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1. Introduction

“Why are some learners more successful in language learning than others?”
“How do they learn a second language [LZ)l 7" These are some of the fundamental
questions that have been posed by second language acquisition (SLA) researchers,
particularly those who are interested in good language learners (e.g., Graham, 1997,
Griffiths, 2008; Reiss, 1985; Rubin, 1975; Stern 1975; Takeuchi, 2003a; among others).
The author of this dissertation has also raised such questions as she has been teaching
English at a lower secondary school (i.e., a junior high school) in Japan. Most of the
students at the school, which is affiliated with a national university of education, are
relatively motivated to learn English, and they seem to study English strenuously
inside and outside the classroom. Their learning outcomes, however, vary significantly
from one student to another. This fact has intrigued the author to question how they
approach English language leaming and how they can learn the target language (TL)
more effectively, which serves as a starting point of the present doctoral dissertation.

As was noted above, the variability in the degree of success among language
learners has been one of the primary concerns of SLA researchers. In a bid to clarify

the factors that cause such wvariability, researchers have shifted their attention from

investigated. Since then, a considerable number of LLS studies have been carried out,
and LLS use has been acknowledged to be one of the important factors which plays a
vital role in L2 learning (Ehrman, Leaver, & Oxford, 2003; Ellis, 1994;
Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991; Skehan, 1989).° Consequently, it is claimed that
teachers should pay attention to their students’ use of LLSs more closely (e.g., Gu,
2005; Mills, Pajares, & Herron, 2007; Naiman, Frohlich, Stern, & Todesco, 1978;

Wenden, 1985).



In Japan, on the other hand, the exploration of better English teaching methods
has been focused on in the field of English education research at the secondary school
level, and little attention has been paid to learners’ use of LLSs. For instance, Eigo
Kyoiku [The English Teachers’ Magazine], one of the most prestigious magazines for
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) education in Japan, has provided a wealth of
research on classroom practices and teaching methods for Japanese EFL leamers at the
secondary school level, but it has included rzlatively few studies that investigated these
learners’ strategy use.' Moreover, as was pointed out by Ozeki, Yamato, Nakajima, and
Hiromori (2005), English language education policy, as presented in Course of Study
and in An Action Plan to Cultivate Japanese with English Ability issued by the
Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology (1998, 2003,
2006), only described the objectives of English language education, the linguistic
elements of English language which should be taught to students, and the contents of
language activities which should be incorporated in English classes. In other words, the
policy has just addressed “what to teach” and “how to teach” from teachers’ viewpoints.
“How to learn English” through the eyes of language learners and teaching them “how

to learn” English have long been neglected.

learn English” to Japanese secondary school students of EFL, particularly at the lower
secondary school level, has begun to be advocated by some researchers with a hope of
leading the students to autonomous EFL learners in the future (e.g., Hiroyama, 2002;
Ozeki et al., 2005; Sakamoto & Nagase, 1987). Teaching effective ways of L2 learning
has been practiced as strategy instruction in the field of LLS research. To implement
successful strategy instruction to Japanese EFL students at the lower secondary school

level, we first need to know two things: 1) how they learn EFL; and 2) how their

L

approach relates to their learning outcomes (Gu, 2005). However, due to a scarcity of
systematic LLS studies with Japanese lower secondary school students of EFL, their
strategy use and its relationship with learning outcomes have yet to be clarified (see
2.4 for a comprehensive review). This lack of research-based knowledge has inhibited
successful strategy instruction to these students.

Turning to the recent trends in LLS research, investigation into strategy use by
younger learners, such as learners at the elementary and lower secondary school levels,
has been called for since previous studies in this research field were conducted mainly
with adult language learners at the tertiary-level, and younger learners’ strategy use has
not been fully revealed yet (Lan & Oxford, 2003; Nyikos & Fan, 2007). Another trend
concerns the strategy use in terms of learning contexts. Compared with dozens of LLS
studies administered in North America, fewer LLS studies exist in Asian EFL contexts.
Due consideration should thus be given to carrying out research in these contexts (Gan,
Humphreys, & Hamp-Lyons, 2004; Gu, 2005; Takeuchi, 2003b). In light of such
current trends in LLS research, it seems worthwhile to examine the LLSs used by
learners at the lower secondary school level in Asian, particularly the Japanese, EFL
context.
ds in the field of
questionnaires have been employed most often among various methods (i.e., classroom
observations, think-aloud, interviews, diaries, portfolios).” A large number of LLS
studies have utilized one standardized questionnaire, that is, the Strategy Inventory for
Language Learning (the SILL by Oxford, 1990), to statistically investigate the patterns
of strategy use. Although the S/LL has been developed to be applicable both in SL and
in FL settings, its validity for assessing learners’ strategy use across different cultural

groups has been questioned (LoCastro, 1994; Takeuchi & Wakamoto, 2001; Yamamori,



Isoda, Hiromori, & Oxford, 2003; among others). Moreover, although the S/LL has
been often employed with adult learners, the use of the S/LL with younger learners has
not been validated yet. Consequently, the construction of a strategy questionnaire
appropriate for a particular group of learners (e.g., Japanese EFL learners at the lower
secondary school level) has been called for (Hojo, 1998; Yukina, 2000).

With this background in mind, this dissertation, consisting of eight chapters, is
an attempt to: 1) develop a questionnaire to assess the strategy use of Japanese lower
secondary school students of EFL; 2) examine how they learn English inside and
outside the classroom in the Japanese EFL context by focusing on the LLSs employed
by these students; and 3) explore how their strategy use is tied to their learning
outcomes, as reflected in their EFL proficiency. In Chapter 1, the author sets the scene
for conducting the present research and introduces the organization of the dissertation.
Chapter 2 presents the literature review relevant to LLS research. It begins by
introducing the conceptual background of LLS research, and describes the
identification and the classification systems of LLSs. Variables affecting LLS use (i.e.,
L2 proficiency and learning contexts)® are then described. The chapter ends with a
review of previous LLS studies conducted with Japanese lower secondary school

tudents of EF
empirical studies that are the basis of this dissertation. This chapter presents the aims,
organization, and participants and their learning settings of the studies. The operational
definition of LLSs for the present studies is also stated in this chapter. The ensuing
four chapters report on each of these empirical studies. Chapter 4 describes a study
devoted to eliciting various LLSs used by Japanese students learning EFL at a lower
secondary school in two settings (i.e., inside and outside the classroom) and to

describing the patterns of their strategy use in relation to these two settings in order to

create an item pool for the strategy questionnaire. Chapter 5 deals with a study of
constructing a valid and reliable strategy questionnaire based on the item pool and of
profiling the students’ use of LLSs inside and outside the classroom. Employing the
questionnaire developed above, Chapter 6 quantitatively investigates the linkage
between strategy use and English proficiency to ascertain whether there is a positive
relation between these two variables. Turning to the details of strategy use, Chapter 7
examines the students’ use of LLSs in detail and attempts to unveil the differences in
strategy use between learners with higher English proficiency and those with lower
proficiency by analyzing qualitative data (i.e., diaries and interviews). The last chapter,
Chapter 8, concludes the dissertation by summarizing the major findings of these four
empirical studies and by discussing implications as well as the directions future
research could take. Appendices, including the materials used for data collection, are

provided at the end of the dissertation.

Notes
1. In this dissertation, L2 or target language (TL) is used interchangeably to indicate

the language other than first language (L1) being studied by learners. Moreover,

necessary. The former refers to the TL being studied in either formal or informal
settings in the countries where the language is spoken as an official or a national

language, and the latter refers to the TL being studied in and outside the classroom

settings in the countries where the language is not spoken as an official or a
national language.
2. Although strategies have been called language learning strategies or learner

strategies in the field of strategy research, the term language learner strategies has



come into wide use among LLS researchers recently (Cohen & Macro, 2007).
Besides the use of LLSs, there exist the following factors which have an impact on
L2 learning process: age, aptitude, motivation and attitudes, personality, cognitive
style, hemisphere specialization, gender differences, prior language learning
experiences, and so forth (Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991). More recently, Ehrman,
Leaver, and Oxford (2003) have reviewed the factors by classifying them broadly
under the following three areas: 1) learning styles; 2) learning strategies; and 3)
affective variables. They have argued that these areas are not separable, but rather
inter-related with each other.

The magazine was first launched in 1952. Since then, it has featured the issues
concerning LLSs only six times: Watashino Eigo Benkyvohou [My English LLSs] in
the December issue in 1978; Dekinai Seitoha Benkyono Shikataga Wakaranai
[Unsuccessful Learners do not Know How to Study English] in the June issue in
1983;  Seitoni  Susumetai  Koukatekina  FEigo Gakushuhou [English LLSs
Recommended for Students] in the April issue in 1995; Ligo Experttachino
Gakushihou [LLSs Used by Experts in English] in the November issue in 2001;

Gakushu Strategywo Jugyouni [Implementing Strategy Instruction in English

LLSs] in the March issue in 2007. None of the articles in these issues, however,

elaborated on the LLSs actually utilized by secondary school learners.

For an overview of various data collection methods, see Cohen (1998), Ikeda
(2004), and Takeuchi (1991).

There are several variables (e.g., age, gender, learning styles, and motivation)
which are considered to affect the learners’ use of LLSs. Among them, these two

variables (ie, L2 proficiency and learning contexts) are focused on in this

dissertation since they seem to be significant for the study of Japanese FL learners’
strategy use (Takeuchi, 2003b), and the links between strategy use and these two
variables have yet to be ascertained in the previous LLS studies (see 2.3.1 and

2.3.2 for a comprehensive review).



2. Literature Review

This chapter introduces some of the previous research on LLSs to establish a
framework for describing the empirical studies presented in the ensuing chapters. Since
the good language learner’s studies by Rubin (1975) and Stemn (1975), two types of
studies have been conducted in this research field: descriptive studies and intervention
studies. The former studies are related to the identification and the classification of
LLSs used by L2 learners and to the investigation of variables affecting their strategy
use. The latter are concerned with strategy instruction. Focusing on the descriptive
studies on LLSs," this chapter provides an overview of LLS studies in terms of: 1) the
conceptual background of LLSs; 2) the identification and the classification of LLSs;
and 3) variables affecting learners’ strategy use, especially L2 proficiency and learning
contexts. Lastly, 4) previous LLS studies conducted with Japanese EFL learners at the
lower secondary school level are reviewed since these learners are the author’s main

focus and their strategy use is to be investigated and described in the later chapters.

2.1 Conceptual Background of LLSs

The initial impetus for LLS research came from concerns as to the degree of

The individual learner’s approach to his/her L2 learning then increasingly attracted the
attention of some SLA researchers, which paved the way for the birth of LLS research.

The advent of LLS research traces back to the good language learner’s studies
by Rubin (1975) and Stern (1975). They investigated LLSs used by successful
language learners since they thought that if they knew successful learners’ LLSs, they
might be able to teach these LLSs to less successful learners and to help the less

successful learn an L2 effectively. Since the good language learner’s studies, a large

number of studies have been conducted, and the significance of LLS research has been
acknowledged in the field of SLA (e.g., Chamot, 2004; Ellis, 1994; Grenfell & Macaro,
2007; Oxford, 1994; Skehan, 1989). For instance, Skehan (1989, p. 9) highly valued
the “controllable” aspect of LLSs compared with other learner variables (i.e., language
aptitude, motivation) and mentioned that “since the 1970s, research into consciously
controllable learner strategies has grown considerably, offering as it does the prospect
that we can teach learners how to learn.” According to Ellis (1994, p. 529), the
learners’ use of LLSs has an impact on two aspects of learning: “the rate of acquisition
and the ultimate level of achievement.” More recently, based on their extensive review
of previous LLS studies for over the three decades, Grenfell and Macaro (2007, p. 27)
have summarized the significance of LLS research as follows: “strategies are important
because they are associated with successful learning,” and “strategies can be taught
and learners, as a result, can develop more effective strategic behavior.”

While the significance of LLS research has been advocated by many
researchers and a number of LLS studies have grappled with the exploration of

learners’ strategy use, there was a lack of consensus on what LLSs are. Table 2-1 is a

theoretical backgrounds (Macaro, 2001). For example, Naiman et al. (1978, p. 4)
separated sfrafegies from techniques and referred to sirategies as “general, more or
less deliberate approaches to learning.” Rubin (1975, p. 43), on the other hand, defined
LLSs as “techniques or devices which a learner may use to acquire knowledge.” The
definition proposed by Rubin has become more wide spread than that by Naiman et al.
Furthermore, “mental operations” and “strategic knowledge” were included in the

definition of LLSs proposed by Cohen (1984, p. 110) and Wenden (1987, pp. 6-7),



respectively.

A more comprehensive definition was then proposed by O’Malley and Chamot
(1990) and Oxford (1990). For instance, O'Malley and Chamot defined LLSs as “the
special thoughts or behaviors that individuals use to help them comprehend, learn, or
retain new information . . . special ways of processing information that enhance
comprehension, learning, or retention of the information” (p. 1), underlying the
information processing theory derived from cognitive psychology. Oxford, on the other
hand, extended the definition of LLSs to convey the richness of language learning as
follows: “specific actions taken by the learner to make learning easier, faster, more
enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective and more transferable to new situation™
(p. 8), and this definition has become one of the most frequently cited in the LLS
research field.

Cohen (1998, p. 5) then discussed the following three aspects of LLSs: 1)
language learning and language use strategies; 2) consciousness of strategy use; and 3)
the effectiveness of strategy use. Firstly, he incorporated both “language learning
strategies” and “language use strategies” in his definition of “second language learner

strategies.” Secondly, he suggested that the notion of “consciousness” should be

mentioned that “strategies themselves are not inherently good or bad, but have the
potential to be used effectively” since the effectiveness of strategy use may be varied
according to a given language task (p. 8). This third issue was later elaborated on by

Oxford (2003, p. 274) as follows:

A learning strategy cannot, a priori, be categorized as either good
or bad. What makes a strategy positive for a given person? A
strategy is useful if the following conditions are present: (1) the
strategy relates well to the L2 task at hand; (2) the student employs
the strategy effectively and links it with other relevant strategies for
doing the task; and (3) the strategy coordinates with the students’

general learning style preferences to one degree or another.

According to Oxford (2003), the effectiveness of strategy use thus seems to be
expected when learners use LLSs pertaining to the task requirements, they use several
relevant strategies in combination, and they employ the LLSs which are in accord with
their own style preferences.

Integrating several major definitions of LLSs, Takeuchi (2003b, p. 34) made

one of the most comprehensive definitions of LLSs as follows:

(LLSs are) steps or actions consciously taken by a learner in

accomplishment of language tasks and language learning easier,
more effective, and more efficient if a leamner employs them at a
certain stage of learning and utilizes them with a specific task

solely or in combination.

He reemphasized that the notion of consciousness and of the effectiveness of strategy

use should be incorporated in the definition of LLSs as Cohen (1998) suggested.



Table 2-1. A Summary of Definitions of LLSs Proposed by SLA Researchers

Table 2-1. (Continued)

Author

Definition

Author Definition

Rubin (1975, p. 43)

Naiman et al. (1978, p. 4)

Cohen (1984, p. 110)

Wenden (1987, pp. 6-7)

O’Malley & Chamot (1990, p. 1)

Oxford (1990, p. 8)

“the techniques or devices which a learner may use
to acquire knowledge”

“general, more or less deliberate approaches to
learning”

“the mental operations that learners utilize in
accomplishing learning tasks™

“language learning behaviors learners actually
engage n to learn and regulate the learning of a
second language . . . what they know about the
strategies they use, ie, their strategic
knowledge . . . what they know about aspects of
their language learning other than the strategies
they use”

“the special thoughts or behaviors that individuals
use to help them comprehend, learn, or retain new

ooy o
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information that enhance comprehension, learning,
or retention of the information”

“specific actions taken by the leamer to make
learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more

self-directed, more effective and more transferable

to new situations”

(Table continued on next page)

Cohen (1998, p. 5) “second language learner strategies encompass both
second language leaming and second language use
strategies. Taken together they constitute the steps
or actions consciously selected by learners either to
improve the learning of a second language, the use
of it, or both”

Takeuchi (2003b, p. 34) “steps or actions consciously taken by a learner in

learning foreign languages, which have the

potential to make accomplishment of language
tasks and language learning easier, more effective,

and more efficient if the learner employs them at a

certain stage of learning and utilizes them with a

specific task solely or in combination™

2.2 ldentification and Classification of LLSs

As was
good language learner’s studies by Rubin (1975) and Stern (1975). First, Rubin
identified the following seven characteristics of the good language learner based on her

classroom observations and her experiences as a language teacher (1975, pp. 45-8):

a) The good language learner is a willing and accurate guesser;
b) The good language learner has a strong drive to communicate, or to learn

from a communication;



¢) The good language learner is often not inhibited. He is willing to appear
foolish if reasonable communication results;

d) The good language leamer is prepared to attend to form. The good
language learner is constantly looking for patterns in the language;

e) The good language learner practices. . . He will seek out opportunities to
use the language;

f) The good language learner monitors his own and the speech of others; and

g) The good language learner attends to meaning.

Takeuchi (2003b) noted that in addition to these seven characteristics, Rubin touched
upon the potential use of memorization techniques by the good language learner and
called for the need to explore memorization strategies employed by the leamner.

Stern (1975, pp. 311-6) then listed the following ten features that the good
language learner may possess on the basis of his experiences as a teacher and a learner

and of his reviewing relevant literature including Rubin (1975):

1) personal learning style or positive learning strategies;

3) a tolerant and outgoing approach to the target language and empathy with
its speakers;

4) technical know-how about how to tackle a language;

5) strategies of experimentation and planning with the object or developing
the new language into an ordered system and of revising this system
progressively;

6) constantly searching for meaning;
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7) willingness to practice;

8) willingness to use the language in real communication;

9) self-monitoring and critical sensitivity to language use; and

10) developing the second language more and more as a separate reference

system and learning to think in it.

Stern expanded the features of the good language learner by adding three features (i.e.,
1,2, and 10) to the Rubin’s (1975) list.

Although Stern’s list as well as Rubin’s seemed to be useful for understanding
the good language leamer, these two lists were not based on empirical data, but rather
on intuition (Gu, 1996). The first attempt to identify and classify LLSs based on
empirical data was made by Naiman et al. (1978). They investigated 34 adult foreign
language learners and 72 secondary school learners of French in Canada with an aim of
clarifying the LLSs proposed by Stern (1975). Based on the data gathered from
interviews and classroom observations, their study identified the following five
primary categories of LLSs, along with a number of secondary categories: A) “active
task approach,” B) “realization of language as a system,” C) “realization of language

ag a of tinn a
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demands,” and E) “monitoring of L2 performance” (pp. 30-3).

Rubin (1981), who had been working on eliciting LLSs by analyzing the data
gathered from classroom observations and from self-reports by the learners, presented
a classification system embracing two types of strategies: direct strategies which
directly contribute to learning; and indirect strategies which indirectly contribute to
learning. The former includes: a) “clarification/verification,” b) “monitoring,” c)

“memorization,” d) “guessing,” e) “deductive reasoning,” and f) “practicing.” The

15



latter consists of: a) “creating opportunities for practice” and b) “communication
strategies such as production tricks” (p. 118].

Although these two earlier classification systems by Naiman et al. (1978) and
Rubin (1981) were developed based on empirical data, they lacked a solid theoretical
background to explain how each strategy works for language learning (O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990; Takeuchi 1991, 2003b). Based on the theory of cognitive psychology
and the data obtained from observations and interviews with experts and novice
learners, O’Malley and Chamot (1990) classified LLSs into three board categories:

e

“metacognitive strategies,” “cognitive strategies,” and “social/affective strategies” (pp.
44-5). “Metacognitive strategies” are defined as “higher order executive skills that may
entail planning for, monitoring or evaluating the success of a leaming activity” (p. 44).
“Cognitive strategies” are those which “cperate directly on incoming information,
manipulating it in ways that enhance learning” (pp. 44-5). The use of “social/affective
strategies” is related to “either interaction with another person or ideational control
over affect” (p. 45). Although this classification scheme seems to be useful and reliable

since it has a theoretical background, one limitation is that communication strategies

such as production tricks, which were included in earlier studies and may be necessary

Oxford (1990) proposed a more comprehensive taxonomy including
communication strategies, which were termed as “compensation strategies™ in her
taxonomy, with an attempt to encompass all the strategies mentioned in the previous
research. Her taxonomy consists of two major classes: “direct” and “indirect,” which
are subdivided into six groups of strategies: “memory strategies,” “cognitive
strategies,” “‘compensation strategies,” “‘metacognitive strategies,” “affective

strategies,” and “social strategies” (p. 14). The former class includes “memory
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strategies,” “cognitive strategies,” and “compensation strategies,” which directly

»

involves the use of TL. The latter, including “metacognitive strategies,” “affective
strategies,” and “social strategies,” is used to support the leamer’s language learning
without involving the use of TL. This is one of the most successful classification
systems of LLSs, and many researchers have employed this system to investigate
learners’ use of LLSs. This system, however, overlaps among the subcategories and
lacks an underlying theoretical background (lkeda, 2004; Takeuchi, 1991). Some
researchers (i.e., Ddrnyei, 2005; Gu, 1996; Takeuchi, 2003b) also pointed out that
“memory strategies” should not have been separated from “cognitive strategies” since
the use of “memory strategies” is directly related to cognitive processing.

Lastly, as was touched upon in 2.1, Cohen (1998) devised a new classification
system in which strategies were divided into two groups: 1) language learning
strategies; and 2) language use strategies. The former group includes the strategies that
contribute directly to leamning the materials that need to be learned (i.e., categorizing,
having repeated contact with, and memorizing the materials). The latter group, on the

other hand, refers to the strategies for using the materials, including four subsets of

” » o«

strategies such as “retrieval strategies,” “rehearsal strategies,” “cover strategies,” and
system are: 1) the two groups overlap, and it is difficult to distinguish them from each
other; and 2) the former group (i.e., language learning strategies) relates only to

memorizing materials and it thus seems to be used only for vocabulary and grammar

learning (Ikeda, 2004).

2.3 Variables Affecting Strategy Use

In addition to identifying and classifying LLSs, researchers have strived to
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investigate variables which have influences on a learner’s choice of LLSs. The
following variables have been found to affect a learner’s strategy use thus far: age,
gender, L2 proficiency, leaming styles, motivation, prior language learning
experiences, career orientations, cultural differences, contexts of learning, and
language tasks (Gu, 1996; Oxford, 1989, Takeuchi, 1991, 2003b). Among these
variables, particularly the variables of L2 proficiency and learning contexts are closely
reviewed in the following sections since they seem to be significant for the studies of

Japanese FL learners’ strategy use (Takeuchi, 2003b).

2.3.1 L2 Proficiency

Takeuchi, Griffiths, and Coyle (2007) claimed that a primary reason to
examine learners’ use of LLSs is to determine the link between strategy use and L2
proficiency. This relationship has been investigated by employing two approaches: a
quantitative and a qualitative approach.

Most of the LLS studies have adopted the first approach using strategy
questionnaires and language proficiency or achievement tests. These studies attempted

to reveal the relationship between the frequency of strategy use and the test scores by

and analysis of variance (ANOVA) (e.g., Bruen, 2001; Dreyer & Oxford, 1996; Green
& Oxford, 1995; Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2006; Kaylani, 1996; Khalil, 2005; Magogwe
& Oliver, 2007; Nisbet, Tindall, & Arroyo, 2005; Politzer & McGroarty, 1985; Shmais,
2003; Takeuchi, 1993; among others).

Some of these quantitative studies found that there was a positive relationship
between the frequency of strategy use and L2 proficiency (e.g., Bruen, 2001; Dreyer &

Oxford, 1996; Green & Oxford, 1995; Khalil, 2005). For example, Dreyer and Oxford
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(1996), whose participants were 305 first-year students learning ESL at a university in
South Africa, examined the relation between the learners’ strategy use assessed by the
SILL? and their English proficiency measured by TOEFL. The analysis showed highly
significant correlation (r = .73, p < .0001) between the overall use of LLSs and the test
scores. A study carried out by Green and Oxford (1995), which investigated 374
university students of ESL in Puerto Rico, identified significant differences in the
overall use of LLSs and in the use of broad strategy categories within the S/LL in terms
of three different course levels divided by placement tests. This result indicates that
learners with higher proficiency employed more strategies more frequently than did
learners with lower proficiency, which was consistent with other SI/LL studies by
Bruen (2001) and Khali (2005).*

Some studies also reported that there was a strong relationship between
strategy use and L2 proficiency (Dreyer & Oxford, 1996; Kaylani, 1996; Takeuchi,
1993). For instance, Dreyer and Oxford (1996), performing a regression analysis with
the data obtained from the S/LL and the TOEFL scores, showed that the learners’
strategy use was the best predictor of their English proficiency variance among other

variables (i.e., learning styles and personalities), and that the strategy use accounted for

employing the S/ and a standardized English proficiency test, Takeuchi (1993)
examined 78 Japanese college students of EFL and found that approximately 58% of
the total variance on English proficiency was explained by eight strategies included in
the SILL.* Another instance was provided by Kaylani (1996), who examined 255 upper
secondary school seniors learning EFL in Jordan. In this study, the learners’
proficiency levels and gender differences explained 30% and 11% of the total variation

in their strategy use respectively. This result indicates that the learners’ proficiency
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levels explained more of the differences in strategy use than did gender.

In contrast to the studies reviewed above, several quantitative studies found
neither a positive correlation nor a strong relationship between strategy use and L2
proficiency. For example, in the study by Shmais (2003), who examined the strategy
use by 99 Palestinian university students of EFL, there was no significant difference in
the overall strategy use between more proficient and less proficient learners, and a
negative relationship was found between the use of affective strategies and English
proficiency.” Another example was provided by Politzer and McGroarty (1985), who
investigated 37 Asian and Hispanic students enrolling in an eight-week intensive ESL
course in the United States. This study did not yield strong positive relationships
between the reported strategy use measured by the original questionnaire and the gain
scores on the three language tests.® In addition, a non-linear relationship was found in
other studies. For example, Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006) conducted a study with 55
adult ESL learners by using the S/LL and a placement test. This study revealed that the
intermediate-level group reported more frequent use of strategies than did the
beginning-level and the advanced-level groups. Another SILI study by Magogwe and

Oliver (2007) also found such a non-linear relationship between L2 proficiency and

a weak relationship was found by Nisbet et al. (2005), who examined the strategy use
of 168 Chinese university EFL students by means of the S/LL. Their study showed that
although a combination of two variables (metacognitive and affective strategies) was
significantly correlated with English proficiency as measured by TOEFL, these two
variables jointly accounted for only 4% of the total variance on their TOEFL scores.

The literature described above indicates that the previous studies failed to reach

consensus on the relationship between the frequency of strategy use and L2 proficiency.
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In their extensive review of previous LLS studies, Takeuchi, Griffiths, and Coyle
(2007) also identified this kind of discrepancy in the relationship between these two
variables, and provided the following four explanations for the inconclusive results: 1)
other confounding variables (e.g., tolerance of ambiguity, self-esteem) may have
influenced strategy use; 2) the types of proficiency tests may have affected the results;
3) learners may have employed the strategies other than those included in the strategy
instruments; and 4) not the frequency of strategy use, but the flexibility of strategy use
for the given context may have determined learning outcomes. Particularly, the last
explanation has attracted the attention of LLS researchers recently (e.g., Anderson,
2005, 2008; Grenfell & Macaro, 2007; Gu, 2005) since new insights into the flexibility
of strategy use have been gained from some studies which employed a qualitative
approach (e.g., Gan et al., 2004; lkeda & Takeuchi, 2006; Vandergrift, 2003; Vann &
Abraham, 1990).

Vandergrift (2003), for example, analyzing 36 listeners’ think-aloud protocols,
revealed that more skilled listeners utilized metacognitive and cognitive strategies in
an orchestrated way compared with less skilled ones.” Vandergrift elaborated on the

effectiveness of the combined use of strategies by the more skilled listeners as follows:

appropriate cognitive strategies (as the orchestra conductor directs the players in
creating a harmonious performance) to interact with the input and achieve the final
goal of comprehension” (p. 485).

A sequence of steps in strategy use was also found to be one of the
characteristics of successful learners (Gan et al., 2004). Gan et al. examined the
attitudinal/behavioral differences between successful and unsuccessful tertiary-level

Chinese learners of EFL by analyzing the data obtained from interviews, diaries, and

21



follow-up email correspondence.” Their study found that although both the successful
and the unsuccessful learmners employed some similar cognitive strategies (i.e.,
rote-memorization, lesson previewing) frequently, the successful learners utilized these
strategies in the following specific sequence of steps to learn new vocabulary and

lesson materials effectively (p. 236):

1) memorizing the new words on the vocabulary list attached to the text;

2) reading the texts several times, not only to get a global understanding but
also to underline the specific parts they felt particularly interested in or
felt necessary to concentrate on later in class;

3) attempting to do the exercises at the end of the text independently; and

4) preparing questions that would be worth discussing with the teacher or

classmates.

Based on these findings, Gan et al. concluded that “the quality (i.e., the depth and
width) in the use of some common cognitive learning or practicing strategies varied to

some extent between the successful and unsuccessful students™ (p. 239).

products, Vann and Abraham’s (1990) case study identified a lack of systematic
approach to the use of LLSs by the unsuccessful learners who showed relatively highly
frequent use of LLSs and were not inactive in strategy use.” For example, although one
unsuccessful learner called “Shida” often utilized “monitoring” as she engaged in
correcting faulty pronunciation, she scarcely employed the strategy after finishing
some language tasks (i.e., verb exercises and cloze tests). This means that the learner

lacked a systematic use of “moniroring” and thus failed to complete the language tasks.
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Based on this finding, Vann and Abraham claimed that “noncontextualized strategy
counts failed to differentiate unsuccessful from successful learners” (p. 190).

In addition to the flexibility of strategy use, lkeda and Takeuchi (2006)'s
portfolio study identified purposeful use of strategies by higher proficiency leamers.
The participants of their study were ten Japanese female college students of EFL,
consisting of five in the higher proficiency group and the other five in the lower
proficiency.'” They were required to make a portfolio and to record retrospective
accounts of how they had utilized strategies while reading an English passage. The
analysis of the portfolios showed that the higher proficiency readers had a better
understanding of the merit of each strategy use and thus employed strategies more
effectively to comprehend the English passage than did the lower proficiency readers.

In brief, this subsection suggests that the results obtained from quantitative
studies were inconsistent and the relationship between strategy use and L2 proficiency
was inconclusive in terms of the frequency of strategy use. Such an unresolved
relationship was illuminated by some qualitative studies, which suggested that the
flexibility of strategy use and the purposeful use of LLSs might play a key role in

successful language learning. It should be noted therefore that although quantitative

these two variables in terms of frequency of strategy use, it is insufficient to clarify the
entire relationship. Qualitative approach should thus be also employed to scrutinize the
relationship. Nevertheless, only a handful of studies have employed both approaches to

examine the relationship (e.g., Bruen, 2001; Gan, 2004; Gan et al, 2004, Gu, 2005)."

2.3.2 Learning Contexts

In addition to learner variables (e.g., L2 proficiency described above), learning
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contexts such as the differences in the contexts between SL and FL seem to be
influential on learners’ strategy use.'”

The following two quantitative studies were implemented in SL contexts with
learners from the same ethnic group. One study was conducted by Green and Oxford
(1995) who examined the strategy use by 374 students learning ESL at a university in
Puerto Rico.”¥ Among them, more successful learners frequently employed the
following strategies: active language use with a strong emphasis on practice in natural
or naturalistic situations; and cognitive and social strategies for conversation practice.
Based on this finding, the authors argued that the learners in the SL context could have
more access to the TL and thus employed the strategies which involve the TL use for
communication. Another study was conducted by El-Dib (2004), who examined 504
learners enrolling in the four colleges in Kuwait." Similar to Green and Oxford, this
study also showed that learners with higher proficiency used active naturalistic
strategies due to the rich authentic input available in the context. The findings obtained
from these two studies were supported by Carson and Longhini’s (2002) diary study,
which was carried out in Spanish as a SL context in Argentina. This study found that:
1) compensation and conversation strategies were frequently employed by the learner;
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in the SL context. Accordingly, it seems that SL learners’ strategy use is facilitated by
the naturalistic learning contexts and that strategies relating to naturalistic TL use for
communication tend to be employed by learners in SL contexts.

On the other hand, strategies pertaining to naturalistic TL use appear to be less
frequently employed in FL contexts. For instance, Shmais (2003) examined EFL
college learners’ strategy use in Palestine and found infrequent use of compensation

strategies. Based on this result, she claimed that the lack of compensation strategies
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was due to the educational system in Palestine where the learners had very limited
opportunities to try functional practices especially in large-sized classes. Other studies
conducted in the Asian EFL contexts (e.g., in China and in Japan) identified specific
types of strategies favored in these contexts. For instance, Gan (2004), who examined
self-directed language leaming attitudes and strategies of 357 Chinese university
students of EFL, found that the students reported highly frequent use of memory
strategies for vocabulary learning since they tended to have a belief that they should
master a considerable amount of vocabulary before starting any other English activities
(i.e., speaking and reading). According to the author, this belief might have been
generated by the lack of naturalistic language learning environments and by the
requirements of examinations such as the college English test (C ET)."* Another study
was conducted by LoCastro (1994), who examined Asian graduate and undergraduate
advanced EFL learners’ strategy use.'® In interviews, the participants reported on the
importance of: a) memorizing grammatical rules and vocabulary; b) using
metacognitive strategies such as doing extra work outside the regular educational
systems; and c) using cognitive strategies concerning listening and oral practices (i.e.,

listening to English radio programs, watching TV programs and movies in English,

inappropriate because there were no strategies specifically addressing listening as a
means of learning. Based on these findings, LoCastro questioned the application of the
findings obtained in North American studies with immigrants and/or ESL learners to
Asian EFL leamers, who have different social and educational backgrounds. Similar
types of strategies to those found by LoCastro were identified in Takeuchi’s (2003a)
qualitative study. The following strategies were found to be especially favored by

Japanese FL learners: a) metacognitive strategies (i.e., increasing opportunities to use
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the TL for communication), b) skill-specific cognitive strategies related to conscious
learning, c¢) memory strategies used to internalize the linguistic system, and d)
cognitive strategies for practicing (i.e., imitating, shadowing, and pattern-practicing).
He claimed that these strategies were preferred uniquely in the FL context where few
occasions to use the TL were available.

As was reviewed above, there seem to be considerable differences in strategy
use according to SL/FL learning contexts. Learners in SL contexts reported on the
frequent use of cognitive and social strategies involving naturalistic TL use, whereas
those in FL contexts frequently reported on the use of cognitive strategies including
memory strategies which were linked to practicing the TL based on the classroom
learning and to using available resources (i.e., radio and TV programs). Such
differences seem to be associated with the availability of TL use for communication
and the types of classroom activities in the learning contexts. This assumption is
consistent with the results obtained from the empirical studies which had compared
strategy use by ESL leamners and that by EFL learners (Gao, 2006; Kojic-Sabo &
Lightbown, 1999; Riley & Harsch, 1999). For example, Kojic-Sabo and Lightbown

(1999) examined ESL and EFL learners’ vocabulary-learning strategy use. Their study

than did EFL counterparts because reviewing was not crucial for the ESL learners, who
were exposed to the TL on a daily basis. Riley and Harsch’s (1999) diary study also
indicated that ESL learners took more advantages of availability of native English
speakers in the environment and employed more social and communication strategies.
EFL learners, on the other hand, employed more cognitive strategies (i.e., using images,
saying and writing words repeatedly, and skimming texts). ESL and EFL learners’

different use of strategies was further elaborated on by Gao (2006) with the application

26

of socio-cultural and educational approach. In this study, the participants learning EFL
in China employed the following memory and cognitive strategies: rote-memorizing,
note-taking, and regular reviewing in relation to the leamning discourse (i.e., taking
exams and fulfilling curricular requirements) and to the agents (i.e., their teachers
requiring them to recite all the texts, and experts mentioning the usefulness of
memorization). After the participants moved to Britain (ESL context), on the other
hand, they showed more regular use of social and interactive strategies'” due to the fact
that exam-taking necessities (i.e., learning discourse) had disappeared and some
learners had developed new ways to improve their English after they had met
supportive English-speakers (i.e., agents) in the ESL environment.

The literature reviewed in this subsection suggests that LLS studies should be
situated in a specific learning context. There seems to be, however, a lack of studies
which had examined strategy use in terms of learning contexts, as was pointed out by
some LLS researchers (e.g., LoCastro, 1994; Takeuchi, 2003b; Woodrow, 2005). In
addition to SL and FL contextual differences, situational differences such as language
learning inside or outside the classroom should be one of the variables affecting

learners’ strategy use. For instance, Politzer and McGroarty (1985) took account of

adult learners’ strategy use in terms of the following three settings: classroom study;
individual study; and social interaction outside of the classroom. Yabukoshi (2004), in
her diary study, also employed the situational approach and examined Japanese FL
learners’ strategy use in relation to inside and outside the classroom settings. This
study revealed that while the learners tended to utilize LLSs associated with the
instructor’s teaching methods employed inside the classroom, they were apt to

self-direct their use of strategies outside the classroom. In other words, the learners
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utilized strategies differently in terms of in-class and out-of-class settings. Such
situational variables, which have long been neglected, should be taken into account in

the future LLS research.

2.4 LLS Studies with Japanese Lower Secondary School Students

This section reviews LLS studies conducted with Japanese EFL learners,
particularly with those at the lower secondary school level. Although learners at the
university and upper secondary school levels have been the main focus of LLS
research in Japan,'® some researchers emphasized the importance of strategy
instruction for beginning EFL learners with a hope of leading them to autonomous
learners in the future (Hiroyama, 2002; Ozeki et al., 2005; Sakamoto & Nagase, 1987).
Several studies were thus conducted to explore the LLSs typical of lower secondary
school learners of EFL in Japan (e.g., Hirano, 2000; Hojo, 1998; Wakamoto, 1993;
among others).

Wakamoto (1993) made a first attempt to identify the strategies used by 457
students learning EFL at public and private lower secondary schools by using the

adapted version of the S/LL." This study revealed that the students employed cognitive

questions) frequently and strategies relating to naturalistic practicing of the TL less
frequently. This study also reported that there were positive relationships between
strategy use and English proficiency, which was measured by the STEP test”” Based
on the findings, he claimed that the students with higher proficiency seemed to use
several strategies more frequently and have a wider repertoire of strategies than did

those with lower proficiency, who tended to employ formal practice strategies, which

were familiar to them.

Another S/LL study was conducted by Tsuda (2004), who examined the
strategy use of 122 students learning EFL at a Japanese lower secondary school, which
is affiliated to a national univcrsity.n Similar to Wakamoto (1993), she found that: 1)
cognitive strategies were frequently reported by the students; and 2) there was a
positive relationship between overall strategy use and English achievement test scores.
In addition, this study showed that the use of social strategies was frequent and the use
of affective strategies was infrequent among the students.

These two studies reviewed above have provided valuable insight for how
learners at the lower secondary school level learn English. However, the validity of the
SILL for assessing their strategy use was not fully examined in these studies. In fact,
although Tsuda employed the S/LL in her study, she showed some concerns for using
the inventory for Japanese lower secondary school students of EFL at the same time.
Although the S/LL was designed to be applicable in different countries and cultures,
Tsuda claimed that the S/Z./ might not be appropriate for Japanese EFL learners’
strategy use since some items in the S/LL (e.g., using rhymes to remember new words,
some of the affective strategies) are not familiar to them.

Motivated by the necessity to confirm the validity of the SILL for Japanese
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performed an exploratory
factor analysis with the S/LL data obtained from 200 students learning EFL at a private
lower secondary school. The analysis showed that: 1) the six-factor solution of the
SILL was not appropriate for the data obtained from the participants; and 2) the total
percentage of variance accounted for by these six factors was relatively low (about
37%). Yukina provided the following account for these results: several strategies

included in the S/LL were barely employed in the Japanese EFL context, where the

oral input and output of the TL are very limited compared with other countries.
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Eventually. Yukina concluded that the S/ZL. may not be applicable to the Japanese
lower secondary school students of EFL, and called for the construction of a suitable
questionnaire for these students.”

Considering the lack of strategy questionnaire for lower secondary school
learners of EFL in Japan, Hojo (1998) attempted to construct an original instrument by
applying factor analysis. She selected 27 strategy items on the basis of a previous
study,” and administered it to 59 students at a public lower secondary school. A factor
analysis revealed four types of strategies used by these students: 1) rote-learning
strategies; 2) metacognitive strategies and active involvement in self-study; 3)
vocabulary-learning strategies; and 4) social strategies. Comparing these results with
those obtained from university students in Hojo’s other studies (1996, 1997), she
claimed that social strategies were especially favored by leamners at the lower
secondary school level.

Hirano (2000) also devised a questionnaire comprising 48 items based on
several previous studies’’ and examined the vocabulary-learning strategy use by
Japanese lower secondary school students of EFL. Applying factor analysis with the

data obtained from 174 students at three public lower secondary schools, four types of

planning strategies; and 4) oral repetiticn strategies. According to Hirano, oral
repetition strategies might be extracted due to the emphasis of reading aloud and oral
communication activities in the Japanese EFL classrooms. This means that their
strategy use was influenced by the teaching methods employed by the teachers during
English classes. The ANOVA was then performed to examine the relationship between
strategy use and English proficiency. Similar to other studies (i.e., Tsuda, 2004;

Wakamoto, 1993), a positive relationship was found between strategy use and English
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proficiency.

Such a positive linkage between strategy use and English proficiency was also
ascertained by Tatematsu (2003), who focused on listening comprehension strategies
with 27 students learning EFL at a public lower secondary school. 35-item listening
strategy questionnaire™ and the STEP listening test were administered. The results of
the r-tests indicated that more successful listeners (N=14) utilized metacognitive
strategies and cognitive strategies more frequently than did the less successful ones
(N=13). Additionally, highly positive correlations were found between the proficiency
of listening comprehension and metacognitive strategies (=.67) and cognitive
strategies (7=.59). However, it bears noting that the number of the participants in this
study was too small to conduct the parametric statistical analyses (i.e., f-tests).
Moreover, the study repeated the /-tests three times using the three dependent variables
(i.e., frequency scores of metacognitive, cognitive, and social/affective strategies)
without Bonferroni adjustments. The results obtained from this study should thus be
viewed with due caution, and the replication of this study with larger sample is called
for.

Contrary to the previous studies reviewed above, a study by Yamamori, Isoda,

strategy use and English achievement among 81 Japanese lower secondary school
students. They questioned the validity of the SILL for assessing the strategy use by the
Japanese EFL students, and devised an original strategy inventory including five items
based on the open-ended data gathered from 200 students at the lower secondary
school > Applying a cluster analysis, this study identified four groups of learners: two
high-achieving groups: and two low-achieving groups. In terms of strategy use, they

found that: 1) one of the high-achieving groups reported on frequent use of not overall
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strategies but only selected strategies; and 2) one of the low-achieving groups showed
relatively frequent use of most of the strategies. Based on the findings, they claimed
that high frequency of strategy use did not ensure success in language learning as was
discussed in 2.3.1.

The last study reviewed here is a qualitative study by Nakano (2000), who
attempted to reveal vocabulary-leaming strategies used by effective learners at the
lower secondary school level. The participants of this study were six students,
consisting of three more effective learners and three less effective learners, who were
selected from 150 seventh graders learning EFL at a public lower secondary school ”’
They were asked to keep a diary as to how they had learned new vocabulary for the
period of one-month. Interviews were also conducted to supplement the diary data. The
analyses of the six learners’ diaries and interview data revealed that the more effective
learners seemed to: 1) have a wider range of strategies; 2) monitor the task and use
strategies flexibly; 3) use strategies to achieve their goals; and 4) review words
repeatedly using their spare time, compared with the less effective learners.

According to the literature reviewed in this section, Japanese EFL learers at
the lower secondary school level tended to employ cognitive strategies (i.e., repetition,
guessing)
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infrequently. The use of metacognitive strategies, which seems to be a key for
successful language learning (Chamot, 2004; Wenden, 2001), was also identified by
factor analyses. Concerning the relationship between strategy use and English
proficiency, a positive linear relationship was not always found among these leamers,
which is in accord with the other LLS studies reviewed in the previous section (2.3.1).
Moreover, teaching methods employed by the teachers in the EFL class were likely to

have an impact on their students” strategy use.
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The previous studies have provided valuable insight for how learners at the
lower secondary school level learn English. There were, however, several limitations
involved with these studies. One is that although most of the studies employed a
questionnaire (i.e., the SILL or their original instrument) as a data elicitation tool, the
validity and the reliability of the questionnaire was neither examined nor clearly
mentioned in each study. Moreover, none of the original instruments seemed to be
developed according to the systematic procedure recommended by Dérnyei (2003) and
Kamahara, Miyashita, Onoki and Nakazawa (1998).* This means that it is unclear
whether these instruments are reliable and their results generalizable. Therefore, a
valid and reliable questionnaire for learners at the lower secondary school level should
be systematically developed. Another limitation is related to a lack of qualitative
studies conducted with these learners. To the best of the author’s knowledge, Nakano
(2000) is the only one which employed a qualitative method and shed light on how
learners at the lower secondary school level use strategies. As was suggested in 2.3.1,
researchers may not be able to reveal effective use of strategies without using
qualitative methods. The application of qualitative methods therefore should be

encouraged to unveil the effective use of strategies by Japanese lower secondary

2.5 Summary

In this chapter, firstly, the conceptual background of LLSs has been presented
in section 2.1. This section suggests that LLS research has been established as one of
the important branches of inquiry in the field of SLA, since the use of LLSs plays a
vital role in L2 learning and LLSs are teachable to learners. However, there are various

definitions of LLSs, which has led to confusion in interpreting L2 learner strategy
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studies, and makes it difficult for SLA researchers to apply those findings to other
studies (Gu, 1996). Therefore, the conceptual operationalization of LLSs should be
clearly stated at the onset of any future research.

Secondly, the identification and the classification of LLSs were thoroughly
reviewed in 2.2. Because LLSs were found to be both identifiable and classifiable, it
was concluded that they can be effectively investigated by researchers. The same
classification systems, however, are not always applied to all language learners in
various leamning contexts (Takeuchi & Wakamoto, 2001; Woodrow, 2005). In this
connection, Chamot (2004) has criticized that major classification systems (i.e.,
cognitive and metacognitive strategies) have been developed for research purposes and
may not be practical without taking into account practical educational settings. She
suggested that “names and classification of leaming strategies for instructional
purposes should probably be organized so that they are easy to understand and teach”
(p. 22).

Thirdly, learners’ strategy use was found to be affected by several variables,
and two major variables (i.e., L2 proficiency and learning contexts), which seem to be

important for the study of Japanese FL learners, were closely reviewed in 2.3.1 and

studies varied, and the positive relationship between strategy use and L2 proficiency
was not always ascertained. Qualitative studies, on the other hand, shed light on the
flexible and the purposeful use of LLSs and provided new insight into the relationship
between strategy use and L2 proficiency. Regarding the second variable (i.e., learning
contexts), the review of literature suggests that, although learners’ strategy use seems
to be susceptible to the differences between SL and FL learning contexts, few LLS

studies have taken it into account. Furthermore, many of the LLS studies have been
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implemented in North America, while the absence of investigation in the Asian EFL
context is conspicuous (Gan et al., 2004; Gu, 1996, 2005; Takeuchi, 2003b).
Additionally, contextualizing strategy use in terms of classroom and non-classroom
settings should receive more attention in future LLS research.

Finally, turning to Japanese EFL contexts, the author reviewed previous LLS
studies conducted with Japanese lower secondary school learners in 2.4. The review of
the literature indicates that, although LLS studies with these learners has begun to
increase, their strategy use has yet to be fully explored and clarified since: a) there is a
lack of valid and reliable strategy questionnaires available to these learners; and b)
qualitative studies with these learners are lacking. Accordingly, there are several
problematic issues remaining unsolved in LLS research, which have led the author to

conduct the present research described in the ensuing chapters.

Notes
1, The intervention studies are not discussed in this chapter since this dissertation
is concerned with the descriptive studies only. The efficacy of strategy

instruction has been empirically confirmed by several LLS studies (e.g., Chin,

999: Cghen, Weaver, & Li,
O’Malley, 1987; among others). For instance, learner’s L2 proficiency tends to
be improved by strategy instruction (Chin, 1999; O'Malley, 1987). In addition
to L2 proficiency, Cohen et al. (1996) found positive effects of instruction on
the frequency of strategy use. In another instance, lkeda and Takeuchi (2003)
ascertained that the effects of reading strategy instruction were retained for five

months after the instruction finished. More recently, Graham (2008) showed that

strategy instruction had a beneficial impact on the learners’ self efficacy in her
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study, where the learmners were encouraged to see the connection between the
strategies they had employed and what they had achieved while listening.

The SILL was developed based on the six-classification system proposed by
Oxford (1990). See 2.2 for the details of the classification system.

Bruen (2001) investigated the relationship between the frequency of strategy use
measured by the S/LL and L2 oral proficiency among 100 second-year students
taking German courses at a university in Dublin. Khalil (2005), whose
participants were 194 upper secondary school and 184 university students of
EFL in Palestine, explored if there were significant differences in the frequency
of strategy use assessed by an Arabic translation of the S/LI according to
different EFL proficiency levels, which was determined by the years of
language study.

There were significantly positive relations between the proficiency test scores
and the following four strategies: “writing notes and letters in English,” “not

"o

translating,” “paying attention when someone is speaking English,” and
“analytical approach.” On the other hand, there were significantly negative
relations between the test scores and the following four strategies: “questioning
language learning diary.”

The participants’ strategy use and their English proficiency were assessed by the
adapted version of the S/LL and the university course grade scores respectively.
The strategy questionnaire was constructed in relation to the following three
settings: a) classroom study, b) individual study, and c) social interaction. The

language tests consisted of the following three tests: i) the Plaister Aural

Comprehension Test (PACT), ii) the Comprehensive English Language Test for
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Speakers of English as a Second Language (CELT), and iii) a communicative
competence test (CC) developed by the senior author. These tests were used to
measure the participants’ listening comprehension, grammatical skill, and
communicative ability respectively. The analyses showed that: 1) there was only
one positive correlation between social interaction behaviors and gains on
global evaluation of CC; and 2) there were negative correlations between
classroom and individual study behaviors, and gains on the CELT.

Each participant was categorized as either a more skilled or a less skilled
listener based on the scores of the listening comprehension test. When piloted,
the test had an acceptable level of reliability (Cronbach’s alpha=.83).

The students participating in this study were classified into successful or
unsuccessful learners according to the results of the CET and their performance
in regular English classes. The CET is a standardized English language
proficiency test designed and administered by the National College English
Testing Committee supported by the Chinese Ministry of Education. The test
includes listening and reading comprehension, vocabulary and grammar
structure, and writing sections.

These two learners were both Arab
enrolled in an intensive English program in the United States. They were
regarded as unsuccessful in learing ESL based on the scores obtained from the
Michigan English Placement Test and TOEFL.

The results of a 45-item cloze test and in-class review quizzes were utilized to
divide the participants into higher and lower proficiency groups.

Gan (2004) and Gan et al. (2004) were related to each other. The former study

was quantitative and the latter was qualitative.
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As was described in Note 1 in Chapter 1, the author makes a distinction between
SL and FL, if necessary, in this dissertation.

According to Green and Oxford (1995), Puerto Rico was regarded as one of the
hybrid contexts and was described as follows: “English speakers in Puerto Rico
(both native speakers and bilinguzls) exercise considerable influence, and a
great deal of potential English input is available for learners who wish to take
advantage of it. On the other hand, Puerto Rico learners can easily survive
without using English for communication, so the island might in this respect
appear to have characteristics of an EFL setting” (pp. 265-6). This dissertation
regards the hybrid context as one example of SL contexts since the availability
of TL input and opportunities to use TL for communication in the hybrid
context seem to be similar to those in SL contexts.

According to EI-Dib (2004), English is the official second language, and people
from different nationalities with different first languages share English as a
means of communication in Kuwait.

See Note 8 for the explanation of the CET.

students including Chinese, Taiwanese, Thai, and South Korean. They were all
considered to be advanced EFL lezrners based on the fact that they had been
accepted to enroll in university programs which had required a 500 or higher
TOEFL paper-based testing score or its equivalent.

The following strategies were included: guessing, acquiring and applying
meanings of new words in actual conversations, talking a lot with their host

family with simple words and sentences, using a dictionary to look for
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appropriate words to express themselves, and asking questions.

Many LLS studies were conducted with learners at the university level (e.g.,
Hojo, 1996, 1997; lkeda, 2005; lkeda & Takeuchi, 2000, 2003, 2006; Kikuchi,
2004: Mochizuki, 1999; Takeuchi, 1993, 2003b: Takeuchi & Wakamoto, 2001;
Tanoue, 2004; among others); and with those at the upper secondary school
level (e.g., Hirano, 1999a, 1999b; Isaji, 2006; Maeda, 2002; Maeda & Yamato,
2000; Matsumoto, 2000; Mizohata, 2003; among others).

Two items were added to the original SILL: “memorizing English sentences”
and “reading English texts aloud.”

The STEP (Society for Testing English Proficiency) test is a standardized test
which measures learners’ four English language skills (speaking, listening,
reading, and writing). The test is evaluated on a pass or fail basis in seven
bands. Approximately 2.4 million examinees took the test in 2007
(http://www.eiken.or. jp/english/index.html).

This study also examined the strategy use of 14 returnee lower secondary school
students and implemented strategy instruction. Positive influences of the
instruction were found with these students.

oo
p

questioned by several researchers (i.e., LoCastro, 1994; Takeuchi, 2003b;
Takeuchi & Wakamoto, 2001).

These items were chosen based on Ogino (1994), which examined Japanese
lower secondary school students’ learner characteristics (i.e., LLSs, learning
styles, motivation, and gender). With regard to the LLSs, 74 items were selected
on the basis of the S/LL in this study.

These items were selected from the inventory made by Anezaki (1999, cited in
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25.

26.

27.

28.

Hirano, 2000), which was originally developed based on Gu and Johnson
(1996).

The questionnaire was designed based on the definition and classification of
listening comprehension strategies by Vandergrift (1997).

These were: a) “1 read the textbook repeatedly”; b) “I memorize what I learned
in the class by writing again and again™; c¢) “I translate the sentences in the
textbook™; d) “I recall what I learned in the class for reviewing”; and e) *I use
the dictionary” (Yamamori et al., 2003, p. 386).

These six students were selected based on their course grades and the results of
a vocabulary quiz as well as an intelligence test.

Constructing a valid and reliable questionnaire should involve the following
steps: 1) creating an item pool; 2) piloting the questionnaire and conducting
item analysis; and 3) conducting the main study and examining the reliability of
the questionnaire (Dornyei, 2003; Kamahara, Miyashita, Onoki, & Nakazawa,
1998). Additionally, Kamahara et al. recommend validating the questionnaire by
confirming the questionnaire’s validity (e.g., the construct validity, the

criterion-related validity) after the third step.

3. Research Design for Studies 1 to 4
3.1 Purposes
As was described in Chapter 2, strategy use by Japanese EFL learners at the
lower secondary school level has not been fully examined. More specifically, 1)
strategies typical of these learners; and 2) the relationship between their strategy use
and learning outcomes have yet to be explored due to both a lack of a valid and
reliable questionnaire to assess their strategy use and a paucity of qualitative studies
with these learners. In other words, we are not well informed about how they leam
English and how their approaches relate to learning outcomes. Without this
information, we cannot fully plan and implement successful strategy instruction for
these learners. Furthermore, the literature review identified the following important
issues: A) situational differences (i.e, SL/FL leaming contexts as well as
inside/outside classroom settings) should be taken into account in the investigation of
LLSs; and B) the relationship between strategy use and L2 proficiency should be
examined both quantitatively and qualitatively. To gain new insights into the strategy
use by lower secondary school learners and to address these issues, the present

research was conducted with the following three purposes:
1. to develop a valid and reliable questionnaire in order to examine the
strategy use, inside and outside the classroom, of lower secondary school

students in the Japanese EFL context;

2. to profile their strategy use inside and outside the classroom in terms of the

type and the frequency of strategy use; and
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3. to explore the relationship between their strategy use and leaming
outcomes, as reflected in L2 proficiency, both quantitatively and

qualitatively.

3.2 Framework of the Present Research

To accomplish the purposes presented above, four empirical studies were
carried out as illustrated in Figure 3-1. First, in order to prepare an item pool for the
questionnaire, the author conducted Study 1 in an attempt to elicit various strategies
utilized by Japanese EFL learners in a lower secondary school and to observe patterns
of their strategy use inside and outside the classroom. Subsequently, drawing on the
item pool and the findings obtained in Study 1, the author made an attempt to develop
a valid and reliable strategy questionnaire for these learners. Using the questionnaire,
she also attempted to profile their strategy use inside and outside classroom in terms of
the type and the frequency of strategy use (Study 2). The author then conducted
another questionnaire study in an attempt to determine whether there is a positive
linkage between the quantity of strategy use (i.e., frequency of use) and English

proficiency (Study 3). Shifting to the details of strategy use, lastly, the author carried

by collecting and analyzing qualitative data (i.e., diaries and interviews).

3.3 Participants and Settings

The participants of the present research were Japanese students learming EFL at
a lower secondary school, which is affiliated with a national university of education
and is located in the western part of Japan. Approximately 360 students ranging from

seventh to ninth graders are enrolled in the school in one academic year.
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Examining the type and Examining the link between
the frequency of LLS use LLS use and L2 proficiency
= Study 1 (Pilot survey) = Study 3 (Quantitative study)
Eliciting a variety of LLSs used by Investigating the relationship
the learners and observing the between strategy use and L2
patterns of their strategy use inside proficiency quantitatively
and outside the classroom

A
/]
» Study 2 (Questionnaire survey) » Study 4 (Qualitative study)
Developing a valid and reliable Serutinizing  the  relationship
questionnaire and examining their between strategy use and L2
LLS use inside and outside the proficiency qualitatively
classroom
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Figure 3-1. Framework of the present research.

students who had spent more than one year abroad or who are using English at home
were excluded from the analysis' because these students’ strategy use may be different
from other students” (Wharton, 2000).> Most of the students at the lower secondary
school were from the same elementary school that is attached to the lower secondary
school. At the elementary school, an English teaching curriculum had been started in
2000, and the participants of the present research had studied EFL for at least two

years at the school, where they had mainly studied English pronunciation and daily
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expressions orally through English songs and games without explicit instruction on
alphabetical letters and grammatical features’ In light of such past learning
experiences, they were still considered to be beginning EFL learners, and the course
for the seventh grade (i.e., the first vear of lower secondary school in the Japanese
educational system) generally starts with instruction on alphabetical letters. Compared
with students at public lower secondary schools, the participants of the present
research seemed to be more proficient in English according to the results obtained
from the standardized test, GTEC for STUDENTS, which is explained in 6.1.1. In
addition, they were fairly motivated to learn English, and they actively participated in
English classes.

Concerning the in-class setting, the English curriculum at the lower secondary
school focused on improving the learners’ communicative ability as well as their
linguistic ability. The participants received a fifty-minute English lesson, which met
three times a week as a required course. A native English teacher joined in the required
English course once a week or every other week and conducted English lessons, along
with a Japanese English teacher in charge. Most of these students would go on to the
upper secondary school that is attached to the national university of education without

ion Therefore  unlike other
100N, S NEISI0rE, unuiixe ol

schools, English classes conducted at the school did not focus on preparing for
entrance examinations for upper secondary schools. In addition to this required course,
some of the students took an elective English course.’

Regarding the out-of-class setting, the students were assigned homework
regularly (i.e., reviewing and previewing lessons, working on grammar exercises,
reading-aloud English texts, and so forth). Moreover, most of them attended a cram

school and/or a private English conversation school, and a few of them studied English

4

with a private English tutor at home according to the background survey administered
to the participants in 2006 (see Appendix A for the sample of the survey).’

The author has been working at this lower secondary school as a part-time
English lecturer. This particular school was chosen on the basis of her observational
data which suggested that the students at the school seemed to be aware of their own
approach to English language leamning since they have been prompted to reflect on and
evaluate their learning English as well as other subjects (i.e., Japanese, Science) in
each class. They were also considered to be able to provide reliable information on
their strategy use since they were apt to diligently complete assigned tasks and were
accustomed to submitting assignments regularly. In addition, the school encouraged
teachers to conduct educational research, and thus the author was able to carry out
several studies for an extended period at the school.

Prior to gathering data for each study, the author sought the school’s
permission from the vice principal® orally or in a written format (see Appendix B for
the sample of the written format). In addition, at the onset of the data collection, the
students were informed and assured that: 1) there were no right or wrong answers to

any questions; 2) their responses would not affect their course grades; and 3) their data

3.4 Definition of LLSs

As was described in 2.1, LLSs have been defined in various manners, and the
variability in defining LLSs has led to confusion in interpreting LLS studies (Domyei,
2005: Gu, 1996). It is thus crucial to define LLSs clearly at the onset of an
investigation. The author proposes the following operational definition of LLSs for the

purposes of the present research by integrating Cohen (1998), Oxford (1990), and
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Takeuchi (2003b):

Language leamer strategies (LLSs)’ are specific steps, actions, or mental
operations consciously taken by a learner, which have the potential® to be
used effectively in order to make language learning and language use easier,

faster, more effective, more enjoyable, and/or more self-directed.

With this definition in mind, the four empirical studies were conducted by the

author at the lower secondary school, and each of these studies is reported on in

the ensuing chapters.

Notes

1.

Such data cleaning was not carried out in the pilot survey (Study 1) since the
survey was exploratory in nature and it attempted to elicit a variety of LLSs used
by the students at the lower secondary school.

Wharton (2000) found some unique patterns of strategy use by bilingual FL

strategies, which might have been reinforced by their previous experiences of
learning other languages.

Before being admitted to the lower secondary school, they had generally received
25 hours of English lessons per year at the elementary school.

There exist two English elective courses at the school: 1) English conversation
course; and 2) the STEP test preparation course (see Note 20 in Chapter 2 for the

explanation of the ST/P test).

About 80% of them attended a cram school, and 10% of them attended a private
English conversation school. About 4% of them had a private English tutor and
studied English with him/her at home.

Professors at the national university of education hold the principalship at this
lower secondary school. The daily routines and decisions are, however, processed
by the vice principal.

As was noted in Chapter 1, the term language learning strategies or learner
strategies has been recently replaced with the term language learner strategies by
some prominent strategy researchers (Cohen & Macaro, 2007).

The author defines LLSs as the strategies which have the potential to be used
effectively for language learning since the effectiveness of strategy use seems to
vary according to a given task, the learner’s leaming style and/or, whether

multiple strategies are used in combination, as was discussed in 2.1.
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4. Study 1

The literature review presented in Chapter 2 identified several important issues.
One issue was that a valid and reliable questionnaire should be constructed for
investigating strategy use by Japanese EFL learners at the lower secondary school level
since there is no appropriate standardized questionnaire for them. Another issue was
concerned with situational differences (i.e., inside and outside classroom settings).
Although these differences seem to have some influences on learners’ use of LLSs,
they have not been thoroughly examined in the field of LLS research. In light of these
issues, the present study was conducted for the purposes of: 1) eliciting various
strategies used by Japanese students learning EFL at a lower secondary school; and 2)
exploring the patterns of their strategy use inside and outside the classroom. Finally,
based on the findings of this study, implications for developing a standardized

questionnaire for these students are discussed.

4.1 Method
4.1.1 Participants

A total of 347 students learning EFL at the Japanese lower secondary school

Calnicls

who had a relatively higher EFL proficiency than other lower secondary school
learners. Table 4-1 presents the participants’ basic information by their school year and
gender. As shown in the table, they ranged from seventh to ninth graders, and the male-

female ratio of the participants was approximately equal.

Table 4-1. Breakdown of the Participants

Grade Male Female Total
7th 54 65 119
8th 56 59 115
9th 56 57 113

Total 166 181 347

4.1.2 Instruments

An open-ended questionnaire was administered to the participants. In the
questionnaire, they were asked to describe how they had generally learned English
inside and outside the classroom respectively. They were requested to report on
strategies in terms of the following language skills: vocabulary, grammar,
pronunciation, speaking, writing, reading, listening, and test-taking. For each of the
eight skills, they were given several examples of strategies so that they could have an
idea of what they were expected to write in the questionnaire. The language in which

these questionnaires were completed was their first language (i.e., Japanese) to ensure

developed based on the work of O’Malley and Chamot (1990) and Oxford (1990), was
also administered to the participants to examine their metacognitive strategy use. This
was done because it seemed to be difficult especially for learners at the lower
secondary school level to describe metacognitive strategy use in an open-ended
questionnaire. In the multiple-choice questionnaire, the participants were provided
with a closed set of metacognitive strategies in non-technical terms and were asked to

indicate which ones they generally used in their language learning. The contents of the
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open-ended and the multiple-choice questionnaires were examined by two Japanese
teachers of English working at a lower secondary school in terms of comprehensibility
for lower secondary school students (see Appendix C for the sample of the

questionnaires).

4.1.3 Data Collection Procedure

The questionnaires were administered to the participants during the second
semester of 2004 by their English teachers. The teachers were provided with a
guideline beforehand, in which they were asked to inform their students that: 1) there
were no right or wrong responses to any questions; 2) the results would not affect their
grades; and 3) their names would be kept anonymous. The questionnaires required 30
to 40 minutes for the students to complete. They were allowed to ask their teachers

technical questions about the questionnaire during the survey.

4.1.4 Data Analysis
The KJ method (Kawakita, 1967), which is said to be similar to a grounded

theory approach' (Kinoshita, 1999, p. 170), was employed for the analysis of the data

questionnaires and identified the descriptions that contained LLSs. Then, each
description was recorded on a small card with the participant’s identification code (i.e.,
his/her school vear, student number, and gender). The cards with similar elements were
later grouped together, and the underlying concept of each group was named by the
author. Finally, the cards were counted for quantitative processing. To minimize the
effects of subjectivity in identification and categorization, ten percent of the samples

were randomly selected and checked by another researcher.” No considerable
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discrepancy was found between the analysis of another researcher and the author.’
Regarding the multiple-choice questionnaire, the number of items selected by the
participants was counted to reveal which metacognitive strategies were commonly or

less commonly employed by the lower secondary school students.

4.2 Results
4.2.1 General Results

In the open-ended questionnaire, a total of 6,373 descriptions were identified as
pertaining to LLSs. These descriptions were divided into four strategy groups
including cognitive, metacognitive, social-affective, and communication strategies by
means of the KJ method. This grouping is coincidently similar to the O’Malley and
Chamot’s (1990) three-way split, and thus the present study adopted the same names
(i.e., cognitive, metacognitive, and social-affective strategies). In addition to
classifying the strategies into four groups, the combined use of strategies, in which
several types of strategies were used by a learner in a consecutive manner or at the
same time while s/he was engaging in a language task/activity, was also identified.’
Table 4-2 presents the number of the descriptions reported by the participants in terms
of the four type
table, the lower secondary school students tended to use cognitive strategies more
often than the other types of strategies.

In the following subsections, results of data analyses will be presented in the
following order: 1) strategies reported in each skill area; 2) patterns of skill-specific
strategy use in relation to the situational variable (ie., inside and outside the

classroom); and 3) metacognitive strategies reported by the participants.
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Table 4-2. The Number of Descriptions Reported by the Participants

Type of strategies The number of descriptions
Cognitive strategies 4875
Metacognitive strategies 635
Social-affective strategies 330
Communication strategies 87
Combined use of strategies 446
Total 6,373

4.2.2 Strategies in Each Skill Area

Table 4-3 shows a summary of the major strategies described by the
participants in terms of each skill area. The results indicate that the lower secondary
school students often resort to cognitive strategies more often than to the other types of
strategies, regardless of the skill area. The students especially preferred “simple”
strategies that would require fewer mental operations and would be easier for the
students to use in contrast to “demanding” strategies that would be difficult for them to
use. For example, in vocabulary-learning, most students appeared to use simple
strategies such as “writing down and/or reading aloud a word repeatedly” and
“making a list of vocabulary,” while few students seemed to employ demanding

LT

strategies such as “wsing keywords,” “making association,” and “analyzing the word.”

Also in the grammar section, they often described simple strategies such as

i

“summarizing grammatical rules in a nole,” “taking a memo,” “highlighting key
points,” and “doing grammar exercises” more frequently than demanding strategies

such as “transferring” and “deductive reasoning.”
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Table 4-3. A Summary of the Major Strategies Reported by the Participants

Skill Strategy

Vocabulary-leaming Writing down and/or reading aloud a word repeatedly,
Making a list of vocabulary, Learning a word in a
context

Grammar-learning Summarizing grammatical rules in a note, Taking a
memo, Highlighting key points, Doing grammar
exercises

Pronunciation-learning Decoding by Japanese, Listening to CD, Reading aloud
words and/or sentences

Speaking Attending to pronunciation, Imitating other’s speech,
Memorizing a speech, Practicing with others

Writing Looking up unknown words in a dictionary, Borrowing
expressions from a textbook, Attending to grammar and
vocabulary

Reading Inferring a meaning, Looking up unknown words in a

dictionary, Translating English into Japanese

Listening Taking a memo, Concentrating on listening, Guessing
the content of the text

Test-taking Memorizing vocabulary and English sentences, Doing

exercises, Reviewing materials, Practicing (e.g., writing
words and/or sentences)

Note. Strategies used in each skill area were listed in the descending order of the number of

descriptions.

4,2.3 Skill-Specific Strategy Use in Relation to Learning Settings
Strategy use in each skill area was also examined in relation to the learning

settings (i.e., inside and outside the classroom) to grasp the patterns of strategies used
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by the lower secondary school students. Table 4-4 shows the number of the
skill-specific strategies self-reported by the participants according to each learning
situation. In total, the number of vocabulary-leamning strategies was the highest and
that of listening strategies was the lowest. On the other hand, different patterns were
identified according to the inside/outside distinction. First, regarding strategy use
inside the classroom, they reported a larger number of speaking strategies and a
smaller number of pronunciation-learning strategies. As for strategy use outside the
classroom, more vocabulary-learning strategies and fewer listening and speaking
strategies were reported. In short, the students’ self-reports revealed different patterns

of strategy use in relation to the two different leaming settings.

Table 4-4. The Number of Skill-Specific Strategies Reported in Each Setting

participants selected items such as “monitoring one’s mistakes and learning from
them” and “increasing the opportunities to use English.” The results indicate that the
use of metacognitive strategies such as “self-monitoring” and “organizing one's
learning environments” is common in these students. On the other hand, fewer
students chose items such as “making a plan for English language learning” and
“evaluating one’s approach to English language learning afier lessons or self-study.”

In other words, most of them are unlikely to employ “planning” and “self-evaluating.”

Table 4-5. Metacognitive Strategies Reported by the Participants (N = 347)

Setting V G P S W R L Test" Others" Total

Inside 378 370 320 381 355 376 347 @ NA 193 2718

Outside 445 380 366 294 335 389 29] 780 375 3655

Total 823 750 68 675 688 765 638 780 568 6373

Notes. V = Vocabulary-learning strategies; G = Grammar-learning strategies; P = Pronunciation-

learning strategies; S = Speaking strategies; W = Writing strategies; R = Reading strategies; L =

Listening strategies.
" The shaded region (showing the number of test-taking strategies and other strategies) is not

focused on for the analysis in this section.

4.2.4 Metacognitive Strategies
Table 4-5 summarizes the results of metacognitive strategies reported by the

participants in the multiple-choice questionnaire. According to the table, many

Type of metacognitive strategies Number %

Monitoring one’s mistakes and learning from them 163 47.0
Increasing the opportunities to use English 161 46.4
Setting some goals to study English 118 34.0
Evaluating the progress in English 81 233
Securing sufficient time for studying English 75 21.6
Making a plan for English language learning 61 17.6
Evaluating one’s approach to English language learning 51 14.7

Note. Multiple answers were allowed in the questionnaire, and thus the participants marked all

strategies applied to them.

Another aspect of metacognitive strategy use was identified in the open-ended
questionnaire, which is the combined use of metacognitive and cognitive strategies.
For instance, one student reported on the combined use of a metacognitive strategy

(“having a specific purpose™) and a cognitive strategy (“faking a memo”) in the
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open-ended questionnaire, as shown in Excerpt 1.

Excerpt 1 (‘)—F-Out)j
(When listening to English) [ usually write down “when"”, “where”,
“who", and “why" on the memo . . . (Metacognitive “having a

specific purpose” plus Cognitive “taking a memo™).

(Translation and parentheses are added by the author.)

The above example shows that the student listens to English with a specific purpose
and takes a memo systematically. It is true that most of the students reported just a
single use of cognitive strategies, such as “taking a memo,” but a few students did
report on the combined use of strategies, as shown in the excerpt above. Another
example is shown in Excerpt 2 below. It is concerning an orchestration of a
metacognitive strategy (“monitoring”™) and a cognitive strategy (“practicing”) in

learning new vocabulary:

Excerpt 2 (7-F-Out)

I check the retention of new words by writing them down without
looking at them. Then, I check the answers, and practice the words
that I misspelled (Metacognitive “monitoring” plus Cognitive
“practicing”).

(Translation and a parenthesis are added by the author.)

As described in the above excerpt, the student first checks whether she has memorized

new words, and subsequently, she focuses on the misspelled words and practices them
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again. These findings indicate that some learners at the lower secondary school level

can use strategies in a well-orchestrated manner.

4.3 Discussion

Table 4-6 displays a summary of the results obtained from the present study.
This table shows the patterns of strategy use by the Japanese lower secondary school
students of EFL. First of all, the students reported cognitive strategies most frequently
among the four types of strategies. They especially reported strategies such as “writing
down and/or reading aloud a word repeatedly,” “looking up wunknown words in a
dictionary,” and “taking a memo."” These strategies were less demanding than other
cognitive strategies such as “making association,” “using background knowledge,”
and “analvzing and transferring.” It thus can be claimed that learners at the lower

secondary school level usually resort to simple cognitive strategies. Furthermore,

Table 4-6. A Summary of the Strategy Use Reported by the Participants

The number of .
Type of strategy use Type of strategies
descriptions

General strategy use Large Simple cognitive strategies
Small Metacognitive strategies
Skill-specific Large Vocabulary-learning strategies
strategy use Small Listening strategies
Situation-specific In-class Large Speaking strategies
strategy use Small Pronunciation-learning strategies
Out-of-class Large Vocabulary-learning strategies
Small Listening strategies
Speaking strategies
57



compared to a large number of cognitive strategies, these learners rarely described
metacognitive strategy use, which is said tc be a key for success in language learning
(Chamot, 2004; Wenden, 2001).

Second, conceming the skill-specific strategies, the students reported
vocabulary-learning strategies frequently and listening strategies infrequently. In other
words, they reported strategy use more frequently in discrete tasks (ie.,
vocabulary-learning) than in integrative ones (i.e., listening). This result can be
supported by the claim made by O’Malley, Chamot, Stewer-Manzanares, Russo, and

Kiipper (1985, pp. 567-8) as follows:

[S]trategies were most frequently mentioned with discrete language
tasks such as vocabulary and pronunciation, which may be less
conceptually complex than integrative language tasks such as

listening and making an oral presentation.

Third, the influence of situational differences on their strategy use was

observed. While the students described the use of a larger number of speaking

frequently outside the classroom. According to Hirano (2000), classroom activities
seem to influence lower secondary school learners’ strategy use. This means that their
choice of strategies might be affected by the types of learning activities introduced by
their teachers. The author thus assumes that speaking strategies were reported more
often by the participants inside the classroom because the teachers might have
introduced more speaking activities than any other types of activities inside the

classroom. Outside the classroom, on the other hand, the students seemed to work on

58

vocabulary-learning harder than other types of language activities, as was indicated by
a large number of vocabulary-learning strategies reported in the open-ended
questionnaire. This may be because teachers might have encouraged their students to
learn vocabulary outside the classroom setting rather than inside.

Finally, it is important to note that this study identified the orchestrated use of
strategies by the lower secondary school students in the open-ended questionnaire. As
was suggested by some LLS researchers (e.g., Anderson, 2005, 2008; Grenfell &
Macaro, 2007; Gu, 2005), the orchestrated use of strategies is said to be more effective
than single strategy use when learners engage in a language task. The present study
provides examples of the orchestrated use of strategies by learners at the lower
secondary school level. Further investigation on this type of strategy use by these

learners should be carried out.

4.4 Summary
This study was designed to elicit LLSs utilized by Japanese lower secondary
school students of EFL and to examine the patterns of their strategy use in relation to

learning settings (i.e., inside and outside the classroom) in preparing an item pool for

study were as follows: 1) these learners usually resorted to simple cognitive strategies
such as “repeating,” “using a dictionary,” and “taking a memo,” and the use of
demanding cognitive strategies such as “making association” and “analyzing the
word” and metacognitive strategies, especially “planning” and “self-evaluating, " was
not common in these learners; 2) their strategy use seemed to be skill-specific, and
they described a large number of vocabulary-learning strategies and a small number of

listening strategies; and 3) the patterns of their skill-specific strategy use were different
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in terms of the two learning settings, and the patterns might be influenced by the

teaching methods employed by the teachers.

Based on these findings, the author maintains that conventional questionnaires

such as the S/LL, which includes some unfamiliar strategies for learners at the lower

secondary school level and is neither skill-specific nor situation-specific, are not

suitable for surveying the strategy use by Japanese lower secondary school students of

EFL. A new standardized questionnaire therefore should be developed to investigate

their strategy use. This will be the research agenda for the next chapter.

Notes

A grounded theory approach, whose procedure is elaborated on in 7.1.1, has been
employed frequently in recent qualitative research. See Gan et al. (2004) for an
example of LLS study using the grounded theory approach.

Ten percent of the samples were selected and checked for the inter-rater
reliability based on the suggestion of Loewen and Philip (2006).

For the identification and the categorization of strategies, the consensus between

Yabukoshi and Takeuchi’s (2004, p.5) diary study identified the following two

types of combined use of strategies:

a) successive use of strategies: several types of strategies are used by a learner
in a consecutive manner while s/he is engaging in a language task/activity, or
(not engaging in it but) thinking about his/her language learning; and

b) simultaneous use of strategies: several types of strategies are applied by a

learner at the same time while s/he is working on a language task/activity, or
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(not working on it but) thinking about his/her language learning.
The coding stands for the school year, gender, and learning setting as follows: “9”
indicates a ninth grade student; “F” indicates female; and “Out” indicates the

strategy use outside the classroom.
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5. Study 2

As was noted in the literature review, no valid and reliable strategy
questionnaire is available to those learning EFL at the lower secondary school level in
the Japanese EFL context. Without such a questionnaire, we cannot objectively assess
their strategy use, and consequently their strategy use has yet to be explored. Thus, the
study in this chapter has two objectives: 1) to develop a valid and reliable
questionnaire to examine the strategy use by Japanese lower secondary school learners
of EFL in two learning settings (i.e., inside and outside classroom); and 2) to explore

the type and the frequency of their strategy use in these two settings.

5.1 Procedure

The strategy questionnaire was systematically developed through the following
three processes: 1) selecting the questionnaire items based on results obtained both in
Study 1 and in previous LLS studies; 2) conducting a pilot examination of the items;
and 3) carrying out a main study to reveal factors (i.e., types of strategies) underlying
the questionnaire and examine the reliability and validity of the questionnaire by

means of an exploratory and a confirmatory factor analysis (for an overview of such

5.1.1 Selecting the Questionnaire Items

To examine the strategy use in terms of inside and outside the classroom
settings, the questionnaire was designed to consist of the following two parts: Part A
(strategy use inside the classroom); and Part B (strategy use outside the classroom). To
ensure content validity of the questionnaire, items were selected based on: 1) the

open-ended and closed-end data gathered from the students at the lower secondary
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school in Study 1; and 2) the findings of previous LLS studies conducted with

Japanese lower secondary school students of EFL (e.g., Hirano, 2000; Hojo, 1998).

5.1.2 Pilot Study

The pilot questionnaire was administered to 82 students at the lower secondary
school. In the item analysis, descriptive statistics were calculated to see if individual
items showed a ceiling or floor effect.” Although items with ceiling or floor effects
have been found inappropriate for an exploratory factor analysis (Oshio, 2004), they
are important to us in understanding the learners’ strategy use since these are the
strategies used highly frequently or infrequently by the learners. The author therefore
did not remove these items from the questionnaire after the item analysis. In addition,
correlation analyses were conducted between individual items to reveal the items
showing high correlations (i.e., a correlation coefficient of .50 and higher).z To prevent
redundancy, one of the highly correlated items, which was also similar to another in
terms of the content, was deleted from the questionnaire.

After the item analysis, 58 items for inside the classroom (Part A) and 66 items
for outside the classroom (Part B) were included in the questionnaire (Ver. 1.0)
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from one (never use) to five (always use). These questionnaire items were reviewed by
two Japanese teachers of English at lower secondary school. who had received
post-graduate training in TESOL, to check the comprehensibility of these items for
lower secondary school students. In addition, a background survey was attached to the

strategy questionnaire to gather participants’ demographic information such as gender

and overseas experiences (see Appendix A).
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5.1.3 Main Study
5.1.3.1 Participants

A total of 315 students (45% males and 55% females) participated in the main
study (Table 5-1). They consisted of 121 eighth graders (nearly 40%) and 194 ninth
graders (more than 60%) learning EFL at the lower secondary school. Among the ninth
graders, 82 students were those who had taken part in the pilot study. The data obtained
in the pilot study were also used for the main study since the wording of the strategy
items was identical. Seventh graders were not included in the present study because
they had only recently enrolled in the school at the time of data collection (May 2006),
and they might not have had an ample opportunity to use LLSs due to a paucity of

English language learning experiences.

Table 5-1. The Number of the Participants According to Their Grade and Gender

Grade Male Female Total
8th 60 61 121
Oth 83 111 194"

Total 143 172 315

" 82 students who had participated in the pilot study (5.1.2) were also included.

5.1.3.2 Data Collection and Analysis

The questionnaire (Ver. 1.0) was administered to the participants by their
English teachers during a regular class pericd in May 2006. Prior to administration, the
teachers were given details on how to administer the questionnaire. The students were
informed by the teachers that questions did not have right or wrong answers, and that

their responses would not affect their grades. They were also assured by the teachers

that their anonymity was secured. The questionnaire required 30 to 40 minutes for the
participants to complete.

As was mentioned in 3.3, data obtained from the students who had spent more
than one year abroad or who are using English at home were excluded from the data
analyses because these students’ strategy use may be different from other students’
(Wharton, 2000). The questionnaires that were not answered properly (e.g., those
containing too many missing values) were also deleted from the analyses. Accordingly,
the number of the available data sets was reduced to 281. For data analyses, SPSS /3.0
was used.

First, exploratory factor analysis was conducted to reveal factors (i.e., types of
strategies) underlying the questionnaire and to examine the reliability of each subscale.
Before conducting the factor analysis, items with ceiling or floor effects were removed
from the analysis since they were said to be inappropriate for the factor analysis as is
suggested by Oshio (2004). For the factor analysis, maximum-likelihood method with
promax rotation was used. To decide the number of factors, the author used a scree plot
in which both the eigenvalues greater than 1.0 and cumulative contribution ratios were

utilized as signals of the threshold. Factor loadings greater than .40 were considered

Second, confirmatory factor analysis was performed to validate the factor
structures (i.e., the hypothesized models of strategy use inside and outside the
classroom) derived from the exploratory factor analysis. In evaluating the model fit, a
number of standard fit indices (i.e., chi-square value, normed chi-square value,
goodness of fit index, adjusted goodness of fit index, comparative fit index, and so
forth) were computed by using 4AMOS 15.0 and were assessed based on the acceptable

thresholds suggested in the literature (i.e., Byrne, 2001; Hair, Anderson, Tatham, &
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Black, 1998; Koizumi & In’nami, 2003; Oshio, 2005; Tseng, Démyei, & Schmitt,
2006).

Third, descriptive statistics of the frequency of strategy use were calculated
with the primary strategy types uncovered by the factor analyses, along with the
subtypes of strategies, for the purpose of profiling the strategy use inside and outside
the classroom by the lower secondary school learners.

In addition to the questionnaire, the author carried out classroom observations
and informal interviews with English teachers at the lower secondary school to gain
insight into the leamners’ strategy use and to supplement data obtained from the

questionnaire.

5.2 Results and Discussion

This section presents and discusses the results of: 1) the exploratory and
confirmatory factor analyses to reveal the factors underlying the strategy questionnaire;
and also 2) the descriptive statistics to profile the strategy use by the Japanese lower

secondary school students of EFL.

@
ro

1 Factors Underlying the Questionnaire
5.2.1.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis

Part A: Strategy Use Inside the Classroom: Five factors (ie., types of
strategies) were extracted for the lower secondary school students’ strategy use inside
the classroom. The total percentage of variance accounted for by these five factors was
54.7%. The five factors were labeled according to the items included therein by the

author. The validity of the labeling was checked by another researcher. Table 5-2

shows these factors, along with the number of items and the Cronbach’s alpha for each
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factor. * The alpha coefficients indicate satisfactorily high internal consistency for each

subscale. The factor matrix is presented in Table 5-3.

Table 5-2. Factors for Strategy Use Inside the Classroom

Factor Type of strategies Item  Alpha
Factor I'-1  Strategies for speaking practice 9 83
Factor I-2  Strategies for vocabulary & sentence memorization 5 a7
Factor -3 Strategies for comprehension 5 .80
Factor I-4  Strategies for retention while reading aloud 5 .84
Factor I-5  Translation & simplification strategies 3 71

" “T1" stands for strategics used “Inside” the classroom.

Items in Factor I-1 are concerned with speaking strategies employed by the
learners to improve their speaking abilities. For instance, they listen to their native
English teacher’s pronunciation carefully and try to imitate his/her pronunciation

(Items I-19 and 1-21). In addition, they practice English with their native English

attention to articulation and grammatical accuracy, and try to use gestures to more
precisely convey their message (Items 1-28, [-22, and [-26). In addition to such
speaking practices, the learners attempt to use new words and grammatical rules to
make English sentences (Items I-7 and 1-12). This factor, therefore, can be referred to

as “strategies for speaking practice.”
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Table 5-3. Factor Matrix for the 28 Strategies Used Inside the Classroom Items in Factor I-2 are related to rote-memorization strategies used to learn

Fll  F12 Fl3 Fld4 FI5 M SD

new vocabulary and sentence structures. For example, the learners write a new word

tegies

or speaking practi

“mi::;:hlc Fnglish i native Fnghish feac ) oo } and/or sentence repeatedly (Items I-1 and I-11), or read a new word aloud while
1-19  Listening to a native English teacher's promunciation and =~ 076  -0.13  -0.07 013 .09 3.03 1.34

imitating his/her pronunciation writing it (Item [-4). They also review new words by looking at vocabulary lists (Item
1-21  Paying ion 10 jation and intonation while ~ 060 006 019 010 008 317 122

speaking 1-10). In addition, they do grammar exercises (i.e., pattern-practicing, cloze exercises)
I-28  Trying to speak English with a loud voice without hesitanng 054 002 -005 000 003 270 1.04
-7 Trying t use new words while speaking and writing 052 015 006 002 021 285 117 b)’ using grammar workbooks that may help them learn and retain new words and
1-22 Paving attention to while speaking 052 -0.03 023 004 009 3109 116
1-25 English conversation with friends 047 004 017 015 005 207 LD : v ;
o Thig itk O o oz o3 036 255 120 target sentences (Item I-15). These five strategies thus can be termed “strategies for
112 Making English sentences by using new g 045 010  -0.14 016 001 256 120

aiex for vocabulary & memorization (@=.77) vocabulary and sentence memorization.

riting a new word many times. -021 | 090 IJ{IS' -0.05 0.4 1.31 x g : . 4
111 Witing 8 new seulence many times 002 | 071 002 007 042 26 131 Items in Factor I-3 are associated with strategies used to comprehend materials.
14 Reading aloud a new word while writing it 016 063 -008 -005 018 280 14D
115 Doing grammar exercises by using grammar workbooks 017 049 007 017 006 326 135 For example, the learners skim a text while reading, or try to get main ideas while
110 Reviewing new words by looking at vocabulary lists -0.05 | 040 001 0.17 009 249 1.47

yEncior T3 Strategien for compreiomalm (0=B0) ... oo oo e s R listening (Items 1-37 and 1-48). They also guess the meaning of materials based on the
1-37  Skimming a text to get the main ideas (rather than paying -007 003 080 -012 006 357 1.09
attention © the meaning of every word) while reading
English texts
148 Trying to get the main ideas (rather than paying attentionto 003 0.11 069 00 005 348 L0
the meaning of every word) while listening to English
144 Guessing the contents based on the words and sentences 009 002 067 007 000 355 122

words and sentences that they understand (Items [-44 and [-40). Moreover, to improve

their listening comprehension, they try to concentrate on the listening activity and

which 1 understand while listening to English avoid distractions (Item [-46). Accordingly, this factor can be called “siraregies for
140 Guessing the contents based on the words and sentences -0.04 024 056 029 012 362 116 ) B

which | understand while reading English texis cumprehem-‘m.lr.
146 Trying to concentrate on listening to English and to aveid 014 010 0.46 0.07 -0.07 359 1.15

irrelevant distractions Items in Factor 1-4 are broadly related to strategies used for reading English

ox: retention while reading aloud
ighlighting keywords in the English texts while reading .
Memorizing English texts in the textbook and reciting them 0.11

16 005 075 005 303 12
013 01l 060 012 304 1.37

texts aloud. For instance, the leamers read aloud English texis in various ways and

Reading sloud Engliste texts in o vaious wy 015 004 -005 WKSIE 011 271 126 recite them to memorize and internalize the sentence structures (Items 1-38, 1-43, and
1-38  Reading aloud English sentences 0.19 0.07 005 0.52 0.12 321 1.28
I-50  Dictating English that Uhave listened © 012 021 009 043 004 285 1.23 F i 5 i i .
e — 1-41). They also highlight keywords in English texts to retain them more effectively
. Factor 1-5: Translation & simplification stategles (=700 e

134 Translating Japanese into English literally when writng  -009 017 -0.08 016 061 2,80 114

Bl scitcorae (Item 1-39). Classroom observations by the author ascertained that several students had
1-31  Wniting simple sentences without using difficult words smd 020 009 010 003 0.59 340 1.05
senfence structures underlined some words while reading aloud some English texts. In addition, dictation
I-36  Translating English sentence word by word into Japanese  -0.10  0.04 006 023 053 308 119
when reading English texts was included in this factor (Item 1-50). Although dictation seemed to be irrelevant to
127 Using J o substiste for unk Englsh 025 001 002 011 050 271 119
pressions while speaking English reading-aloud activities, it was often conducted following reading-aloud activities in
Rotated Eigenvalue BO7 213 2,00 1.61 1.49
Total %o varance 2882 3642 4356 4931 5465

the classrooms. Item I-50 was thus included in this factor. Accordingly, Factor 1-4 is

named “strategies for retention while reading aloud.”
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Finally, Factor I-5 includes four strategies related to translation and Table 5-5. Factor Matrix for the 31 Strategies Used Outside the Classroom

FO-1 FO2 FO3 FO4 FO-S§ M pj

simplification of messages to avoid communication breakdowns. For example, the

Fuchix O3 Falboiv g e b e e e e oo sy it
0-57  Previewing English lessons 078 019 017 008 0.0l 309 136
learners substitute L1 (i.c., Japanese) for unknown English expressions while speaking, 0-58  Reviewing English lessons by looking at a notebook or @ 068 004 006 001 016 309 127
textbook

0-53%  Checking out the words and the grammatical rules which I~ 066 007 008 0.06 007 319 122

r th iter: | in ngli n th i nglish
or they literally translate Japanese into English when they write English sentences sl e s

. . . . 063 Leaming English with having some specific goals 0.62 013 05 012 022 297 140

(Items [-27 and 1-34). They also translate English into Japanese when reading English 0-15 Practicing to change an offimmative sentence into an | 054 000 007 004 013 316 130
i palive or a negati

texts (Item 1-36). Furthermore, they try to use simple words and sentence structures 0-33  Writing o new sentence by applying some elements of 052 006 004 005 003 290 L8

example sentence

T 044 Memorizing English texs in the textbook and reciting them | 0, o0 oor 2 2
while writing an essay or a speech draft (Item 31). Hence, Factor I-5 can be referred to e el B

0-62  Planning how to leam English 051 0.20 004 014 0.00 242 121

©-35  Practicing to translate Japanese into English 050 021 0.39 004 -0.02 361 L1g

as “translation and simplification strategies.” 0-53  Dictating English which T have listened to 049 019 002 007 003 286 12

0-65  Asking questions if T have hing unk 047 002 0.0% 0.06 0.06 336 1.28

Parit B: .S?mfcgy Use Ouiside the ({assmom‘. Conceming strategy use outside O-46 Ru.llelg aloud English texts 1||u\'unausluﬂy. ) 046 032 .15 001 0.0l 265 120

O-64  Thinking over my approach o leaming English after 1 046 025 D06 011 009 250 B

: . . studied English

the classroom, again, five factors (i.e., types of strategies) were extracted by the factor O-14  Making example sentences by using new grammar B o Bi70 ST el aeE 1w

0-13  Writing n new senfence many times 044 003 [ 016 004 298 136

analysis with highly acceptable internal consistency for each subscale (Table 5-4). The 07 Trying o use new words while speaking and writing 043 007 008 009 005 292 L13
Encor.C2;: Strs EapeaMaEprarties (@Bl o e s s

H 2! ing E conversati ith fie . .
total percentage of variance accounted for by these five factors was 51.5%. These five 9 Practicag English convecsation with ricous oF BN O e ofe 24 A
0-29  Using gestures while speaking English 021 0.70 023 001 0.08 258 125
i g 3 4 oy 0-27  Trying to speak English, if I can find, with a native speakers  0.09 064 | 002 014 010 276 119
factors were labeled according to the items included therein by the author. The validity of English as much as possible
0-31  Trying to speak English with a loud voice without 007 0.50 0.09 0.12 008 270 1.18
of the labeling was checked by another researcher. The factor matrix is presented in hesitating
- Factor O-3: Strategles for comprebension (@=76) ... iiieoeeocaeen
Table 5-5. 043 Guessing the contents based on the words and sentences  -0.02 0.04 0.69 0,05 003 376 1.07

which I understand while reading English texts

0-51  Trying to get the main ideas (rather than paying atiention o -0.06 015 0.68 0.00 0.00 357 114
the meaning of every word) while listening to English

0-47  Guessing the contests based on the words and sentences 012 005 060 -004 003 379 L

Table 5-4. Factors for Strategy Use Outside the Classroom which I understand while listening 10 English _
040 Skimming a text to get the muin ideas (rather than paying 001 001 055 0.06 oo7 366 1.06

attention o the meaning of every word) while reading

‘artar e af ctratamac Trar Trnha R
Factor Type of strategies Item Alpha English texts
. Factor,
Factor O"-1  Follow-up learning & metacognitive strategies 16 88 046 g v ] ; FETEY
[} Reading aloud a new word while writing it 0.07 002 -0.01 i 0.02 339 138
: . : 0-41  Reading aloud sentences 0.19 0.02 0.01 ; 0.00 326 1.28
Factor O-2  Strategies for speaking practice 4 77 T
. . g Japanese into English literally when writng 001 0.08 002 008 075 295 118
Factor O-3  Strategies for comprehension + 76 English scnlences
0-39  Translating English sentence word by word into Japanese  0.09 0.00 0.01 004 0.60 315 119
Factor O-4  Strategies for vocabulary & sentence memorization 3 81 when reading English texts
0-34  Writing simple sentences without using difficult words and 009 004 025 008 0356 335 116
i i P i . sentence structures
Factor O-5 Translation & mmphﬁcahon strategies 4 72 09  Starting with easier words (i.c., short spelling words) when  0.08 006 007 001 0,53 338 133
memorizing new words
* “0" stands for strategies used “Outside™ the classroom. Rotated Eigenvalue 880 224 188 159 145

Total % variance 2839 3562 4169 4683 51.51
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Items in Factor O-1 are related to follow-up learning and managing learning
outside the classroom. For instance, the leamers review lessons to follow up classroom
instruction (Items O-58 and 0-59). They also preview lessons to keep up with English
classes (Item O-57). When they review or preview lessons, they read aloud English
texts or repeatedly write new sentences to memorize and internalize the sentence
structures (Items O-44, 0-46, and O-13). They also attempt to learn sentence structures
by doing pattern practices, by translating Japanese into English, and by dictating
English sentences (Items O-35, O-15, and O-53). Some learners attempt to use new
words and grammatical rules to make English sentences (Items O-7, O-33, and O-14).
In addition to actually practicing English, the learners use metacognitive strategies to
regulate their learning outside the classroom (Items 0-63, 0-62, and 0-64). They also
manage their learning by employing social strategies to disentangle their difficulty
learning English (Item 0-65). Accordingly, Factor O-1 can be named “follow-up
learning and metacognitive strategies.”

Items in Factor O-2 are broadly concerned with speaking strategies used by the

learners to improve their speaking abilities and to keep conversations going. For

speaker of English (Items O-27 and O-28). They also pay attention to articulation and
try to use gestures while speaking in order to convey their messages more clearly
(Items O-31 and O-29). These items are similar to those included in Factor I-1. This
factor, therefore, can be referred to as “strategies for speaking practice.”

The four items included in Factor O-3 are the same as those in Factor 1-3,

which are associated with reading or listening strategies used to comprehend materials.

For example, the learners skim a text while reading English, or try to get main ideas
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while listening to English (Items O-51 and O-40). They also guess the meaning of
materials based on the words and sentences that they understand (Items O-43 and
0-47). Accordingly, this factor can be labeled “strategies for comprehension.”

Factor O-4 consists of three items related to rote-memorization strategies used
to learn new words and sentences as those found in Factor I-2. For example, the
learners read aloud a new word and/or sentence (Items O-6 and O-41). They also read
aloud a new word while writing it for retention (Item O-4). Factor O-4 therefore is
named “strategies for vocabulary and sentence memorization.”

Lastly, Factor O-5 is made up of items concerning translation and
simplification of messages that are similar to those included in Factor I-5. For instance,
the learners use L1 for writing and reading English sentences (Items O-37 and 0-39).
They also try to use simple words and sentence structures while writing an essay or a
speech draft (Item O-34). Furthermore, when memorizing new words, they start with
easier words, that is, short spelling words (Item 0-9). Factor O-5 is thus termed

“translation and simplification strategies.”
5.2.1.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis
T

classroom and five for outside the classroom. Confirmatory factor analysis was then
conducted to validate the factor structures derived from the exploratory factor analysis.
First, a five-factor model was estimated for strategy use inside the classroom
representing: 1) “strategies for speaking practice”; 2) “strategies for vocabulary and
sentence memorization™, 3) “strategies for comprehension’, 4) “strategies for
retention while reading aloud"; and 5) “translation and simplification strategies.” The

factor structure is illustrated in Figure 5-1, and the fit indices are shown in Table 5-6
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with the levels of appropriate fit. According to the table, the chi-square statistic did not
indicate adequate fit. However, it has been claimed in the literature (e.g., Byme, 2001;
Hsiao & Oxford, 2002; Tseng et al., 2006) that the chi-square statistic is sensitive to
sample size and may be inaccurate with large sample size (i.e., greater than 200). Thus,
the normed chi-square value (;*/df) was computed because this value is less sensitive
to sample size (Byme, 2001; Woodrow, 2005). According to Koizumi and In’nami
(2003), a value within the region of 2.0 indicates an excellent fit to the data, and a
value of less than 3.0 is acceptable (Woodraw, 2005). The normed chi-square value for
the five-factor model was 1.76, suggesting an excellent fit. The following fit indices
were also computed to evaluate the model: goodness of fit index (GFI), adjusted
goodness of fit index (AGFI), incremental fit index (IFI), comparative fit index (CFI),
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA).
Among these fit indices, the RMSEA value (.055) was found to be excellent. Generally,
values less than .08 indicate an acceptable fit (Byrne, 2001; Hair et al, 1998; Tseng et
al., 2006). The other five fit-indices (i.e., GFI, AGFI, IFI, CFI, and TLI) showed
marginal values to the thresholds generally accepted in the literature. In addition, the

GFI value (.85) was greater than the AGFI value (.82), which is recommended
indicates a relatively good fit to the data. It thus can be claimed that the five-factor

structure constructed by the exploratory factor analysis is valid for the strategy use,

inside the classroom, by the Japanese lower secondary school students.
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Table 5-6. Fit Indices for the Five-Factor Models of Strategy Use Inside and Outside

the Classroom

Fit index Level of Fit index for the Fit index for the
acceptable fit* five-factor model five-factor model
(Inside) (n = 24‘;’)h (Outside) (n = 255)h

Chi-square No significant 597.27 (p < .001) 750.37 (p < .001)
value (good) (poor)* (poor) ©

Normed chi- < 2.0 (excellent) 1.76 (excellent) 1.77 (excellent)
square value < .30 (acceptable)

GFI > .90 (good) .85 (marginal) .84 (marginal)
AGFI > .90 (good) .82 (marginal) .81 (marginal)

GFI = AGFI (good) GFI = AGFI (good) GFI = AGFI (good)

IF1 > .90 (good) .89 (marginal) .87 (marginal)
CFI1 > .90 (good) .89 (marginal) .86 (marginal)
TLI > .90 (good) .88 (marginal) .86 {marginal)
RMSEA < .05 (excellent) 055 (very good) {055 (very good)
< .08 (acceptable)
> .10 (poor)

Motes. GFI = Goodness of fit index; AGFI = Adjusted goodness of fit index; IFI = Incremental fit
index; CFI = Comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; RMSEA = Root mean square
error of approximation.

" The levels of acceptable fit were based on Byre (2001), Hair et al. (1998), Koizumi and In’nami
(2003), Oshio (2005), and Tseng et al. (2006).

" Each sample size was reduced from 281 to 247 and to 255 respectively since the data containing
missing values had to be deleted from the analyses using AMOS.

“ As was mentioned in the literature (e.g., Byrne, 2001; Hsiao & Oxford, 2002; Tseng et al., 2006),
the chi-square value may not be accurate with large sample sizes (i.e., greater than 200). In this

case, it 1s recommended to turn to other fit indices to evaluate the model fit.
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Figure 5-1. Confirmatory factor analysis for the five-factor model of strategy use

inside the classroom.
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A five-factor model was then estimated for strategy use outside the classroom
representing: 1) “follow-up learning and metacognitive strategies ™, 2) “strategies for
speaking practice™; 3) “strategies for comprehension’; 4) “strategies for vocabulary
and sentence memorization”; and 5) “translation and simplification strategies.” The
model is presented in Figure 5-2, and the fit indices are in Table 5-6, along with the
acceptable thresholds. The results showed similar patterns to the ones obtained for the
five-factor model for strategy use inside the classroom. For instance, although the
chi-square statistic showed inadequate fit, the normed chi-square value (y*/df) was 1.77,
which suggests an excellent fit to the data. Additionally, the RMSEA value (.055) was
excellent, compared to the acceptable value suggested in the literature. The other five
fit indices (i.e., GFI, AGFL, IF1, CFI, and TLI) were values marginal to the acceptable
levels recommended in the literature. Furthermore, the GFI value (.84) exceeded the
AGFI value (.81), as was recommended in the literature (Koizumi & In’nami, 2003;
Oshio, 2005). These results indicate that the model shows a relatively good fit to the
data. In other words, the five-factor structure extracted by the exploratory factor
analysis is valid for the strategy use, outside the classroom, by the Japanese lower

secondary school students.

5.2.2 Profile of Strategy Use
5.2.2.1 Items Showing the Ceiling Effect and the Floor Effect

This subsection presents results regarding the type and the frequency of
strategy use reported by the participants. As was described in 5.1.3.2, before
conducting the exploratory factor analysis, items showing ceiling or floor effects were
deleted from the analysis as is suggested by Oshio (2004). However, these items seem

to be necessary for us to understand the learners’ strategy use, as they are the strategies
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Figure 5-2. Confirmatory factor analysis for the five-factor model of strategy use

outside the classroom.

78

45

that were frequently or rarely employed by the participants. In other words, these items
may indicate the typical patterns of strategy use by the lower secondary school
students. It thus seems worth mentioning these items in this subsection.’

Table 5-7 presents items that show ceiling effects. According to the table, the
participants often employed Items 1-35 and O-38 (“using dictionaries when writing
English sentences”) both inside and outside the classroom. This indicates that the
learners at the lower secondary school level often resort to self-learning resources such
as dictionaries when they engage in writing tasks. The participants also reported
frequent use of Items O-1 (“writing a new word many times"), O-17 ( “doing grammar
exercises by using grammar workbooks"), and O-18 (“memorizing new grammatical
rules”’) outside the classroom. These items are related to rote-memorization strategies,

and the highly frequent use of these strategies is typical of Asian EFL learners (Gan,

Table 5-7. Items Showing Ceiling Effects

Setting  Item M SD
Inside I-35 looking up unknown words in dictionaries when 412 107
the class writing English sentences

Outside (-] writing a new word many times to learn it 379 125
the class

0-17  doing grammar exercises by using grammar 4.02 1.16
workbooks

0O-18  memorize new grammatical rules 390 1.12

0-38 looking up unknown words in dictionaries when 419 103

writing English sentences

0-48 paying attention to the beginning word of the 388 114
sentence while listening to English
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2004; Politzer & McGroarty, 1985). Additionally, Item O-48 (“attending to the
beginning word of the sentence while listening”) was reported by the participants
frequently outside the classroom. This may reflect the fact that one of the English
teachers at the lower secondary school often encouraged her students to pay attention
to the beginning word of the sentence in listening activities. In other words, the
teacher’s advice may be related to the students’ strategy use.

The items showing floor effects are presented in Table 5-8. As the table
indicates, the lower secondary school students scarcely utilized Items 1-53 and 0-56
(“using PC software and/or the Internet to learn English ") both inside and outside the
classroom. Regarding the strategy use inside the classroom, this may be because most
English teachers at the school did not use a CALL (Computer Assisted Language

Learning) classroom, and the students therefore had few opportunities to use PC

Table 5-8. Items Showing Floor Effects

Setting  Item M SD
Inside 2 making flashcards to learn new words 190 1.14
the class i ;
I-17 writing down how to pronounce a new word in
katakana phonetic scripts 283 a87
1-53 using PC software and/or the Internet to learn
English 1.60 092
I-54 Planning how to learn English 201 108
Outside (.56 using PC software and/or the Internet to leam
the class English 191 122
0-60 reading English paperbacks and/or English 213 127

newspaper

software and/or the Internet during English classes.’ Regarding the out-of-class
strategy use, many students might not be familiar with the use of computers and the
Internet and be unable to use this strategy. The participants also did not frequently
employ two vocabulary-leamning strategies inside the classroom. One was Item 1-2
(“making flashcards to learn new words"). Although this strategy was included in the
questionnaire based on Hirano (2000) and Hojo (1998), the participants of this study
utilized this strategy infrequently. Another strategy was Item 1-17 ( “writing down how
to pronounce a new word"). This strategy was listed in the questionnaire based on the
open-ended data obtained in Study 1, which suggested that seventh graders often
described the use of this strategy. However, the participants of the present study
reported rarely using this strategy use, perhaps because they were eighth and ninth
graders and they might stop using this strategy as they made progress in English
proficiency. In addition, Item 1-54 (“planning how to learn English”) was not
frequently used by the participants inside the classroom. The item, which is one of the
metacognitive strategies, was included in the questionnaire because metacognitive
strategy use is found to be essential for successful language learning (Chamot, 2004;

Wenden, 2001) and this strategy was also listed in Hojo’s (1998) questionnaire. The

[~

use of this strate CCOT
with Study 1. Finally, Item O-60 (“reading English paperbacks and/or English
newspaper”) was infrequently used by the participants outside the classroom. This
may be because the use of this strategy requires high English proficiency to read such
English materials and, thus, not all students can use this strategy. In Study 1, this

strategy use was mainly described by some ninth graders and bilingual students.”
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9.2.2.2 Six Types of Strategies Table 5-9. Frequency of the Use of Strategies Inside and Outside the Classroom

The factor matrixes for the strategies used inside and outside the classroom Inside the classroom T Outside the classroom T
355 0BS5S A) Sirategies for comprehension 369 084
(Tables 5-3, 5-5) were combined into one table and arranged in descending order of the SO | ;... S
362 116 047 Guessing while listening to English 179 L1
. I-46 Concentrating on listening to English 359 115 0-43 Guessing while reading English texts 376 107
frequency of strategy use (see Table 5-9). The table shows that the same factors (i.e., 137 Skimming a text while reading English 357 109 080 Skimming a fext while reading English ~~ 3.66 106
I-44 Guessing while listening to English 355 122 0O-5] Trying to get main ideas while listening to 3.57 114
strategy types) were identified both inside and outside the classroom. These factors English
1-48 Trying to get main ideas while listening to 348 Ll10
were: A) “strategies for comprehension” (Factors 1-3 and O-3), B) “translation and English
299 083 C)Vocabulary & sentence memorization 330 112
simplification strategies” (Factors 1-5 and O-5), C) “strategies for vocabulary and B T . O P Py SN
340 105 O Reading aloud a new word while writing it 339 138
. , . 2 1-36 Translating English into Japanese literally 308 119 O-41Reading aloud sentences 326 128
sentence memorization” (Factors 1-2 and O-4), and D) “strategies for speaking when reading Eiglish tsids
I-34 Translating Japanese into English hterally 280 114 O-6 Reading aloud a new word many times 324 131
practice” (Factors I-1 and 0-2). Additionally, different types of factors were identified when writing English sentences
[-27 Using Japanese while speaking English 27 119
in the two learning settings: E) “strategies for retention while reading aloud” (Factor E) Strategies for retention while reading aloud 297 099 B) Translation & simplificati i 320 089
SO .o | R ORISR ST CRURORR. |1 .. -] OSSO N
1-4), and F) “follow-up learning and metacognitive strategies” (Factor O-1). In this 1-38 Reading aloud English senlences 321 128 0-9 Starting with casier words when 338 133
c memonang new words
. . . . . . . I-41 Memorizing English texts and reciting them 304 13T O-34 Writing simple sentences 335 L6
subsection, these six types of strategies were discussed in relation to the two learning 1-39 Highlighting keywords while reading English 303 125  0-39 Translating English into Japanese when 3.5 119
texts reading English texts
settings (i.e.. in-class and out-of-class). 1-50 Dictating English 285 123  0-37 Translating Japanese into English litermlly 295 118

when writing English sentences

The first type of strategies, “strategies for comprehension,” is used to 143 Reading aloud English texts ina various way - 271 1.26

D) Strategies for speaking practice 281 071 F)Follow-up learning & metacognitive 296 076
comprehend reading and listening materials. Table 5-9 shows that these strategies were WL S0 N mommmcsmasman o 17 T
[-22 Autending to grammar while speaking Engl 319  L16  0-35 Practicing to translate Japanese into 361 LIS
! i i p b English
identified both inside and outside the classroom settings (Factors I-3 and O-3) and that 1-21 Attending to ;ation and intonati 307 122 065 Asking questions ofmy family or friends 336 1.28
while speaking English
the learners utilized these strategies most frequently in both settings (inside the 1-19 Imitating a native English teachers 303 134 0-59 Reviewing the words and/or sentences 39 12
1-7  Using new words while speaking and/or 285 11T 0-33 Doing partern practices 36 1L30
: g = . . o ary — writing English
classroom: M 3'55’ SD 0'85’ outside the classroom: M 3'66‘ SD 0'84)' Based 1-24 Speaking English with a native English teacher  2.80 114 0-58 Reviewing English lessons 309 127
> - o 2 1-28 Speaking English with a loud voice 270 104  O-57 Previewing English lessons 309 136
on these results, the author assumes that input-oriented activities such as reading and 1-26 Using gestures while speaking English 256 120 O-44 Memorizing English texts and reciting 299 132
them
listening comprehension may be valued in the Japanese EFL context where the I-12 Making sentences by using new grammar 256 120 0-13 Writing a new word many times 298 L36
1-25 Practicing English with friends 217 L10 0-63 Having some specific goals 297 140
. s s v . . o 0-7  Using new words while speaking and 292 113
availability of naturalistic TL input is extremely limited and Japanese EFL learners writing English
0-14 Making sentences by using new gramimar 292 L0
should thus strive to get TL input inside and outside the classroom. A strong emphasis 0-33 Writing English sentences by applying 290 118
example sentences
n input-oriented activities may have facilitated the frequent f “strategies for 0:53 Dictating English 236 1zl
2 POt ed a SE Ay NV ed the AL USe-0: 8 f 0-46 Reading aloud English texts in a various 265 120
way
comprehension” by the learners. 064 Thinking over my approach to English 250 121
language leaming
0-62 Planning how to leam English 242 L2

(dabie contimied on next page)




Table 5-9. (Continued)

) Vocabulary & sentence memorization .79 099 D) Strategies for speaking practice 256 093

I-15 Doing grammar exercises 326 135 0-3] Speaking English with a loud voice 279 118

I-4  Reading aloud a new word while writing it 280 140 O-27Speaking English with a native English 276 119
speaker

I-1 Wniting a new word many times 272 131 029 Using gestures while speaking English 258 125

I-11 Wiiting a new senlence many times 2.62 131 O-28 Practicing English with friends 224 112

I-10 Reviewing new words by looking at 249 147

vocabulary lists

The second type of strategies, “franslation and simplification strategies,” was
also identified in both learning settings (Factors I-5 and O-5). These strategies involve
using L1 and simplifying L2 to process input and produce output of the TL. Most of
the items included in this type relate to strategies used for avoiding communication
breakdowns in speaking and writing. According to Table 5-9, the use of these strategies
was relatively frequent in both settings. For instance, the frequency data showed that
the use of these strategies was the second highest inside the classroom (M = 2.99, 5D =
0.83) and the third highest outside the classroom (M = 3.20, SD = 0.89). This may be
because the participants of the present study were lower secondary school students,

who are at the beginning stage of EFL learning and have not vet developed sufficient

ahility
acnil

P
+]

rely on their L1 (i.e., Japanese) and/or to simplify L2 when they engage in EFL
learning.

The third type of strategies, “strategies for vocabulary and sentence
memorization,” was also identified both inside and outside the classroom settings
(Factors 1-2 and O-4). The use of these memorization strategies seems to be especially
favored by Asian EFL learners and to be important for them to acquire a certain

amount of vocabulary in the beginning of their English language learning (Gan, 2004).
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Unlike the two types of strategies mentioned above, however, the patterns of using this
type of strategies were different in the two learning settings. Although the use of these
strategies was least frequent inside the classroom (M = 2.79, 8D = 0.99), it was the
second highest outside the classroom (M = 3.30, SD = 0.89), as shown in Table 5-9.
This may be because the time spent memorizing new words and sentences may be
limited during English classes, as these classes only meet for 50 minutes three times a
week at the lower secondary school. The learners, therefore, may be encouraged by
their teachers to memorize words and sentences outside the classroom. As Takeuchi
(2005) suggest, out-of-classroom learning seems to be a key for building vocabulary
and learning new sentences in the Japanese EFL context.

Additionally, the fourth type of strategies, “strategies for speaking practice,”
was extracted in both learning settings (Factors I-1 and O-2), and the patterns of using
these strategies were somewhat different according to the two learning settings. As
shown in Table 5-9, although these sirategies were moderately utilized inside the
classroom (M = 2.81, §D = 0.71), they were least frequently employed outside the
classroom (M = 2.56, SD = 0.93). This may reflect the fact that the English education

curriculum for Japanese lower secondary school students has begun to emphasize

Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology, 1998, 2003, 2006), and speaking
activities have been incorporated in the EFL classroom since then. Consequently,
students have chances to use this type of strategies during English classes. Outside the
classroom, on the other hand, there are few occasions to use English as a means of oral
communication in the Japanese EFL context, and the EFL learners may not feel an
urgent need to speak English. Such environmental factors may lead them to use these

strategies infrequently in out-of-class setting.
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Unlike the four types of strategies described above, the fifth type of strategies,
“strategies for retention while reading aloud,” was extracted only for strategy use
inside the classroom setting (Factor I-4). This implies that the learners are apt to
employ these strategies inside the classroom rather than outside it. This tendency may
be linked to the fact that reading-aloud activities have been popular in the Japanese
EFL classrooms and English teachers may have introduced these activities during
English classes. The frequency data shows that the use of these strategies was
moderate (M = 2.97, §D = 0.99), which implies that reading-aloud activities are usually
conducted in the EFL classes.

In contrast, the final type of strategies, “follow-up learning and metacognitive
strategies,” was identified only outside the classroom setting (Factor O-1). The use of
follow-up learning strategies seems essential for learners at the lower secondary school
level to better understand what they learned in English classes and to facilitate their
learning. It is also important for them to use metacognitive strategies outside the
classroom since the absence of a teacher prompts them to self-direct language learning
and they have more opportunities to plan and reflect on how to leam English in

non-classroom setting than they do in classroom setting. As shown in Table 5-9, the

2.96, SD=0.76), and the students seemed to utilize these strategies moderately.

5.3 Summary

In this chapter, a questionnaire was constructed for the Japanese lower
secondary school students of EFL to measure their strategy use inside and outside the
classroom. The resulting questionnaire consisted of five factors (i.e., strategy types) for

strategy use inside the classroom and five for outside the classroom, including 28 items
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and 31 items, respectively. The reliability for each sub-scale was satisfactorily high,
and the five-factor structures were validated by confirmatory factor analysis (see
Appendix E for the questionnaire [Ver. 2.0]). The type and the frequency of strategy
use by the Japanese lower secondary school students were then examined by using the
questionnaire developed, and the following six types of strategies were identified: A)
“strategies for comprehension” (Factors 1-3 and O-3); B) “mranslation and
simplification strategies” (Factors 1-5 and O-5); C) “strategies for vocabulary and
sentence memorization” (Factors 1-2 and O-4); D) “strategies for speaking practice”
(Factors I-1 and O-2); E) “strategies for retention while reading aloud” (Factor 1-4);
and F) “follow-up learning and metacognitive strategies” (Factor O-1). Although the
former four types of strategies were identified both inside and outside the classroom
settings, the latter two types were identified only in one of the leaming settings.
Additionally, the frequency data revealed that: 1) the students utilize “strategies for
comprehension” the most frequently both inside and outside the classroom; 2) they
employ “translation and simplification strategies” with relatively high frequency; and
3) they used some types of strategies (i.e., “strategies for vocabulary and sentence

memorization” and “strategies for speaking practice”) differently in relation to the

influenced by several variables such as the Japanese EFL context, the teaching
methods employed by teachers, and the stage of the learners” EFL learning (i.e., in this

case of beginning level of EFL learning).

Notes
1. According to Russo (2003), a ceiling effect refers to the effect which occurs

“when subjects perform at the top of the possible range of the scores used to
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measure their performance, while a floor effect occurs when subjects perform at
the bottom of this possible range of scores” (pp. 162-3). The presence of the
ceiling effect and the floor effect can be calculated by, respectively, adding the
value of standard deviation to the mean score and subtracting the value of
standard deviation from the mean score (Oshio, 2004). In the case of a five-point
Likert scale, if the estimated value exceeds five, it means there is a ceiling effect,
and if the value is less than one, it indicates the presence of a floor effect.
According to Oshio (2004), correlation coefficients ranging from .40 to .70 are
considered to be relatively high correlation in general.

Although items showing these effects were not deleted from the questionnaire in
the pilot study (5.1.2), these items were excluded in the main study to properly
conduct a factor analysis.

Dérnyei (2005) appears to be skeptical about computing the Cronbach’s alpha of
each subscale of the strategy instrument (i.e., the S/LL). However, each item
included in the subscale is meant to measure a homogeneous construct, and it is
commonly used to compute Cronbach’s alpha and indicate the internal

consistency reliability of the strategy instrument. See White, Schramm, and

Language Strategy Survey, the Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies
Inventory, the Metacognitive Awareness Listening Questionnaire) which have had
their internal consistency reliability determined using Cronbach’s alpha.

Ikeda (2007) also paid attention to items showing ceiling and floor effects. In her
study, she deleted items with ceiling and floor effects from the Reading Strategy
Questionnaire (RSQ) prior to conducting an exploratory factor analysis, but she

then added these items to the revised version of the RSQ to improve the content
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validity of the RSQ.

Item 1-53 (“wsing PC sofiware and/or the Internet”) was included in the
questionnaire based on the open-ended data obtained in Study 1, which suggested
that some students described this strategy use outside the classroom. According to
the out-of-class strategy use, the author thought that the English teachers at the
school might, by any chance, have utilized computers and the Internet inside the
classroom, and that the students might have had the chances to use this strategy
in class.

As was mentioned in Note 2 of Chapter 3, data obtained from students who had
stayed abroad for greater than one year or who are using English at home were
not excluded from the analysis in the pilot survey (Study 1). This was because the
survey was exploratory in nature and was preliminarily conducted in an attempt

to elicit a variety of LLSs used by the lower secondary school students of EFL.
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6. Study 3

In the previous chapter, a strategy questionnaire (Ver. 2.0) was systematically
constructed, and the strategy use by the lower secondary school learners was profiled
in terms of the type and the frequency of strategies utilized by the learners. The next
research agenda that should be taken up here is to examine the link between strategy
use and leamning outcomes, since such a link has yet to be ascertained as was explained
in the literature review (2.3.1 and 2.4). The purpose of the present study therefore is to
examine the relationship between strategy use and learning outcomes among the
Japanese lower secondary school students of EFL. More specifically, employing the
questionnaire developed in Study 2, the present study aims to explore whether there is

a positive relationship between the frequency of strategy use and English proficiency.

6.1 Method
6.1.1 Participants and Data Gollection

Among the 315 participants in Study 2, a total of 174 students who had taken

GUEC for STUDENTS, an English proficiency test, were selected as participants for

standardized test often employed to measure learners” English proficiency levels in
Japan. Criterion-related validity of the test was shown by the high correlations with
other English proficiency tests (i.e., TOEIC, TOEFL, STEP). The internal consistency
reliabilities of the test were .76 for the listening section and .83 for the reading section,
as reported by the test developer. The sample of the present study, consisting of 98
eighth graders and 76 ninth graders, was balanced across males (n = 87) and females (»

= 87), and the result of the r-test indicates that the males and the females were
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homogeneous in terms of their English proficiency (1 (172) = .40, ns, r = .03). The
participants were divided into three groups (high, medium, and low proficiency
groups) according to the GTEC scores (Table 6-1). Their proficiency levels were
confirmed to be significantly different (/' (2, 171) = 532.21, p < .001, yg" =.75) by the
ANOVA, along with a posi-hoc test (Tukey’s HSD). As for strategy use, the data were

collected by employing the questionnaire developed in Study 2.

Table 6-1. The Number of the Participants and Their Test Scores According to Gender

and Proficiency Levels

Proficiency level Male Female Total M (SD)
High 27 30 57 372.86 (29.11)
Medium 26 27 53 298.11 (15.99)
Low 34 30 64 240.69 (19.52)
Total 87 87 174 301.48 (59.49)
(F(2,171)=532.21, p < .001, 5 = 75) (Max. 440)

6.1.2 Data Analysis

Correlation analyses determined by the Pearson product-moment correlation
were conducted to examine whether there are positive relationships between English
proficiency and the use of strategy factors, which were extracted in Study 2. In
addition, multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to examine if
there were significant differences in the use of strategy factors among the three
different English proficiency groups. The MANOVA was carried out using the three

proficiency levels as independent variables and the strategy factors as dependent
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variables. When a significant value in the MANOVA was obtained, cross-comparisons

were conducted by using Tukey’s HSD procedure to identify where the differences Tuble::6+2: Comslations Between Ruglishy Proficiensy and SteategyUine: Tnside: the

Classroom
were and to gain insights into the results obtained from the correlation analyses based Proficiency Factorl-l Factorl2 Factorl-3 FactorI-4 FactorL5
on the suggestion made by Bruen (2001).? Proficiency 1.00
Factor I-1 -11 1.00
Factor 1-2 = 22%¥ A2%* 1.00

6.2 Results Factor 1-3 09 58 36** 1.00
6.2.1 Strategy Use Inside the Classroom Factor 14 26+ 66%* e s7ak 1.00

Table 6-2 shows the correlations between English proficiency and strategy use Pactor 15 26 3% 3% 47 46+ 1.00
inside the classroom. According to the results, no positive correlations were found +4p < 01
between proficiency and strategy use. On the other hand, as shown in the table, Notes. Factor 1-1 = strategies for speaking practice: Factor I-2 = strategies for vocabulary and

negative correlations were found between proficiency and the use of Factor -2
( “strategies for vocabulary and sentence memorization”) (r = -22, p < 01), Factor 1-4
( “strategies for retention while reading aloud”) (r = -26, p < .01), and Factor 1I-5
( “translation and simplification strategies”) (r = -.26, p < .01).

Moreover, as was recommended by Shizuka, Takeuchi, and Yoshizawa (2002),

the author referred to the scattergrams for the correlations since the results of

scattergrams shown in Figures 6-1 to 6-3, it seemed that linearity was not confirmed
between proficiency and the use of Factors I-2 and I-4. and that linearity was found
only between proficiency and the use of Factor I-5. According to these findings, the
author assumes that there seems to be a negative relationship only between proficiency

and the use of Factor I-5 ( “translation and simplification strategies”).

sentence memorization; Factor -3 = sirategies for comprehension; Factor -4 = strategies for

retention while reading aloud; and Factor I-5 = translation and simplification strategies.

Figure 6-1. Correlation
between English proficiency
and the use of Factor 1-2
(strategies for vocabulary and

sentence memorization).

Figure 6-2. Correlation
between English proficiency
and the Use of Factor -4
(strategies for refention while

reading afoud).
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Figure 6-3. Correlation
between English proficiency
and the use of Factor -3

(translation and simplifi

strategies).



The relationships between English proficiency and strategy use were further
investigated by the MANOVA to confirm the results yielded by the correlation
analyses. The results of the descriptive statistics and those of the MANOVA are shown
in Tables 6-3 and 6-4, respectively. The analysis showed the main effect of proficiency
levels on strategy use inside the classroom (Wilk’s 4 = .85, (2, 153) = 2.57, p < .05,

multivariate n° = .15). As shown in Table 6-4, there were significant differences among

the three different proficiency groups in the use of Factor 1-2 (“strategies for

vocabulary and sentence memorization”), Factor 1-4 (“strategies for retention while
reading aloud”), and Factor 1-5 (“translation and simplification strategies”).
According to the post-hoc tests, the high proficiency group reported significantly less
frequent use of: a) Factors I-2 and I-4 than did the low proficiency group; and b) Factor

1-5 than did the medium and the low proficiency groups.

Table 6-3. Mean and Standard Deviation of Each Factor Inside the Classroom

Factor High Medium Low

M SD M SD M SD
Factor -1 2,70 88 2.89 66 2.90 69
Factor -2 2.61 1.10 2.90 .88 3.12 1.07
Factor I-3 349 84 3.62 74 375 69
Factor I-4 2.83 94 3.20 97 3.40 98
Factor I-5 2.74 .70 3.31 .76 3.25 72

Notes. Factor I-1 = strategies for speaking practice; Factor [-2 = strategies for vocabulary and
sentence memorization; Factor 1-3 = strategies for comprehension; Factor 1-4 = strategies for

retention while reading aloud; and Factor I-5 = translation and simplification strategies.

Table 6-4. Results of MANOVA of Each Factor Inside the Classroom

Factor Proficiency Difference Detected
df I "

Factor I-1 2 115 .02

Factor I-2 2 3.36* .04 High < Low

Factor I-3 2 1.53 .02

Factor -4 2 4.64* .06 High < Low

Factor I-5 2 9.86%%* A2 High < Medium, Low

*p < 05, *** p < 001

Notes. Factor I-1 = strategies for speaking practice; Factor [-2 = strategies for vocabulary and
sentence memorization; Factor 1-3 = strategies for comprehension; Factor 1-4 = strategies for
retention while reading aloud; and Factor I-5 = translation and simplification strategies.

*The effect sizes (ela squared) were estimated. A value of .14 or greater indicates a large effect

(Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2008).

However, statistical significance is sensitive to sample size and tends to be
found with a large sample size. Therefore, it is recommended to report on effect sizes,
which show the strength of association between the main effect and the dependent
Mizumoto and Takeuchi, a value of .14 or greater indicates a large effect. Table 6-4
shows that the effect sizes (ie., eta squared: 77) estimated for the significant
differences among the three groups in the use of Factors 1-2 and [-4 were .04 and .06,
respectively. Strong relationships thus were not confirmed between proficiency and the
use of Factors I-2 and I-4. On the other hand, the effect size estimated for the
significant differences among the three groups in the use of Factor I-5 was .12, which

suggests a relatively strong relationship between proficiency and the use of the strategy
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factor. Based on the findings, it is assumed that there is a significant difference only in
the use of Factor I-5 among the three groups, and the high proficiency group utilizes
“translation and simplification strategies” (Factor I-5) less frequently than do the
other two groups. According to the results obtained from the MANOVA as well as the
correlation analyses presented above, it can be claimed that there is a negative relation
only between proficiency and the use of Factor 1-5 (“wranslation and simplification

strategies”).

6.2.2 Strategy Use Outside the Classroom

According to the correlation matrix (Table 6-5), no positive correlations were
found between proficiency and strategy use outside the classroom. On the other hand,
negative correlations were found to be significant between proficiency and the use of
Factor O-1 (“follow-up learning and metacognitive strategies™) (r = -23, p < .01),
Factor O-2 (“strategies for speaking practice”™) (r = -24, p < .01), Factor O-4
(“strategies for vocabulary and sentence memorization”) (r = -25, p < .01), and
Factor Q-3 (“translation and simplification strategies) (r = -41, p < .01). However,

the coefficients of correlation for the first three factors (Factors O-1. O-2 and O-4)

use of these factors based on each scattergram (Figures 6-4 to 6-6). Linearity was
found only between proficiency and the use of Factor O-5 (Figure 6-7). It thus seems
that there is a negative relationship only between proficiency and the use of Factor O-5

( “translation and simplification strategies”).

Table 6-5. Correlations Between English Proficiency and Strategy Use Outside the

Classroom
Proficiency FactorO-1 FactorO-2 FactorO-3 FactorO-4 FactorO-5
Proficiency 1.00
Factor O-1 -23%* 1.00
Factor O-2 - 24%* SRS 1.00
Factor O-3 -12 A1F* 20%% 1.00
Factor O-4 -25%* S0** 4o*# % fe 1.00
Factor O-5 - 41FF A0F* 30%* 39%* 33%* 1.00
< 01

Notes. Factor O-1 = follow-up learning and metacognitive strategies; Factor O-2 = sirategies for
speaking practice; Factor O-3 = sirategies for comprehension; Factor O-4 = strategies for

vocabulary and sentence memorization; and Factor O-5 = translation and simplification strategies.

;---55335522252%

Hetathitit,

-l ® af
Figure 6-4. Correlation between Figure 6-5. Correlation between
English proficiency and the use English proficiency and the use of
of Factor O-1 ( “follow-up learning Factor O-2 ( “strategies for speaking
and metacognitive strategies ). practice”).
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Figure 6-6. Correlation between Figure 6-7. Correlation between
English proficiency and the use of English proficiency and the use of
Factor O-4 ( “strategies for vocabulary Factor Q-5 (“iranslation and simplification
and sentence memorization ™), strategies ).

The results obtained by the correlation analyses were further examined by the
MANOVA. The results of the descriptive statistics are shown in Table 6-6 and those of
the MANOVA in Table 6-7. The analysis indicated the main effect of proficiency levels
on strategy use outside the classroom (Wilk’s & = .76, /" (2,155) = 4.43, p < .001,
multivariate r]2 = 24). As shown in Table 6-7, significant differences were found
among the three different proficiency groups in their use of Factor O-1 (“follow-up
learning and metacognitive strategies”), Factor O-2 (“strategies for speaking
practice”), Factor O-4 ( “strategies for vocabulary and sentence memorization’), and
Factor O-5 (“translation and simplification strategies"). The posi-hoc tests indicate
that the high proficiency group reported significantly less frequent use of: a) Factors
0O-1, O-2, and O-4 than did the low proficiency group; and b) Factor O-5 than did the

medium and the low proficiency groups.
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Table 6-6. Mean and Standard Deviation of Each Factor Outside the Classroom

Factor High Medium Low

M SD M SD M SD
Factor O-1 2.89 75 3.20 .67 3.22 73
Factor O-2 2.26 .99 2.57 38 2.68 85
Factor O-3 3.62 81 3.81 73 3.80 62
Factor O-4 3.12 1.29 348 1.03 3.88 .96
Factor O-5 2.82 .80 3.63 A1 3.60 73

Motes. Factor O-1 = follow-up learning and metacognitive strategies; Factor O-2 = sirategies for

speaking practice; Factor O-3 = strategies for comprehension; Factor O-4 = strategies for

vocabulary and sentence memorization; and Factor O-5 = translation and simplification strategies.

Table 6-7. Results of MANOVA of Each Factor Outside the Classroom

Factor Proficiency Difference Detected
df F 7

Factor O-1 2 3.49* 04 High < Low

Factor 0-2 2 3.52% 04 High < Low

Factor O-3 2 1.23 02

Factor O-4 2 6.50%* 09 High < Low

Factor O-5 2 19.90*** 2] High < Medium, Low

*p < 05, **p < 01, *** p< 001

Motes. Factor 0-1 = follow-up learning and metacognitive strategics; Factor O-2 = strategies for
speaking practice; Factor O-3 = sirategies for comprehension; Factor O-4 = sirategies for
vocabulary and sentence memorization; and Factor O-5 = translation and simplification strategies.

" The effect sizes (eta squared) were estimated. A value of .14 or greater indicates a large effect

(Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2008).
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Although significant differences were detected in the use of Factors O-1, O-2,
and O-4, the effect sizes for such significant differences indicate that there are weak
associations between English proficiency and the use of these factors (Table 6-7). A
strong association was found only between English proficiency and the use of Factor
O-5. It thus appears that there is a significant difference only in the use of Factor O-5
among the three groups, and the high proficiency group utilizes “translation and
simplification sirategies” (Factor O-5) less frequently than do the other two groups.
Considering the results of the MANOVA as well as the correlation analyses described
above, the author claims that there is a negative relationship only between English

proficiency and the use of Factor O-5 ( “translation and simplification strategies”).

6.3 Discussion and Summary

The primary objective of the present study was to investigate whether there
would be a positive relationship between English proficiency and the frequency of
strategy use among the lower secondary school students. The study found that their
strategy use was not positively related to their English proficiency. This result can be

interpreted in terms of: 1) the flexibility of strategy use; 2) the strategies identified; and

Firstly, there might have been potential differences in strategy use between
higher and lower proficiency learners other than the frequency of strategy use. Based
on the new insights obtained from some qualitative studies (e.g., Gan et al., 2004;
Vandergrift, 2003; Vann & Abraham, 1990), many LLS researchers suggest that the
flexibility of strategy use may be associated with learning outcomes (e.g., Anderson,
2005, 2008; Cohen, 1998; Grenfell & Macaro, 2007; Gu, 2005). For example, in

analyzing the learners’ protocol data, Vandergrift (2003) revealed that more skilled
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listeners utilized metacognitive and cognitive strategies in an orchestrated way and
interacted with the listening materials more deeply compared with less skilled ones.
Another example is found with a qualitative study by Gan et al. (2004). They
suggested that, although both the successful and the unsuccessful leamers reported
frequent use of some similar cognitive strategies (i.e., rote-memorization, lesson
previewing), the successful leamers exhibited a specific sequence of steps in using
these cognitive strategies to learn new vocabulary and lesson materials effectively.
Vann and Abraham (1990), focusing on unsuccessful learners’ strategy use and
analyzing the learners’ think-aloud protocols, found that, although they were not
inactive in strategy use and utilized strategies frequently, they lacked a systematic
approach to the use of metacognitive strategies and thus failed to complete language
tasks. In addition to the flexibility of strategy use, a portfolio study of lkeda and
Takeuchi (2006) demonstrated that higher proficiency readers understood the efficacy
of each strategy use and thus employed strategies more effectively to read English
passages compared with their lower proficiency counterparts. Based on the insights
obtained from these qualitative studies, it thus might be necessary to closely examine

how the lower secondary school students utilize LLSs in order to clarify the

Secondly, even though the strategy questionnaire employed in the present
study has been constructed to include common strategies utilized by Japanese lower
secondary school students, higher proficiency learners might have used some unique
strategies that were not listed in the questionnaire. Further investigation is thus needed
to explore strategies employed especially by learners with high proficiency in order to
gain insight into their strategy use. The results would also be useful in revising the

questionnaire and improving its content validity.
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Thirdly, although this study employed a standardized test to measure the
learners’ English proficiency, their strategy use might have been associated with
achievement rather than proficiency. This assumption comes from a claim that strategy
use is influenced by the goals of language learming (Macaro, 2006). According to the
English teachers at the lower secondary school, the participants’ purpose of English
learning tends to be linked with gaining high marks (i.e., “A”) in the English class.
Their course grade is evaluated by their English teachers based on classroom activities
and on the results of speaking tests as well as on term examinations. Given that gaining
high scores on these achievement tests is the main purpose of their English language
learning, it can be argued that their strategy use might have been closely connected
with achievement, rather than English proficiency measured by the test used in this
study. On the other hand, it can also be assumed that their strategy use might not have
been associated with achievement, either, since the participants of the present study
were beginning learners of EFL, and their achievement and proficiency might not have
been separated clearly.’

The present study also revealed that there were negative relationships between

English proficiency and the use of Factors I-5 and O-5 ( “franslation and simplification

proficient learners tend to rely on L1 and simplify L2 structure when they process L2
input and/or produce L2 output due to their insufficient ability in L2. This tendency
was also found by Nakatani (2006), who examined the relationship between oral
communication strategy use and oral performance among Japanese EFL university
students.

Another possible explanation for the negative relationships is concerned with

the distinction between language learning strategies and communication strategies. As
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was proposed in 3.4, the present research incorporates communication strategies in the

operational definition of LLSs (i.e., language learner strategies). Most of the items

included in Factors I-5 and O-5 (i.e., Items 1-27, 1-31, [-34, O-34, and 0-37-']'4 are
regarded as communication strategies, which are used for avoiding communication
breakdowns in speaking and writing tasks. However, it is sometimes said that
communication strategies should be distinguished from language learning strategies,
since the processes involved in language use and those involved in language learning
are different from each other (Déryei, 2005). Although the present study found
negative relationships between English proficiency and the use of Factors I-5 and O-5,
both of which are similar to communication strategies, we can say that it was not
language learning strategies but communication strategies that showed negative
relations with English proficiency. The result therefore does not necessarily mean that

there were negative relationships between the use of language learning strategies and

English proficiency.

Notes

1 he test was develoned hy Benesse Corporation (hitn://www benesse.co.in). It
1 The test was developed by Benesse Corporation (http://www.benesse.co.jp). It

was designed to assess both learners” communicative skills and grammatical
competence in EFL. There are three types (i.e., Core, Basic, and Advance) in
GTEC. In this study, Core type, designed for lower secondary school students,
was administered to the participants. The total score of the test (Core type) is 440
(170 reading, 170 listening, and 100 composition scores).

2. Bruen (2001) recommended using two procedures (e.g., correlation analyses and

the ANOVA) to verify the relationship between strategy use and L2 proficiency.
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The relationship between the students’ strategy use and their achievement was not
investigated in the present study. This is because the data pertaining to the
students’ achievement (i.e., the scores of term examinations) were treated as
confidential information at the lower secondary school, and thus not available for
the data analysis.

These items are as follows: “using Japanese to substitute for wnknown English
expressions while speaking English” (Item 1-27), “writing simple sentences
without using difficult words and sentence structures” (Items 1-31 and 0-34), and
“translating Japanese into English literally when writing English sentences”™

(Items 1-34 and O-37).
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1. Study 4

In the previous chapter, a quantitative study was conducted by using the
questionnaire developed in Study 2 (Chapter 5) and found no positive relations
between English proficiency and the frequency of strategy use by the Japanese lower
secondary school students of EFL. The possible reasons why such a positive relation
was not ascertained are: 1) there might have been potential differences in strategy use
between higher and lower proficiency learners other than the frequency of strategy use;
2) the higher proficiency learners might have utilized some unique strategies in
addition to the strategies listed in the questionnaire, which was constructed to include
the common strategies used by the lower secondary school students; and 3) the
frequency of strategy use might have been more closely linked to English achievement
rather than to English proficiency, as was discussed in 6.3. Although the third
assumption cannot be further investigated since the learners’ achievement data are
unavailable for data analysis (see Note 3 in Chapter 0), the first and second
assumptions should be explored to provide a better understanding of how their strategy
use relates to their English proficiency. By collecting and analyzing qualitative data

obtained from diaries and interviews, the present study thus aims to: 1) reveal the

the questionnaire survey; and 2) scrutinize the relationship between their strategy use

and English proficiency.

7.1 Data Collection and Analysis
To examine the details of the strategy use by the lower secondary school
learners, two sets of qualitative data were gathered: 1) English language learning

diaries as primary data; and 2) follow-up interviews as supplemental data.
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7.1.1 Diaries

The diary method was employed to investigate the learners” strategy use.' This
method has been considered to be an introspective tﬁi:hniqul:2 and was used with the
aim of exploring various aspects of individual language leaming (e.g., Bailey, 1991;
Huang, 2005; Matsumoto, 1987, 1994; Nunan, 1992). In diaries, a learner reports on
“affective factors, language learning strategies, and his own perceptions—facets of the
language learning experience which are normally hidden or largely inaccessible to an
external observer” (Bailey & Ochsner, 1983, p. 189). In the field of LLS studies,
researchers have begun to utilize this method to describe the details of learers’
strategy use (e.g., Carson & Longhini, 2002; Halbach, 2000; Root, 1999).°

The participants of the present study were a total of 121 seventh graders
learning English at the lower secondary school. The seventh graders were selected as
participants since the author was in charge of their English classes at the time of data
collection, and it was possible for her to collect diary data from her students for an
extended period of time. Moreover, there was a good relationship built between the
author and the participants so that they were expected to report on their strategy use to

the author openly and honestly (Hall, 2008). The participants were asked to keep an

settings for a period of five weeks during the second semester of 2006. In the journal,’
they were requested to record retrospective accounts of how they had utilized strategies
and what they had felt while utilizing them. They described their strategy use both
inside and outside the classroom, pertaining to the following language skills: speaking,
writing, reading, listening, grammar-learning, and vocabulary-learning. These skill-
specific strategies were investigated since these skills were taught in the regular

English classes and were associated with the strategy factors extracted in the previous
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questionnaire study (Chapter 5). To examine the skill-specific strategy use in details,
the author required the participants to focus only on one skill at a time and to report on
the details of each skill-specific strategy use in one entry.

To gain informative descriptions, a format of the diary was provided. It was
composed of two sections: 1) a closed-end format in which a list of strategies was
presented and the learners were asked to indicate the ones they had employed inside
and outside the classroom, respectively; and 2) an open-ended format in which they
were requested to describe how they had employed not only the strategies chosen from
the strategy list but also other strategies that were not included in the list, if any (see
Appendix F for the sample of the diary format). Regarding the closed-end format, the
strategy list was provided to help them become aware of their strategy use, since it
seemed to be difficult especially for learners at the lower secondary school level to
recognize their use of LLSs (Tsuda, 2004; Yukina, 2000) and thus to describe strategy
use in the open-ended format only. The strategy list consisted of a closed set of
cognitive strategies, which were selected from the previous questionnaire study
(Chapter 5), and of metacognitive strategies suggested by major LLS research (i.e.,

O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990). Concerning the open-ended format,

were expected to write in the journals.’ To ensure detailed and comprehensive
descriptions of their strategy use, the language in which these journals were completed
was their L1 (i.e., Japanese). All the excerpts presented in this dissertation are
therefore English translations by the author.

The diary-keeping was a part of the requirements of the course, so that all
students were expected to record the diary. Prior to the diary sessions, it was explained

to the students that: 1) there were neither right nor wrong descriptions; 2) the quality of
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the descriptions would not affect their grades: and 3) the descriptions would be kept
strictly confidential. They recorded their journal entries in two settings: a) inside the
classroom; and b) outside the classroom. Concerning the in-class entries, the students
were allotted five minutes at the end of each class to describe their strategy use inside
the classroom. The author (i.e., their English teacher) then collected the in-class entries
immediately after the students had finished writing the entries. Regarding the
out-of-class entries, the students were required to record their strategy use outside the
classroom and submit the entries in the beginning of the next class. Accordingly, the
author had access to their journal entries and checked if everyone submitted his/her
entry and fulfilled the requirements every session. Feedback on their journal entries
was given once a week just to encourage their diary-keeping.®

For the analysis, data obtained from the following students were excluded from
the data analysis: a) those who had spent more than one year abroad or who are using
English in their daily life; and b) those who did not hand in their journal entries
properly (i.e., the students who either had been absent from school during the
five-week period or had not submitted all the entries). Accordingly, the number of the
available data sets was reduced to 84." Twenty diaries were then selected, ten of which

wores written hv ctudentc in
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provided by students in the lower group, based on the results of the GTEC for
STUDENTS, a standardized test, which was also employed in Study 3 (Chapter 6). To
examine whether there is a significant difference in the mean scores between the higher
and the lower proficiency groups, a non-parametric test (i.e., the Mann-Whitney [/ test)
was run since normal distribution of the data was not assumed due to the small sample
size and these two groups were independent (Siegel, 1956). As shown in Table 7-1, the

two groups’ proficiency levels were confirmed to be significantly different.
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Table 7-1. The Number of the Students and Their Test Scores According to the Two
Proficiency Groups

Group N M (SD) U r P
Higher 10 394.3(27.7)
0 -85 p=.001
Lower 10 185.8 (36.6)
(Max. 440)

Thirty-five entries were gathered from each participant. In the journal entries,
descriptions provided by the students in the open-ended format were mainly used for
the data analysis, and the information obtained in the closed-end format was used for
identifying the type of strategies described in the open-ended format. A grounded
theory approach (Strauss & Corbin, 1998)* was employed to analyze the open-ended
data and to identify the specific patterns of their strategy use, following the three steps:
1) open coding; 2) axial coding; and 3) selective coding. First, in the open coding, the
author read through all the journal entries to identify the descriptions that contained
LLSs. Each description was labeled with the type of strategy use as well as the
participant’s identification code. Similar elements were then tentatively categorized
together. Second, in the axial coding, the relationships among the emerging categories
were examined, and the underlying concept of each category was named by the author.
In the final step, the selective coding, a central category was developed by associating
the categories established by the axial coding. This three-step procedure was repeated
several times until “theoretical saturation” occurred. “Theoretical saturation” means
that “no new properties and dimensions emerge from the data, and the analysis has
accounted for much of the possible variability” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 158). As

was recommended by Strauss and Corbin, the author reviewed the raw data several
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times and checked if there were data that might have been overlooked. In addition, she
selectively gathered additional data about poorly developed categories by means of the
interview method (for the interview procedure, see 7.1.2 below).

At the end of the data analysis, ten percent of the samples were randomly
selected from each category and checked by another researcher to minimize the effects
of subjectivity in coding and categorizing.” The consensus on the analysis was
approximately 90% between the researcher and the author.

In addition to the learners’ diaries, a teaching diary kept by their English
teacher after each class was collected as supplemental data to provide information
about the classroom activities and to gain insights into the learners’ strategy use in the

classroom.

7.1.2 Follow-up Interviews

Follow-up interviews were conducted with eight out of the twenty students to
supplement the categories unsatisfactorily developed from the diary data, that is, the
categories that had contained a relatively small number of descriptions reported by the

students in their journal entries. A total of four (two males and two females) were

of the students was carried out on the basis of the descriptions written in their diaries.
To be more precise, those who had commented little on the poorly developed
categories or those who had made interesting comments on the categories in their
journals were chosen as the interviewees. They were also in rapport with the
interviewer (i.e., the author) so that they were expected to provide ample information
on their strategy use. The interviews were conducted in their L1 (i.e., Japanese) to

obtain accurate information on their strategy use. The interviews, lasting 10-20
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minutes each, were audio recorded. Prior to the data collection sessions, the
participants were assured that their data would be treated confidentially. They were
also informed that there were no right or wrong answers to any questions and that their
responses would not affect their grades. The resultant data was transcribed and
analyzed with particular reference to the research questions that emerged from the

analysis of the diaries.

7.2 Results and Discussion

In the following sections, the results of the data analyses are reported on in
terms of: 1) the details of the strategy use by the Japanese lower secondary school
learners; and 2) the differences in the strategy use between the higher and the lower

proficiency groups.

7.2.1 Generated Categories: Details of Strategy Use
In the learners’ diaries, a total of 1,873 comments were identified as pertaining
to LLSs. As a result of the analysis, three major categories gradually emerged as the

components that constitute the strategy use of the Japanese lower secondary school

deployment; and 3) awareness of strategy use. Figure 7-1 shows the details of each
major component.

As the first component, the types of strategies utilized by the learners were
identified. All strategies were first divided into skill-specific strategies (e.g.. speaking,
reading, vocabulary-learning, and so forth). These skill-specific strategies were then
classified into three groups according to their functions: cognitive strategies;

metacognitive strategies; and social, affective, and communication strategies. This
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grouping is contingently similar to O’Malley and Chamot’s (1990) classification
systems (i.e., cognitive, metacognitive, social/affective strategies), and thus the present
study adopted their names.

Secondly, in-depth analyses of the diaries illuminated the ways in which the
learners had employed these strategies. Two manners of strategy deployment were
identified: A) single use of a strategy; and B) orchestrated use of strategies. In the
single use of a strategy, a learner deploys each strategy separately when engaging in a
language task. In the orchestrated use of strategies, a learner deploys more than one
strategy in a successive manner or at the same time while engaging in a language task.
As shown in Figure 7-1, four patterns were identified within the orchestrated use of
strategies. For instance, the learners described a successive use of: a) a metacognitive
strategy such as “planning” and some cognitive, social, affective, or communication
strategies; b) cognitive, social, affective, or communication strategies and a
metacognitive strategy such as “monitoring” or “evaluating”; and c) a metacognitive
strategy such as “monitoring” or “evaluating” and cognitive, social, affective, or
communication strategies. They also reported on a successive or simultaneous use of:

d) several cognitive, social, affective, and communication strategies.

deploying strategies in the single or the orchestrated manners. Two types of awareness
were mainly mentioned in their journal entries: A) understanding the purpose of each
strategy use; and B) understanding the daily strategy use. Regarding the first type,
some learners were aware of the reason behind their strategy use, and they specifically
mentioned the purpose of each strategy use in their diaries. For instance, some learners
described that they had utilized strategies in order to accomplish language tasks

efficiently. Other learners stated that they had employed strategies in order to improve
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their English proficiency and/or some specific language skills. Concerning the second
type of awareness, some learners realized that they had employed the same type of
strategies repeatedly, and they explicitly commented on the fact that they had utilized

such strategies on a daily basis in their journal entries.

7.2.2 Differences Between Higher and Lower Proficiency Groups
7.2.2.1 General Tendency

A comparison was then made to clarify the differences in strategy use in terms
of proficiency level. Table 7-2 shows the general tendency of strategy use by each
group in terms of the three major components identified. According to the table, the
higher proficiency group was likely to: 1) have a wider range of strategies; 2) deploy
strategies in an orchestrated way more frequently; and 3) be more aware of their
strategy use than the lower proficiency group. These differences between the two
groups were confirmed to be significant by means of chi-square tests, as shown in
Table 7-2. The number of the descriptions concerning the third component, however,
was considerably small compared with the first and the second components. This
might suggest that the diary method has precluded an investigation of what the learners
were aware of while utilizi
with eight learners to further investigate and validate the results concerning the
awareness of strategy use obtained from the diary data. During the interviews, the
participants were asked several questions such as “Are you aware of using this
strategy?”, “When did you start using this strategy?”, and “Why did you use this
strategy?.” In the following sections, specific strategy use reported by the higher and
the lower proficiency groups is presented and discussed by introducing several

excerpts from the journal entries and the interviews, which were translated from the
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original Japanese version into English by the author, to illuminate the differences in

strategy use in terms of the proficiency level.

Table 7-2. The Number of the Descriptions Reported by the Higher (HP) and the
Lower Proficiency (LP) Groups

HP LP b'a re
Type of strategies utilized
The range of strategies utilized 179 144 3.79* .10
Manner of strategy deployment
Orchestrated use of strategies 493 340 28,10%** 19
a) Meta (“planning”)—" Cog / SAC 44 18 10.90%* 40
b) Cog / SAC—Meta (“manitoring,” “evaluating”) 140 106 4.70* .18
¢) Meta (“monitoring,” “evaluating”)—Cog / SAC 153 104 9.34%* 12
d) Cog / SAC—"Cog / SAC (without Meta) 156 112 T 22*™ A5
Awareness of strategy use
Understanding the purpose of strategy use 41 14 1325%% 47
Understanding the daily strategy use 11 3 457 66

Fp< 05, FFp < 01, #¥%p < 001

Notes. Meta = metacognitive strategics; Cog = cognitive strategies; SAC = social, affective, and
communication strategies; HP = higher proficiency group; LP = lower proficiency group.

"The effect size, which shows the strength of association between two categorical variables, was
estimated. A value of greater than .10, .30), and .50 indicates a small, medium, and large effect
respectively (Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2008),

® An arrowed line indicates a successive use of stralegics.

© A horizontal line is used here since these strategies were employed not only successively but also

simultancously.
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7.2.2.2 Specific Strategy Use
Types of Strategies Uti/jzed

The number of the descriptions reported in the diaries indicated that the
learners in the higher proficiency group seemed to have a wider range of strategies.
This finding is in accord with previous LLS studies (e.g., Abraham & Vann, 1987;
Green & Oxford, 1995; Wenden, 1985). The qualitative analysis of the diary data
further identified three differences in the types of strategies employed by the two
different proficiency groups. The first difference was observed in the use of strategies
for speaking practice inside the classroom While the participants in the both groups
often utilized “paying attention to pronunciation and/or intonation” and “imitating the
teacher’s prommciation” to improve their speaking ability, the higher proficiency
group additionally emploved other strategies such as “increasing the TL inpuf” and
“paying attention to language function.” For example, Excerpts 1 and 2 show the use
of “increasing the T1. inpud” and “paying aitention to language function,” respectively,

by the students in the higher proficiency group.

Excerpt | (February 8, written by a female student “C” in HP'")

-
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between “Y-sensei” (the Japanese teacher of Inglish) and
“P-sensei” (the native English ieacher) and tried to understand

them.

Excerpt 2 (February 1, written by a male student “J” in HP)
(In class) When 1 was making English sentences for the

2 2 + = . .
conversation,"” [ was thinking that when we ask permission, we use
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“Can 1" and that when we ask something, we use “Can you.”

The diaries written by the lower proficiency group, in contrast, did not contain such
Y P y group

descriptions. The learners in this group were inclined to use “paving attention to

pronunciation and/or intonation” and “imitating the teacher’s promunciation,” as

shown in Excerpts 3 and 4.

Excerpt 3 (February 1, written by a male student “Q” in LP)
(In class) I imitated “P" (the native English teacher) and repeated
after him. I also paid attention to my English prommciation and

intonation.

Excerpt 4 (February 1, written by a male student “K” in LP)
(In class) I listened to “P" (the native English teacher) and tried to

imitate his pronunciation as much as possible.

The possible explanation for their use of these strategies is that their English teacher

Excerpt 5 (February 1, written by the English teacher “Y™)

Before reading aloud the model sentences in the textbhook, |
instructed my siudents to listen to “P" (the native English
teacher)’s pronunciation and intonation very carefully and imitate

his pronunciation and intonation as much as possible.
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A second difference was found in the use of strategies for grammar-learning
and writing outside the classroom. As for the strategy use for grammar-learning,
although both higher and lower proficiency learners often employed the strategy of
“doing grammar exercises” to learn new grammatical forms, the higher proficiency
learners tended to work on the exercises that were at a more advanced level outside the
classroom. Excerpts 6 and 7 are examples showing that learners in the higher
proficiency group worked on grammar exercises which were at a more advanced level

for the seventh graders outside the classroom.

Excerpt 6 (February 10, written by a female student “A” in HP)
Al the cram .\‘cimol,” I learned and worked on grammar exercises

about “passive form” of future and past tense.

Excerpt 8 (February 15, written by a female student “A” in HP)

(At home) when I was doing my homework and writing a letter to
my friend in English, I changed the model sentences presented in
the textbook little by little by using infinitive phrases which I had

learned (at the cram school).

Excerpt 9 (February 15, written by a female student “C” in HP)

(At home, when I was doing my homework and writing a letter to
my friend in English) I used new expressions which I had learned
at “K" (a cram school) . . . When I don't know how to write in

English, I asked my father to help me out.

Excerpt 7 (February 14, written by a male student “J” in HP) The lower proficiency group, on the other hand, did not report the use of these
(At home) I did homework and prepared for the tomorrow's exam strategies utilized by the higher proficiency group. When they engaged in the writing
held at the cram school. "Passive form™ and “present perfect task, they were apt to use “simplification strategies,” as shown in Excerpts 10 and 11
SJorm™ will be targeted in the exam . . . I worked on the grammar below.

exercises provided by the cram school. In the exercises, 1 found
“relative pronoun” which we haven't learned yet. So, I asked my Excerpt 10 (February 15, written by a male student “M” in LP)
mother about the new grammar and figured it out. (In class) I used new words and grammatical forms which 1 have
learned during the class (to write English sentences). I tried not to
In addition to the grammar exercises, the learners in the higher proficiency group were use difficult expressions but to write simple sentences.
likely to use more advanced forms of the TL and new expressions, which they had

learned outside the classroom, to make better sentences and to complete a writing task Excerpt 11 (February 22, written by a female student “P” in LP)

(Appendix H), as shown in Excerpts 8 and 9. (In class) I used the model sentences which “P-sensei” (the native
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English teacher) wrote on the blackboard to write English

sentences. I wrote not difficult but simple sentences!

This finding is consistent with the result obtained in Study 3 (Chapter 6), which
showed that there was a negative relation between the use of “franslation and
simplification strategies” and English proficiency.

Lastly, the two proficiency groups differed in the use of strategies for
comprehension inside the classroom. For example, although “gwessing” and
“concentrating on listening” were often reported by the participants in both groups, the
students in the higher proficiency group additionally reported the use of “analyzing the
sentence structures” and “focusing on discourse markers” to better comprehend
listening materials. Excerpts 12 and 13, for instance, illustrate the use of “analvzing the
sentence structures” and “focusing on discourse markers” respectively, by the

students in the higher proficiency group.

Excerpt 12 (March 2, written by a male student “F” in HP)

(In class) When I was doing the picture question task," I attended

which I had imagined based on the picture before listening to

English.

Excerpt 13 (February 28, written by a female student “G” in HP)
(In class, when I was listening to !;'ngh’sh)” I tried to get the main
ideas of the listening material by focusing on the splits of the

senfences, such as “and.” By doing this, | was able to understand
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and complete the task very well.

The use of these two strategies was not reported by the students in the lower
proficiency group at all. They often utilized “guessing” and “concentrating on
listening” when they listened to English materials. Excerpts 14 and 15 are examples
that show the use of “guessing” and “concentrating on listening” by the students in the

lower proficiency group.

Excerpt 14 (March 2, written by a female student “O” in LP)

(In class, when I was listening to English) I tried to concentrate on
the listening activity, and | guessed the meaning of the listening
materials based on the words and sentences which I was able to

comprehend.

Excerpt 15 (February 28, written by a male student “T” in LP)
When I was doing both tasks (i.e., the picture question task and the

listening comprehension task), 1 tried to concentrate on listening to

The use of these strategies was frequently reported by the learners, probably because
their English teacher highly recommended using these strategies during the class as
shown in Excerpt 16. In other words, the teacher’s advice seemed to be influential on

the learners’ strategy use.
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Excerpt 16 (February 28 and March 2, written by the teacher “Y™)

Before doing the picture question task, I instructed my students to
concentrate on listening to English . . . Before doing the listening
comprehension task, 1 said to my students, “If you have something
unknown while listening to English, don't mind it. Try to guess the
meaning of the listening materials based on the parts which you

have understood.”

In short, the findings obtained from the diary data indicate that the higher
proficiency learners have a wider repertoire of strategies than do the lower proficiency
counterparts and attempt to improve their English by employing some sophisticated

»

strategies (i.e., “increasing the TL input” “paving attention to language function.”
“challenging more advanced forms and materials of the TL)” “maximizing their
linguistic knowledge to comprehend English materials™) other than the common
strategies, employed by both groups of learners. These sophisticated strategies were

not included in the questionnaire developed in Study 2 (Chapter 5) and thus should be

incorporated into the revised version of the questionnaire in the future.

Orchestrated Use of Strategies

As for the manners of strategy deployment, the number of the descriptions
recorded in the diaries suggested that the learners with higher proficiency seemed to
employ strategies in an orchestrated way more frequently than did the learners with
lower proficiency. The importance of the crchestrated use of strategies in learning L2
was discussed by several LLSs researchers (e.g., Anderson, 2005; Grenfell & Macaro,

2007; Gu, 2005; Vandergrift, 2003). The comparisons of the descriptions written by
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the leamers revealed two differences in combined use of metacognitive and cognitive
strategies between the two proficiency groups. One difference was observed in the
combined use of a metacognitive strategy (“planning”) and some cognitive strategies.
The description in Excerpt 17, which was written by a learner in the higher proficiency
group, shows that he planned how to read the English texts by previewing the reading
task (metacognitive: “planning”) and subsequently skimmed the texts (cognitive:
“skimming”) because the task required the reader to get the main ideas of the texts (see
Appendix K for the reading task). He then also checked the details of the texts to

complete the task (cognitive: “scanning™).

Excerpt 17 (March 7, written by a male student “F” in HP)

I realized that the reading task of “the Willamina” (the reading
texts) was to understand the story line (“planning"). So, I skimmed
through the texts (“skimming ") and got the main ideas of the texts.
And, 1 searched for detailed information to complete the task

(“scanning”).

different way when they engaged in the same reading task. For instance, Excerpt 18
shows that although one lower proficiency leamer analyzed the reading task
(“planning”), she consecutively employed “guessing,” which seemed to be

incompatible with the task demand.

Excerpt 18 (March 7, written by a female student “N” in LP)

Before reading “the Willamina" (the reading texts), I checked the
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questions and understood what I had to read (“planning”). Then, 1
guessed the contents of the texts based on the words which 1

understood (“guessing”).

In another reading task that required the readers to scan the text in order to find
specific information (see Appendix L), one student in the higher proficiency group
stated the use of “planning” and a cognitive strategy (“scanning”) in an orchestrated

way (Excerpt 19).

Excerpt 19 (March 7, written by a male student “F” in HP)

When [ read "I am a mouse” (the reading texts), I first checked the
questions attached to the texts (“planning”). Then, I read the texts
by focusing on the parts which seemed to be related to the

questions (“scanning”).

On the other hand, a student in the lower proficiency group reported the use of

“planning” and “skimming” in the same reading task as follows:

Excerpt 20 (March 7, written by a female student “S” in LP)
“I am a mouse” (the reading texts) was easy to understand. 1
checked the gquestions attached 1o the texts (“planning”), and 1

tried to undersiand the whole texts (“skimming”).

These descriptions indicate that the lower proficiency learners did not utilize

“planning” and other cognitive strategies in a well-orchestrated manner, unlike the
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higher proficiency counterparts.

Another difference was found in the combined use of a metacognitive strategy
(“monitoring”) and some other strategies. For instance, a student in the higher
proficiency group described in her journal entry, as shown in Excerpt 21, that after
employing “monitoring” and identifying her problems, she had utilized several
cognitive and social strategies to solve these problems and to write better English

sentences.

Excerpt 21 (February 22, written by a female student “C” in HP)

(In class) I made spaces for unknown words in my speech drafi to
be able to check them out later (“monitoring”). . . (At home) [
referred to my English notebook to clarifyv the meanings of these
words, and used these words in the draft (“using references”).
Then, I asked my father to check the draft (“asking others”). He
commented that the style used in the draft was too formal. So, |

paid attention to the point and rewrote it (“paying attention”).

orchestrated use of strategies to overcome his problems in writing (Excerpt 22).

Excerpt 22 (February 15, written by a male student “F” in HP)

(In class) when I was modifving the model sentences, I had some
unknown words (“monitoring"). So, I asked my teacher to help me
out (“asking others”), and [ also looked up the unknown words in

the dictionary to complete the writing task (“using a dictionary”).
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The learners in the lower proficiency group, on the other hand, tended to simplify their
writing when they found it difficult to complete a writing task. Excerpt 23 is an

example written by one student in this group.

Excerpt 23 (February 15, written by a male student “L” in LP)
I can't write difficult sentences in English (“monitoring”). So, 1

made easier sentences by myself (“simplification”).

In another example, one student in this group stated that even though he had utilized
some cognitive and social strategies to solve his problems in writing, he was inclined

to simplify his writing rather than to make better sentences (Excerpt 24).

Excerpt 24 (February 15, written by a male student “K” in LP)
(At the eram school while | was studying by myself) 1 found it
difficult to write a letter in English (“monitoring”). So, I asked my

teacher to help my homework (“asking others”). I also used the

=

electronic hand-held dictionary (usine g dictionare ). Avd T trieq
erechron < aand agid qiononary {ousing g dicionRary . And, Jiried

to use a lot of simple words and phrases as much as possible to

write the letter (“simplification”).

Based on these descriptions, the author claims that the two proficiency groups
differed in the way of utilizing strategies. More specifically, the learners in the higher
proficiency group tended to select and combine relevant strategies to meet the

language tasks and accomplish them efficiently. Thus, the ability to coordinate
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strategies with task demands, which has not investigated thoroughly except for a few
case studies (e.g., Gan et al., 2004; Ikeda & Takeuchi, 2006; Vandergrift, 2003; Vann

& Abraham, 1990), should receive more attention in future LLS research.

Awareness of Strategy Use

According to the number of descriptions written in the diaries, the higher
proficiency learners seemed to be more aware of their strategy use compared with the
lower proficiency counterparts. In-depth analysis of their journal entries identified two
differences in the awareness of strategy use between the two groups. One was
concerned with the understanding of the purpose of each strategy use. The learners
with higher proficiency seemed to be more aware of the purpose of each strategy use
when they deployed strategies. For example, one student in the higher proficiency
group stated the purpose of using a cognitive strategy (“affending to infonation”) in a

conversation practice carried out during the class as follows:

Excerpt 25 (February 1, written by a female student “I” in HP)

ended 1o intonation sinpe risino or falline intonation is
ended lo mionagtion simce pising or jJalimg mlonation s

important in question sentences.

Another example is shown in Excerpt 26 in which one student with higher proficiency

described the purpose of employing a cognitive strategy (“speaking with a loud voice”)

in the same conversation practice.
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Excerpt 26 (February 1, written by a female student “A” in HP)

Those who can speak English very well say that you can't improve
English unless you practice to speak English clearly with a loud
voice. Therefore, I put my efforts and itried to speak English with a

loud voice.

Further investigations by means of the interviews revealed that the two
proficiency groups were different in terms of the degree of explicitness in describing
the purposes of strategy use. The higher proficiency learners tended to report the
purpose of each strategy use more explicitly than did the lower proficiency learners.
One student in the higher proficiency group, for example, stated the purposes of using
“imitating " by expressing strong desires for improving her pronunciation and speaking

ability (Excerpt 27).

Excerpt 27 (reported by a female student “I"” in HP)
(I used “imitating”') because one of the most important things for

me is to be able to speak English like native English speakers. By

I can my en

imitatine the native Fnolich t i I3
@ e nalive Lngish noanprove my speaiing

I
..... i fCOOHET,

The learners in the higher proficiency group also expressed the purposes of
strategy use in relation to short-term or long-term goals of English language learning

as shown in Excerpts 28 and 29, respectively.

Excerpt 28 (reported by a male student “F” in HP)
(I wsed “imitating”) because [ was worried about my
pronunciation since we would have a speaking test in the following

class.

Excerpt 29 (reported by a male student “D” in HP)
I tried it (“imitating”) because I wani to study abroad in the future
and it would be useful for me if I can pronounce English well when

studying abroad.

In the case of the lower proficiency group, only one student expressed purposes of
using “imitating.” However, as shown in Excerpt 30, she did not clearly mention that
the use of “imitating” would serve for improving her English pronunciation or

speaking skills specifically.

Excerpt 30 (reported by a female student “T" in LP)

(I used “imitating”') because I want to learn English thoroughly

and want to he ahle to con
fwant to de adle fo con

wate in Fnolish
and iC I SENSTL

Moreover, other students in the lower proficiency group did not express their purpose
of each strategy use explicitly. Excerpts 31 and 32 are examples stated by the learners

in this group.

Excerpt 31 (reported by a male student “M™ in LP)

1 just thought I should do ir (“imitating”). That’s it.
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Excerpt 32 (reported by a female student “O” in LP)
Well . . . I thought I should imitate his pronunciation because

“P-sensei” (the native English teacher) is a foreigner and his

pronunciation is good.

According to the qualitative data obtained from diaries and interviews, the
learners with higher proficiency seemed to understand well the purpose of each
strategy use compared to those with lower proficiency. To be more precise, the higher
proficiency learners seemed to be aware that they employed strategies to improve their
English language skills, whereas the lower proficiency counterparts tended to utilize
strategies without clear purposes. This result corresponds to the findings of Ikeda and
Takeuchi (2006) in which higher proficiency readers understood the merit of each
strategy use better than did lower proficiency readers. It thus seems that there is a
linkage between understanding the purpose of each strategy use and L2 proficiency.

Lastly, another difference was found in understanding the daily strategy use
between the two groups. The diary data revealed that learners with higher proficiency

seemed to be more aware of their daily strategy use than did those with lower

she often employed “using new words™ and “evaluating one’s performance” as shown

in Excerpt 33.

Excerpt 33 (February 1, written by a female student “A” in HP)
Because 1 want to learn new words, I ofien use these words when [
make English sentences. . . As many people say, it is important to check

how we performed. So, I always reflect on my performance at the end.
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This finding was corroborated by the interview data obtained from another higher
proficiency student. As shown in Excerpt 34, she was highly aware of using a strategy
(i.e., “imitating") on a regular basis and stated that she was accustomed to using the

strategy.

Excerpt 34 (reported by a female student “C” in HP)
At the cram school, I _was accustomed to imitating CDs’
pronunciation . . . The school has some CDs, and I regularly try to

imitate the CDs’ pronunciation.

Moreover, other students in the higher proficiency group were also very clear
in responding to the interviewer’s questions such as “Are you aware of using this
strategy?” and “When did you start using ir?”, and they could explain their strategy use
explicitly during the interviews as exemplified in Excerpt 35, which was reported by

one student in this group.

Excerpt 35 (reported by a female student “I"" in HP)

intentionally at that time. It was fun to talk with the native English
teacher. I intended to make the conversations exciting when I was
talking to “P" (the native English teacher) . . . (I have used it)
since I entered the lower secondary school. Since then, I have a
clear purpose of learning English. I try to talk with “P" (the native
English teacher) because 1 want to be able to communicate in

English.
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The students in the lower proficiency group, on the other hand, rarely described this
type of awareness in their journal entries. It thus seems that they may not be aware of
their daily strategy use. This assumption was supported by the interview data, in which
the lower proficiency group was not able to explain how they used the strategies
recorded in their jounal entries. For instance, in contrast with student “I” in the higher
proficiency group (see Excerpt 35 above), student “O” was not sure when she had
started using most of the strategies recorded in her own journal entries and could not

provide a detailed account of her daily strategy use (Excerpt 36).

Excerpt 36 (reported by a female student “O” in LP)
(I have used “imitating”) since I was an elementary school
student? I'm not sure. . . (As for the use of “planning”) I don't

know when [ started using this and [ don’t know why [ used it.

Based on these descriptions and reports obtained from the diaries and

interviews, it seems that the learners with higher proficiency are more aware of their

those with lower proficiency. This was also claimed by Takeuchi (2003b), who found
that Japanese university students in a higher EFL proficiency group were able to
provide a larger amount of explicit descriptions of their strategy use than were those in

a lower EFL proficiency group.

7.3 Summary

Two major findings were obtained from the present study. First, the analysis of

132

the learners’ diaries identified the following three components, which constitute the
strategy use by the Japanese lower secondary school leamners of EFL: A) the types of
strategies utilized; B) the manners of strategy deployment; and C) the awareness of
strategy use. Second, further analysis of the qualitative data obtained from diaries and
interviews showed that the two proficiency groups differed in these three components.
For example, compared with the lower proficiency group, the higher proficient seemed
to: a) have a wider range of strategies and use some sophisticated strategies (i.e.,

”

‘paying attention to language function,

" e

“increasing the TL input, challenging more
advanced forms and materials of the TL,” “maximizing ones' linguistics knowledge to
comprehend materials™); b) deploy strategies in an orchestrated way more frequently
and more appropriately with a given language task; and c) be highly aware of their

strategy use and understand the purpose of each strategy use and their daily strategy

use.

Notes
1. In addition to the diary method, the think-aloud technique has been utilized

to examine the learners’ strategy use in the field of LLS studies (e.g.,

especially used to investigate selected skill-specific strategy use with a small
number of participants in an experimental setting. The purpose of the present
study was, however, to reveal the learners’ strategy use pertaining to various
language skills, such as speaking, reading, listening, writing,
grammar-learning, and vocabulary-learning both inside and outside of their
classroom settings as described in 7.1.1. The author realized that it seemed

unfeasible to implement experimental sessions repeatedly and collect
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protocol data for these various skills in both learning settings. The
think-aloud technique was thus nct employed in the present study.

In one sense, the diary method is referred to as a retrospective technique
since the diary data are usually collected after the language event. However,
as Bailey (1991) states, some diarists make notes during a class or
conversation, and she claims that “introspection” entails the following three
time zones of data collection: “concurrent introspection,” “immediate
retrospection,” and “delayed introspection” (pp. 63-4). Nunan (1992) also
used the term “introspective” to cover “the research contexts in which the
data are collected retrospectively, that is, some time after the mental events
themselves have taken place” (pp. 115-6).

Using the diary method, Halbach (2000), for instance, illuminated that less
successful students were less critical of their own performance and found
fewer problems in their learning activities compared with more successful
counterparts. Carson and Longhini (2002) also utilized the diary method and
found that the learner’s strategy use was variable during an eight-week period
and was affected both by individual factors (i.e., learning styles, anxiety) and
s {ie,
investigating her language learning diary, identified the following four
patterns of strategy use: a) strategies actually utilized; b) strategies
acknowledged as being possible choices; c) strategies acknowledged but
rejected to utilize; and d) strategies modeled by others.

The terms, “diary” and “journal,” are often used interchangeably in the field

of second language diary studies (Bailey, 1991).

In order to avoid affecting the participanis’ strategy use due to these
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examples, the following oral directions were given to them by the author
(i.e., their English teacher) at every journal-keeping session: “These are just
examples, which show how to write the journal entries. So, you do not have
to use these strategies. Please write what you did and thought in your journals
honestly.”

The English teacher gave only general comments on the students’ English
language learning. No specific comments were made on their strategy use, to
avoid affecting their use of strategies.

Halback (2000) and Hall (2008) also reported that some of their participants
did not submit their journal entries regularly and that the amount of available
diary data decreased. According to Hall (2008, p. 116), this may be due to
“the participants’ relatively unpromising circumstances (for example,
forthcoming exams, homework, social life, etc.).”

Strauss and Corbin (1998, p. 12) use the term “grounded theory™ to mean
“theory that was derived from data systematically gathered and analyzed
through the research process.” According to the authors, in the grounded
theory approach, “a researcher does not begin a project with a preconceived
theory in m
allows the theory to emerge from the data” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 12).
Ten percent of the samples were selected from each category and checked for
the inter-rater reliability, based on the suggestion by Loewen and Philip
(2006).

This is one of the limitations inherent to the diary method. As was claimed by
Bailey and Ochsner (1983), timing, that is, when to verbalize the language

learning experiences, would influence the quality of journal entries. This
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timing issue may affect the degree of the depth of journal recording, and
informants tend to forget some information during the lapse of time between
the event and the reporting. To reduce such a limitation, the author attempted
to minimize the time lapse between English language leaming and the
journal-keeping, and also made an effort of data triangulation in the present
study. See Yabukoshi (2003) for the methodological review of the diary
method.

HP means higher proficiency group, while LP means lower proficiency
group.

See Appendix G for the speaking task.

Most of the students participated in this study attended a cram school and/or
a private English conversation school. Only one student in HP and two
students in LP did not attend such schools.

In the picture question task, the students listened to four statements in
English and selected the one statement that best describes the picture (see
Appendix I).

During the class, the students engaged in two listening tasks: a) picture

Appendix J). In the listening comprehension task, the students listened to
conversations between two people and selected the best response to each
question about the conversations. In her journal entry, student “G” did not

specify which listening tasks she was engaging in.
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8. Conclusion

In this chapter, the major findings of the present studies are summarized.
Research and pedagogical implications are then discussed based on these findings.
Finally, several limitations of these studies are acknowledged, and possible directions

for future research are suggested.

8.1 Major Findings of the Studies

The literature review (Chapter 2) indicates that strategy use by Japanese EFL
learners at the lower secondary school level has not been fully explored since: 1) there
is a lack of valid and reliable strategy questionnaires available to these learners; and 2)
qualitative studies with these learners are lacking. Furthermore, the review of literature
relevant to LLS research illuminates the following important issues: A) situational
differences (i.e., SL/FL learning contexts as well as inside/outside classroom settings)
should be taken into account in the investigation of LLSs; and B) a relationship
between strategy use and L2 proficiency should be examined both quantitatively and
qualitatively. To gain insights into the strategy use by lower secondary school learners
and to clarify these issues, the following purposes of the present research, therefore,
were set forth: 1) to construct
inside and outside the classroom, of lower secondary school students in the Japanese
EFL context; 2) to map out their strategy use in relation to the two leaming settings by
means of a newly-developed questionnaire; and 3) to explore the linkage between their
strategy use and their learning results both quantitatively and qualitatively. For these
purposes, the author conducted four empirical studies at a lower secondary school.
With the aim of creating an item pool for the strategy questionnaire, the author carried

out Study | (Chapter 4) to elicit a variety of strategies employed by the Japanese EFL
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learners and to examine the patterns of their strategy use in terms of learning settings
(i.e., inside and outside the classroom). The study identified various strategies to be
included in the item pool and revealed that these learners tended to utilize simple
cognitive strategies such as “repeating” and “taking a memo,” and that they rarely
reported using metacognitive strategies such as “planning” and “self-evaluating.” It
was also found that their strategy use appeared to be skill-specific, and the patterns of
their skill-specific strategy use seemed to vary in relation to the two learning settings
(i.e., in-class and out-of-class settings).

Based on the item pool and the above-mentioned findings, the questionnaire
was developed to assess the Japanese lower secondary school learners’ strategy use
inside and outside the classroom in Study 2 (Chapter 5). The resulting questionnaire
included five factors (i.e., strategy types) for strategy use inside the classroom and five
for outside the classroom. The reliability for each sub-scale was satisfactorily high, and
the five-factor structures were validated by using a confirmatory factor analysis. The
type and the frequency of strategy use by the Japanese lower secondary school learners
were then examined by means of the questionnaire developed, and the following six
types of strategies were identified: A) “strategies for comprehension” (Factors 1-3 and

ctaore 1.5 and 0.5y ™)
cio G Lo

13 A2 alld Wm0y,
“strategies for vocabulary and sentence memorization” (Factors 1-2 and 0-4); D)
“strategies for speaking practice” (Factors I-1 and O-2); E) “strategies for retention
while reading aloud” (Factor 1-4); and F) “follow-up learning and metacognitive
strategies " (Factor O-1). While the former four types of strategies were identified both
inside and outside the classroom settings, the latter two types were identified with only
one of the settings. The frequency data revealed that: 1) the Japanese EFL learners

utilized “srrategies for comprehension”™ most frequently both inside and outside the
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classroom; 2) they employed “transiation and simplification strategies” with
relatively high frequency; and 3) they used some types of strategies (i.e., “strategies
Jor vocabulary and sentence memorization” and “strategies for speaking practice”)
differently in relation to the learning settings (i.e., in-class and out-of-class settings).
These results seem to be influenced by several variables such as the Japanese EFL
context, the learning settings, the teaching methods employed by their teachers, and the
stage of the learners’ EFL learning (i.e., in this case of beginning level of EFL
learning).

Then, turning to the link between strategy use and learning outcomes, the
author conducted Study 3 (Chapter 6) to determine whether there is a positive
relationship between the leaners’ strategy use assessed by the questionnaire
constructed in Study 2 and their learning outcomes measured by an English proficiency
test (GTEC for STUDENTS). The correlation analyses and the MANOVA showed that
there was no positive relationship between the frequency of strategy use and English
proficiency among the lower secondary school learners. The author provided the
following three possible explanations for this finding: 1) there might have been
potential differences in strategy use between higher and lower proficiency learners
other th
utilized unique strategies in addition to the common strategies included in the
questionnaire; and 3) learners’ strategy use might have been more closely associated
with achievement rather than proficiency.

To explore the first and second assumptions described above,' the author
directed her attention to the details on strategy use in Study 4 (Chapter 7). The analyses

of the learners’ diary and interview data shed light on different strategy use between

higher and lower proficiency groups. For instance, the higher proficiency group
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seemed to: 1) have a wider range of LLSs and use some sophisticated LLSs other than
the common LLSs employed by both groups; 2) utilize several relevant LLSs to the
language task in combination more frequently and appropriately; and 3) be more aware
of strategy use, and understand the purpose of each strategy use and their daily strategy
use. Accordingly, the findings of Studies 3 and 4 suggest that, rather than the quantity
of strategy use (i.e., frequency of strategy use), the quality of strategy use (i.e.,
orchestrated strategy use and the awareness of strategy use) might be related to the
learning outcomes among the Japanese EFL learners of the present studies. In addition,

the repertoire of LLSs might be associated with their learning results.

8.2 Implications

In this section, the contributions of the present studies are discussed in terms of
research as well as pedagogical implications. The first research implication of the
present studies is that they are among the first empirical studies to systematically
examine the strategy use, inside and outside the classroom, of lower secondary school
learners in the Japanese EFL contexts by employing a robustly constructed strategy

instrument and by collecting and analyzing qualitative data (i.e., diaries and

starting point for future LLS studies whose target population is Japanese EFL learners
at the lower secondary school level.

Secondly, the present studies revealed that, while there was no positive
relationship between the frequency of single use of strategy and English proficiency
(Study 3), the orchestrated use of strategies and the awareness of strategy use might
possibly be related to higher English proficiency (Study 4). These results reconfirm the

recent position that several researchers have taken (e.g., Cohen, 1998; Oxford, 2003;
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Takeuchi, 2003b) in which a strategy itself cannot be classified as inherently good or
bad, but rather as having the potential to be used effectively in the right conditions. In
other words, the effectiveness of strategy use would likely be expected only when
learners deploy several relevant strategies to the task in combination and they are
highly aware of their strategy use. When defining LLSs, we therefore should
acknowledge that a strategy itself is neither good nor bad, but rather it has just the
potential to be used effectively for successful language leaming.

Thirdly, the above-mentioned findings also provide empirical evidence for the
recent argument made by several researchers (e.g., Anderson, 2005, 2008; Grenfell &
Macaro, 2007; Gu, 2005) that a quantitative difference in strategy use (i.e.. frequency
of strategy use) is insufficient to determine the degree of success in language learning,
and qualitative differences (i.e., the manners of strategy deployment and the awareness
of strategy use) may be more related to successful language learning. The qualitative
aspects of strategy use therefore should receive more attention and be investigated
further since, except for a few case studies (e.g., Gan et al., 2004; lkeda & Takeuchi,
2006; Vandergrift, 2003; Vann & Abraham, 1990), these aspects have been largely

neglected by researchers.

in Study 4, although learners at the lower secondary school level are still in a
developmental stage of cognition, the diary method was found to be available to these
younger learners to examine their strategy use if the data collection procedure is
carefully designed. Using a diary format to elicit the details of strategy use by younger
learners is particularly recommended.”

As for the pedagogical implications of these studies, the questionnaire

constructed in Study 2 enables students to diagnose which strategies they use
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frequently. Such information is beneficial for raising learners’ awareness of their own
use of LLSs. Mills, Pajares, and Herron (2007) claimed that if students become aware
of their strategy use and can assess its effectiveness, they would likely select better
strategies for themselves, regulate their use of strategies, and ultimately, enhance their
degree of autonomy in language learning. Also, teachers can make use of the
questionnaire to gain information about their students’ strategy use, and they can better
understand how they teach English, since, as was found in Studies 1 and 2, students’
strategy use seems to reflect the teaching methods employed by the teachers.

Moreover, teachers should keep in mind that learners’ strategy use differs in
terms of not only the types of strategies utilized but also the orchestrated strategy use
and the awareness of strategy use according to their L2 proficiency levels, as suggested
in Study 4. Therefore, in addition to using the questionnaire, it is recommended for
teachers to conduct interviews and/or make use of language diaries in order to fully
understand their learners’ strategy use and help the learners learn English more

effectively.

caution in light of potential limitations involved in particular studies (Mills et al.,
2007). The first limitation of the present studies is concerned with sampling: the four
studies involved Japanese EFL learners from only one lower secondary school attached
to a national university of education, whose students are more proficient in EFL and
more motivated to learn EFL than those in ordinary public lower secondary schools.
The findings of the four studies therefore may be limited by the particular type of the

learners examined, and, as such, caution is urged in generalizing the findings obtained
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in the present studies to other populations and settings. Replication studies with other
populations, particularly public lower secondary school students, are certainly needed.

Secondly, it is worth noting that learners’ self-reports do not always reflect
their real cognitive processing (e.g., strategy use) accurately (Seliger, 1983). Ensuring
the participants’ anonymity and using the empirically validated instruments, however,
may have minimized the occurrence of false reports (Gu, 2005). Moreover, as
Allwright and Bailey (1991) suggested, the use of multiple data collection methods
(i.e., the questionnaire, diary, and interview methods employed in the present studies)
may have reduced the threat.*

The third limitation relates to the content validity of the strategy questionnaire
developed in Study 2. The items of the questionnaire were rigorously selected based on
the open-ended as well as the closed-end data (Study 1) and on previous LLS studies.
The reliability and the construct validity’ of the questionnaire were confirmed by
means of an exploratory and a confirmatory factor analysis. However, the new insights
obtained in Study 4 were not incorporated into the questionnaire used in Study 3 due to
the chronological order of the studies. One future research agenda therefore is to revise

the questionnaire in order to improve its content validity for assessing the lower

questionnaire should include items with regard to: 1) the sophisticated strategies; 2) the
orchestration of cognitive and metacognitive strategies; and 3) the awareness of
strategy use, as reported by the learners with higher EFL proficiency in Study 4.
Finally, it should be emphasized that the correlation analyses conducted in
Study 3 can investigate only positive or negative links and the degree of the linkage
between strategy use and English proficiency. The study thus warrants no causal links

between the variables. The causal links should be ascertained in future research, for
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instance, by employing structural equation modeling ( SEM).} Similarly, the results
obtained from the qualitative data in Study 4 only provided insights into the potential
differences in strategy use between the higher and the lower proficiency groups. A
future research agenda thus should be to validate these research findings. More
specifically, it should be statistically examined for significant differences in: 1) using
sophisticated strategies; 2) orchestrating cognitive and metacognitive strategies; and 3)
being aware of strategy use (i.e., the purpose of each strategy use, and daily strategy
use) between higher and lower proficiency learners, by employing the revised version
of the questionnaire and using some powerful statistical procedures such as SEM.
Through such rigorous investigations, we can provide more solid empirical evidence
for the patterns of strategy use in terms of English proficiency level.® After sufficient
knowledge on strategy use is obtained from lower secondary school learners, we can
finally move to intervention studies in which we can plan and implement strategy
instruction for lower secondary school learners to help them learn English more
effectively. The author believes that LLSs can empower students to become
self-directed language learners and, ultimately, to attain higher levels of English

proficiency as is implied by the following quote: “Give a man fish you feed him for a

Gu, 2005, p. 3)

Notes

1.  The third assumption (i.e., the possible linkage between strategy use and
achivement) was not investigated since the learners’ achievement data were
unavailable for the data analysis (see Note 3 in Chapter 6).

2. Conventional diary studies did not involve using such a format. This was probably
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because the participants of those studies were linguists or college-level learners
who were highly aware of their language learning and they could record their
learning process and their reactions to their own language learning in an
open-ended style (e.g., Bailey, 1980, 1983; Carson & Longhini, 2002; Matsumoto,
1989; Schmidt & Frota, 1986; F.M. Schumann & J.H. Schumann, 1977).

The use of multiple data collection methods was originally called “methodological
triangulation” by Allwright and Bailey (1991, p. 73).

The factor structures of the questionnaire were validated by means of
confirmatory factor analysis. This means that one type of construct validity of the
questionnaire was verified (Koizumi, 2005).

See Purpura (1997) for an example of using SEM to demonstrate the causal links
between the learners’ reported strategy use and second language test performance
(SLTP).

Based on his qualitative studies, Takeuchi (2003a, 2003b) suggests that strategy
use seems to develop as learners advance their language learning.

The author cites this Chinese proverb likening the linguistic elements of English

language to “fish” and the ways to learn English to “fishing.”

145



References

Abraham, R. G, & Vann, R. J. (1987). Swrategies of two language learners: A case

study. In A. L. Wenden, & J. Rubin (Eds.), Learner strategies in language learning (pp.

85-102). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall International.

Allwright, D., & Bailey, K. M. (1991). Focus on the language classroom: An
introduction to classroom research for language teachers. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Anderson, N. I. (2005). L2 learning strategies. In E. Hinkel (Ed.), Handbook of

research in second language teaching and learning (pp. 757-772). Mahwah, NJ:

Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Anderson, N. J. (2008). Metacognition and good language leamers. In C. Griffiths
(Ed.), Lessons from good language learners (pp. 99-109). Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

experience. In R. Scarcella, & S. D. Krashen (Eds.), Research in second language

acquisition (pp. 58-65). Rowley, MA: Newbury House.

Bailey, K. M. (1983). Competitiveness and anxiety in adult second language learning:
Looking at and through the diary studies. In H. W. Seliger, & M. H. Long (Eds.),
Classroom oriented research in second language acquisition (pp. 67-103). Rowley,

MA: Newbury House.

146

Bailey, K. M. (1991). Diary studies of classroom language learning: The doubting
game and the believing game. In E. Sadtons (Ed.), Language acquisition and the
second)/foreign language classroom (pp. 60-102). Singapore: SEMEO Regional

Language Center.
Bailey, K. M., & Ochsner, R. (1983). A methodological review of the diary studies:
Windmill tilting or social science? In K. M. Bailey, M. H. Long, & S. Peck (Eds.),

Second language acquisition studies (pp188-198). Rowley, MA: Newbury House.

Bruen, J. (2001). Strategies for success: Profiling the effective learner of German.

Foreign Language Annals, 34, 216-225.

Byme, B. M. (2001). Structural equation modeling with Amos: Basic concepts,

applications, and programming. London: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Carson, G. J., & Longhini, A. (2002). Focusing on learning styles and strategies: A

Chamot, A. U. (2004). Issues in language learning strategy research and teaching.

Electronic Journal of Foreign Language Teaching, 1, 14-26.

Chin, C. (1999). The effects of three learning strategies on EFL vocabulary acquisition.

Korea TESOL Jowrnal, 2, 1-12.

147



Cohen, A. D. (1984). Studying second langnage learning strategies: How do we get the

information? Applied Linguistics, 5, 101-112.

Cohen, A. D. (1998). Strategies in learning and using a second language. London:

Longman.

Cohen, A. D., & Macaro, E. (Eds.). (2007). Language learner strategies: Thirty years

of research and practice. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Cohen, A. D., Weaver, S. I, & Li, T. Y. (1996). The impact of strategies-based
instruction on speaking a foreign language. Minneapolis, MN: Center for Advanced

Research on Language Acquisition, University of Minnesota.

Dekinai seitoha benkyono shikataga wakaranai [Unsuccessful learners do not know

how to study English]. (1983, June). Eigo Kyoiku [The English Teachers’ Magazine],

702003 Ouestionnaires in second lanoyaoe researel Construction
L. 12003 pesttonnaires o second language res o Loanstruction,

adminisiration, and processing. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Dérnyei, Z. (2005). Language learning strategies and student self-regulation. In Z.
Démyei (Ed.), The psychology of the language learner: Individual differences in
second language acquisition (pp. 162-196). Mahwah, NI: Lawrence Erlbaum

Associates.

148

Dreyer, C., & Oxford, R. L. (1996). Learning strategies and other predictors of ESL
proficiency among Afrikaans speakers in South Africa. In R. L. Oxford (Ed.),
Language learning strategies around the world: Cross-cultural perspectives (pp.
61-74). Honolulu: Second Language Teaching & Curriculum Center, University of

Hawaii at Manoa.

Ehrman, M., Leaver, B. L., & Oxford, R. (2003). A brief overview of individual

differences in second language learning. System, 31, 313-330.

Eigo expertotachino gakushuhou [LLSs used by experts in English]. (2001, November).

Eigo Kyoiku [The English Teachers’ Magazine], 50.

El-Dib, M. A. (2004). Language learning strategies in Kuwait: Links to gender,

language level, and culture in a hybrid context. Foreign Language Annals, 37, 85-95.

Ellis, R. (1994). The study of second language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford University

Press.

Gakushu strategywo jugyouni [Implementing strategy instruction in English class].

(2004, October). Eigo Kyoiku [The English Teachers’ Magazine], 53.

Gan, Z. (2004). Attitudes and strategies as predictors of self-directed language learning

in an EFL context. International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 14, 390-411.

Gan, Z., Humphreys, G., & Hamp-Lyons, L. (2004). Understanding successful and

149



unsuccessful EFL students in Chinese universities. Modern Language Journal, 88,

229-244.

Gao, X. (2006). Understanding changes in Chinese students’ uses of learning strategies

in China and Britain: A socio-cultural re-interpretation. System, 34, 55-67.

Graham, S. (1997). Effective language learing: Positive strategies for advanced level

language learning. Philadelphia: Multilingual Matters, Ltd.

Graham, S. (2008). Learner strategies and self-efficacy: Making the connection.

Language Learning Journal, 35, 81-93.

Green, J. M., & Oxford, R. (1995). A closer look at learning strategies, L2 proficiency,

and gender. 7ESOL Quarterly, 29, 261-297,

Grenfell, M., & Macaro, E. (2007). Claims and critiques. In A. D. Cohen, & E. Macaro

(Eds.), Language learner strategies: Thirty vears of research and practice (pp. 9-28).

Griffiths, C. (Ed.). (2008). Lessons from good language learners. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.

Gu, Y. (1996). Robin Hood in SLA: What has the learning strategy researcher taught

us? Asian Journal of English Language Teaching, 6, 1-29.

150

Gu, Y. (2005). Vocabulary learning strategies in the Chinese EFL context. Singapore:

Marshall Cavendish Academic.

Gu, Y., & Johnson, R. K. (1996). Vocabulary learning strategies and language learning

outcome. Language Learning, 46, 643-679.

Hair, J. F., Anderson, R. E., Tatham, R. L., & Black, W. C. (1998). Multivariate data

analysis (5th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Halbach, A. (2000). Finding out about students’ learning strategies by looking at their

diaries: A case study. System, 28, 85-96.

Hall, G. (2008). An ethnographic diary study. ELT Jowrnal, 62, 113-122.

Hatch, E. & Lazaraton, A. (1990). The research manual: Design and statistics for

applied linguistics. Boston: Heinle & Heinle.

reading: The effect of grade difference. Bulletin of Joetsu University Education, 18,

570-584.

Hirano, K. (1999b). The effect of a one year difference on Japanese high school

students” metacognitive awareness of EFL reading. Bulletin of Joetsu University

Education, 19, 1-13.

151



Hirano, K. (2000). Nihonjin EFL chugakuseino eigo goi gakushu houryaku: Eigo
gakuryokuto seisano eikyou [The effects of language proficiency and sex difference on
vocabulary learning strategies of Japanese EFL junior high school students]. Bulletin of

Joetsu University Education, 19, 719-731,

Hiroyama, S. (2002). How to learn English wo kangaeru [Considering how to learn
English]. In T. Miura, S. Hiroyama, & Y. Nakajima (Eds.), Dakara eigoha kyoiku
nanda: Kokorowo sodateru eigo jugyono approach [English teaching is related 1o
education: English teaching approach to cultivating students’ sentimenits] (pp.

106-111). Tokyo: Kenkyusha.

Hisao, T. Y, & Oxford, R. L. (2002). Comparing theories of language learning

strategies: A confirmatory factor analysis. Modern Language Journal, 86, 368-383.

Hojo, R. (1996). Nihonjin EFL gakushushano eigo gakushu houryakunikansuru kenkyu
(1) [A study of learning strategies used by Japanese EFL students (1)]. Bulletin of

Joetsu University Education, 16, 185-196.

Hojo, R. (1997). Nihonjin EFL gakushushano eigo gakushu houryakunikansuru kenkyu
(2) [A study of learning strategies used by Japanese EFL students (2)]. Bulletin of

Joetsu University Education, 16, 583-593.

Hojo, R. (1998). Nihonjin EFL gakushushano eigo gakushu houryakunikansuru kenkyu
(4) [A study of learning strategies used by Japanese EFL students (4)]. Bulletin of

Joetsu University Education, 17, 749-762.

152

Hong-Nam, K., & Leavell, A. G (2006). Language learning strategy use of ESL

students in an intensive English learning context. System, 34, 399-415.

Huang, J. (2005). A diary study of difficulties and constraints in EFL learning. System,

33, 609-621.

Ikeda, M. (2004). An overview of language learning strategies: Identification,
classification, research methods, and instructional issues. Journal of Kansai University

Graduate School of Foreign Language Education and Research, 2, 1-33.

Ikeda, M. (2005). Toward better instruction of EFL reading strategies: An instructional
model based on a synthesis of five empirical studies. Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
Graduate School of Foreign Language Education and Research, Kansai University,

Osaka, Japan.

Ikeda, M. (2007). Dokkai houryakuno shitsumonshino kaihatsu: Ryou/shitsu ryoumen

quantitatively and qualitatively]. In O. Takeuchi et al. (Eds.), Explorations of English

language instruction: Papers in honor of Professor Eiji Saito in his retirement from

Kansai University (pp.167-179). Tokyo: Sanseido.

Ikeda, M., & Takeuchi, O. (2000). Tasks and strategy use: Empirical implications for

questionnaire studies. JACET Bulletin, 31, 21-32.

153



Ikeda, M., & Takeuchi, O. (2003). Can strategy instruction help EFL learners to

improve their reading ability?: An empirical study. JACET Bulletin, 37, 49-60.

Tkeda, M., & Takeuchi, O. (2006). Clarifying the differences in learning EFL reading

strategies: An analysis of portfolios. System, 34, 384-398.

Isaji, T. (2006). The determining factors in reading strategies of Japanese high school
EFL learners. Annual Review of English Language Education in Japan (ARELE), 17,

41-50.

Kamahara, M., Miyashita, K., Onoki, H., & Nakazawa, J. (1998). Shinrigaku manual:
Shitsumonshihou [Psychological manual: Questionnaire method]. Kyoto, Japan:

Kitaojishobou.

Kawakita, J. (1967). Hassouhou: Souzousei kaihatsunotameni [The abduction method:

For inventing creativity]. Tokyo: Chukoshinsho.

use in Jordan. In R. L. Oxford (Ed.), Language learning strategies around the world:
Cross-cultural perspectives (pp. 75-88). Honolulu: Second Language Teaching &

Curriculum Center, University of Hawaii at Manoa.

Khalil, A. (2005). Assessment of language learning strategies used by Palestinian EFL

learners. Foreign Language Annals, 38, 108-117.

154

Kikuchi, T. (2004). Nihonjin daigakuseino gengo gakushu strategyto resources
[Language learning strategies used by Japanese university students and their use of

resources)]. Linguistic Informatics, 5, 113-132.

Kinoshita, Y. (1999). Grounded theory approach: Shitsuteki jissho kenkyuno saisei.

[Grounded theory approach: Revitalization of qualitative studies). Tokyo: Koubundou.

Koizumi, R. (2005). Nihonjin chukouseiniokeru happyou goi chishikino hirosato
fukasano kankei [Relationships between size and depth of productive vocabulary

knowledge]. STEP BULLETIN, 17, 63-80.

Koizumi, R., & In'nami, Y. (2003). Kyoubunsan kouzou bunsekiwo okonautameno
Amos 4.02 (eigoban) manual [A manual for using Amos 4.02 (English version) to
perform structural education modeling]. Retrieved April 14, 2008, from http://www.

modern.tsukuba.ac.jp/~ushiro/Publishing/Amos_Manual/0303 11 Amos_Manual htm!

Kojic-Sabo, I, & Lightbown, P. M. (1999). Students’ approaches to vocabulary

onaoe Towrnal 83 176-102
tguage Jourhai, o3, 1 10-1Y2,

Lan, R., & Oxford, R. (2003). Language learning strategy profiles of elementary

school students in Taiwan. International Review of Applied Linguistics, 41, 339-379.

Larsen-Freeman, D., & Long, M. (1991). An introduction to second language

acquisition research. London: Longman.



LoCastro, V. (1994). Learning strategies and learning environment. 7ESOL Quarterly,

28, 409-414.

Loewen, S., & Philip, J. (2006). Recasts in the adult English L2 classroom:
Characteristics, explicitness, and effectiveness. Modern Language .Journal, 90,

536-556.

Macaro, E. (2001). Learning strategies in foreign and second language classrooms.

London: Continuum.

Macaro, E. (2006). Strategies for language learning and for language use: Revising the

theoretical framework. Modern Language Journal, 90, 320-337.

Maeda, H. (2002). Koukousei eigo gakushushano gakushu houryaku shiyouto gakushu
tassei [Strategy use and achievement by Japanese high school EFL learners]. STEP

BULLETIN, 14, 26-38.

onzon honteichilki moadslinonivarn koukongeing
DUZe mo 2nIyort xoulousemo

+

gengo gakushu houryaku shiyouto gengo gakushu tasseino bunseki: SILLde erareta
datano yori tekisetsuna bunsekito kekkano teiji houhouno teian [Learner strategy use
and leamning achievement: An analysis by structural equation modeling]. Language

Laboratory, 37, 143-162.

Magogwe, J. M., & Oliver, R. (2007). The relationship between language learning

strategies, proficiency, age and self-efficacy beliefs: A study of language learners in

156

Botswana. System, 35, 338-352.

Matsumoto, H. (2000). Gaikokugo gakushuno strategy shiyouto tasseidotono soukan:
SILLto eigokentei sankyuwo mochiite [Correlations between strategy use and
achievement: Using the SILL and the STEP third grade]. STEP BULLETIN, 12,

142-152.

Matsumoto, K. (1987). Diary studies of second language acquisition: A critical

overview, JALT Journal, 9, 17-34.

Matsumoto, K. (1989). An analysis of a Japanese ESL learner’s diary: Factors involved

in the L2 learning process. JALT Journal, 11, 167-192.

Matsumoto, K. (1994). Introspection, verbal reports and second language learning

strategy research. Canadian Modern Language Review, 50, 363-386.

Mills, N., Pajares, F., & Herron, C. (2007). Self-efficacy of college intermediate

Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (1998). Course of
study for lower secondary schools. Retrieved November 21, 2006, from http://www.

mext.go.jp/bmenu/shuppan/ sonota/990301/03122602/010.html

Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (2003). Regarding the

157



establishment of an action plan to cultivate “Japanese with English abilities.”
Retrieved August 21, 2007, from http://www.mext.go.jp/b_menu/houdou/15/03/ 03033

101/001.pdf

Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (2006). Cultivating
“Japanese with English abilities”: An approach to English education by Ministry of
Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology. Retrieved November 21, 2006,

from http://www.mext.go.jp/b_menu/houdou/18/01/06013100/003/001.pdf

Mizohata, Y. (2003). Listening strategy training for EFL learners with different

learning styles. Language Education & Techmology, 40, 35-60.

Mizumoto, A., & Takeuchi, O. (2008). Kenkyu ronbunniokeru koukaryouno houkoku
notameni: Kisoteki gainento chuiten [Basics and considerations for reporting effect

sizes in research papers). Studies in English Language Teaching, 31, 57-66.

Mochizuki, A. (1999). Language learning strategies used by Japanese university

ctudente RET (" Tnur
SIIGENIS, AL Joun

Naiman, N., Frohlich, M., Stern, H. H., & Tedesco, A. (1978). The good language
learner. Toronto: Ontario Institute for Studies in Education. (Reprinted from

Multilingual Matters, 1996.)

Nakano, S (2000). Chugakkouniokeru tango gakushu strategyno chousa: Yoi

gakushushano katsuyou strategyto shidou kanousei [Investigating vocabulary learning

158

strategies used by junior high school students: Successful learners’ strategy use and

potentials of strategy instruction]. STEP BULLETIN, 12, 133-141.

Nakatani, Y. (2006). Developing an oral communication strategy inventory. Modern

Language Journal, 90, 151-168.

Nisbet, D. L., Tindall, E. R., & Arroyo, A. A. (2005). Language learning strategies and
English proficiency of Chinese university students. Foreign Language Annals, 38,

100-107.

Nunan, D. (1992). Research methods in language learning. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Nyikos, M., & Fan, M. (2007). A review of vocabulary learning strategies: Focusing on
language proficiency and learner voice. In A. D. Cohen & E. Macaro (Eds.), Language
learner strategies: Thirty years of research and practice (pp. 251-273). Oxford:

Oxford University Press.

Ogino, K. (1994). A study of learner characteristics of Japanese EFL junior high school
students: Learning styles, strategies, motivation, and gender. Unpublished MA thesis

submitted to the Graduate School, Joetsu University of Education, Nigata, Japan.

O’Malley, J. M. (1987). The effects of training in the use of learning strategies on
learning English as a second language. In A. L. Wenden, & J. Rubin (Eds.), Learner

strategies in language learning (pp. 133-144). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall

159



International.

O’Malley. J. M., & Chamot, A. U. (1990). Learning strategies in second language

acquisition. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

O’Malley, J. M., Chamot, A. U., Stewer-Manzanares, G., Russo, R. P., & Kiipper, L.
(1985). Learning strategy applications with students of English as a second language.

TESOL Quarterly, 19, 557-584.

Oshio, A. (2004). SPSS to Amos nivoru shinri/chousa data kaiseki: Inshi bunseki/
kyoubunsan kouzou bunseki made [Psychological research data analysis by SPSS and

Amos: Factor analysis and structural equation modeling]. Tokyo: Tokyotosho.

Oshio, A. (2005). Kenkvu jirei de manabu SPSS to Amos nivoru shinri/chousa data
kaiseki [Psychological research data analysis by SPSS and Amos: Learning from study

cases). Tokyo: Tokyotosho.

implications for strategy training. Svstem, 17, 235-247.

Oxford, R. L. (1990). Language learning strategies: What every teacher should know.

New York: Newbury House.

Oxford, R. (1994). Language learning strategies: An update. ERIC Digest. Retrieved

June 18, 2004, from http://www.cal.org/resources/digest/oxford01.html

160

Oxford, R. L. (2003). Language learning styles and strategies: Concepts and

relationships. International Review of Applied Linguistics, 41, 271-278.

Ozeki, N., Yamato, T., Nakajima, Y., & Hiromori, T. (Eds.). (2005). Gengo gakushuto
gakushu  strategy: Jivitsu gakushuni muketa ouyou gengogakukarano approach
[Language learning and learning strategies: Approaches from applied linguistics

towards autonomous learning]. Tokyo: Liber Press.

Politzer, R. L., & McGroarty, M. (1985). An exploratory study of learning behaviors
and their relationship to gains in linguistic and communicative competence. 7ESOL

Quarterly, 19, 103-123.

Purpura, J. E. (1997). An analysis of the relationships between test takers’ cognitive
and metacognitive strategy use and second language test performance. Language

Learning, 47, 289-325.

Language Review, 41, 511-523.

Riley, L. D., & Harsch, K. (1999). Enhancing the learning experience with strategy
journals: Supporting the diverse learning styles of ESL/EFL students. Proceedings of
the HERDSA Annual International Conference, Melbourne, Australia. Retrieved
March 3, 2006, from http://www.herdsa. org.au/branches/vic/Comerstones/pdf/Riley.

PDF

161



Root, E. (1999). Motivation and learning strategies in a foreign language setting: A
look at learner of Korean. Working Paper #14, Minneapolis, MN: Center for Advance

Research on Language Acquisition (CARLA), University of Minnesota.

Rubin, J. (1975). What the “good language leamer” can teach us. 7ESOL Quarterly, 9,

41-51.

Rubin, J. (1981). Study of cognitive process in second language learning. Applied

Linguistics, 11, 117-131.

Russo, R. (2003). Statistics for the behavioural sciences: An introduction. New York:

Psychology Press.

Sakamoto, T., & Nagase, S. (1987). Chugakkou eigokano jiko gakushuryoku shidou
myumon. [Introduction into teaching students how to self-study English at junior high

school]. Tokyo: Meijitosho.

Schmidt, R., & Frota, S. (1986). Developing basic conversational ability in a second
language: A case study of an adult learner of Portuguese. In R. R. Day (Ed.), Talking to
learn: Conversation in second language acquisition (pp.237-326). Rowley, MA:

Newbury House.

Schumann, F. M., & Schumann, J. H. {1977). Diary of a language learner: An

introspective study of second language learning. In H. D. Brown, R. H. Crymes, & C.

162

A. Yorio (Eds.), On TESOL '77: Teaching and learning English as a second language:

Trends in research and practice (pp. 241-249). Washington, DC: TESOL.

Seitoni susumetai koukatekina eigo gakushuhou [English LLSs recommended for

students]. (1995, April). Ligo Kyoiku [The English Teachers’ Magazine], 44.

Seliger, H. W. (1983). The language learner as linguist: Of metaphors and realities.

Applied Linguistics, 4, 179-191.

Shizuka, T., Takeuchi, O., & Yoshizawa, K. (2002). Gaikokugo kvoiku researchto
testingno kisogainen [Basic concepts in foreign language education research and

testing]. Osaka, Japan: Kansai University Press.

Shmais, W. A. (2003). Language learning strategy use in Palestine. Teaching English
as a second or foreign language, 7. Retrieved August 14, 2005, from http://writing.

berkeley.edu/ TESL-EJ/ej26/a3.html

w
—~
o

86 Nomnnarametrie statistics: For the bhehavioral sciences. New York:
20). Nonparameinic Siqusnes: For Ine pepavioral SCIences, INey Orgl

McGraw-Hill.

Skehan, P. (1989). Individual differences in second language learning. London:

Edward Amold.

Stern, H. H. (1975). What can we learn from the good language learner? Canadian

Modern Language Review, 31,304-318.

163



Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1998). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and

procedures for developing grounded theory. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE.

Takeuchi, O. (1991). Language learning strategies in second & foreign language
acquisition, Bulletin of Institute for Interdisciplinary Studies of Culture, Doshisha

Women's College of Liberal Arts, 8, 64-83.

Takeuchi, O. (1993). Language learning strategies and their relationship to

achievement in English as a foreign language. Language Laboratory, 30, 17-34.

Takeuchi, O. (2003a). What can we learn from good foreign language learners? A

qualitative study in the Japanese foreign language context. System, 31, 385-392.

Takeuchi, O. (2003b). Yoriyoi gaikokugo gakushuhouwo motomete: Gaikokugo
gakushu seikoushano kenkyu [Searching for better language learning strategies:

Studies on good language learners in the Japanese FL context]. Tokyo: Shohakusha.

Takeuchi, O. (2005). Kateideno jishugakushuto kyoukasho: Gakushu houhouno
shitenkara [Learning English at home by using textbooks: From a perspective of

learning strategy use). Teaching English Now, Topic Issue, 3, 12-13. Tokyo: Sanseido.

Takeuchi, O., Griffiths, C., & Coyle, D. (2007). Applying strategies to contexts: The
role of individual, situational, and group differences. In A. D. Cohen & E. Macaro

(Eds.), Language learner strategies: Thirty years of research and practice (pp. 69-92).

164

Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Takeuchi, O., & Wakamoto, N. (2001). Language learning strategies used by Japanese
college learners of English: A synthesis of four empirical studies. Language Education

& Technology, 38, 21-43.

Tanoue, Y. (2004). Investigating beliefs and strategies of Japanese university students

in learning EFL. Language Education & Technology, 41, 37-56.

Tatematsu, D. (2003). L2 listeningniokeru metaninchi strategyno kyouju kouka [The
effects of instruction of metacognitive strategies on L2 listening comprehension].

Studies in English Language Teaching, 26, 57-73.

Tseng, W.-T., Doryei, Z., & Schmitt, N. (2006). A new approach to assessing strategic
learning: The case of self-regulation in vocabulary acquisition. Applied Linguistics, 27,

78-102.

students in a Japanese junior high school. Unpublished MA thesis submitted to St.Paul

University, Tokyo, Japan.

Vandergrift, L. (1997). The comprehension strategies of second language (French)

listeners: A descriptive study. Foreign Language Annals, 30, 387-409.

Vandergrift, L. (2003). Orchestrating strategy use: Toward a model of the skilled

165



second language listener. Language Learning, 53, 463-496.

Vann, R. J., & Abraham, R. G. (1990). Strategies of unsuccessful language leamners.

TESOL Quarterly, 24, 177-198.

Wakamoto, N. (1993). Eigo gakushuno kojinsato gakushu strategyni kansuru kenkyu

[Individual differences in English language learning and learning strategies]. STEP

BULLETIN, 5,9-24.

Watashino eigo benkyohou [My English language learning strategies]. (1978,

December). Eigo Kyoiku [The English Teachers’ Magazine], 27.

Watashino eigo gakushuhou [My English language learning strategies]. (2007, March).

Ligo Kyoiku [The English Teachers’ Magazine], 56.

Wenden, A. L. (1985). Learner strategies. /1:.5OL Newsletter, 19, 1,4, 5, 7.

Wanden
W enge

cnacn, S,

~

(Eds.), Learner strategies in language learning (pp. 3-13). Englewood Cliffs, NJ:

Prentice Hall International.

Wenden, A. L. (2001). Metacognitive knowledge in SLA: The neglected variable. In M.

P. Breen (Ed.), Learner contributions to language learning: New directions in research

(pp. 44-64). New York: Longman.

166

Wharton, G. (2000). Language learning strategy use of bilingual foreign language

learners in Singapore. Language Learning, 50, 203-243.

White, C., Schramm, K, & Chamot, A. U. (2007). Research methods in strategy
research: Re-examining the toolbox. In A. D. Cohen, & E. Macaro (Eds.), Language
learner strategies: Thirty years of research and practice (pp. 93-116). Oxford: Oxford

University Press.

Woodrow, L. (2005). The challenge of measuring language learning strategies. [oreign

Language Annals, 38, 90-99.

Yabukoshi, T. (2003). A critical review of diary studies in SLA research. Journal of
Kansai University Graduate School of Foreign Language Education and Research 1,

43-57.

Yabukoshi, T. (2004). Profiling patterns of strategy use by analyzing diaries of

Japanese learners of Korean: A case study. Unpublished MA thesis submitted 1o the

Osaka, Japan.

Yabukoshi, T. (2007) Language learning strategies used in SL/FL contexts: Clarifying

issues. In O. Takeuchi et al. (Eds.), Explorations of English language instruction:

Papers in honor of Professor Eiji Saito in his retirement from Kansai University (pp.

320-33). Tokyo: Sanseido.

167



Yabukoshi, T., & Takeuchi, O. (2004). Formulating hypotheses on language learning Appendices
strategy use: A diary study. LET Kansai Chapter Collected Papers, 10, 1-15. Appendix A-1. The Background Survey (Original Version in Japanese)
REBFBT -+

Yamamori, K., Isoda, T., Hiromori, T., & Oxford, R. (2003). Using cluster analysis to
E:3 # i (9% &) E®

uncover L2 learner differences in strategy use, will to learn, and achievement over time.

I. AFORMICHLT. HSTRESFZICOEHTIESL, ., HEORMIZHEBERATIEEL,
International Review of Applied Linguistics, 41, 381-409.

1) EECTEEMCEEEHALTVETH2( L, LLE )

2) REFMECATLAE(TAYA. AFYA, F—ALTUTLHE ITHAREIESBYETH?

Yukina, K. (2000). Chugaku ichi/ni nenseino eigoryokuto gakushu douki/taido/ CEly - e

senryakuno kankei: Shinri sokutei shakudono datouseito shinraiseino kenshou
BLEERLAR. GFATVV-HOERE. GATOEAMERLT(ESL,

[Relationships between English proficiency and motivation, attitude, and learning (__#~  Focs ) (% »ACBEW

strategies: Validating the validity and the reliability of psychological measurements]. 3) FEO T0EIC Bridge 4 &, PRATRIEORBEBI =S LLBYETH?
(G- AN ATAY S|
STEP BULLETIN, 12, 44-66.
FEWEEZ AL, RBOM, TOEIC Bridee. FOMOHBOAMGLEEBLTEEL,
(B # ) (TOEIC Bridge &) (E0 Ht )

4) NE, BTREOBRREZZHTLETHM?
[ - AR A AT

BWEEAAZ, | B@MH-YOBTORBEORRBMEEMEJOTHEEL,
1z ( SOBRM B)

5) WMiE., HSIEPHE (H : ECCONVA G E) IZh ks TUETH?
[ - { AR A TAT A |

BLeFALAG. 1 8MHEYORLEOBRBMEEBERNTILEEL,.
138mz ( FOBREL &)

6) HE. FROHE-OAT, REERELTVETH?
(G- {ONNATAT B

BWEEA AL, LEMBEYORESSIZLSEEOBRBMEEME BT HEEL,
1AMz ( SOERN &)

7 BETO 1 AMSEY 0T ERFERMEELTOEEL,
1Az ( B IH) E A =AY

168 169



Appendix A-2. The Background Survey (Translated Version in English)

English Language Learning Survey

Grade Class Student No. (Mae Female) MName

. Read the following questions and circle the one which is true of you. Also, answer the further questions.
1) Do you use English with your family on a daily basis a:home? ( Yes ., No )

2) Have you stayed in English-speaking countries (e.g., the U.S., England, Australia, etc)?
( Yes , No )

If your answer is “Yes," please write when and how long you had been there.

{ bet ages and H year(s) and month(s) )

3) Have you taken any English proficiency tests (e.g.. STEP test, TOEIC Bridge) outside of school?
( Yes , No )

If your answer is “Yes,” please write the grace and/or the scores you had obtained.

(STEP Grade ) (TOEIC Bridge score ) (Other test's name score

4) Do you attend a cram school and take English lessons there?
( Yes , No )

If your answer is “Yes,” please write the lesson hour and the number of lessons per week.
{ -minute lesson times oer week)

5) Do you attend a private English conversation school?
{ Yes , No )

If your answer is “Yes," please write the lesson hour and the number of lessons per week,
{ -minute lesson times cer week)

6) Do you have a private English tutor and study English with him/her at home?
{ Yes , No )

If your answer is “Yes,” please write the lesson hour and the number of lessons per week.
{ -minute lesson times oer week)

7) How many hours do you spend studying English at home? Please write the average hours per week.

( hour(s) inute(s) per week)
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3) HiRAETLE, EIZEESTS 5 4 3 2 1
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Appendix B-2. The Official Request Form (Translated Version in English)

February 15th, 2005
Dear (Name of the vice principal),

In the lingering cold season, 1 would like to extend best wishes 1o you. I also would like 1o express my
thanks for your loyal patronage. The other day, we conducted the GTEC for STUDENTS at this school,
and I appreciate your cooperation. The resulis of the studenis’ test scores are presented on the next page.
In line with this test, 1 would like to conduct a questionnaire survey with regard to how our students
learn English and improve their English proficiency. | appreciate your continuous support for my
research project.

Sincerely,

Tomoko Yabukoshi
Part-time English lecturer
Ph.D. Degree Program, Graduate School, Kansai University

[Purposes] To investigate effective English language learning strategies used by lower secondary
school students in order to apply the findings 1o classroom practice
[Content of the questionnaire ] To examine the type and the frequency of English language learning
strategy use, inside and outside the classroom, by lower secondary school students
[The date of administration] Between the beginning of March and the end of April, during a regular
English class period
[ Respondents] (7th) 8th, 9th graders at the lower secondary school
[ Data collection] Questionnaire (closed-end format)
+  The respondents will be asked to indicate how ofien they use each strategy presented
in the questionnaire.
The data obtained from the questionnaire will be statistically analyzed, and the
responses obtained from a particular student will not be disclosed. In addition, the
anonymity of the students is secured.
The results of the questionnaire will not afTect the students” grades.

[ Examples of the questi ire items]

Appendix C-1. Open-Ended and Multiple-Choice Questionnaires

(Original Version in Japanese)

ERFBETU—+
£ # # (B x ) E2
I RO& I HEE, RBEEEDESICHBLTVET N ?ERBEERA (HELTORTLEE) DF

NENOMBRETELHE T OL BT EEL,

DHBZHEFEALLE (B FHBEEZ/ — FOEBERIZEET D, XPTHZD)
(%]

[{E%5 (BEPEPRTHLE)]

@XEERAEE (B /—FICFEEDND, REGHRICTRESNAT—D—TREDHD)
€2 L))

(Exs (BEFEPBTEL)]

QRELEPILEE (B REEDSHTTEL. FMTATOREOERET D)
[12%cp]

(x5 (BEFELRTLE)]

@EMTRA LOI-HOMEETHLEE (F: HHBORIEHET S, /—+ERET)
(R4 (BEfEPRTLEL)]

How often do you use the following strategies when you leam English during English class? Circle the one which

is true of you.
5. Always use 4. Often use 3. Usually use 2. Sometimes use 1. Never use
1)1 write a new word many times to leam it. 54321

2) I memorize English texts in the textbook and recite them. 54321
3) | pay attention to grammar while speaking English. 5 4 3 2

I ROEFULEE, LFISTEDLIIC. EQLFUTRELTVET A2 ERD LB (BELT
PRTHE) IThiFT. TESHET(CHL (BT EEL,

DORBEETEE (H: REOA 2 bR—2a2I2REDOHH, PxAFv— (BRYFEY) ES)
[#ExP]
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(%5 (BEFBELBRTLL)]

QEXCHOEEXEE LT (F: BELTERTL. KA EXBEOLRAEZFHATENTHD)
(%]

[E%n (BEFEPBTEL)]

DEBEMLE (B ZELMFICHBEFRT L. MUOVE-ABOAEELD)
[Ex$]

(B (BEFELRTLELY)]

Appendix C-2. Open-Ended and Multiple-Choice Questionnaires

(Translated Version in English)

English Language Learning Survey

Grade Class Student No. (Male . Femal m

I . How do you learn English in the following situations? Please describe the leaming strategies which
you have used in and outside the classroom as clearly as possible.

1. Learning words (e.g., making wordlists, learning in the context)
[In the classroom]

@EXERCEE (B ASGVEBENBNIEXPTEREFET S, EXEBRBIZRLTERD)
(B3]

[Outside the classroom (i.e., at home or at cram schools)]

(x5 (BEPEPBRTLHL)]

2. Learning grammar (e.g., summarizing in a note, highlighting the points of grammar)
[In the classroom]

m. £t FREUAOMMEE (F: REODMEMC. KOS S EMA 28 —F v FEES)
(BRPIKEELEOESCHBLTLEST,?]

[Qutside the classroom (i.e., at home or at cram schools)]

(BRATEBEEOLSITHBLTLETM?]

3. Learning pronunciation (e.g., phonetic-coding by katakana, imitating native speak of English)
[In the classroom]

[Qutside the classroom (i.e., at home or at cram schools)]

V. ROXERAT. BAICHTRFLLOOFERICOE LTS, (EREET)

1. RBEOFEHEZEITS 2. TEHEH{SAREBITRRhLILLTLS

1 ERFEORHOBERSHD 4 TEHEH{FARBOZERMERELLISELTLS
5 fAE—#IHEEHETS 6 RUICETSE. EINSRATLS

1. bhoGhEZREMLTVSG 8 HBEFIO®RIZ, SEHMATELALEINEATLS

9. EMAVTEIC Bridee UEERHT. BFDEENERMLTLS

V. ROEBEWOPT, HLHEEABLLEBSLOOFRI=OFELTLEEL, (EBREET)

. HEEMALIL 2. EEWALHIE 3. REERIZOIFAHIL
4. HENEFRTEL 5 EMERATERTIZE 6 EXNEB(IE
7. RBEEYCL 8 EEEMERL_L

CihEHYMNESTEVELE,

174

4. Studying for term exams (e.g., recitation of the textbooks, reviewing the notebook)
[ Outside the classroom (i.e., at home or at cram schools)]

Il. How do you learn English in the following situations? Please describe the learning strategies which
you have used in and outside the classroom as clearly as possible.

1. Speaking English (e.g., paying attention to prc iation and i ion, using gestures)
[In the classroom]

(Continued)
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[Outside the classroom (i.e., at home or at cram schools)]

2. Writing English sentences or compositions (e.g., using dicti ies, borrowing expressions which fancy me)
[In the classroom]

[Outside the classroom (i.e., at home or at cram schools)]

3. Listening to English (e.qg., inferring the content of the materials, taking a memo)
[In the classroom]

[Outside the classroom (i.e., at home or at cram schools)]

4. Reading English materials (e.g., inferring unknown words in the contexts, translating into Japanese)
[In the classroom]

[Outside the cl om (i.e., at home or at cram schools)]

Il. Others (e.g., listening to English songs and/or English radio program, using the Int t)
[How do you learn English in the classroom?]

[How do you learn English outside the c m?]

IV. Read the following items and circle the ones which are true of you. (multiple answers allowed)

1. 1 make a pian for Engiish language ieaming

2. | try to increase the opportunities to use English as many as possible

3. | have some goals to study English

4. | secure sufficient time for studying English.

5. | study English with other people.

6. | pay attention to mistakes and learn from them.

7. | ask questions when | have something unknown.

8. | think over my approach to leamning English after ‘essons or self-study.

9. | check my progress in English by taking English proficiency tests (i.e., the STEP test or TOEIC-bridge).

V .Read the following items and circle the ones which you have found difficult. (multiple answers allowed)
1. Learning English words 2. Learning English Grammar 3. Learning English pronunciation
4. Reading aloud English sentences 5. Reading English sentences 6. Writing English sentences

7. Speaking English 8. Listening to English
Thank you very much for your cooperation.
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Appendix D-1. The Strategy Questionnaire (Ver. 1.0)

(Original Version in Japanese)

Part A

EEOBRTC. RO LFEACBVLTUVETM?HTREINTE | 2RV, WEEOTHATLHEEL,

5. L\21T3 (80%-100%)
4. ELTVT S (60%-80%)
3. ELLTRLL (40%-60%)
2. HEYLEL (20%-40%)
1. FoftlLuw (0%-20%)

1 HEZPELELTHIFELS 5 4 3 2z 1
2 HMEH—FEf-Th—FomIc THIE) . Xi- TR $BOTMEEETEAS 5 4 3 2 1
3 HBEOBRREROGOTAA—ULTHEEEEAL W “rain” OBS AOPTIH) 5 4 3 2 1
EAA-UTE)
4 HMIREECHLANS, BUTHIERD 5 4 3 2 1
5 WHEE/—FRETS 5 4 3 2 1
6 HIBEAELMICHLTEIFLD 5 4 3 2 1
1 WL BB, RBERETLEPWEEITTESLTES 5 4 3 2 1
8 HEOSM (B : BEIC-er 22142& T--FB5A) EBHT S : play-player, 5 4 3 2 1
__ sing-singer) #BMAL T, MEZHIFRE
9 JKAJL(O'ﬂ‘J}O‘)ﬁL\lE&E hiii'{‘aﬂ’%ﬁ &lﬁb\b?a!ilé 5 4 3 2 1
10 FWFLZTHEEN LT, MEEEIEAS 5 4 3 2 1
11 BxsEAELBOTHIELD 5 4 3 2 1
2 BLCEEXEREMTHIEES 5 4 3 2 1
3 HEX(5H250X EHEMTPTEXIC Ezéﬂ?{—?é 5 4 3 2 1
14 EES—FIZEEDHD 5 4 3 2 1
5. Lv2sT3 (80%-100%)
4. LTVTS (60%-80%)
3. EBBTHEL (40%-60%)
2. HEYLEL (20%-40%)
1. F¥of={ LAWK (0%-20%)
15 D—9VHERET D 5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
18 COOREFL(MLT, TORBEEERS 5 4 3 2 1
19 AEAOEEOREEL(MLT. FOREEERD 5 4 3 2 1
0 RERSIWETS 5 4 3 2 1
2 REOAbPR—LaL(EOEHMY - FAY)HEOHT. BEEET 5 4 3 2 1
22 EICEEOUHT. BEERET 5 4 3 2 1
23 RE—%LTFAFOMICE. EBTEESILRS5LE ME>THAT. BEXT 65 4 3 2 1
<
24 SHEAOEELTELEHFEZARBTETLSIZ2TS 5 4 3 2 1
2% HELRETEEOHREETS 5§ 4 3 2 1
2 TVIAFv—(BEYFLRYEHEoT. RIEEET 5 4 3 2 1
21 HEFBLEMIEHRE, TOBBEEBRBICSENAT, REEET 5 4 3 2 1
28 @REDLASTIZ, KEUETEEZEESLTS 5 4 3 2 1
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Part B

5. Lwobtd (80%-100%)
4. ELWTLT S (60%-80%)
3, FLETHEL (40%-60%) B CEmEmT AL = (5 E : : EH TR
2. BEYLEL (20%-40%) =L . RO & &ERL -:L‘l..tu;f#"&tl:ié!*&_ﬂ!! "
1. Fokd LB (0%-208) FEOTHATIEELY,
20 )5uHRTERESIC. BELEALANEThD. REERET 5 4 3 2 1 5. WotT3 (60%-1005)
0 BHECSEE. RELLOMRELLEAT. AXEEL 5 4 3 2 1 4. ELTVTS (60%-80%)
3 EFLLEREEDT. MALALEXEBRL 5 4 3 2 1 3. EHETHLL (40%-60%)
% BABEEXBIHAEETS 5 4 3 2 1 2. HEYLEL (20%-40%)
3B (BHECEAE, BHELEOIMNEFRT. BXEELC 5 4 3 2 1 1. FoflLun (0%-20%)
3 BFEECIEIBEI0FEFERBICBELT (MRLT. EXEEC 5 4 3 2 1
35 bHLUVMER. BEG ROBRE. LFHE. HHEORSCHZMEYALE 5 4 3 2 1 | HEEFAELENTEEAS 5 4 3 2 1
PITHAT. BXEE< 2 HEN—FEE-LT(h— FwiuflﬁiLgLrlEJEtuﬂ!ﬁ&b&zé B 4 3 2 1
36 BEDIEIBEFERBECBLT. EXERG 5 4 3 2 1 3 HEOBREMOPTAA—SLTHEBEEERS W “rain” RS AOPT/IH] 6 4 38 2 1
3 BHLAE(TATOMBORRLE) &Y t. XRERORBRNDAB LI KXE 65 4 3 2 1 A A-5T )
Bt 4 MEERICHLUNS, BOTEIERS 5§ 4 3 2 1
B EXEECHLTAGEEETS 5§ 4 3 2 1 5 MEE/—FCBETE 5 4 3 2 1
39 EXERAT. F—T7—FIo@E3(C 5 4 3 2 1 6 HMBEFELEICHLTSERSD 5 4 3 2 1
0 BHOobrIEREBELISALATEFELT. EXERT 65 4 3 2 1 A K!!%ET&E'@‘( EEICTERENES 5 4 3 2 1
4 BHBOEXEHSEFAT. BHEZRALGVLTHEICHLTEASLICHETS 5 4 3 2 1 I BBEIc-er 220 5& T--FTHA) EB®RT S playplayer. 5 4 3 2 1
42 EHONM-FUTEY-T. EXEEL (M [playtennis /withmy friends /after 5 4 3 2 1 —— .
school. } 9 - SuREMSBIELS 5 4 3 2 1
48 LALALEAAT. EXEBICHLTHOCAEETS (M EXEHH». RHES 5 4 3 2 1 0 AUFLETHMEENCLT. MEESIEAS 5 4 3 2 1
T, EOEXERLVTHICHLTHS /EXERLNT, O £MLT. 1 XD il BATHETALETS 5 4 3 2 1
E—FTa%E) 12 EEEMIZ, MIEH— bblnl~hilt lﬁ&ﬂmté 5 4 8 2 1
4 hhIMBELXASABEFELT. BEEMLC 5 4 3 2 1 3 RxEARLEVTHERD - 5 4 3 2 1
45 XOELEYOMEE (B “Doyou.. 7" “Are you. 7" “What is.. 7" HEOBY 5 4 3 2 1 4 LS E R THXERD 5§ 4 3 2 1
D) IsEBLT. BEEM< _ 15 MEX(5250%) ERMXCTEXIIEASRBET S § 4 23 2 1
5. L2iTh (80%-100%) 5. LT3 (80%-100%)
4. LTV S (60%-80%) 4. LTWTS (60%-80%)
3. EBLTHUL (40%-60%) 3. EbnTHEL (40%-60%)
2. BEYLEW (20%-40%) 2. BEYLELGL (20%-40%)
1. Fok{LEL (0%-20%) 1. Fot LAL (0%-20%)
46 FULGCEEFILIC, BEEMCCLISRTTE 5 4 3 2 1 16 XEE/ —bcFEEHS 000000 . 5§ 4 3 2 1
4] EEFMLAT, MUOERERAETS 5 4 3 2 1 17 Lxtz 5§ 4 3 2 1
48 HHLAE T A TOREOEREE) YL, ARORRIDISESIC. RIBZEMS 5 4 3 2 1 16 XEOL—LEBIELD B : BMEMITRIL. be W+ 5 4 3 2 1
49 BEEEMLT. BRRBICRT 5 4 3 2 1 19 BHEHAFW: [Sa—0592] OSER) EE-THRBENET S 5 4 3 2 1
50 BACALMEERMELD(FOT—avDIBEETS 5 4 3 2 1 0 hEHTTHEORAHERC 5 4 3 2 1
51 ASAROSA PLERT, EXONEES A —TLuH S, KEEMC 5 4 3 2 1 [T S E-J:<Ilﬂl,“c TORELEFRD 5 4 3 2 1
50 EHODUEE EMLT. BS 5§ 4 3 2 1 PhGORFEL(MLT. TOREETHE 5§ 4 3 2 1
53 AYILDYIRPAL A —Fu b ERoT. RIEEMEATS 5 4 3 2 1 3iwgggagggza 5 4 3 2 1
50 ZUOYBHEZUTAW: 1 BIHEZRESEISIFEAELS 2RO IAE) 5 4 3 2 1 2 REOALFR—L 3L (EOLENY - FAY)IZREOHT. EEEET 5 4 3 2 1
55 EEt-oT. RIEZMATH (M HEIBISEWTS) L) 5 4 3 2 1 25 SUEIZREONT. RHERT 5 4 3 2 1
56 EEFEO®RIC. SE(HUBTELNESIHERRD 5 4 3 2 1 26 ARE—FLTTRPOMICE. BETETSLES52L%. ME2THAT. SEAT 5 4 3 2 1
51 REThALELECAREEPEEIZMC 5 4 3 2 1 B¢
58 ElE—HICRBEMETS 5 4 3 2 1 T AEAETEDE TS TARBTRET L5273 5 4 3 2 1
_— 28 HAERBT2EOABET S 5 4 3 2 1
(ROR—T223<) 29 CIRFA—(BEYFRY) EE-T. REEET 5 4 3 2 1
30 MENABELENMIGHAE., TOMBEEFRE-EENAT, REEET 5 4 3 2 1
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Al ~
iy ::f;:i i :ﬁ_m‘} Appendix D-2. The Strategy Questionnaire (Ver. 1.0)
3. EBBTLEL (A0%-60%) o : .
2. HEYLEL (20%-40%) (Translated Version in English)
1. Faf{ LEL (0%-20%)
3 BTHLAGTIC, KSGETRABERES ETH 5 4 3 2 1 Part A
32 WSUOATELEIIZ, ARLERLHAMETH L, BEEET 5 4 3 2 1 How often do you use the following strategies when you leam English inside the classroom? Circle the one which is
31 (BHECEEE, HI&EmHIE&&EL;“§X$I< 5 4 3 2 1 true of you
34 5§ 4 3 2 1 5. Always use (80%-100%)
L35 BEEEEXIC IITH"ET&: 5 4 3 2 1 4, Often use (60%-80%)
T3 (mEEeSEE. #I&&mﬁxi&_ﬁ}&l( 5 4 3 2 1 3. Usually use (40%-60%)
3 HFBEQ 1B I BE*EOFFREECEALTHERLT . EXEEC 5 4 3 2 1 2. Sometimes use  (20%-40%)
38 hbihoLUEED. BEW: ROBE. ETHE. SHEORL-HIMEYRLE 5 4 3 2 1 1. Never use (0%-20%)
EITHAT, EXEEL
T KRB0 BIBEEERBCELT. EXERG 5 4 3 2 1 - -~ -
0 BHLARTATORBOREGE) EYL, AREEOBHADN SESIC. EXE 5 4 3 2 1 1 borie o new word many times to leam . =432 1
we 2 | make flashcards to leam new words. 54321
N EXEECHLTHROREETS 5 4 3 2 1 3 |connect an image or a picture of the new word to help me to learn the word (e.g.. if Iwantte 5 4 3 2 1
T4 RXEBAT. ¥—T— FI#ESI< 5 4 3 2 1 learn the word “rain,” | imagine the situation that it is raining).
43 BROLMAMBOXNSABEFBLT, EXERT 5 4 3 2 1 4 Iread aloud a new word while writing it. 54321
M BHEOEXESEAT. SHEERALVTECHLTEAS LS ICHATS 5 4 3 2 1 5 Imake y lists in my notebook 54321
45 lﬁﬂﬁ‘f’i‘}'ﬁﬂﬂ]ﬂf BeEE W |plartenﬂls.{’nthmyfr!ends!after 5 4 3 2 1 6 | read aloud a new word many times to leam i. 5§ 4321
__ school, ) 7|ty to use new words while speaking and writing English. 54321
46 VHLNALMAAT, EXEMIHLTRACHEETA (M EXEMH. RIZHES 5 4 3 2 1 8  |use some knowledge of vocabulary {i.e., the suffix “er™: play-player, sing-singer)toleamnew 5 4 3 2 1
FT. TORLERLZVTEHLTAS / EXERGLT. D EMLT I X2 words,
E—rTE5E) 9 | start with easier words (i.e., short spelling words) when memorizing new words. 64321
10 Ireview new words in vocabulary lists. 54321
5. LD3¥ S (80%-100%) 11 | wiite a new sentence many times to learn it 54321
4. fnTLT (60%-80%) 12 | make English by using new g 54 3% 1
3. ELLTHAL (40%-60%) 13 | practi wchangean arﬁnnatwesenlence into an Inlerrog_auve or a negative §4321
2. BEYLEL (20%-40%) 14 | new g ical rules in my notebook 54321
1, For{LEL (0%-20%)
5. Always use (80%-100%)
47 bhaMECXASABETELT. RIBEML 5 4 3 2 1 1 Bt (60%80%)
48 ZOEFELFEYOHMIE (H: ‘Do you..?" “Are you..?" “What is. . ?" LEOBMO 5 4 3 2 1 3. Usually use (40%-60%)
M) IREBLT. RIEMC 2. Somelimes use  (20%-40%)
49 FHLECEEBATIC, BEEMCEISRTTS B 4 3 2 1 1. Naver uss (0%-20%)
50 EEEMULT. ML EREEAETS B 4 3 2z 1
51 HALVAT(TATOREOERGE) &Y L, XEOBHRNDMISLS51Z, REEMS 5 4 3 2 1 B 1do P o P
52 HEEMLT. BREICRY 5 4 3 2 1 i - - - EE RS
T8 MCARENERELD(FAOT—LaLOIMBETE e 4 & & 1 16 :hr:Emin?mger:rza::t:.:e:n::::.jr;}s‘ent progressive form: the use of aformoftobe, 5 4 21
:; ;;;;T;;;;ﬁ:f.ﬂfﬁ@ﬁgi{i—/Lkﬁa. §E§m< : : i ; : 17 Ivyﬁledmmhowlf:vonquncearew*crdin' b phenetic scripts. 5 4321
56 AYALOYT A LB~y FE@LT. RBERET S 5 4 3 2 1 33 Iieiento COAnd bime I p ses2
51 BROFEETS i 5 4 3 2 1 19 | listen to a native English teacher’s iation and imitate hismer p 54 3 21
58 J—FOBRHBERNLT. BROATET S 5 4 3 2 1 20 ) chack the phonetic symbols of a niew wond. O S B
50 _ﬂ_!_qﬂiJHGE Li-MECTET, &T ET% 5 4 3 2z 1 21 __| pay attention to pronunciation and intonation while speaking English. 54321
_60 REBETENALE(FE) OERFHENGE ERT B 4 3 2 1 22 | pay attention to grammar while speaking English. 5 4.3 21
B SUARE. FLEOREME., BE(EE) G EEEoT, RIEEMETS 5 4 3 2 1 23 Before speaking tests, | think over what | am going to speak in English and ize it. 54321
62 EBOPEMEEZTH(: MHCHMBEERESAESEADESCADEI5E) 65 4 38 2 1 24 __|try to speak English with a native English teacher as much as possibl 54321
B BEELoT. RBEMETHW : (REIRARTEI 4L § 4 8 2 1 25 _ | practice English ion with friends. 54321
64 HEPEORIC, SF(UMETEIMESINERRD 5 4 3 2 1 26 luseg while speaking English. 54321
66 BETbhMSLEVEZIEEELERIZML 5 4 3 2 1 27 | use Japanese to substitute for uni English expressions while speaking English. 54321
66 mEE—WIRBEENET S 5 4 3 2 1 28| try to speak English with loud voice without hesitating 54321
SABUMLSI X LVELE

(Continued . . .)
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5. Always use (80%-100%) PartB
4. Often use (60%-B0%) How often do you use the following strategies when you learn English outside the classroom (e.g., when you do
3. Usually use (40%-60%) homework and/er voluntarily learn English at home, when you learn English at a cram school and/or a private English
2. Sometimesuse  (20%-40%} conversation school, when you learn English with a private English tutor, etc.) ? Circle the one which is true of you.
1. Never use {0%-20%)
29 ltryto relax to relieve tension before speaking English. 5 4 5. Always use (80%-100%)
30 | write a new by applying some elements cf I p finthe 5 4 4. Often use (60%-80%)
books, ies, ete. 3. Usually use (40%-60%)
31 | write simple sentences without using difficult words and sentence structures. 6§ 4321 2. Sometimes use {20%-40%)
32 | practice to translate Jaf into English sent 54321 1. Never use (0%-20%)
33 | write a new by using pl p in the textbook fi 54321
_____books, dictionaries, etc. ) 1 |write a new word many times to leamit. - 4 2
34 |translate J into English literally when writing English sent §43 21 2 | make flashcards to leam new words. 4 2 1
35 I Iook up urlcnown words in the dictionaries (e.g., printed dictionaries, handheld el 54321 3 | connect an image or a plcturs of the new word to help me to leam the word (e.g., if Iwantto 5 4 3 2 1
vocabulary lists at the end of the textbock) when writing English learn the word “rain,” | imagine the si that it is raining).
_36 | translate English into Japanese literally when readirg English texts. 4 | read aloud a new word while writing it. 5 4 3 21
37 | skim a text to get the main ideas (rather than pay altention to the meaning of everyword) 5 4 3 2 1 _5__ | make vocabulary lists in my notebook. N 54321
while reading English texts. 6 | read aloud a new word many times to learn it 54321
38 | read aloud English sentences. 54321 7 Itry to use new words while speaking and writing English. 54321
39 | highlight keywords in the texts while reading English texts. 54321 8  |usesome knm\dadgeofmcahulary (i.e., the suffix “er”: play-player, sing-singer) toleamnew 5 4 3 2 1
40 | guess the contents of the matenal based on the words and the sentences which | 5 4 3 2 1 d R .
understand while reading English texts. t with easier words (i.e., short spelling words) when memorizing new words. 54321
41 | ize English texts in the textbook and recite them. 5 4 3 10 | review new words in vocabuary lists. 5§ 4 3 21
42 | divide a sentence into meaningful chunks when reading English texts (e.g., | play tennis/ 5 4 3 T | Juct a v lary quiz by myselt to check if | have d the new words, 54321
with my friends / after schoal.) 12 | use my spare time and review new words by looking at vocabulary cards andfor vocabulary 5 4 3 2 1
43 I read aloud English texts in a various way (e.g., | first look at the sentences. I thenlockup 5 4 2 2 1 lists.
my face and read aloud the sentences without looking at them/l repeat after the CD without _13 | write a new sentence many times to learn it. 54 321
looking at the texts.) 14 | make English sentences by using new grammar. 54321
44 | guess the contents of the materials based on the werds and which | und d 54321 15 il pracﬂce to change an affirmative sentence into an interrogative or a negative sentence. 54321
vihils listening to Engish, 16 1 summarize new grammatical rules in my notebook 54321
45 | pay attention to the beginning word of the sentence (e.g., "Doyou . . 7" "Areyou.. 7" 5 4 3 2 1
“What is . . .?") while listening to English. 5. Always use (80%-100%)
4. Often use (60%-B0%)
5. Always use (80%-100%) 3. Usually use (40%-60%)
4, Often use (60%-80%) 2. Sometimes use  (20%-40%)
3. Usually use (40%-60%) 1. Never use (0%-20%)
2. Sometimes use  (20%-40%) TR - -
1. Never use (0%-20%) _17 | do grammar exercises [ workbooks. 3 1
18 | memorize new grarnmatlc.al rules (e.g. pr&senl progressive form: the use of aformoftobe, 5 4 3 2 1
48 liyle trate on lstening to English and to aveid imelevant di £42321 of the verb
47 | take a memo while to English. 54321 EER I use books lothesd'ioo] Engllsh when | study English. 54321
48 ity tc get the main ideas (rather than pay attention to the meaning of every word) while 5 4 3 2 1 20 | write down how to p a new word in pt ic scripts. 54321
li g to English. o - _21_ |listen to CD and |mmale its pronunciation. 54321
49 | translate English to Japanese while i to Engish. 54 3 2 22 | listen Io. If | can find, a native English speakers pronunciation and imitate hislher 5 4 3 2 1
50 | dictate English that | have listened to. 54321
51 |look at the visual aids and/or the title of the text first and predict its content before listening 5 4 3 2 1 23 I check the pt ymbels of a new word. 54321
toit. 24 | pay n to pron. and ir while speaking English. 5§ 4 3 21
52 |listen to English songs (i.e., Western music) and sing them. 54321 25  |pay ntog while spe gEnglish. 54321
53 _|use PC soft and/or the Internet to leam English. 54321 26 _ Before speaking ggsts__ 1 think over what 1 am going to speak in English and memorizet. 5 4 3 2 1
54 | plan how to lear English (e.g., | have decided to leamn at least five new words a day). 543 21 27 | try to speak English, if | can find, with a native peakers of English as much as possible. 54 3 21
55  Ileam English with having some specific goals (e.g., | leamn English to pass the third grade 5 4 3 2 1 28 | practice English conversation with friends. 54321
of the STEP test). 29 | use gestures while speaking English. - 54321
56 | think over my ap h to | English after | studied English. 54 3 21 543 21
57 | ask questions of my teachers of friends if | have something unknown. 54321 peal 54321
58 | study English with my friends. 54321 | 19:}0 relax to relieve tension before speaking English. 54321
(Continued . . ) (Continued . . .
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5. Always use (80%-100%)
4. Often use (60%-80%)
3. Usually use (40%-80%)
2. Sometimes use  (20%-40%)
1. Never use (0%-20%)

I dinthe 5 4 3 2 1

| write a new

e structures. 54321
35 | practice to translate J 54321
36 | write a new p 1 in the textbooks, references 5 4 3 2 1
] Ergllsh |I‘Iefa||!_\n\“|‘§(__3_n__\_'f|_‘!l!rlg Engllsh sentences. 54324
own words in the dictionaries (e.g., printed di iheld els 5 32
dictionaries, vocabulary lists at the end of the textbock) when writing Enghsh sentences. .
391 English into Jag Iﬂerall)rwhen reading Engllshterla §42321
40 | skim a text to get the main ideas (rather than pay attention to the meaning of every word) 5 4 3 2 1
while reading English texts. et )
41 | read aloud English 54321
I highlight keywords in the le)ds while reading English texts. 5432
43 1 guess the contents of the material based on the words and the sentences which | 5 4 3 2 1
understand while reading English texts. B
TR n

45 a :nce into meaningful chunks when read| {e.g.. | play
with my fnendsr after school.)
46  |read aloud English texts in a various way (e.g.. | firstlook at the sentences. | then lookupmy 5 4 3 2 1

face and read aloud the sentences without looking at them. / | repeat after the CD without

looking at the texts.)
5. Always use (80%-100%)
4. Often use (60%-80%)
3. Usually use (40%-60%)
2. Sometimes use  (20%-40%)
1. Never use (0%-20%)

47 | guess the contents of the materials based on the words and sent which | d 54321
~while listening to English.

48 | pay attention to the beginning word of the sentence (e.g., "Do you .

P Areyou...? 5 4 3 2 1

“What is . . .7") while listening to English. o o
49 | try to concentrate on list tp_lingllahandtoamu levant distractions 54321
50 | take a memo while i to English 54321

51 | try to get the main ideas (rather than pay attention to the meaning of every word) while 5 4 3 2 1
____ listening to English.
52 |translate English to Japanese while listening to English. 54321
te 54321
54 | look at the visual aids andfor the tlle of the text first and predict its content before Ilstemng 54221

toit.

_55 _ |listen to English songs (i.e., Western music) and sing them. 54321
56 | use PC soft and/or the Internet to learn English. 64 2321
_57 | preview English lessons. 5 4 3 2 1
58 | review English lessons by looking at a notebopk and a textbook. 54321
_59 | check out the words and the grammatical rules which | did not unders?and dunng lhe :Iass 54 321
_B0 _ | read English paperbacks and/or English newspapers. 54321
“61 | listen to radio English program, andlor watch English leaming program andior movies in 5 4 3 2 1
English on TV to learn English.
| plan how to leamn English (e.g., | decide to learn at least five new words a day). 54321
63 1 learn English with having some specific goals (e.g., | learn English to pass the third grade of 5 4 2 2 1
the STEP test). .
64 54321
65 _I_ _ask queslaons of my lamiyI or fnends il have some‘hmg unknown 54321
66 | study Englich with my friends. 5 4 321

Thank you very much for your cooperation,
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Appendix E-1.

The Strategy Questionnaire (Ver. 2.0)

(Original Version in Japanese)

Part A
RBEOBRFH|-, ROCEEERCHBVLTVETH?HTREIRTE 1 DHY, WFEOTHATHEEL,
5. LoisTh (80%-100%)
4. LTLT S (60%-80%)
3. E5LTHEN (40%-60%)
2. BEYLLEL (20%-40%)
1. Fot={ LEL (0%-20%)
1 HEADEELTELE T, TARBTET LTS 5 4 3 2 1
2 HEAOEREORBEELCMLT, TORBEEERD 5 4 3 2 1
3 RECSA bR — 3 (MOEMNY - FAY)ISHEDHT, BEERET 5 4 3 2 1
4  RB¥IHLASYFIC, KEUETREEEESETD S 4 3 2 1
5 WLL{B-of-0lB, REFETLEPBLFICTEDLTES 5 4 3 2 1
6 XEICHEOH T, RIEEES E 4 3 2 1
1 RRLERTEEOSEETS 5 4 3 2 1
] CIAFr—(BAYFLYIER-T. EEEET 5 4 3 2 1
9 WLLE--XEFE-THMEEED 5 4 3 2 1
10 HEBELAE+LBLTEIZZS 5 4 3 2 1
1 REXFFEELEVTEIFASD 5 4 3 2 1
HiEEE Lighis, BLTHIEAD 5 4 3 2 1
13 D—SvHME%zET s 5 4 3 2 1
14 FUOTFLEZTHIEEHN(LT, HEZEIEFAL 5 4 3 2 1
5. LodTE (80%-100%)
4, WTWT3 (60%-80%)
3. EhoTHUL (40%-60%)
2, HFEYLEWL (20%-40%)
1. FEotd LB (0%-20%)
15 #HAVAR(TATOMBORERLZ S LY, XESEOERS DML, EXE 5 4 3 2 1
ﬂ&‘.
1 #BrVARTATORBEOERL LI SYL. AEOER O S L FIC. BBEML 5 4 3 2 1
17T bhHBBEPXMCATEFELT. REEML 5 4 3 2 1
18 HAOOLNAEEPIAHOREEFHELT. BXEFHRT 5 4 3 2 1
19 #HHECELERATIC, EREMLL S LIMDPT S 5 4 3 2 1
0 BREWAT. $—7—FIcBE3I< 5 4 3 2 1
2 BHEOENELEAT. SHEERULTEICHLTEASLIICHBT S 5 4 3 2 1
22 LALALUHAAT, EXERICHLTHCAEE TS (M ExEMa. RIzWzd 5 4 3 2 1
T, TOEXERLGLTEICHLTAL /EXERLZLT. O 2MLVT. 1 X¥F2Y
E—-rTduL)
23] BEEECHLTBUBEETS 5 4 3 2 1
24 MCX-REEWELDH(TA9T—Lav0REETS 5 4 83 2 1
25 BAFXED B I BEt0FFEBEELTMRLT. EXEE< 5 4 3 2 1
26 CYLLEREELY., PALAGEXER] 5 4 3 2 1
21 EHO I MEERBIIHLT. XEXEFRE 5 4 3 2 1
28 HHEABOENMEZTAE, FTOHBEEFBICEEHNAT. BEEEYT 65 4 3 2 1
(ROpA—Iz25L)
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Part B Appendix E-2. The Strategy Questionnaire (Ver. 2.0)

BRI £ T B & (5 EEE LSy, B EE A 452K S B T (Translated Version in English)
[T Y 2. RO EEEA{SLLTVET,A? HTREIHFE | oRU.
BFEOTHATIEEL, Part A
How often do you use the following strategies when you leam English inside the classroom? Circle the cne which is
5. Lwo&T S (80%-100%) true of you.
4, tl.\'s.‘l.\ﬂ'é (60%-80%) 5. Always use (80%-100%)
3. ELBTLEL (40%-60%) 4. Often use (60%-80%)
2. BFEYLEL (20%-40%) 3. Usually use (40%-60%)
1. Fof{LEW (0%-20%) 2. Sometimes use  (20%-40%)
1. Never use (0%-20%)
1 _BEROTEETD 5 4 3 2 1
2 /- MPENEERELT. BRONESD G W 3 2. A 1__ I try to speak Engish with a native English teacher as much as possibl 54321
3 ERRIMER L BB, #THET S 5 4 3 2 1 2 | listen to a native English teacher’s p iation and imitate hisher p 5 4 321
4 EWMEL-T. RIEEMMT LM TABIBISHT D) 4L 5§ 4 3 2 1 3 lpay jon to pronunciation and intonation while speaking English. 543321
5 HEXGOIOX EEMIPEENIEALSAEETS 5 4 3 2 1 4 |try to speak English with loud voice without hesitating 54321
6  (BHECEEE. SEUCOIMXELLEIT, EXEES 5 4 3 2 1 5 | try to use new words while speaking and writing English. 5§43 21
7T SHEOREXFEEFEAT. SHEERGVTHEIZHLTEASLSICHERT S 5 4 3 2 1 6 Ipay ion to g wihile sp g English. 54321
8 EEOYEHEFUITLIH: MBICEEFrBESEIEFEALLICAHDIIHE) 5 4 3 2 1 7 | practice English ion with friends. 5 4321
9 BFEERNHIBEETD 5§ 4 3 2 1 8 | use gestures while speaking English. 54321
10 MCALRBEEHELI(TAOT—La OIAEETS 5 4 3 2 1 9 | make English by using new g 54321
11 EECThheRHLEZAIEECREICMC 5 4 3 2 1 10 | write a new word many times to learn it. 54321
12 WALWAEHMART, EXENCHLTHUATEEZTH (M RXERH. RHESH 5 4 3 2 1 11 | write a new many times to leam it. 54321
HFC, TOEXERGLTHEICHLTAS / EXERGLT, D EMULT 1 XF20 12 | read aloud a new word while writing it. 54321
E— kT &4 E) 13 ldog ises / workbooks. 54321
13 EHFPEO®IC. SECHMBTELNEINERZS 5 4 3 2 1 14 | review new words in vocabulary lists. S4ai
14 HLLBol-XEEE>THREED 5 4 3 2 1
15 BIAEFAEDLBWOTHIELD 5 4 3 2 1 5. Always use (80%-100%)
16 WLCE-LMERL, RECET LS OB ESTTEHLETED 5 4 3 2 1 4. Often use (60%-80%)
3. Usually use (40%-60%)
5. LotTa (80%-100%) e :gg::;gﬁ?’
4, LTVT S (60%-80%) .
: ;::E;ﬁ“ :ﬁm 15 L:kilm :al:xt t; gelll r; :::in ideas (rather than pay attention to the meaning of every word) 5 4 3 2 1
- ile reading Englis! 3
1. FakdLai {0%200) 16 | try to get the main ideas (rather than pay attention to the meaning of every word) while 5 4 3 2 1
11 _BELEBTREOREES S 5 4 8 2 1 7 '.g-..-es.s“!.::Ea:i:.:'..s of the materials based on the words and sentences which lunderstand 5 4 2 2 1
18 CrAFr—(BIUFAYIER-T, RBERT 6§ 4 3 2 1 while listening 1o English.
19 SNEAETESEII EARBTET L3127 S 5 4 3 2 1 18 | guess the contents of the material based on the words and the sentences which | 5 4 3 2 1
0 RBEPLANSYIS, KEUMTRBEREESLTE 5 4 3 2 1 und i while reading English texts.
2l BFOLIIMBELXIORBEFHLT. EXERL 5 4 3 2 1 19 | try to concentrate on listening to English and ta avoid irelevant distractions. 54321
22 BHAVHETATORBORRLZL) L UVE, XEOBEMNDMSLSIC, BIEZMS 5 4 3 2 1 _20 __| highlight keywords in the texts while reading English texts. 5 4 3 2 1
23 bhSHEPXICATETELT. REEML 5 4 3 2 1 21 | memorize English texts in the textbook and recite them. 54 321
M BHORE(TATOHBORFRLZE) &V, IREHOBESOME LS. EXE 5 4 3 2 1 22 | read aloud English texts in a various way (e.g., | first look at the sentences. | then lookupmy 5 4 3 2 1
« face and read aloud the sentences without looking at them/l repeat after the CD without
25 HEFFELECHLTEERD 5 4 3 2 1 looking at the texts.)
26 BEEFECHLLENS, BLTHIELD 5 4 3 2 1 23 | read aloud English sent; 54321
2 RXERIHLCAUHEETS 5 4 3 2 1 24 | dictate English that | have listened to. _ . 54321
28 BABOIBIBEIOFFEBCHLC(MRLT). EXE8< 5 4 3 2 1 25 ltransiste Jag into English lterally when writing English S.4 2021
20 REQ I HE|BEOABICELT. AXERE 5 4 3 2 1 26 Iwrllesumpleslente;nusvﬂmotnuglngdrffmltwordganduptenceshuctures, 54321
0 G LLEEEEDT. hATALEXEEC 5 4 3 2 1 27 1| ! English |ntf Japs Iﬁlmaﬂy whsn.raadlng Er\.gilshls?ls. _ : 54321
3 ZAL (DY) ORVEREE, BEAPTE S GEED 5HIEAS 5 4 3 2 1 28_ | uen lapanese to for, English exp vhite speaking English. 84321
CHABYNESTEVELE (Continued . . )
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Part B Appendix F-1. A Sample Format of the Diary (Original Version in Japanese)
How often do you use the following strategies when you learn English outside the classroom (e.g., when you do
homework andfor voluntarily learn English at home, when you learn English at a cram school and/or a private English

conversation school, when you learn English with a private English tutor, etc.) ? Circle the one which is true of you. ~AR0REYRERSICRBLES~
5. Always use (B0%-100%)
4. Often use (60%-80%)
3. Usually use (40%-60%) [(3R18 AMA) —1% # B RE
2. Sometimes use {20%-40%)
1. Never use (0%-20%) 1) EREHAT, S<BRTBEDIZ. FO L.~1.OZEELEY. B2ELULEL
f=h? HBTREELLOOFSIZOEL T EEL,
_1_ | preview English lessons. 54321
___2____ | review English lessons by looking atanolebook andatexlbook 543 21
_3__ I check out the words and the grammatical rules which | did not understand during the class. 5 4 3 2 1 i m\umg (FTATOBBEOERLE) LY, XNLHROEESDMSE SIS, EXEH
_4 | plan how to leamn English (e.g., | decide to learn at least five new words a day). 54321
5 | practice to change an affirmative sentence into an interrogative or a negative sentence. 6 4 3 2 1 2. Eﬁ'ﬂ)hﬁ\%_ﬂ_ﬁn\bxﬁ\bmgifﬂtf EXEBEALE
6 | write a new sentence by applying some elements of example sentences presented inthe 5 & 3 2 1 3. HEEZERAT. $F—7—F (KBHELE-1-T8) ICREBILM-
 textbooks, ref books, dictionaries, etc. 4 EBOVE1EEBRECELT. KXERAL
L IrnemonzeEnghshte:dsnlhetendbwkandlecmelhem 54321 5 EXEBROMIZ, EDLFEXNEZRALHTVNELTH
_8_ 1plan how to leamn English (e.g., | decide to learn at least five new words a day). 54321 6. EXERATLT. ABEL{ERTETLAINE SOBFATHI
9 Ipractice to translate Japanese into English sentences. - 54321 1. EXEBRALESR. ABER(ERTEEDEINFTATHE
1o | Id|clate Engllsh t‘nallhavehsmned to. 54321
1" Iaskqueshunsu[ my teachers or friends |1'lha\re sma:hmg unknown. 54321
"2 Iread aloud English texts in a various way (e.g., | firs! look at the sentences. | thenlockupmy 5 & 3 2 1 2) LTOZELEL~T E. EDESIC LY, BAEZYLELED? <HLSBLTSEEWL, Fi:,

face and read aloud the sentences without locking at them. / | repeat after the CD without
_looking at the texts.)

| r leami nglish aft rlsl| ie L 4 1
14 akeoEu:ng:::::::::swhye:mn:gn:wg;m e- e : 4 ; ; 1 /i;! 1, 3, 5IZO%L-8a: A Dream‘catcher" El}a#&mélﬁ. MEIZBEELT. E{.‘"’-%ﬂ":\
15 | write a new sentence many times to leam 543 21 A FERBLEG), Rz, BRIZESEH-T. Ei%h&[:ﬂ&:fl.\okil*'? L‘J‘-”)o LT, #@h
e HrytousenewwordswhﬂespeakmgandmmngEngllsh s 4321 LWRE (TATOREBEOER) LYL. BELEOERSOMDLSICHIEFRAL (D)., FOLEE.
e : 2, ECT. hit, FELEzOMENDMND K ST, B, B, Af;t’&&ﬂam:rzaﬁn\tt—j
5. Always use (80%-100%) L=
4. Often use (60%-B0%)
3. Usually use (40%-60%)
2. Sometimes use  (20%-40%)
1. Never use (0%-20%)
_17__ I practice English conversation with friends. 54321
18 IueegeslurﬁvmnespeaﬁungEnghsh L 543 21
19 luse nglish textbook when | study English. 54 3 21
_go__luymspsakE 54321
21 | guess the contents of the material based on themrds and the sentences which l understand 5 4 3 2 1

_____ while reading English texts.
22 | try to get the main ideas (rather than pay attention to the meaning of every word) while 5
listening to English. )
230 guess the centents of the materials based on the words and sent which | understand 5
while listening to English.
“24 Iskimatextto get the main ideas (rather than pay attention to the meaning of every word) 5
while reading English texts.

4 3 21

4 321

25 I read aloud a new word many times to leamn it. _é 4321
_ 26 |read aloud a new word while writingit. 54321
27 | read aloud Englsh 54 321
28 _ | translate Japar iterally when witing English sentences. 5 4321
_gg__ e literally when reading English texts. 54321
_30_ 1 write simple sentences ng difficult words and sentence structures. 54321
31 | start with easier words (i.e., short s g words) when izing new words. 54321

Thank you very much for your cooperation.
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1.~1UAT, EXEBRAT, L{BETH-HIZ. TXLEY, §F01HEY, EEXLEYLEC LSS
hiF, EDTELMAT, BOTLHESL,
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~BRORBFBEDHICRERL &S5~

[3R1B *EA] 1= # # K&

1) 48 (k). EXEBHFELEN? ( [;tlu i l.\lw‘t )
FO2)UFA~ATTEL EDS)UF~ATTEL

2) 48 (K), EIZECT EXMEHAELEMZ(®R . 0B . I 1)

3) 58 (K], 2) T EXEBAELE, EXFLCERTIEHISTO 1. ~1.OEFELEY. &
AEzYLELEN? HBTREZLOOFERZOELTLEEL,

1. #EALRE (TATOBBEOBRWHALY) £U4. XR2FEOBMN DI DL SI12, RXER
A2

BEAObMHBBEOXMRNEEFHELT. EXEHRAE

EXERAT. F—7—F (KBEEBo-HE) IZ8ESILE

EEO1E 1 EEERECELT, EXERAE

EXEROCHIZ, EFOLESZEXERBMH T AER TH-

ENERATVT, ABHL(EBTETLANESIHTATH

BENERAER, RBEL(EBTENEINEATHE

)

4) ETOELZ1. ~1. 2. EQLFIZ Lz FXYLELEMA? (ODLIBLTEEN, F2,
1L~T.LART, BXERAT, F<ERTHLMHIC. TELEY, KEO0HEY, BEXLYLEZEAND
fniE, TEOZELMAT. BLTLIZEW,

(B2, 4 6ICOZELEBE  BHEO—T« o UJMBELE. BFOH->TLHRENSHNEEFHEL
T. BEXERAT-1(2), BALUNL. ABFEZERTETV AN EINFZITHT(6). AEN DI S
B TERLEEE, EXD 1B I1BEZAFRBISRLEY @), AGEVHEBEOEREHETHELE
\Y L= (1~7 L),

BOS5) UF~TTE
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5) 48 (k) BRsT. EXEHOLC, BEOMBELELESN? (EL L LANE)
l l

FTOEIUF~TTE HEZ#ELYTYT

6)4B(CK) EICECTRBEOMMELELENZ( R, B .l I3

7) B (K). 6) T BEOMBELEEXIT, FOL~10.OZEELEY., BXLYLELEN?
HTRELLODOFEBIZOELTL{EEL,

BROFEELE

J—FeHHBERBLT, BROATELL

BRPICMERL-BBOCGEERTHEELL

BiliEL->T. RIEEMAELEZ (B BRIRICEBRTINE)

HEX (5250 ZHMILTEXIEALIATEL:

(GBHBCEEE. BELLED) FXELLEATEXER IV

BHBOENZESEAT,. BHBZRGEVWTHEICHLTEAS LS ICWIEBLY:

REOPEHEEITE (Ml —BICHBE*BESEARIZZALLIICRHENLE)

BREEEXICETHEELE

10, MCAFBBEL*REMD (T42T7—2a 0" £LE

1. EBEThhoLELEZAERELRTEICML:

12 WABLWALBAFTEXAEICHLTROCATEL: (B EXERA. RICEEHIFT,
FOENERALGNTHEIZHLE)

13. ZESEORICSIE(MBETELNESIHFTATH

14 HL(E-RXEEE-~THXEHEST

15, BxAELENTRAS:

16, L E--HEE, REEBVLLEESIITELRHE-

17, TELHETEARBOFESMEMEL:

18, TEHHEIFTLCEARBIZAhESELE:

19, HEOMBWMIEIE, T2HBRESELE

8) LTOELE 1.~10.%, EDLFIC LY., FRLYLELEMA? CHOLIBLTESL,
fzo L~19.LIAAT, TELEY, S22, BEXLULEZLABIE EOZLEMAT, <b
LCEHLTCESL,

000 = O e L by

(Bl:1,2 34,8 NIZ0OELEBE: SBRET, /— FORHEEABELT, BROWEELE Q)
FOEEIC, BRETMERAL-BECTEERELE Q). T0H%. ROBEOFEELL(. HLLE
[, XPTEREEAL, TO®. T CIHBTEREMBLE(I~19550) . ThTEhhsLh -
FETBIE, RECMOE 1), BAMICIE, BEEERELE (1~19 L), Chhbld, BB

\I_?II:. HERERDLSIZLES ! (B). )
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Appendix F-2. A Sample Format of the Diary (Translated Version in English)
~Let’s Keep an English Language Learning Diary~

[Thursday 1st of March] Seventh Grade Class  Student No Name

1) did you use the following strategies 1 to 7 to read and comprehend the English texts?

Circle the ones which are true of you.

1. | skimmed the texts to get the main ideas (rather than paying attention to the meaning of every
word) while reading the English texts.

2. | guessed the contents of the materials based on the words and the sentences which | had

understood while reading the English texts.

| highlighted keywords in the texts while reading the English texts.

I translated the English texts word by word into Japanese when reading the English texts.

Before going to read the texts, | planned how | read the English texts.

While | was reading the texts, | monitored my comprehension of the English texts.

After | read the texts, | checked my comprehension of the English texts.

N

2} How did you use the strategies which you have circled in the above list? Please describe the use of
these strategies in detail. Also, if you had used any other strategies in addition to 1 to 7, please
describe them as well.

’/éxarnple: In the case that you have circled the strategies 1, 3, and 5: Before | was going to read “A Dream
Catcher,” | looked at the questions attached to the texts and understand what | have to read (5). Then, |
assigned a number to each paragraph and started to read paragraph by paragraph (other than the
strategies 1 to 7). And, | skimmed each paragraph and tried to get the main ideas of each paragraph
rather than understanding the meaning of every word (1). | also highlighted the words which referred to
“when”, *where”, and *who" to understand such information (3).

192

~Let's keep an English Language Learning Diary~

[Thursday 1st of March] Seventh Grade Class  Student No, Name

1) Today (on Thursday), did you read English texts outside of the school? (Yes | No )
goto(2) go to the next page (5)
2) Today (on Thursday),where did you read the English texts? ( home, the cram school, others | 1

3) While you were reading the English texts at the above place, did you use the following strategies 1 to
7 to comprehend the English texts? Circle the ones which are true of you.

1. Iskimmed the texts to get the main ideas (rather than paying attention to the meaning of every
word) while reading the English fexts.

2. | guessed the contents of the materials based on the words and the sentences which | had

understood while reading the English texts.

| highlighted keywords in the texts while reading the English texts.

| translated the English texts word by word into Japanese when reading the English texts.

Before going to read the texts, | planned how | read the English texts.

While | was reading the texts, | monitored my comprehension of the English texts.

After | read the texts, | checked my comprehension of the English texts.

Nouaw

4} How did you use the strategies which you have circled in the above list? Please describe the use of
these strategies in detail. Also, if you had used any other strategies in addition to 1 to 7, please
describe them as well.

(,Exarnple: In the case that you have circled the strategies 2, 4, and 6: | did reading exercises, the school
homework. | guessed the contents of the materials based on the words which | had understood (2). While
| was reading the texts, | monitored my comprehension of the texts (6). And, when | wasn't able to
understand the texts, | translated the English texts word by word into Japanese (4) and looked up

\l.:nknown words in the dictionary (other than the strategies 1to 7). _J

Go to 5) on the reverse page |
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5) Today (on Thursday), outside of the school, did you study English other than reading English texts?
{ Yes , No )

goto (6) the end of the *uestions

&) Today (on Thursday),where did you study English? ( home, the cram school, others [ n % g' i H '.;
7} Today (on Thursday), while you were studying English at the above place, did you use the following 5: ! i i g g
strategies 1 to 197 Circle the ones which are truz of you. g i . H a E
n 9 -
1. | previewed the English lesson. P § f i
2. |reviewed the English lesson by looking at the notebook and/or the textbook. N : : i i
3. | checked out the words and grammatical rules which | had not understood during the class. - rr |5 |
4. | learned English with having some specific goals (e.g., | leamed English to pass the third & e § 1
grade of the STEP test). 5 2k {5
5. | practiced to change an affirmative sentence into an interrogative or a negative sentence. 8 2 B L]
6. | wrote a new sentence by applying some elements of example sentences presented in the 5 3 = |
textbooks, reference books, dictionaries, etc. B £y E H H
7. | memorized English texts in the textbook and recited them. 4% - § E
8. | planned how to learn English (e.g., | decided to leam at least five new words a day). s H ii: 4 3
9. | practiced to translate Japanese into English sentences. w ¥i o g ¥ H 0
10. | dictated English that | had listened to. ER §X i3k (% g
11. | asked my family and/or friends to help me if | have something unknown concerning English. -] £ Fitaa n IH
12. | read aloud English texts in a various way (i.e., | first looked at the sentences. | then looked E 59 ¥r EYee 2 E
up my face and read aloud the sentences without looking at them). T b 4 -'§ IF
13. |thought over my approach to English language learning after | had studied English. 14 g ] [FEE-AH
14. | made English sentences by using new grammar. ™ 8 © =1
15. | wrote a new sentence many times to learn it. 8 = Bl ‘3} g 25 I’
16. |tried to use new words while writing English sentences. ¥ g ip :' E al ¢ @ |i
17. | tried to secure sufficient time for studying English. L4 ] i i E |
18. | tried to increase the opportunities to use English as much as possible. s {A f% = —e
19. | paid attention to mistakes and learned from them. 1
8) How did you use the strategies which you have circled in the above list? Please describe the use of .
these strategies in detail. Also, if you had used any other strategies in addition to 1 to 19, please L & T
describe them as well, N 5 " i A
- ¥ H ol s
Example: In the case that you have circled the strategies 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, and 11: Today, first of all, | reviewt;a\ 2 E g i ¥ § ,
the English lesson by looking at the notebook and the textbook (2). While | was doing it, | checked out the 2 a 81 i E 4 1.5
words and grammatical rules which | had not understood during the class (3). After that, | previewed the 5 5 8 g i e i : 55;
next English lesson (1). And, | guessed the meaning of new words based on the context of the texts. H ’: i g H - % 35 55,
Immediately after that, | checked out the meaning by using the dictionary (other than the strategies 1 to PR BE! 2 f.» s = 4 % i3 g
18). When | didn't figure out the meanings, | asked my family to help me out (11). Before going to bed, | 2 ¥ g9 g o -] & it 1 i %2
reviewed my word list (other than strategies 1 to 19). From now on, let's review the word list before going B : s 8% 5 £5] 57 §§3gid
to bed! (8) - A ¥4l 34
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A Sample of the Picture Question Task
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Script of the Picture Question Task
Question 1: The answer is B.
[A] Jenny and her friend are cooking together.
[B] Jenny and her friend are cleaning togzther.
[C] Jenny and her friend are eating together.
Question 2: The answer is B.
[A] Jeffis trying to catch a fish.
[B] Jeff is working in the garden.
[C] Jeffis going running outside.

Question 3: The answer is A.

[A] Yoshio is unhappy because it is snowing,
[B] Yoshio is happy driving in the snow.

[C] Yoshio is unhappy because it stopped snowing.

Benesse Corporation (2006). STEP Up Drill: Welcome to the Real English World
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Appendix J. A Sample of the Listening Comprehension Task

Listening Part

XL D TR A, SEMEEMC N R D RS
RATOBDYT s A 5

L ouceion t A5

What does the man want?
[A] Newspaper

[B] Orange juice

(€] Glass

(D] Room service

Where is Jason going first?
[A] The bookstore

[B] The collee shop

[C] The library

[D] The restaurant

What is Kaori' s lithe brother doing?
[A] Visiting a friend

|B] Reading comic books

[C] Watching a movie

[13] Sitting at home

What problem did the wormnan have on her trip?

[A] The plane came in after the bus had left.
[B] The bus took her 1o the wrong hotel.
1C] The hotel forgot she was staying there.
D] The bus arrived ot the hotel very late.

MZHES | & . =
]@:“,m,_:,,“? OFEOBS  DEBORUH  OHNOBED
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Script of the Listening Comprehension Task

Question 1: The answer is B.

F: How can I help you?
M: Can | have another orange juice?
F: I'll see if we have any left. Just a moment, please.

M: If you don’t have any orange juice, bring me a glass of water, please.

Question 2: The answer is A.

F: Hey Jason, what are you doing today?
M: I'm going to the bookstore first. I'll stop by the coffee shop afterwards. And then
I'm eating an early dinner with one of my friends.

M: Wow! You have a lot planned for today!

Question 3: The answer is C.

M: Hi, Kaori. Is your little brother around?

F: I'm sorry, Kenji. He went to see a movie.

M: That’s too bad. I was hoping that he would be home so I could show him a new
comic book I bought.

F: Come back later this afternoon. He should be here then.

200

Question 4: The answer is D.
M: How was your trip to San Francisco?
F: Well, at least my plane wasn’t late this time. It was even a little early.
M: Oh, that’s good.
F: But I was very late getting to my hotel. It took the bus more than three hours to

drive there from the airport.

Benesse Corporation (2006). STEP Up Drill: Welcome to the Real English World

BASIC.
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