendations for Further Studies 
On the basis of the findings of this study and those of other related studies, the 

following recommendations are offered: 

1. In applying learner-centered approach into language teaching and learning, 

information about learners from learners is used to tell the teacher when and how to 

teach effectively. The findings of this study were analyzed from the information given 

by the language learners. Therefore, for those who are interested, the findings of this 

study could be used as one of the foundational pieces of information.  
2. Further investigations of language learning strategies should be conducted 

with more than one data collection method such as classroom observations, 

interviews, think-aloud procedures, diary or journal writing, and note-taking.  The 

more data collection methods are used, the more in-depth information will be gained. 
3. This investigation was conducted with science and non-science students who 

were studying in their first-year at Mahidol University. Further studies should be 

conducted with students in other universities or other types of academic institutions 

such as high schools, vocational training schools, and technical school. 



Songphon  Satta-udom                                                                                                        Conclusion / 84 

4. Further studies should be carried out only among science students whose 

English proficiency is rather high to find out whether their language learning 

strategies are the same as those employed by non-science students. 
5. Due to Thai culture, further studies should be conducted to determine the 

level of influence of the Thai parents on their children’s selection of fields of study. 
6. Further studies should be conducted to investigate the relationships between 

language learning strategies and other factors such as the target language, course 

level, number of years of study, metacognitive skill, age, sex, attitudes, motivational 

orientation, language learning goals, motivation level, personality, learning style, 

cognitive style, aptitude, career/academic specialization, nationality, teaching method, 

nature of learning task, type of task, subject matter, level of language proficiency, and 

cultural background. 
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APPENDIX A 

 
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) 

For Speakers of Other Languages Learning English 
 

The Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) (Oxford, 1989) is 

designed to gather information about how you, as a student of English as a foreign 

language, go about learning English language. 

There are 50 statements in this questionnaire, please read each statement and 

choose that response (5,4,3,2 or 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 = Almost never true of me or Never true of me 

 2 = Usually not true of me 

 3 = Somewhat true of me 

 4 = Usually true of me 

 5 = Always or almost always true of me 

  
Almost never true of me or Never true of me means that the statement is very 

rarely true of you 

Usually not true of me means that the statement is true less than half the time 

Somewhat true of me means that the statement is true of you about half the time 

Usually true of me means that the statement is true more than half the time 

Always or almost always true of me means that the statements is true of you always 

 
(Adapted from SILL --Version 7.0 [EFL/ESL]-- R. L. Oxford, 1989) 
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Part  I 

 

1. Sex 

               [  ]  Male                                       [  ]  Female 

2. Age  ______ 

 

3. When did you start your English study? 

 

               [  ]  Before Grade VII                    [  ] During Grade VII – XII  

     

               [  ] Others ______________ 

 

4. Field/Major of Study 

___________________________________________________________ 

 

5.  Name of Institute 

___________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Part  II    

 

Answer in terms of how well the statement describes you by putting a cross on 

the response number (5,4,3,2 or 1). In each item only one number can be selected. 

Please do not answer how you think you should be, or what other people do. There 

are no right or wrong answers to these statements. Work as quickly as you can 

without being careless. This usually takes about 20-30 minutes to complete. If you 

have any questions, please let the researcher know immediately. 
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Strategy Inventory for Language Learning 

al
m

os
t a

lw
ay

s 
tr

ue
 o

f m
e 

U
su

al
ly

 tr
ue

 o
f 

m
e 

So
m

ew
ha

t t
ru

e 
of

 m
e 

U
su

al
ly

 n
ot

 
tr

ue
 o

f m
e 

tr
ue

 o
f m

e 
or

 
N

ev
er

 tr
ue

 o
f 

m
e 

1. I think of relationships between what I 

already know and new things I learn in 

English. 
5 4 3 2 1 

2. I use new English words in a sentence so I 

can remember them. 5 4 3 2 1 

3. I connect the sound of a new English word 

and an image or picture of the word to help 

me remember the word. 
5 4 3 2 1 

4. I remember a new English word by making 

a mental picture of a situation in which the 

word might be used. 
5 4 3 2 1 

5. I use rhymes to remember new English 

words. 5 4 3 2 1 

6. I use flashcards to remember new English 

words. 5 4 3 2 1 

7. I Physically act out new English words. 5 4 3 2 1 

8. I review English lessons often. 5 4 3 2 1 
9. I remember new English words or phrases 

by remembering their location on the page, on 

the board, or on a street sign. 
5 4 3 2 1 

10. I say or write new English words several 

times. 5 4 3 2 1 

11. I try to talk like native English speakers. 5 4 3 2 1 

12. I practice the sounds of English. 5 4 3 2 1 
13. I use the English words I know in 

different ways. 5 4 3 2 1 

14. I start conversations in English. 5 4 3 2 1 
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15. I watch English language TV shows 

spoken in English or go to movies spoken in 

English. 
5 4 3 2 1 

16. I read for pleasure in English. 5 4 3 2 1 
17. I write notes, messages, letters, or reports 

in English. 5 4 3 2 1 

18. I first skim an English passage (read over 

the passage quickly) then go back and read 

carefully. 
5 4 3 2 1 

19. I look for words in my own language that 

are similar to new words in English. 5 4 3 2 1 

20. I try to find patterns in English. 5 4 3 2 1 

21. I find the meaning of an English word by 

dividing it into parts that I understand. 5 4 3 2 1 

22. I try not to translate word-for-word. 5 4 3 2 1 

23. I make summaries of information that I 

hear or read in English. 5 4 3 2 1 

24. To understand unfamiliar English words, I 

make guesses. 5 4 3 2 1 

25. When I cannot think of a word during a 

conversation in English, I use gestures. 5 4 3 2 1 

26. I make up new words if I do not know the 

right ones in English. 5 4 3 2 1 

27. I read English without looking up every 

new word. 5 4 3 2 1 
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28. I try to guess what the other person will 

say next in English. 5 4 3 2 1 

29. If I cannot think of an English word, I use 

a word or phrase that means the same thing. 5 4 3 2 1 

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

my English. 5 4 3 2 1 

31. I notice my English mistakes and use that 

information to help me do better. 5 4 3 2 1 

32. I pay attention when someone is speaking 

English. 5 4 3 2 1 

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

of English. 5 4 3 2 1 

34. I plan my schedule so I will have enough 

time to study English. 5 4 3 2 1 

35. I look for people I can talk to in English. 5 4 3 2 1 

36. I look for opportunities to read as much as 

possible in English. 5 4 3 2 1 

37. I have clear goals for improving my 

English skills. 5 4 3 2 1 

38. I think about my progress in learning 

English. 5 4 3 2 1 

39. I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of 

using English. 5 4 3 2 1 

40. I encourage myself to speak English even 

when I am afraid of making a mistake. 5 4 3 2 1 
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41. I give myself a reward or treat when I do 

well in English. 5 4 3 2 1 

42. I notice if I am tense or nervous when I 

am studying or using English. 5 4 3 2 1 

43. I write down my feelings in a language 

learning diary. 5 4 3 2 1 

44. I talk to someone else about how I feel 

when I am learning English. 5 4 3 2 1 

45. If I do not understand something in 

English, I ask the other person to slow down 

or say it again. 
5 4 3 2 1 

46. I ask English with other students. 5 4 3 2 1 

47. I practice English with other students. 5 4 3 2 1 

48. I ask for help from English speakers. 5 4 3 2 1 

49. I ask questions in English 5 4 3 2 1 
50. I try to learn about the culture of English 

speakers. 5 4 3 2 1 
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APPENDIX B 

 
แบบสอบถามเกี่ยวกับกลยุทธในการเรียนรูภาษาองักฤษ 

 
 

คําชี้แจง   แบบสอบถามฉบับนี้ มีวัตถุประสงคเพื่อรวบรวมรายละเอียดเกีย่วกับกลยุทธหรือ เทคนิค
ในการเรยีนภาษาอังกฤษของนักศึกษาไทยที่กําลังศึกษาตอในระดับปรญิญาตรี ช้ันปที่1 
มหาวิทยาลัยมหิดล ทั้งนี้เพื่อนําผลการวิจัยไปใชเปนขอมลูประกอบในการประเมินผลเพื่อหา
ความสัมพันธ ระหวางตัวแปรกับการเลือกใชกลยุทธในการเรียนรูภาษาอังกฤษของผูเรียน ดังนั้น
การตอบแบบสอบถามครั้งนี้จะไมมี ผลใดๆ ทั้งส้ินตอตัวทาน 
 
แบบสอบถามนี้แบงออกเปน 2 ตอน โปรดตอบทุกตอนและทุกขอ 
 
ตอนที่ 1  คําถามเกี่ยวกับขอมูลของผูตอบแบบสอบถาม  
ตอนที่ 2  คําถามเกี่ยวกับกลยุทธหรือเทคนิคที่ผูเรียน(ผูตอบแบบสอบถาม)ใชในการ เรียน
ภาษาอังกฤษ จํานวน 50 ขอ  
 
 ผูวิจัยใครขอความกรุณาใหทานตอบแบบสอบถามที่ตรงกับพฤติกรรมการเรียนภาษา 
อังกฤษของทานมากที่สุด และหวังเปนอยางยิ่งที่จะไดรับความรวมมอืดวยดีจากทาน อีกทั้งยัง
ขอขอบคุณที่ไดใหความรวมมือ ในการตอบแบบสอบถามฉบับนี้มา ณ ที่นี้ดวย 
 

นายทรงพล ศรัทธาอุดม 

นักศึกษาปริญญาโท 

สาขาวิชาภาษาศาสตรประยกุต 

มหาวิทยาลัยมหิดล 
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ตอนที่ 1  คําถามเกี่ยวกับขอมูลของผูตอบแบบสอบถาม 
 
ช่ือ_____________________สกุล____________________________ 
ID __________________No______________อายุ_______________ 
E-mail ____________________            ชาย   หญิง     

 SI       RA    BM     PI      DT    PY    MT     AREN    
 RT     PT     SC       PH    OT    TT    NS      ARTH    
 NR     SS     EG      AR    RS     VS   CRS    MG    CRS    

 
ตอนที่ 2  คําถามเกี่ยวกับกลยุทธหรือเทคนิคท่ีผูเรียน(ผูตอบแบบสอบถาม)ใชในการ 
เรียนภาษาอังกฤษ จํานวน 50 ขอ  

 = ใชนอยท่ีสุดถึงไมเคยใชเลย       = ใชนอย         = ใชปานกลาง     

 = ใชมาก     = ใชมากที่สุด                                     

Language Learning Strategies  

1. ทานคิดเชื่อมโยงความสัมพันธระหวางสิ่งที่เรียนรูมาแลวกับส่ิงที่เรียนรู
ใหม 

 

2. ทานนําเอาคําใหม ๆ ในภาษาอังกฤษใชในประโยค เพือ่ใหจําไดดยีิ่งขึ้น  

3. ทานเชื่อมโยงเสียงของคําใหมในภาษาองักฤษกับภาพ (image or picture) 
ของคํานั้น เพือ่ชวยใหจําได 

 

4. ทานจดจําคาํใหม โดยการคิดถึงภาพของเหตุการณซ่ึงคําเหลานั้นอาจจะ
ถูกใช 

 

5. ทานใชคําพองเสียงเพื่อชวยในการจําคําใหมในภาษาอังกฤษ  

6. ทานใชบัตรคําซ่ึงดานหนึ่งของบัตรเปนคําศัพทสวนอีกดานหนึ่งเปนคํา
แปล (flashcard) เพื่อชวยในการจําคําใหมในภาษาอังกฤษ 

 

7. ทานแสดงทาทางประกอบ เพื่อชวยในการจําคําใหมในภาษาอังกฤษ เชน 
drink = ดื่ม ทานจึงทําทาทางดื่มน้ําไปดวย 
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8. ทานทบทวนบทเรียนภาษาอังกฤษบอย ๆ  

9. ทานจดจําคาํหรือวลีใหม ๆ ในภาษาอังกฤษ โดยการจําวาคําเหลานัน้อยู
หนาใดของหนังสือ, สวนใดของกระดาน หรือ ตามปายตาง ๆ บนทองถนน 

 

10. ทานพูดหรือเขียนคําใหม ๆ ในภาษาอังกฤษซ้ําแลวซํ้าอีกหลาย ๆ คร้ัง  

11. ทานพยายามพูดใหมีสําเนียงใกลเคียงกบัเจาของภาษา  

12. ทานฝกฝนการออกเสียงภาษาอังกฤษ  

13. ทานใชคําศัพทในภาษาอังกฤษที่ทานรูในสถานการณที่แตกตางกนั
ออกไป เชน ใชในการพดู หรือ ใชในการเขียน 

 

14. ทานเริ่มตนบทสนทนากับผูอ่ืนโดยใชภาษาอังกฤษ  

15. ทานดูรายการโทรทัศนหรือภาพยนตรภาคภาษาอังกฤษ  

16. ทานอานสิ่งพิมพภาษาอังกฤษตาง ๆ ที่ทําใหทานเพลิดเพลิน  

17. ทานใชภาษาอังกฤษในการจดโนต, ขอความ, จดหมาย หรือ รายงาน  

18. ทานอานบทความตาง ๆ ที่เปนภาษาอังกฤษ โดยอานแบบผาน ๆ ในครั้ง
แรกเพื่อหาใจความสําคัญ และกลับมาอานทบทวนอีกครัง้อยางละเอียด 

 

19. ทานคนหาคําในภาษาไทยที่มีความหมายใกลเคยีงกับคําศัพทใหมใน
ภาษาอังกฤษ 

 

20. ทานศึกษารูปแบบการเรยีงประโยคในภาษาอังกฤษเพื่อนําไปใชไดอยาง
ถูกตอง 

 

21. ทานหาความหมายของคาํในภาษาอังกฤษโดยการแบงคํา 
นั้น ๆ ออกเปนสวน ๆ เพื่อใหเกิดความเขาใจ เชน แบงตามรากศัพท 

 

22. ทานหลีกเลี่ยงการแปลภาษาอังกฤษแบบคําตอคํา  

23. ทานทําสรุปขอมูลตาง ๆ ที่ทานไดฟงหรืออานเปนภาษาอังกฤษ 
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25. ทานใชทาทางประกอบระหวางการสนทนาภาษาอังกฤษเมื่อทานนกึคํา
ภาษาอังกฤษไมออก 

 

26. ทานใชคําอื่นแทน เมื่อทานไมรูคําที่ถูกตองในภาษาองักฤษ  

27. ทานอานภาษาอังกฤษ โดยไมตองคนหาคําใหมทกุคํา  

28. ทานพยายามเดาหรือคาดการณเปนภาษาอังกฤษวาผูสนทนาชาวตางชาติ
จะพดูอะไรตอไป 

 

29. ถาทานไมสามารถคิดถึงคําในภาษาอังกฤษได ทานจะใชคําหรือวลีที่มี
ความหมายเหมือนหรือใกลเคียงกับคําที่ทานตองการ 

 

30. ทานพยายามหาวิธีการตาง ๆ เทาที่ทานจะทําไดเพื่อไดใชภาษาอังกฤษ  

31. ทานสังเกตขอผิดพลาดตาง ๆ ในการใชภาษาอังกฤษ และใชขอผิดพลาด
เหลานั้นเปนบทเรียนเพื่อชวยใหทานเรียนไดดีขึ้น 

 

32. ทานใหความสนใจ เมื่อมใีครก็ตามพูดภาษาอังกฤษ  

33. ทานพยายามที่จะหาวิธีการที่จะทําใหทานเรียนภาษาอังกฤษไดดีขึน้  

34. ทานจัดตารางเวลา เพื่อใหมีเวลาเพยีงพอที่จะศกึษาภาษาอังกฤษ  

35. ทานมองหาคนที่ทานสามารถพูดภาษาอังกฤษกับเขาได  

36. ทานหาโอกาสที่จะอานภาษาอังกฤษใหไดมากที่สุดเทาที่จะทําได  

37. ทานมีเปาหมายชัดเจนในการปรับปรุงทักษะภาษาอังกฤษของทาน  

38. ทานคาดหวังในความกาวหนา/การพัฒนาในการเรียนภาษาอังกฤษของ
ทาน 

 

39. ทานพยายามผอนคลาย เมื่อรูสึกกลัวทีจ่ะตองใชภาษาอังกฤษ  

40. ทานใหกําลังใจตนเอง เมื่อตองพูดภาษาอังกฤษ แมวาในใจจะกลวัความ
ผิดพลาด 
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42. ทานพบวาตัวเองเปนกังวลหรือเครียดในขณะทีก่ําลังเรียนหรือใช
ภาษาอังกฤษ 

 

43. ทานเขียนบรรยายความรูสึกของทานเปนภาษาอังกฤษในสมุดบนัทกึ
ประจําวนั 

 

44. ทานพูดคุยกับผูอ่ืนถึงความรูสึกของทานในการเรียนภาษาอังกฤษ  

45. ทานขอรองใหผูพูด พดูชาลงหรือพูดซ้ํา ถาทานไมเขาใจภาษาอังกฤษที่
เขาพูดอยูในขณะนั้น 

 

46. ทานขอใหผูที่ใชภาษาอังกฤษชวยแกไขภาษาอังกฤษของทาน เมื่อทาน
พูดผิด 

 

47. ทานฝกฝนภาษาอังกฤษกบัเพื่อนนักศึกษาคนอื่น ๆ  

48. ทานขอความชวยเหลือจากอาจารย/เพือ่นนักศึกษาตางชาติ ในการใช
ภาษาอังกฤษ 

 

49. ทานมักจะถามคําถามเปนภาษาอังกฤษกับผูที่อยูในแวดวงเดยีวกับทาน  

50. ทานพยายามศึกษาวัฒนธรรมของคนที่ใชภาษาอังกฤษเปนภาษาประจํา
ชาติ 
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APPENDIX C 

 
LETTER OF CONSENT FOR SILL 

 
Date: Tue, 15 May 2007 16:47:01 -0700 (PDT) 

From: 

 "Rebecca Oxford" <rebecca_oxford@yahoo.com>  Add to Address Book  Add 

Mobile Alert  

Yahoo! DomainKeys has confirmed that this message was sent by yahoo.com. Learn 

more 

Subject: Re: Letter of Consent for SILL 

To: "Hart ." <hartneverdies@yahoo.com> 

 

Dear Songphon Satta-udom, 

  

I am happy to provide my permission for you to use the SILL if you would send me 

an electronic copy of your report when it is completed. Best wishes on your study. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Rebecca Oxford 

  

Rebecca L. Oxford 

University of Maryland Distinguished Scholar-Teacher, 2006-2007 

Program in Second Language Education and Culture 

2311 Benjamin Building 

College of Education 

University of Maryland 

College Park, MD 20742 USA 
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----- Original Message ---- 

From: Hart . <hartneverdies@yahoo.com> 

To: rebecca_oxford@yahoo.com 

Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2007 4:28:13 PM 

Subject: Letter of Consent for SILL 

Dear Professor, 

  

I am a master's student in the Program of Applied Linguistics, Faculty of 

Arts, Mahidol University, Thailand. I am undertaking a quantitative study on the topic 

of "A Survey of Language Learning Strategies Used by First Year Students at 

Mahidol University: The Impact of Field of Study". The research aims to investigate 

the use of language learning strategies among 'Science' and 'Non-science' students at 

the university, and also tries to find out whether any differences will exist among the 

strategies used by those two groups of students. To conduct this study, I will employ 

SILL (version 7.0), that you developed in 1990, as the research instrument.  

For this reason, I would like to ask for your permission to use SILL in my study.  

Looking forward to your reply, 

Thank you very much for your consideration of my request and your kindness. 

  

Truly yours, 

  

Songphon Satta-udom 

 
Give spam the boot. Take control with tough spam protection 

in the all-new Yahoo! Mail Beta. 
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APPENDIX D 

 
LETTER OF CONSENT FOR SILL (THAI VERSION) 

 

From: 
"joy naruemol" <joynaruemol_k@hotmail.com>  Add to Address Book  Add Mobile 

Alert  

To: hartneverdies@yahoo.com 

Subject: RE: Letter of Content for SILL (Thai version) 

Date: Wed, 16 May 2007 15:58:47 +0000 

You have my permission to use my translated version of Oxford's SILL; however, 

you should ask for the permission to Oxford to use her English version of SILL 

questionnaire.  

I hope it would be helpful for your study.  

 

Sincerely, 

Naruemol K. 

 
From: "Hart ." <hartneverdies@yahoo.com> 

To: joynaruemol_k@hotmail.com 

Subject: Letter of Content for SILL (Thai version) 

Date: Tue, 15 May 2007 13:35:11 -0700 (PDT) 

Dear Khun Naruemol Kaotsombut, 

  

I am a master's student in the Program of Applied Linguistics, Faculty of 

Arts, Mahidol University, Thailand. I am undertaking a quantitative study on the topic 

of "A Survey of Language Learning Strategies Used by First Year Students at 
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Mahidol University: The Impact of Field of Study". The research aims to investigate 

the use of language learning strategies among 'Science' and 'Non-science' students at 

the university, and also tries to find out whether any differences will exist among the 

strategies used by those two groups of students. To conduct this study, I will employ 

SILL (version 7.0), that you translated into Thai in 2003, as the research instrument.  

For this reason, I would like to ask for your permission to use your Thai-translated-

SILL in my study.  

Looking forward to your reply, 

Thank you very much for your consideration of my request and your kindness. 

  

Truly yours, 

  

Songphon Satta-udom 

 
Sick sense of humor? Visit Yahoo! TV's Comedy with an Edge to see what's on, when.  
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APPENDIX E 

Table 7.1: First-Year Students’ Implementation of Overall Language Learning 

Strategies (N = 570) 
 

 

Language Learning Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

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

3.40 0.81 .9420 Medium 

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

3.15 0.90 .9413 Medium 

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

3.07 1.00 .9415 Medium 

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

3.37 0.95 .9417 Medium 

5. I use rhymes to remember new English words. 2.84 1.02 .9420 Medium 
6. I use flashcards to remember new English 

words. 
2.18 1.04 .9428 Low 

7. I physically act out new English words. 2.47 1.16 .9425 Low 
8. I review English lessons often. 2.82 0.93 .9415 Medium 
9. I remember new English words or phrases by 

remembering their location on the page, on the 
board, or on a street sign. 

2.98 1.15 .9424 Medium 

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

2.94 1.05 .9415 Medium 

11. I try to talk like native English speakers. 3.38 1.07 .9411 Medium 
12. I practice the sounds of English. 3.25 1.05 .9408 Medium 
13. I use the English words I know in different 

ways. 
3.21 0.97 .9409 Medium 

14. I start conversations in English. 2.32 1.00 .9416 Low 
15. I watch English language TV shows spoken in 

English or go to movies spoken in English. 
3.17 1.06 .9420 Medium 

16. I read for pleasure in English. 2.66 1.04 .9411 Medium 
17. I write notes, messages, letters, or reports in 

English. 
2.80 1.03 .9414 Medium 

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

3.07 1.06 .9413 Medium 

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

3.02 1.05 .9415 Medium 

20. I try to find patterns in English. 3.09 0.99 .9411 Medium 
21. I find the meaning of an English word by 

dividing it into parts that I understand. 
2.92 1.07 .9415 Medium 

22. I try not to translate word-for-word. 3.06 1.10 .9419 Medium 
23. I make summaries of information that I hear or 

read in English. 
2.46 1.06 .9413 Low 
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Language Learning Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

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

3.58 0.98 .9419 High 

25. When I cannot think of a word during a 
conversation in English, I use gestures. 

3.38 1.09 .9423 Medium 

26. I make up new words if I do not know the right 
ones in English. 

3.52 0.96 .9421 High 

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

2.86 1.05 .9418 Medium 

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

2.99 1.09 .9413 Medium 

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

3.33 0.97 .9415 Medium 

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

3.12 0.99 .9407 Medium 

31. I notice my English mistakes and use that 
information to help me do better. 

3.24 0.96 .9409 Medium 

32. I pay attention when someone is speaking 
English. 

3.42 1.00 .9412 Medium 

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

3.62 1.01 .9414 High 

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

2.81 0.95 .9411 Medium 

35. I look for people I can talk to in English. 2.89 1.09 .9406 Medium 
36. I look for opportunities to read as much as 

possible in English. 
3.01 1.05 .9406 Medium 

37. I have clear goals for improving my English 
skills. 

3.36 1.01 .9413 Medium 

38. I think about my progress in learning English. 3.88 0.97 .9417 High 
39. I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using 

English. 
3.34 0.91 .9418 Medium 

40. I encourage myself to speak English even 
when I am afraid of making a mistake. 

3.50 0.88 .9418 High 

41. I give myself a reward or treat when I do well 
in English. 

2.83 1.05 .9423 Medium 

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

2.91 1.16 .9446 Medium 

43. I write down my feelings in a language 
learning diary. 

2.01 1.10 .9424 Low 

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

2.95 1.14 .9428 Medium 

45. If I do not understand something in English, I 
ask the other person to slow down or say it 
again. 

3.42 1.01 .9424 Medium 

46. I ask English with other students. 3.17 1.06 .9414 Medium 
47. I practice English with other students. 2.69 1.08 .9409 Medium 
48. I ask for help from English speakers. 2.69 1.09 .9413 Medium 
49. I ask questions in English 2.43 1.09 .9413 Low 
50. I try to learn about the culture of English 

speakers. 
  2.67    1.14  .9414 Medium 
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Table 7.2: First-Year Students’ Implementation of Compensation Strategies     

(N = 570) 
 

 

Compensation Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

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

3.58 0.98 1 High 

26. I make up new words if I do not know the right ones 
in English. 

3.52 0.96 2 High 

25. When I cannot think of a word during a conversation 
in English, I use gestures. 

3.38 1.09 3 Medium 

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

3.33 0.97 4 Medium 

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

2.99 1.09 5 Medium 

27. I read English without looking up every new word. 2.86 1.05 6 Medium 
  

 

 

Table 7.3: First-Year Students’ Implementation of Metacognitive Strategies         

(N = 570) 
 

 

Metacognitive Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

38. I think about my progress in learning English. 3.88 0.97 1 High 
33. I try to find out how to be a better learner of English. 3.62 1.01 2 High 
32. I pay attention when someone is speaking English. 3.42 1.00 3 Medium 
37. I have clear goals for improving my English skills. 3.36 1.01 4 Medium 
31. I notice my English mistakes and use that 

information to help me do better. 
3.24 0.96 5 Medium 

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

3.12 0.99 6 Medium 

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

3.01 1.05 7 Medium 

35. I look for people I can talk to in English. 2.89 1.09 8 Medium 
34. I plan my schedule so I will have enough time to 

study English. 
2.81 0.95 9 Medium 
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Table 7.4: First-Year Students’ Implementation of Cognitive Strategies  

(N = 570) 
 

 

Cognitive Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

11. I try to talk like native English speakers. 3.38 1.07 1 Medium 
12. I practice the sounds of English. 3.25 1.05 2 Medium 
13. I use the English words I know in different ways. 3.21 0.97 3 Medium 
15. I watch English language TV shows spoken in 

English or go to movies spoken in English. 
3.17 1.06 4 Medium 

20. I try to find patterns in English. 3.09 0.99 5 Medium 
18. I first skim an English passage (read over the 

passage quickly) then go back and read carefully. 
3.07 1.06 6 Medium 

22. I try not to translate word-for-word. 3.06 1.10 7 Medium 
19. I look for words in my own language that are similar 

to new words in English. 
3.02 1.05 8 Medium 

10. I say or write new English words several times. 2.94 1.05 9 Medium 
21. I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it 

into parts that I understand. 
2.92 1.07 10 Medium 

17. I write notes, messages, letters, or reports in English. 2.80 1.03 11 Medium 
16. I read for pleasure in English. 2.66 1.04 12 Medium 
23. I make summaries of information that I hear or read 

in English. 
2.46 1.06 13 Low 

14. I start conversations in English. 2.32 1.00 14 Low 
 

  

Table 7.5: First-Year Students’ Implementation of Affective Strategies  

(N = 570) 
 

 

Affective Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

40. I encourage myself to speak English even when I am 
afraid of making a mistake. 

3.50 0.88 1 High 

39. I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using English. 3.34 0.91 2 Medium 
44. I talk to someone else about how I feel when I am 

learning English. 
2.95 1.14 3 Medium 

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

2.91 1.16 4 Medium 

41. I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in 
English. 

2.83 1.05 5 Medium 

43. I write down my feelings in a language learning 
diary. 

2.01 1.10 6 Low 
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Table 7.6: First-Year Students’ Implementation of Memory Strategies  

(N = 570) 
 

 

Memory Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

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

3.40 0.81 1 Medium 

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

3.37 0.95 2 Medium 

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

3.15 0.90 3 Medium 

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

3.07 1.00 4 Medium 

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

2.98 1.15 5 Medium 

5. I use rhymes to remember new English words. 2.84 1.02 6 Medium 
8. I review English lessons often. 2.82 0.93 7 Medium 
7. I physically act out new English words. 2.47 1.16 8 Low 
6. I use flashcards to remember new English words. 2.18 1.04 9 Low 
  

 

Table 7.7: First-Year Students’ Implementation of Use of Social Strategies  

(N = 570) 
 

 

Social Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

45. If I do not understand something in English, I ask the 
other person to slow down or say it again. 

3.42 1.01 1 Medium 

46. I ask English with other students. 3.17 1.06 2 Medium 
48. I ask for help from English speakers. 2.69 1.09 3 Medium 
47. I practice English with other students. 2.69 1.08 4 Medium 
50. I try to learn about the culture of English speakers. 2.67 1.14 5 Medium 
49. I ask questions in English 2.43 1.09 6 Low 
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Table 7.8: Science Students’ Implementation of Overall Language Learning 

Strategies (N = 447)  
 

 

Language Learning Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

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

3.44 0.80 .9415 Medium 

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

3.13 0.88 .9410 Medium 

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

3.06 0.97 .9414 Medium 

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

3.38 0.93 .9416 Medium 

5. I use rhymes to remember new English words. 2.82 0.99 .9420 Medium 
6. I use flashcards to remember new English 

words. 
2.20 1.04 .9426 Low 

7. I physically act out new English words. 2.48 1.17 .9426 Low 
8. I review English lessons often. 2.81 0.95 .9410 Medium 
9. I remember new English words or phrases by 

remembering their location on the page, on the 
board, or on a street sign. 

3.03 1.15 .9422 Medium 

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

2.98 1.06 .9413 Medium 

11. I try to talk like native English speakers. 3.34 1.10 .9408 Medium 
12. I practice the sounds of English. 3.20 1.07 .9406 Medium 
13. I use the English words I know in different 

ways. 
3.21 0.99 .9407 Medium 

14. I start conversations in English. 2.24 1.00 .9415 Low 
15. I watch English language TV shows spoken in 

English or go to movies spoken in English. 
3.14 1.05 .9418 Medium 

16. I read for pleasure in English. 2.58 1.03 .9410 Medium 
17. I write notes ,messages, letters, or reports in 

English. 
2.73 1.02 .9413 Medium 

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

3.06 1.05 .9413 Medium 

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

2.99 1.04 .9412 Medium 

20. I try to find patterns in English. 3.08 0.99 .9409 Medium 
21. I find the meaning of an English word by 

dividing it into parts that I understand. 
2.95 1.08 .9412 Medium 

22. I try not to translate word-for-word. 3.08 1.07 .9416 Medium 
23. I make summaries of information that I hear or 

read in English. 
2.47 1.05 .9410 Low 

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

3.61 0.96 .9419 High 

25. When I cannot think of a word during a 
conversation in English, I use gestures. 

3.36 1.11 .9421 Medium 

26. I make up new words if I do not know the right 
ones in English. 

3.51 0.96 .9418 High 
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Language Learning Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

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

2.85 1.04 .9418 Medium 

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

2.98 1.08 .9412 Medium 

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

3.30 0.96 .9413 Medium 

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

3.08 0.99 .9405 Medium 

31. I notice my English mistakes and use that 
information to help me do better. 

3.24 0.96 .9408 Medium 

32. I pay attention when someone is speaking 
English. 

3.36 1.01 .9410 Medium 

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

3.59 1.01 .9412 High 

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

2.78 0.94 .9410 Medium 

35. I look for people I can talk to in English. 2.83 1.08 .9404 Medium 
36. I look for opportunities to read as much as 

possible in English. 
2.99 1.06 .9404 Medium 

37. I have clear goals for improving my English 
skills. 

3.33 1.00 .9411 Medium 

38. I think about my progress in learning English. 3.88 0.96 .9417 High 
39. I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using 

English. 
3.37 0.92 .9416 Medium 

40. I encourage myself to speak English even 
when I am afraid of making a mistake. 

3.51 0.88 .9416 High 

41. I give myself a reward or treat when I do well 
in English. 

2.84 1.05 .9421 Medium 

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

2.89 1.14 .9447 Medium 

43. I write down my feelings in a language 
learning diary. 

1.96 1.08 .9422 Low 

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

2.93 1.15 .9425 Medium 

45. If I do not understand something in English, I 
ask the other person to slow down or say it 
again. 

3.42 1.00 .9422 Medium 

46. I ask English with other students. 3.16 1.04 .9413 Medium 
47. I practice English with other students. 2.57 1.06 .9406 Medium 
48. I ask for help from English speakers. 2.64 1.08 .9412 Medium 
49. I ask questions in English 2.36 1.06 .9410 Low 
50. I try to learn about the culture of English 

speakers. 
  2.57    1.13  .9412 Medium 
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Table 7.9: Science Students’ Implementation of Compensation Strategies  

      (N = 447)  
 

 

Compensation Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

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

3.61 0.96 1 High 

26. I make up new words if I do not know the right ones 
in English. 

3.51 0.96 2 High 

25. When I cannot think of a word during a conversation 
in English, I use gestures. 

3.36 1.11 3 Medium 

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

3.30 0.96 4 Medium 

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

2.98 1.08 5 Medium 

27. I read English without looking up every new word. 2.85 1.04 6 Medium 
 

 

 

Table 7.10: Science Students’ Implementation of Metacognitive Strategies  

  (N = 447)  
 

 

Metacognitive Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

38. I think about my progress in learning English. 3.88 0.96 1 High 
33. I try to find out how to be a better learner of English. 3.59 1.01 2 High 
32. I pay attention when someone is speaking English. 3.36 1.01 3 Medium 
37. I have clear goals for improving my English skills. 3.33 1.00 4 Medium 
31. I notice my English mistakes and use that 

information to help me do better. 
3.24 0.96 5 Medium 

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

3.08 0.99 6 Medium 

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

2.99 1.06 7 Medium 

35. I look for people I can talk to in English. 2.83 1.08 8 Medium 
34. I plan my schedule so I will have enough time to 

study English. 
2.78 0.94 9 Medium 
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Table 7.11: Science Students’ Implementation of Cognitive Strategies  

        (N = 447)  
 

 

Cognitive Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

11. I try to talk like native English speakers. 3.34 1.10 1 Medium 
13. I use the English words I know in different ways. 3.21 0.99 2 Medium 
12. I practice the sounds of English. 3.20 1.07 3 Medium 
15. I watch English language TV shows spoken in 

English or go to movies spoken in English. 
3.14 1.05 4 Medium 

22. I try not to translate word-for-word. 3.08 1.07 5 Medium 
20. I try to find patterns in English. 3.08 0.99 6 Medium 
18. I first skim an English passage (read over the 

passage quickly) then go back and read carefully. 
3.06 1.05 7 Medium 

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

2.99 1.04 8 Medium 

10. I say or write new English words several times. 2.98 1.06 9 Medium 
21. I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it 

into parts that I understand. 
2.95 1.08 10 Medium 

17. I write notes, messages, letters, or reports in English. 2.73 1.02 11 Medium 
16. I read for pleasure in English. 2.58 1.03 12 Medium 
23. I make summaries of information that I hear or read 

in English. 
2.47 1.05 13 Low 

14. I start conversations in English. 2.24 1.00 14 Low 
  

Table 7.12: Science Students’ Implementation of Memory Strategies  

  (N = 447)  
 

 

Memory Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

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

3.44 0.80 1 Medium 

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

3.38 0.93 2 Medium 

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

3.13 0.88 3 Medium 

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

3.06 0.97 4 Medium 

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

3.03 1.15 5 Medium 

5. I use rhymes to remember new English words. 2.82 0.99 6 Medium 
8. I review English lessons often. 2.81 0.95 7 Medium 
7. I physically act out new English words. 2.48 1.17 8 Low 
6. I use flashcards to remember new English words. 2.20 1.04 9 Low 
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Table 7.13: Science Students’ Implementation of Use of Affective Strategies  

(N = 447)  
 

 

Affective Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

40. I encourage myself to speak English even when I am 
afraid of making a mistake. 

3.51 0.88 1 High 

39. I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using English. 3.37 0.92 2 Medium 
44. I talk to someone else about how I feel when I am 

learning English. 
2.93 1.15 3 Medium 

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

2.89 1.14 4 Medium 

41. I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in 
English. 

2.84 1.05 5 Medium 

43. I write down my feelings in a language learning 
diary. 

1.96 1.08 6 Low 

  
 

 

 

Table 7.14: Science Students’ Implementation of Social Strategies  

  (N = 447)  
 

 

Social Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

45. If I do not understand something in English, I ask the 
other person to slow down or say it again. 

3.42 1.00 1 Medium 

46. I ask English with other students. 3.16 1.04 2 Medium 
48. I ask for help from English speakers. 2.64 1.08 3 Medium 
47. I practice English with other students. 2.57 1.06 4 Medium 
50. I try to learn about the culture of English speakers. 2.57 1.13 5 Medium 
49. I ask questions in English 2.36 1.06 6 Low 
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Table 7.15: Non-science Students’ Implementation of Overall Language 

Learning   Strategies (N = 123) 

 

 

Language Learning Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

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

3.27 0.80 .9440 Medium 

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

3.21 0.96 .9429 Medium 

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

3.08 1.09 .9425 Medium 

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

3.33 1.03 .9425 Medium 

5. I use rhymes to remember new English words. 2.89 1.12 .9427 Medium 
6. I use flashcards to remember new English 

words. 
2.11 1.05 .9440 Low 

7. I physically act out new English words. 2.45 1.11 .9429 Low 
8. I review English lessons often. 2.86 0.85 .9435 Medium 
9. I remember new English words or phrases by 

remembering their location on the page, on the 
board, or on a street sign. 

2.81 1.11 .9433 Medium 

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

2.80 0.99 .9425 Medium 

11. I try to talk like native English speakers. 3.50 0.93 .9425 High 
12. I practice the sounds of English. 3.42 0.98 .9423 Medium 
13. I use the English words I know in different 

ways. 
3.18 0.89 .9421 Medium 

14. I start conversations in English. 2.60 0.97 .9425 Medium 
15. I watch English language TV shows spoken in 

English or go to movies spoken in English. 
3.28 1.06 .9434 Medium 

16. I read for pleasure in English. 2.95 1.03 .9421 Medium 
17. I write notes ,messages, letters, or reports in 

English. 
3.05 1.03 .9423 Medium 

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

3.08 1.11 .9419 Medium 

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

3.15 1.06 .9432 Medium 

20. I try to find patterns in English. 3.14 0.97 .9423 Medium 
21. I find the meaning of an English word by 

dividing it into parts that I understand. 
2.81 1.00 .9429 Medium 

22. I try not to translate word-for-word. 2.99 1.19 .9433 Medium 
23. I make summaries of information that I hear or 

read in English. 
2.44 1.08 .9432 Low 

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

3.44 1.05 .9426 Medium 

25. When I cannot think of a word during a 
conversation in English, I use gestures. 

3.45 1.04 .9438 Medium 

26. I make up new words if I do not know the right 
ones in English. 

3.54 0.98 .9436 High 
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Language Learning Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

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

2.89 1.11 .9424 Medium 

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

3.06 1.13 .9421 Medium 

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

3.46 1.01 .9426 Medium 

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

3.25 0.99 .9420 Medium 

31. I notice my English mistakes and use that 
information to help me do better. 

3.24 0.97 .9421 Medium 

32. I pay attention when someone is speaking 
English. 

3.61 0.90 .9424 High 

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

3.73 1.00 .9428 High 

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

2.92 0.99 .9423 Medium 

35. I look for people I can talk to in English. 3.15 1.08 .9419 Medium 
36. I look for opportunities to read as much as 

possible in English. 
3.07 1.01 .9420 Medium 

37. I have clear goals for improving my English 
skills. 

3.46 1.06 .9428 Medium 

38. I think about my progress in learning English. 3.87 1.01 .9426 High 
39. I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using 

English. 
3.23 0.88 .9430 Medium 

40. I encourage myself to speak English even 
when I am afraid of making a mistake. 

3.46 0.87 .9430 Medium 

41. I give myself a reward or treat when I do well 
in English. 

2.77 1.07 .9436 Medium 

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

2.98 1.20 .9448 Medium 

43. I write down my feelings in a language 
learning diary. 

2.21 1.13 .9439 Low 

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

3.01 1.11 .9443 Medium 

45. If I do not understand something in English, I 
ask the other person to slow down or say it 
again. 

3.41 1.04 .9436 Medium 

46. I ask English with other students. 3.18 1.10 .9425 Medium 
47. I practice English with other students. 3.12 1.04 .9426 Medium 
48. I ask for help from English speakers. 2.87 1.12 .9424 Medium 
49. I ask questions in English 2.69 1.14 .9428 Medium 
50. I try to learn about the culture of English 

speakers. 
  3.02    1.12  .9427 Medium 
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Table 7.16: Non-science Students’ Implementation of Metacognitive Strategies  

(N = 123) 
 

 

Metacognitive Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

38. I think about my progress in learning English. 3.87 1.01 1 High 
33. I try to find out how to be a better learner of English. 3.73 1.00 2 High 
32. I pay attention when someone is speaking English. 3.61 0.90 3 High 
37. I have clear goals for improving my English skills. 3.46 1.06 4 Medium 
30. I try to find as many ways as I can to use my 

English. 
3.25 0.99 5 Medium 

31. I notice my English mistakes and use that 
information to help me do better. 

3.24 0.97 6 Medium 

35. I look for people I can talk to in English. 3.15 1.08 7 Medium 
36. I look for opportunities to read as much as possible 

in English. 
3.07 1.01 8 Medium 

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

2.92 0.99 9 Medium 

  
 

 

 

Table 7.17: Non-science Students’ Implementation of Compensation Strategies  

(N = 123) 
 

 

Compensation Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

26. I make up new words if I do not know the right ones 
in English. 

3.54 0.98 1 High 

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

3.46 1.01 2 Medium 

25. When I cannot think of a word during a conversation 
in English, I use gestures. 

3.45 1.04 3 Medium 

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

3.44 1.05 4 Medium 

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

3.06 1.13 5 Medium 

27. I read English without looking up every new word. 2.89 1.11 6 Medium 
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Table 7.18: Non-science Students’ Implementation of Social Strategies  

(N = 123) 
 

 

Social Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

45. If I do not understand something in English, I ask the 
other person to slow down or say it again. 

3.41 1.04 1 Medium 

46. I ask English with other students. 3.18 1.10 2 Medium 
47. I practice English with other students. 3.12 1.04 3 Medium 
50. I try to learn about the culture of English speakers. 3.02 1.12 4 Medium 
48. I ask for help from English speakers. 2.87 1.12 5 Medium 
49. I ask questions in English 2.69 1.14 6 Medium 
  
 

 

 

Table 7.19: Non-science Students’ Implementation of Cognitive Strategies  

(N = 123) 
 

 

Cognitive Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

11. I try to talk like native English speakers. 3.50 0.93 1 High 
12. I practice the sounds of English. 3.42 0.98 2 Medium 
15. I watch English language TV shows spoken in 

English or go to movies spoken in English. 
3.28 1.06 3 Medium 

13. I use the English words I know in different ways. 3.18 0.89 4 Medium 
19. I look for words in my own language that are similar 

to new words in English. 
3.15 1.06 5 Medium 

20. I try to find patterns in English. 3.14 0.97 6 Medium 
18. I first skim an English passage (read over the 

passage quickly) then go back and read carefully. 
3.08 1.11 7 Medium 

17. I write notes, messages, letters, or reports in English. 3.05 1.03 8 Medium 
22. I try not to translate word-for-word. 2.99 1.19 9 Medium 
16. I read for pleasure in English. 2.95 1.03 10 Medium 
21. I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it 

into parts that I understand. 
2.81 1.00 11 Medium 

10. I say or write new English words several times. 2.80 0.99 12 Medium 
14. I start conversations in English. 2.60 0.97 13 Medium 
23. I make summaries of information that I hear or read 

in English. 
2.44 1.08 14 Low 
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Table 7.20: Non-science Students’ Implementation of Affective Strategies  

(N = 123) 
 

 

Affective Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

40. I encourage myself to speak English even when I am 
afraid of making a mistake. 

3.46 0.87 1 Medium 

39. I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using English. 3.23 0.88 2 Medium 
44. I talk to someone else about how I feel when I am 

learning English. 
3.01 1.11 3 Medium 

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

2.98 1.20 4 Medium 

41. I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in 
English. 

2.77 1.07 5 Medium 

43. I write down my feelings in a language learning 
diary. 

2.21 1.13 6 Low 

  

 

 

Table 7.21: Non-science Students’ Implementation of Memory Strategies  

(N = 123) 
 

 

Memory Strategies 

 

 

M 

 

 

SD 

 

Rank 

Order 

Average 

Frequency 

of Strategy 

Use 

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

3.33 1.03 1 Medium 

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

3.27 0.80 2 Medium 

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

3.21 0.96 3 Medium 

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

3.08 1.09 4 Medium 

5. I use rhymes to remember new English words. 2.89 1.12 5 Medium 
8. I review English lessons often. 2.86 0.85 6 Medium 
9. I remember new English words or phrases by 

remembering their location on the page, on the board, 
or on a street sign. 

2.81 1.11 7 Medium 

7. I physically act out new English words. 2.45 1.11 8 Low 
6. I use flashcards to remember new English words. 2.11 1.05 9 Low 
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Table 7.22: Comparing the Implementation of Overall Language Learning 

Strategies between Science Students and Non-science Students      

(N = 570)  
Science Non-

science 

 

t 

 

df 

 

p 

 

Language Learning Strategies 

M SD M SD    

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

3.44 0.80 3.27 0.80 2.09 568 .036 

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

3.13 0.88 3.21 0.96 0.86 568 .390 

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

3.06 0.97 3.08 1.09 0.18 568 .855 

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

3.38 0.93 3.33 1.03 0.48 568 .629 

5. I use rhymes to remember new English 
words. 

2.82 0.99 2.89 1.12 0.60 568 .547 

6. I use flashcards to remember new English 
words. 

2.20 1.04 2.11 1.05 0.90 568 .369 

7. I physically act out new English words. 2.48 1.17 2.45 1.11 0.26 568 .789 
8. I review English lessons often. 2.81 0.95 2.86 0.85 0.57 567 .565 
9. I remember new English words or phrases 

by remembering their location on the page, 
on the board, or on a street sign. 

3.03 1.15 2.81 1.11 1.83 567 .068 

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

2.98 1.06 2.80 0.99 1.61 568 .107 

11. I try to talk like native English speakers. 3.34 1.10 3.50 0.93 1.54 568 .123 
12. I practice the sounds of English. 3.20 1.07 3.42 0.98 2.06 568 .039 
13. I use the English words I know in 

different ways. 
3.21 0.99 3.18 0.89 0.36 568 .718 

14. I start conversations in English. 2.24 1.00 2.60 0.97 3.58 568 .000 
15. I watch English language TV shows 

spoken in English or go to movies spoken 
in English. 

3.14 1.05 3.28 1.06 1.31 568 .191 

16. I read for pleasure in English. 2.58 1.03 2.95 1.03 3.56 567 .000 
17. I write notes ,messages, letters, or reports 

in English. 
2.73 1.02 3.05 1.03 3.04 568 .002 

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

3.06 1.05 3.08 1.11 0.17 568 .864 

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

2.99 1.04 3.15 1.06 1.49 568 .135 

20. I try to find patterns in English. 3.08 0.99 3.14 0.97 0.59 568 .550 
21. I find the meaning of an English word by 

dividing it into parts that I understand. 
2.95 1.08 2.81 1.00 1.22 568 .222 

22. I try not to translate word-for-word. 3.08 1.07 2.99 1.19 0.80 568 .419 
23. I make summaries of information that I 

hear or read in English. 
2.47 1.05 2.44 1.08 0.27 567 .785 

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

3.61 0.96 3.45 1.05 1.69 568 .104 

25. When I cannot think of a word during a 
conversation in English, I use gestures. 

3.36 1.11 3.46 1.04 0.83 568 .405 
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Science Non-

science 

 

t 

 

df 

 

p Language Learning Strategies 
M SD M SD    

26. I make up new words if I do not know the 
right ones in English. 

3.51 0.96 3.54 0.98 0.26 568 .788 

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

2.85 1.04 2.89 1.11 0.33 568 .738 

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

2.98 1.08 3.06 1.13 0.71 568 .478 

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

3.30 0.96 3.46 1.01 1.69 568 .090 

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

3.08 0.99 3.25 0.99 1.71 567 .087 

31. I notice my English mistakes and use that 
information to help me do better. 

3.24 0.96 3.24 0.97 .001 568 1.00 

32. I pay attention when someone is speaking 
English. 

3.36 1.01 3.61 0.90 2.44 568 .015 

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

3.59 1.01 3.73 1.00 1.36 568 .172 

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

2.78 0.94 2.92 0.99 1.47 567 .141 

35. I look for people I can talk to in English. 2.83 1.08 3.15 1.08 2.91 568 .004 
36. I look for opportunities to read as much as 

possible in English. 
2.99 1.06 3.07 1.01 0.76 568 .445 

37. I have clear goals for improving my 
English skills. 

3.33 1.00 3.46 1.06 1.19 568 .232 

38. I think about my progress in learning 
English. 

3.88 0.96 3.87 1.01 0.11 568 .908 

39. I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of 
using English. 

3.37 0.92 3.23 0.88 1.49 568 .135 

40. I encourage myself to speak English even 
when I am afraid of making a mistake. 

3.51 0.88 3.46 0.87 0.46 568 .640 

41. I give myself a reward or treat when I do 
well in English. 

2.84 1.05 2.77 1.07 0.66 568 .509 

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

2.89 1.14 2.98 1.20 0.77 568 .441 

43. I write down my feelings in a language 
learning diary. 

1.96 1.08 2.21 1.13 2.27 568 .024 

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

2.93 1.15 3.01 1.11 0.64 568 .520 

45. If I do not understand something in 
English, I ask the other person to slow 
down or say it again. 

3.42 1.00 3.41 1.04 0.15 568 .874 

46. I ask English with other students. 3.16 1.04 3.18 1.10 0.14 568 .886 
47. I practice English with other students. 2.57 1.06 3.12 1.04 5.10 568 .000 
48. I ask for help from English speakers. 2.64 1.08 2.87 1.12 2.05 567 .040 
49. I ask questions in English 2.36 1.06 2.69 1.14 2.97 567 .003 
50. I try to learn about the culture of English 

speakers. 
2.57 1.13 3.02 1.12 3.95 567 .000 
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