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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to propose a classification of language learn-
ing strategies based on the results of factor analysis. The translated
Japanese version of Oxford’s (1990a) Strategy Inventory of Language Learning
(SILL) was administered to a total of 315 college and university students.
The Japanese SILL was found to be highly reliable as well, with internal
consistency reliability ranging from .93 to .89 (Cronbach alpha). However, a
different classification of strategies emerged for the present subjects,
Among others it was found that "communicative learning strategy” is one of
the important strategy groups employed by the present ESL learners. It was
suggesled that many more replication studies should be done before setting

up a definite classification system.

Introduction

Growing interest has recently been observed in the area of teaching
students how to learn. Mumerous factors are involved in learning a foreign
language including internal factors such as motivation, personality, cogni-
tive styles, and external factors such as contexts, parents’ attitudes



towards language learning, and accessibility of learning materials.
However, the most important aspect of learning consists in how the learner
makes use of these factors to learn the target language in a better way. A
highly motivated learner will fail without the lmowledge of how to go about
learning the target language. A learner who has high accessibility to lan-
guage resources will also fail if he or she does not know how to make use of
them. Thus, the learners need to learn to use learning strategies.

Language learning strategy is commonly defined as "the special
thoughts or behaviors that individuals use to help them comprehend, learn,
or retain new information” (0’Malley & Chamot, 1990, p.1). Oxford (1990a)
has made a step further toward a better definition: "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" (p.8). It is this definition of learning strategies that we
will employ in this paper. Learning strategies are different from mere
learning skills or learning techniques in that they are systematic. By
systematic is meant that learning strategies are made up of subgroups, and
that these subgroups interact with each other to help learners learn the
target language in a better way. It is therefore important to clarify what
kinds of strategies are used by the learners. In addition, the class-
ification will benefit teachers as well as researchers when they teach
learning strategies since it will clarify which types of strategies the
learners are lacking and need more training in. Although several class-
ifications have been proposed so far (e.g., 0'Malley & Chamot, 1990; Ellis &
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Sinclair, 1989; Oxford, 1990a), they are not definitive yet. The purpose of
this paper is to propose an alternative classification system of learning
strategies based on the translated version of Oxford’s Strategy Inventory of
Language Learning, employing factor analytic technique.

Instrumentation

Strategy Inventory of Language Learning (SILL) was used as a tool to
elicit learning strategies of the present subjects.  According to Oxford
(1990a), "the SILL was originally developed for the Language Skill Change
Project, which periodically assesses the amount of change fourd in language
skills aller the learner’s foreign language training has been completed” (p.
255)., Among several versions of the SILL, Version 7.0 was chosen for the
present study. This SILL  consists of 50 items and is intended to examine
the strategies employed by speakers of other languages learning English.
The items were "based on the author’s strategy system, and additional items
were adopted from early surveys and strategy items by 0'Malley, Chamot, and
Rubin" (Oxford, 1990, p. 255). Each item asks the respondent to indicate
his or her frequency of using a certain learning strategy on a five-point
scale (from 1, almost never; to 5, almost always). The items of the SILL
are classified into six groups: Memory (items 1 through 9), cognitive (10-
23), compensation (24-29), metacognitive (30-38), affective (39-44), and so-
cial (45-50) strategies. These strategies come from two major classes:

Memory, cognitive, and compensation strategies belong to "direct



strategies," and the other three strategies, metacognitive, affective, and
social strategies, belong to "indirect strategies." Direct strategies,
which are related to language; take charge of "remembering and retrieving
new information" (memory strategies), "understanding and producing the
language" (cognitive strategies), and "using the language despite kmowledge
gaps” (compensation strategies) (Oxford 1990a; pp. 14-15). On the other
hand, indirect strategies deal with “"general management of learning"
(metacognitive strategies), "regulating emotions" (affective strategies),
and "learning with others" (social strategies) (p. 15).

SILL has been employed for research and educational purposes with many
fruitful results. For example, Oxford and her colleagues have successfully
found out the relationships between various learner factors such as per-
sonality, educational background, gender, career choices, university
majors, etc., and language learning strategies (Ehrman & Oxford, 1989; Ox-
ford & Nyikos, 1989).

SILL was employed for the present study for the following three
reasons. First, the inventory is based on a more comprehensive and
detailed system of language learning strategies than any other system that
has been proposed so far, Second, because individual strategies and
strategy groups are linked with each other, and because it uses less techni-
cal terminology, it is emsily applicable to teaching. The third reason was
that SILL is a questionnaire type inventory., Perhaps this reason needs fur-
ther explanation. Most of the strategy systems to date have been based on

relrospective or on-line processing studies. In a typical situation where



the strategies are elicited from subjects, they are asked to perfonn some
learning tasks. In retrospective research, the subjects are asked how they
have performed the task after they have completed it. In the on-line
processing approach, subjects are asked to "think-aloud” while they are per-
forming the task. These methods of data collection are effective in order
to "see" what the learners are doing while they are learning. However,
these methods have several limitations. First, they are rather time-
consuming. Typically, the subjects have to go through a series of warm-up
gessions before they are engaged in actual learning tasks. Further, espe-
cially in the case of retrospection, the experimenter has to spend large
amounts of time transcribing the data. Second, as was pointed out by
0'Malley & Chamot (1990), subjects often fail to return for repeat data col-
lection sessions "once they realize how much effort is involved in reporting
their thought processes while learning" (p. 223). Unfortunately, "this is
particularly true of students rated by their teachers as among the less ef-
fective language learners” (p. 223). Third, particularly in the case of
think-aloud tasks, subjects' learning processes tend to be distorted since
learners are usually not thinking aloud while they are engaged in learning.
The process of thinking aloud might not reflect the subjects’ natural learn-
ing processes, Fourth, the language which is used for retrospection and
think-aloud sometimes poses a problem, There are relatively few problems
when dealing with proficient learners. However, when examining less profi-
cient learners, the language problem becomes more serious. Although they
are often allowed to use their first language, the use of the language might



interfere with the performance of the task which is being done in the target
language. Finally, these qualitative data are difficult to be statisti-
cally analyzed.  In other words, from these data alone, it is quite dif-
ficult to examine how typical the data are among language learners.

The questionnaire, however, is less time-consuming, relatively easily
administered, and provides data for statistic analyses. Besides, in the
case of questionnaire the seriousness of the language problem can be al-
leviated through translation of the items into the subjects’ first language.
The questionnaire has of course its limitations, however. The most serious
one is its reliability, In other words, the response to the items might not
reflect what the subjects are really doing while learning, partly‘because
the learning strategies which are being used subconsciously might not be
raised to consciousness when responding to the questionnaire items. In this
respect, the questionnaire shares the same problem as the on-line processing
and retrospection in that the strategies elicited might not reflect what
the learner is actually doing while learning. Learning strategy research,
like other second language acquisition research, has to employ triangulation
or multiple data collection procedures. So the present study does not
pretend to be exhaustive. Rather it attempts to complement the previous
studies by mitigating the deficiencies of the strategy description studies
based on qualitative data collection by employing the questionnaire type
SILL.

For the present study, the English version of SILL was translated into
Japanese so that the effects of individual differences in the ability in



English should be minimised. In the process of translation, best efforts
were made to maintain the same proposition of each item, although a circum-
locution was used about some items which are quite difficult to translate
literally into Japanese. After that, two Japanese who are proficient in
English were asked to try them out, and reproduce the propositional content
in English., The items which were found to be distorted were corrected. The
translated items with their original English items are given in the appen-
dix, Vhen the Japanese SILL was adninistered to the present subjects, it
was in the form of Oxford's original version (1990a), where the question-
naive items are categorized into Oxford’'s six strategy groups, and the
English part of the items were not given.

As a result, internal consistency reliability measured by Cronbach
alpha is .93 for the 156 college students, and .89 for the 159 university
stulents who took part in the present study as subjects. The coefficients
are slightly lower than the one which was reported in Oxford (1390b), who
reports the reliability of the English version of SILL (version 7.0} is .95,
Yet the present coefficients still confirm the high reliability of the
Japanese SILL, They also largely agree with the reliability of the earlier
version of the 121-item SILL of Oxford (1990a), who reports .96 for a 1,200-
person university sample and .95 for a 483-person military sample (p. 255).
Thus, the reliability analysis revealed that the translated version of SILL
is highly reliable as well as the original English version, providing con-

sistent and accurate information on the use of language learning strategies.
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Subjects

A total of 315 subjects took part in the present study. 156 were from H
college, and 159 were from S wniversity, H college is situated in a rural
area of Japan, and all the students are females. They rarely have a chance
to use English in daily life. Those who took part in the present study
belong Lo the English department, and they study English for about 20 hours
a week at college, in addition to other general academic subjects such as
social studies and natural sciences. Out of the 20 hours, two hours are
taught. hy native speakers of English both at the first year and second year.
The age range is from 18 to 20, There were no students who had staved over-
seas for any purposes,

S university is in a metropolitan area and all the students in the study
are from the English department. Both first and second year students study
English for about. 20 hours a week at wniversity in addition to the required
general subjects such as social studies and natural sciences like in the
case of H college. Most of the English classes are taught by native
speakers of English both at the first and second years. The age range of
the students is from 18 to 23, Out of the 82 first year students, there
were 30 males and 52 females, while out of 77 second year students, there

were 24 males and 53 females,
Data Collection and Analysis Procedures

The Japanese SILL was administered during a class of English. Respon-
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dents were allowed to leave items blank which thev did not think they could
give a definite answer.

Factor analysis was employed to analyse the present data., Factor
analysis, to paraphrase Skehan (1989), is one type of multivariate statis-
tics which examines the raw data to try to find out underlying groupings
which seem to unite sets of the measures that are being used. These group-
ings are the factors, and the analysis portrays the influence of these un-
derlying factors on aétual tests by means of loadings. Such loadings
reflect how important the underlying factor is for each test, with loadings
varying from -1 through 0 to +1. Higher loadings indicate that the test in
question is especially well accounted for by the factor in question {p. 17}.
For the present study, factor analysis based on principle components
analysis with varimax rotation was employed since this is one of the widely
used methods for factor extraction (Bryman & Cramer, 1990, pp. 255-257).
Finally, note that missing data were excluded from the present analyses.
That is, in cases where the respondents left questions blank, they were ex-

cluded from consideration,
Results and Discussion

The results of factor analysis are given in Tables 1.1 through 2.2. It
can be seen from these tables that the five main factors were extracted.

These factors had eigenvalues above 1,000, and 44.5% of the total variance
was attributable to these five factors in the case of H college, and 38.6%,
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Table 1.1 Final Statistics of Factor Analysis for SILL (H college)

Factor  Communality Eigenvalue et of Var Cum Pct
1 40677 12,57749 26.2 25,2
2 52193 2.88637 5.8 30.9
3 . 34507 2.58849 5.2 36.1
4 32578 2,33349 4.7 40.8
] 12445 1.85830 3.7 44.5

{Pct of Var = Percentage of variance; Cum Pct = Cummulative percent)

in the case of S university (ables 1.1 and 2,1).! In Tables 1.2 and 2.2,
the strategy items with factor loadings of .40 and above for H college and
.35 and above for S university are displayed, the loadings which extracted
the most meaningful factors for the college and the university.  Note that
there were several items which had loadings on two factors. For example,
item 34 of H college had .48 for factor 1, and .56 for factor 4. In cases
like this, the factor which was more heavily loaded was chosen. That is, in
this case, item 34 was judged to belong to factor 4 rather than factor 1.
As can be seen from the tables, quite a different picture from that of Ox-
ford emerged for the present subjects. Below are the characteristics of each
strategy group with labels (which were made by myself) according to the

present results,

H college
Factor 1: Communicative learning strategies
This group of strategies is related to "learning through commumication”

or "learning by using the language." The examples include seeking an




Table 1.2

Factor Loadings of SILL (H college)

(Letters in the brakets indicate Oxford’s original category
B=cognitive,

to which each of the items belonged; A=memory,
C=compensation, D=metacognitive, Ezaffective,

=social)

Factors

Items

2

14
35
36
16
30
17
49
13
40
16
11
50
34
22

4
26
18
24
19
29
25
28
21
47
46
48
42
44
43
33
45
41
39
12
10

8

2

9
23

1

3
38

(B)
(D)
(D)
(B)
(D)
(B)
(F)
(B)
(E)
(B)
(B)
(F)
(D)
(B)
(A)
(C)
(B)
(C)
(B)
(C)
(C)
c)
(B)
(F)
(F)
(F)
(E)
(E)
(E)
(D)
(F)
(E)
(E)
(B)
(B)
(A)
(A)
(A)
(B)
(A)
(A)
(D)

.74
.73
.70
.69
.67
.66
.64
.57
.51
.51
.50
.49
.48
47
.44

.40

.68
.60
.60
.58
.56
.65
.52
.48

.62
.61
.58
.57
.54
.52
.50
.49
.46
.42

.56

.71
.70
.63

.40

.69
.63
.55
.50
.40
.40

(The number of each item corresponds to that of strategy
given in Appendix.)
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Table 2.1 Final Statistics of Factor Analysis for SILL (S university)

Factor Communality Eigenvalue Peot of Var Cum Pct
1 .59931 9.20655 18.4 18.4
2 .50422 2.89936 5.8 24,2
3 .50105 2.84936 5.7 29.9
4 .32578 2.37043 4.7 34.7
5 .12445 1.97300 3.9 38.6

(Pct of Var = Percentage of variance; Cum Pct = Cummulative percent)

Table 2.2 Factor Loadings of SILL (S university)

Factors

ILtems 1 2 3 4 5

17 (B) 77

14 (B) .76

35 (D) .63

30 (D) .63

48 (F) .61

16 (D) .53 .40
13 (B) .52 .43

50 (F) .51

40 (E) .51

49 (F) .50

15 (B) .49

36 (D) .40 .60

29 (C) .40 .43
34 (D) .71

37 (D) .60

38 (D) .46

33 (D) .38

39 (E) ’ T4

42 (E) .72

41 (E) .46

10 (B) .41

(A) .36 .37
(F) .72

(A) .60

(A) .59

(A) : .57

(A) .55

27 (C) .68
28 (C) .49
24 (C) .37
22 (B) .36

ON~Whd
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opportunity to use English, trying to use it without being afraid of
making mistakes, and trying to obtain as much authentic input as
possible through various media.

Factor 2: Compensation and guessing strategies

These strategies are employed when the knowledge of English is not
enough and needs compensation, "Guessing" could be regarded as a part
of the compensation strategy in that it can be conceived as
"compensating for the lack of knowledge by guessing.” 'The specific
ilems included are guessing the meaning of unfamiliar words, predicting
what comes next while listening and reading, making up for the
deficiency of knowledge of the target language by using the first

language, paraphrasing, and gestures.

Factor 3. Socio-affective strategies

This is a strategy group which is characterized as focusing on the
social aspects of language, and managing affective factors in language
learning., Examples include asking for help from native speakers,
cooperating with other students, managing feelings about learning by
trying to relax when speaking, and giving a reward or treat for
improvement..

Factor 4: Formal learning strategies

These strategies are those which are related to learning language in a

formal setting such as learning English as a school subject: Practicing

Lhe sounds, memorizing new words by writing them several times,
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reviewing lessons, and planning a schedule for learning.

Factor §: Mental operational strategies

This group is related to mental operations. Examples are putting a new
word in a sentence, remembering the word with the situation where it
appears, sutmarizing the information, creating a mental linkage between

new knowledge and information, and imagining when remembering new words.

S university

Factor 1: Commmicative learning strategies

This group of strategies shares the characteristics of Factor 1 of H
college {learning by using the language): Seeking an opportunity to use
English, Lrying to use it without being afraid of making mistakes, using
paraphrases when a target word is not available, and trying to obtain as
much input as possible through various media.

Factor 2! General study strategies {cognitive)

These strategies are related to self-management of learning. They are,
however, associated with learning through cognitive operations, as
different from affective ones in Factor 3 below, That is, planning a
schedule of learning, setting clear goals, looking for opportunities
to use the language, thinking about progress, and trying to find out
how to be a better learner, in addition to more general strategies
such as using flashcards to remember new words, and reviewing lessons.

Factor 3: General study strategies (affective)

This group of strategies are, although labeled as "general study
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strategies," slightly different from those of Factor 2, in that the
strategies are related to affective aspects of learning rather than
cognitive ones. These strategies include trying to relax when afraid

of using the language, being conscious of psychological states of
oneself (being tense or nervous), and giving oneself a reward for a good
result.

Faclor 4: Memory strategies

This group largely corresponds to that of Oxford’s classification of the
strategy group with the same label. All the items included are related
Lo how to memorize well. Some examples are remembering a new word with
a situation where the word might be used, remembering a word with an
associated image, remembering a word by physically acting it out, using

a new word in a sentence when remembering it, and remembering words or

phrases with the situation where they are used.

Faclor 5: Compensation and guessing strategies

Although only a few items are the same as those of Factor 2 of H
college, which has the same label, the strategies included here have so
many common characteristics that they seem to deserve the label.
Examples of this group of strategies are reading without looking up
every new word (which involves & considerable amount of guessing),
trying Lo guess what the other person says next, guessing the meaning of
unfamiliar words, using paraphrasing, and relating new knowledge to

previous knowledge.



According to Oxford (1990a), concurrent validity of an earlier version of
the SILL, on which the present version (7.0) is based, is .95. That is, two
independent raters matched each of the SILL items with the strategies in the
comprehensive list of strategies, and the correlation between them is very
high, However, for the present subjects, her classification validity was
was not fully attested. Table 3 shows which of Oxford’s original items were
analyzed into which categories of the present results. Looking at this
table, it can be seen that items which were agreed upon in all the three
types of categories were as follows: 2, 3, and 9 (Memory strategies); and
24, 28, and 29 (Compensation strategies)., Items 39, 41, and 42 could be
said to share common factors, however, since although they were labeled with
different names in the present study, they still have something to do with
affective strategies, Also it could be said that the general study
strategies {cognitive) of § university have somet_hing in common with the
original items of Oxford which belong to metacognitive 'strategies. Oxford
(1990a) charaterizes metacognitive strategies as "sctions which go beyond
purely cognitive devices, and which provide a way for learners to coordinate
their own learning processes” (p. 136)., This definition seems to be close
to our definition of this strategy group., So the difference between her
classification and the present one might just be a matter of definition of
terms,

Anong numerous differences, the biggest one is that the present results
have shown that strategies labeled with "cormmicative learning strategies"

are prime factors for both of the two cases, while in Oxford’s system, they



Table 3 Comparison of Strategy Items
Item Oxford (1990a) H college S university
1 memory memory compensation
2 memory memory memory
3 memory communicative memory
4 memory memory
5 memory @000 m=——— ===
] memory general study (cog.)
7 memory memory
8 memory formal learning general study (cog.)
9 memory memory memory
10 cognitive formal learning general study (aff.)
11 cognitive communicative = == 06————-
12 cognitive formal learning = = -----
13 cognitive communicative communicative
14 cognitive communicative communicative
15 cognitive communicative communicative
16 cognitive communicative communicative
17 cognitive communicative communicative
18 cognitive compensation
19 cognitive compensat.ion
20 cognitive memory
21 cognitive compensation
22 cognitive communicative
23 cognitive memory
24 compensation compensation
25 compensation compensation
26 compensation compensation
27 compensation = == 0o———— compensation
28 compensation compensation compensation
29 compensation compensation compensation
30 metacognitive communicative communicative
31 metacognitive @@= ~ecee 0 ceeea
32 metacognitive = @===0——— = ceeee
33 metacognitive socio-affective general study (cog.)
34 metacognitive formal learning general study (cog.)
35 metacognitive communicative = = o~en--
36 metacognitive commmicative general study (cog.)}
37 metacognitive = == o——--- general study (cog.)
38 metacognitive memory general study (cog.)
39 affective socio-affective general study (aff.)
40 affective communicative communicative
41 affective socio-affective general study (aff.)
42 affective socio~-affective general study (aff.)
43 affective socio-affective —————
44 affective socio-affective =  --———-
45 social socio-affective = = ———wu-
46 social socio-affective @ = ~==e-
47 social socio-affective —————
48 social socio-affective conmunicative
49 social commmicative communicative
50 social communicative communicative

(The number of each item indicates that of

pedix.)
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are not established as one category. For example, item 13 (i.e., I use the
English words I lmow in different ways.) is a cognitive strategy in Oxford,
while it is classified into “communicative learning strategies” both in the
case of H college and S university according to the present analysis. This
group of strategy seems to the present author to be included in a strategy
system, because as is often claimed by researchers of second language ac-
quisition, communication provides an important opportunity of learning
(Faerch & Kasper, 1983; Oxford, 1990a). Also Allwright (1989) pointed out
that practice of listening, for example, gives learners two kinds of oppor-
tunilies of improving the target language ability: improving a listening
skill itself, and acquiring knowledge of the target language.

It should be noted, however, that the two broad categories, direct and
indirect, strategies, seem to be identified in the present results as well as
in Oxford's original classification, As has been already described above,
according to Oxford (1990a), direct strategies are the strategies that
directly involve the target language, while indirect strategies are those
thal "underpin the business of langusge learning” (p. 135), 1In the case of
H college, compensation and guessing strategies (Factor 2) and mental opera-
tional strategies (Factor 5) seem to belong to direct strategies, while for-
mal learning strategies (Factor 4) and socio-affective strategies (Factor 3)
belong to indirect strategies. In the case of S university, memory
strategies (Factor 4) and compensation and guessing strategies (Factor 5)
belong to direct strategies, whereas general study strategies (cognitive and
affectlive) belong to indirect strategies.
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Coming back to the differences, it might be worth asking why such dif-
ferences emerged even though the same strategy inventory was used. The
reason cannot be clarified at all in this preliminary research. However,
one possibility is that the differences are due to translation effects.
Although every effort was made to retain the same proposition, and although
the reliability was still high, some items of the Japanese version might
have differences in their meaning from those of Oxford's original version.
Another answer is that the differences might be due to the differences in
the characteristics of subjects who took part in the research of Oxford and
in the present study, Yet not having the details about their background,
this answer is merely a surmise at present,

What is more important than answering the question is, however, to real-
ize the fact that one strategy can be conceived of as belonging to more
than one category. That is, some strategy items are "ambiguous,” and there
are many other ambiguous strategies in terms of the categories where they
belong. 'This kind of overlapping problem is common among the classification
research as has already been pointed out by O'Malley & Chamot (p. 103,
1990), Oxford also recognizes it:

At this stage in the short history of language learning strategy
research, there is no complete agreement on exactly what strategies
are; how many strategies exist; how they should be defined, demarcated,
and categorized; and whether it is-or even will be-possible to create a

real, scientifically validated hierarchy of strategies... Classification



conflicts are inevitable. A given strategy, such as using synonyms if
the exact word is not known to the learner, is classed by some experts
as a learning strategy ... but is unceremoniously thrown out of the
learning strategy arena by other experts, who think it is merely a
communication strategy which is not useful for learning., (19%0a; pp. 17-
22).

What the present results have suggested for future research then is that
many more replication studies should be done before reaching a definite
classification system in an attempt to find out core strategies, which rep-
resent each strategy group, Whether employing SILL or any other inventory,
the classification should be first attested through statistics such as fac-
tor analysis, to examine if it really reflects the strategies employed by
the target subjects as has successfully been done by Oxford and her col-
leagues. Watanabe (1990) also employed the present classification and found
that his college students tended to use sdcio-affective strategies less
frequently than other strategies. Therefore, it might be too early to

prescribe a strategy classification which applies to any learner.
Conclusion
The present research reported in this paper was one type of strategy

research; i.e., classification of language learning strategies based on fac-
tor analysis of Oxford’s Strategy Inventory of Language Learning, The



results are still tentative, but several implications can be drawn. First,
comunicative learning strategies or learning through communication should
have its place in any classification system, since they seem to be prime
strategies employed by learners.  Second, it is recommended that any lan-
guage learning strategy system takes into account direct and indirect
strategies as primary categories. These two strategy types have long been
identified by many researchers in the field (e.g., Nisbet & Shucksmith,
1986). ‘The present results confirmed this long-standing distinction about
language learning strategies. In the process of the present research more
queslions were raised than settled, However, it could be concluded that
more studies should be done employing quantitative as well qualitative re-

search methods before gaining a unified system of language learning

strategies.
Note

1. For more details about the technical terms of factor analysis, see for
example Hatch & Lazaraton (pp. 480-498; 1991), and Chapter 4 of Norusis
(1988).
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Appendix

Translated Items of Strategy Inventory for Language Learning
Version 7.0 (ESL/EFL) {¢) R.Oxford

1, REABUTIH, TTRB->TWARZERNABZEDT,
(I think of the relationships between what I already know and new

things I learn in English.)
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RBEOHLWEBRXOMTEWRNEHR S,
(I use new English words in a sentence so I can remember them.)
CRBOBULVWEERAA-YLBBLEFHITRR S,
(I connect the sound of a new English word and an image or picture of
the word to help me remember the word.)
KEOHLWARR, TORBLEIBTLEVENRIBHRS,
(I remember a new English word by making a mental picture of a
situation in which the word might be used.)
 RHROHUWHER, BRADUDTA L% E 2 THA S, (I use rhymes to
remember new English words.)
 REOMUWHBI A~ FIBWTRA S, (I use flasheards to remember
new English words. )

KBEOHUWBBRERCREOLEEELTHTHR S, (I physically

act out new English words,)

REORZEOMT 4T 5, (I review English lessons often, )

9, REOFLWHBAHAIBEOLBORNEREL L OIS, (I

10,

11.

12,
13.

remember new English words or phrases by remembering their location on
the page, on the board, or on a street sign.)
FULWEBORERAEPEVWENORBULTE2TAS, (I say or write
new English words several times.)
RELBETHBITAT A -A-0&IRETLIIT 5, (I try to talk
like native English speskers.)

RBFOBNPEFOWY AT 5, (I practice the sounds of English.)
AoTWARBADEEPEIZ WAV LHARDE TEBREYTAS,



14,

15.

16,

17,

18,

19,

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

(I use the English words I know in different ways.)
RETEIRHADOANGBATLEEA KD S, (I start conversations in
English.)

FYEDZnEERNZLRS, H2VERBEORBER 5, (1 watch
English language TV shows spoken in English or go to movies spoken in
English.)

BEOEDIRENELEDL, (I read for pleasure in English.)
AEPFELKETH(, (I write notes, messages, letters, or reports
in English.)

KEREUH, $THOLELABERT, EWELOABTEL > Th O
ODIE2TH UL BALET, (I first skim an English passage (read
over the passage quickly) then go back and read carefully.)
XBOHLWEIRREN, HABORERvwE@HAZ, (1 look for

words in my own language that are similar to new words in English.)
RBRFEOIH, YEOCERTHBL LM S, (1 try to find
patterns in English.)

BWHEBEOBERN DGR WHIR, BhASRLTAZOR» T ARERE
Gl TEMT 5, (1 find the meaning of an English word by dividing
it into parts that I understand.)

RAEDHWAD T 28, ZERIELAWEHLHIF S, (I try not to
translate word-for-word. )

KECHWED BAENLEZL%2EHT S, (I nake sumaries of
information that I hear or read in English.)
RBECHRAENAWEDLTWTASGRWEBIE2 b, BHAKHT S
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25.

26,

217,

28,

29,

30,

31.

32.

33.

34,

E9127 %, (To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses.)
RBETHWENELEYLTWARLAYR2ERA BRI NIEY £ 2
Fv—%{#%, (When I can’t think of a word during a conversation in
English, I use gestures.)

RECHELEDEVWEYLTWT, HY2ERNE0EMIR VR, BY%
RE>TWTYABEUERORFTHAT S, (I make up new vords if I
do not know the right ones in English.)
RBLBUBWHWHEB43 B W, (I read English without looking up
every new word, )
REATHWTWAR2BORMPSHFHREAEE DR FHTILORT
4, (I try to guess what the other person will say next in English.)
RBATEWADHELE)LTWTA R RESRANEwENMERZVWE, AL
BHOBBESEWEDLAHATERTHED, (If L can't think of an
English word, I use a word or phrase that means the same thing,)

BB FETAAORBERTES1T 5, (I try to find as nany vays

as I can to use my English.)

EEOMBWIBEXLAILE L, BLATWESEhESHROZH K
Wh, (I notice my English mistakes and use that information to help
me do better.)

FZEBVWTWARRIEERIZEHRT 3, (I pay attention when someone is
speaking English.)
EITRERBETNIECWCRRABEDRARBAED ALBRED T
%, {I try to find out how to be a better learner of English.)

TAMEEMA RS REZTORMEAOF A DK, FHENERL
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35.

36.

37.

38

39.

40,

41,

42,

43.

44,

45,

(1 plan my schedule so 1 will have enough time to study English.)
HETETHELR OB THELIB ALY, (I look for people I can
talk to in English.)

RETHEUBL%5 {2 %, (I look for opportunities to read as much
ag possible in English,)

HELHOBENIZ> XD LTWwA, (1 have clear goals for improving
my English skills.)
HADKENLOCHWESLEPERDADRNHABL TS, (1 think
about my progress in learning English.)

REXEIONRTDULWE, BAEY Ty I REEHLIITH, (L try
to relax whenever I feel afraid of using English.)

HBWARLY, BEOICHBELEILOCEAEME T, (1 encourage
myself to speak English even when I am afraid of making a mistake.)

RETIF oL E (BUMELE, BuRENLhERY) KR, BY
%%h A, (I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in English.}
RERHE-ED BALEYLTWAR, BRUTWAEL, YTy T7ALT
waeh, BAOBE 5485, (I notice if T am tense or nervous
when I am studying or using English.)
HAOREORYHik, REFUCHT I8N (FEBW) BEEERT S,
{I write down my feelings in a language learning diary.)
RELFCOWTOHAOE R R AET, (I talk to someone else about
how 1 feel when I am learning English,)

RENDDOLBWE, o< DETLIR, Bo0R, HI-EW-oTHHD
L5128, (If 1 do not understand something in English, I ask the
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46,

47,

48,

49,
50,

other person to slow down or say it again,)
REZFLTOIRMEAEGHELTHH & 5 Htr, ([ ask English
speakers to correct me when I talk.)

RALKBORILLED, FHATRLAD . 2ROV THLE
N4 3%, (I practice English with other students.)

A4 F4TRE~H~OBIF%{EN B, (1 ssk for help fron English

speakers, )

HETHMT %, (I ask questions in English.)
REEOXILEBETEED12T 5, (I try to learn about the culture of
English speakers.)
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