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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate the importance weights of Englishgetrategies that Taiwanese
college students possess as well as to clarify the differences of their weighbemdeen genders and among
three proficiency groups. This study adopted an Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) to desigsdhlrch
framework, and English learning strategies were divided into 2 criteria, 6 subiaréaed 18 indicators as the
AHP structure for the research instrument. An AHP questionnaire was administered to vi€)Sitynstudents in
Taipei, Taiwan. The results showed that, expect Attitudes in the sub-competencatefdhkural competence,
they held a very different view on the importance of almost all of the criteria and sub-criteria.
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1. Introduction

It has been widely believed that learning a second or foreign language (S&/BLyamplex process, during
which the role of the teacher is to facilitate that process by providssgeasl knowledge and skills and learners
participate or practice actively (Hedge, 2000). Cohen (2000) suggests thateptofinod effective learning
requires not only sufficient knowledge of the language, the text, and the worklsbutapable use of learning
strategies. This indicates that without access to acquire a variedgrafnlg strategies, learners probably have
little opportunity to develop their language proficiency. The assumption befimistthat the use of learning
strategies is seen as both learner-directed and learner-cantered (Chamot, 2004).

For the former, it is always the learners themselves who consider and decide atbgtestithey utilize while
learning or in any other situation, and also the learners who monitor and evaiatearning process so as to
continue to adopt certain strategies or to change into new ones. This is very impadasebecan help learners
realize what they can or what they should do in a certain setting, witthich #heir learning might encounter
problems or difficulties, and consequently, hamper their language development. For theinattdearners have
to decide what strategies to adopt in or even to change them if necessdrgntlisishe control or responsibility
over to the learners. The use of learning strategies is not forced btetiediers or anyone else, but the learners
themselves are the centre, and the motives, thoughts and actions are derivée@riroithus, language learning
strategies play an imperative role in learning a SL or FL, as they assigrtesr mastering the forms, meanings
and functions required for input and output in the language (Brown, 2000), and saklets to become more
competent, independent, autonomous, and lifelong learners (Hedge, 2000).

In this regard, it is extremely important for SL or FL teachers to identify their students’ language learning
strategies. An understanding and awareness of such use can provide valuable insipletpiotess of language
learning and teaching. Then, teachers can accordingly provide strategy instagctiat as guided practice to
students who lack knowledge or skills in the use of certain language learrategiss (Griffiths, 2003).
However, after reviewing some related studies, we still@dkimow what students’ decisions of strategy use are
and how such preferences differ. In order to fill this gap, the present study tafp#teiquestions on how EFL
students chose strategies for their learning. In other words, it aimed estigate the decision on learning
strategies the university students made in learning English.
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Since such decisions may be affected by other individual differences and personanpesfethis study
particularly intended to find the differences between both genders and ameadatiguage proficiency levels
(i.e. elementary, intermediate, and upper intermediate).

2. Literature Review

Research has attempted to define and classify learning strategies and several congrelassgication
schemes of learner strategies have been developed (Liu, 2010). Earlier studies eiselsgitiiations to describe
language learning strategies (Dansereau, 1985), or categories derived from rieséestianguage contexts
(Rubin, 1987), or a list of learning strategiesidet from learners’ self-reported strategies (Oxford, 1990). More
recently, strategy identification and classification have been data-driven hhtioug-aloud protocol analysis
(Cohen, 2000; Chamot, 2004). On the basis of their reviews, Ellis (1994)na(2D10) advocates that Oxford’s
taxonomy (1990) is possibly the most comprehensive currently available, and her Strawgprynfor
Language Learning (SILL) has been used extensively by researchers and instrutiany ianguage learning
settings around the world. SILL is a type of self-report questionnaire anelidtbility has been examined in
multiple ways and has been reported as high in validity, reliability &hity (Oxford, 1996). In addition, the
factor analysis of SILL has been confirmed by many studies (Hsiao & Oxford, 200&,dCfBurry-Stock,
1995). Oxford and Ehrman (1995) has also found moderate inter correlations betweenstioé signasategories
in SILL. Taking these issues into account, this study adopted Oxford’s Strategy Inventory for Language Learning
(SILL) as its main instrument and as a basis for its research framework.

Oxford (1990) divides language learning strategies into two major categonsich memory cognitive and
compensation strategiesre under thalirect strategiesandmet cognitive affective,and social strategiesare
under thandirect strategies

2.1 Direct Strategies

Direct strategies has been defined as involving the target language direclyediiet a learner working with
language itself in a variety of learning tasks or situation. Such seategn be divided into three sets as below
(Oxford, 1990):

. Memory strategiehave been seen as having a specific function that enable students to store and retrieve
new information. Four strategies are categorized in thicssting mental linkagespplying images and
soundsreviewing well andemploying action

=  Cognitive strategiesire the ways adopted by learners to construct a model in their mind basedysis ana
and comparison, create general rules, and revise those rules when new informetaitalide. This set
contains four strategiepracticing receiving, and sending messagasalyzing and reasonin@ndcreating
structure for input and output

=  Compensation strategiemeans that in order to compensate their insufficient knowledge about the new
language, learners often use a wide variety of linguistic or non-linguigtéms to either comprehend or
produce the new language. There are two strategies in thiguessing intelligently in listening and
reading andovercoming limitations in speaking and writing

2.2 Indirect Strategies

Indirect strategies are used to support and manage language learning in taosésnaithout directly involving
the target language, and are useful and applicable to all language learnin@ eksfseaking, listening, reading
and writing) and situations. All these strategies can be clustered into three sets as @tfovds (990):

= Metacognitive strategiesnable learners to employ their own cognition in the learning process by using
functional measures and provide a way for learners to control their eammirlg. Three strategies are
included in this setcentering your learningarranging and planning your learningandevaluating your
learning

= Affective strategiebelp learners modify or regulate their emotions, motivations, and attitudesidoiage
learning so as to relax or ease negative feelings, and learn more effectively.sfrhtegies in this are
lowering your anxietyencouraging yourselindtaking your emotional temperature

= Social strategiedelp students utilize appropriate social skills to communicate with other pefauitvefy
and learn through such interaction. Three strategies are included: There arategies in this sets&ing
guestions, cooperating with otheesad empathizing with others.
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In sum, having reviewed Oxford’s (1990) classification, the major merit of learning strategies lies in the fact that
they play an imperative role in language teachingleardling, and they are learners’ intended actions or reactions

to make their learning process more successful, self-directed, and enjoyablm Be seen, the key issue in the
choice and success of language strategy use is cewptergadents’ personal factors (Brown, 2000; Felder &
Brent, 2005; Hedge, 2000), that is, motivation (Crookes & Schmidt, 1991; Dornyei, 2001), @&mele & Tsai,
2007; Kim, 1995), cultural background (Bedell & Oxford, 1996; Peacock & Ho, 200i)da (Oh, 1997),
language proficiency (Gharbavi & Mousavi, 2012; Wong, 2005), age (Hatch, 1983), learnind Gty &
Longhini, 2002; Jones, 1998; Oxford, 2003) and personalities (Ford & Chen, 2000; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989).

It can be found that these factanay play an important role in the receptiveness of students to learning strategy
training and in their ability to acquire new learning strategies” (O’mlley & Chamot, 1990, p. 160). It can also be

seen that some factors play a more dominated role than others (Ford & ChgnFabeRample, those who have
high motivation or a positive attitude are more likely to take opportunitie=sata or to use learning strategies,
and consequently, their language proficiency appears to develop more. The same point sggatystd the
relationship between learning style and language proficiency (Felder, 1996). In additierths study aims at
investigating university students’ perspectives of strategy priority in English learning in Taiwan, the issue of
cultural background is less significant. Taking these issues into considethi® study intends to detect the
learning strategies used among university students, and in particular tahgidlifferences of their learning
strategy priority in terms of gender and language proficiency. The research questions areldiated b

1. Are there any differences of the importance weights of language learning strategies between genders?
2. Are there any differences of the importance weights of language learratepists among three English
language proficiency levels?

3. Research Methods
3.1 Participants

A total number of 405 college students at three universities in Taipei, Tgadicjpated in this research. They
are all native Chinese speakers, ranging in age from 19 to 22 years old. Thbadhardeast 8 years of English
language learning since elementary school. English is one of the required subjealishthey to take, usually in
the first year of college. They attended two one-hour lessons per week formsergtive semesters (September-
January and March-June) and English is seldom used as an instructional medium in atbes. Jutg number of
Females (54.3%) was higher than males (45.7%), which parallel the normal gatiolesf rundergraduate
students in universities in Taiwan. With regard to their English @eoity, 32.3% of the respondents were A2
(Elementary) level in the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CE®RB138
(Intermediate), and 29.7% B2 (Upper intermediate). A total of 500 questionnairesent to students via email
and 405 respondents were replied, with a reply rate of 81%.

3.2 Resear ch I nstrument

An AHP questionnaire of English learning strategy was used and included threeppestsial information
including gender and English proficiency test score, instructions for answeringgsiestd learning strategies.
The last section was adapted from Oxford’s (1990) Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL). The
original inventory is divided into six groups including 19 sub-groups, but themrdy one strategy (i.e. structured
reviewing) in the sub-group of reviewing well. As Saaty (1990) states, atwaastements are included in a pair
wise comparison in the AHP analysis. Thus, in this study, the structured revieraiteg\siwas integrated into
the sub-group (i.e. employing action), and the original sub-group (i.e. revieveligwas deleted. The final
version of learning strategies section includes six sub-criteria (6 itemd)8aindicators which was belonged to
the six sub-criteria of memory strategies (3 items), cognitive strat¢gidtems), compensation strategies (2
items), metacognitive strategies (3 items), affective strategies (3 items), aalcdsgategies (3 items).

In response to the question items, the participants were asked to compare the impottenkedt@fnd right sub-
criteria, or indicators. Based on the intensity of each pair-item theyesl¢loey decided which side (either left
or right) is stronger than the other, and then selected one appropteteity scale ranging from 1 to 9
representing equal importance to extreme importance to indicate one’s importance degree than the other
importance degree (see Table 1 for example).
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Table1l: The AHP questionnaire sample

Left <Right | Left<Right
Extreme | Very Strong | Moderate| Equal| Moderate| Strong Very Extreme
strong strong
9:1181|7:1 |6:1]5:1(4:1|3:1]2:1 |11 1:2(1:3|21:4 )25 |1.6|1:7 |1/8]1/9
v'* B
A \/** C

Note. * represents that the importance intensity of the left-criterionnduch stronger than the right-criterion B;
** means that the importance intensity of the right-criterion C is stronger than tloetiefion A.

3.3 Data Analysis

This study aimed to investigate the important weights of English competences godsessternational trade
workers with two different personal variables and to compare the differences dnsongTo do this, the
Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP), a structured technique for helping decisaers find one that best suits
their goal or solution of the problenSdty, 2005; Saaty & Vargas, 2000), was employed. It provides a
comprehensive and rational framework from which the participants is able to #Hssewdative weight of
multiple factors, to clarify and quantify its elements, to relate thasmegits to overall goals, and to evaluate
alternative solutionsSaaty, 1990). The procedure of the AHP can be divided into the following steps:

3.3.1 Structuring a decision problem and selecting criteria

Arranging all the constituent parts in a hierarchy provides an overall view ocbthglex relationships and helps
the participants to decide whether the elements in each level are of the sameepeensio that they can be
compared accurately (Saaty, 1990). The AHP design was adopted in this study anrdrithibal structures (see
Figure 1) were divided into three levels including 2 criteria, 6 sub-criteria, and 18 indesiescribed below:

1. Criteria: direct strategies (B1), indirect strategies (B2).

2. Sub-criteria: memory strategies (C1), cognitive strategies (C2), compansiatitegies (C3), met cognitive
strategies (C4), affective strategies (C5), social strategies (C6).

3. Indicators: creating mental linkages (D1), applying images and sounds €id2yying well and employing
action (D3), receiving and sending messages (D4), creating structurgdo and output (D5), analyzing and
reasoning (D6), practicing (D7), guessing intelligently (D8), overcotmmitations in speaking and writing (D9),
cantering your learning (D10), arranging and planning your learning (D14alagwg your learning (D12),
lowering your anxiety (D13), encouraging yourself (D14), taking your emotional temper@15), asking
guestions (D16), cooperating with others (D17), empathizing with others (D18).

Use of strategies in learning English

Goal
Criteria Bl k2

el el
Sub-criteria Cl G2 C3 L4 Ca CB
Indicators /I\ A\ A /I\ /I\ /I\

010203 04 D5 D6 07 0d D3 oi0DiDI2Z  DI3D4DIa  DIBDI7DIA
Figure 1: A Hierarchy Structure
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3.3.2 Setting the priority of the criteria by pair wise comparison (weighing)

For each pair of criteria, the participants are required to decide the relative impoftameelements based on a
pair wise comparison (Saaty, 1990), which is a scale with the values 1 deqoigty important (i.e. two
elements contribute equally to the objective), 3 represented slightly more imogaexperience and judgment
slightly favor one element over another), 5 equaled strongly more importanexXjpetience and judgment
strongly favor one element over another), 7 denoted demonstrably more importamigisdement is favored
very strongly over another; its dominance is demonstrated in practice) and 9 refebsalutely more important
(i.e. the evidence favoring one element over another is of the highest possiblef @ifiemation). By doing so,
personal judgments about the elements' relative meaning and importance can be employedrmimgéhier
evaluations. The weighing is then normalized and averaged to obtain an average weight for each criterion.

3.3.3 Pair wise comparison of alter natives on each criterion (scoring)

Based on the evaluation of the elements, a pair-wise comparison matrix A emstabkished. If there are n
elements, then we can carry out n (n-1) elements pair-wise comparis@sCl ..., C, represent the set of
elementsaij refers to a quantified judgment on a pair of elem&ifsCj. The relative importance of the two
elements is rated by a scale using the values 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9. This yieldg-ammatrixA as follows (Saaty,
1990):

cC, C ..G¢G

Cl 1 &, Gy

C,|1/ 1
A=[a]=7 zaiz P am

1 1 1

Cn /aln /aZn (1)
In matrixA, where® =1 and® =1/& - L1=1 2, N 4he nroplem tumns into assigning the n elem@ats
C,, ..., C,, a set of numerical weight&y, W, ..., W, that reflects the recorded judgments. Supposirig a
consistency matrix, the relations between weigMsand judgmentsy; are simply given b)}Ni Wi =3,
(for"J =12 ..n ) and matrixA is formed as follows (Saaty, 1990):

C, c, .. C,
Glw/w w/w - w oy

Al G e/ Wl e W

Colwo/w w/w - w/ vy 2)
3.3.4 Calculating Eigen value and eigenvector
When matrixA multiplies the elements weight vectdf), it equalstoNX. That is (A-Nl')yX=0, and theX is the

Eigen value (") of Eigenvector. Becausd is the decision makers’ subjective judgment comparison and
appraisal, the true valu¥V(V\4) may be a little different, s = NX may not be set up. Saaty (1990) suggested

that the largest Eigen valtf]émax be:

n W.
ﬂ“max = Zau WJ !

. 3)
If Ais a consistency matrix, eigenvec¥ocan be obtained by
(A_/lmaxl)x=0 ’ (4)

3.3.5 Checking the consistency of the judgments

A primary idea of AHP is that a matriof rankn is only consistent when it has one positive Eigen valaé,,.
while all other Eigen values are zero. In addition, the consistency il@lgxs(developed and calculate the
deviation from a consistent matrix (Saaty, 1990):
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Cl = (A —N)/(n-1) , (5)

The consistency raticCR) is applied to aid the decision of whether or not to revise the matigxdéfined as the
ratio of theCl to the so-called random indeRRlf, aCl of randomly generated matrices (Saaty, 1990):

CR=CI/ RI. ©)

Saaty (1999) suggests that the required consistency @RE°' ) should be less than the average consistencies
(RI values) of randomly generated matrices (as shown in Table Z)en tor get a sufficiently consistent matrix;
otherwise, the matrix needs to be revised.

Table 2: The average consistencies of random matrices (Rl value)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 131 14 15
RI 0 0 052 0.89 1.12 1.26 1.36 1.41 146 1.49 152 154 156 1.58 1.59

3.3.6 Obtaining an overall relative scorefor each option and making afinal decision

Once the priorities’ weights of each main criterion are established, numerical priorities can be calculated on each
main criterion to decide the best alternative. The scores here represenatikie eddility of the alternatives in
achieving the goal. Finally, after all the impacts of all the elements andtigsidrave been computed for the
hierarchy as a whole and the judgments have been made, the less important elementsiroaratesl éfom
further consideration. The priorities can again be computed thoroughly to help revisdgtherjts (Saaty, 1990).

4. Results

With regard to the weight of the two criteria in Table 3, both genders agreelirdeatstrategies (DS) were more
important than indirect strategies (1S). It should be pointed out that, regasdinf-triteria, they ranked them in
different ways. Both groups gave compensation strategies (CPS) and metacoguitdgies (MCS) the last
important strategies. However, it appears that the weight of two other emogetvas just the opposite. That is,
cognitive strategies (CS) were seen as the most important strategies by ooalebgrt it was placed in the
second position by female group. Social strategies (SS) was laid on the mosantnpoe by female, and yet it
came in second place by male.

Table 3: Eigenvectorsfor criteria and sub-criteria between genders

o , .. Male . Female
Criteria Weight  Sub-criteria Weight Rank Weight Weight Rank
MS 278 2 406 1
DS .609 Cs 523 1 .587 372 2
CPS 199 3 222 3
CR=0.01(<0.1) CR=0.01(<0.1)
MCS 242 3 228 3
IS 391 AS 440 1 413 354 2
SS 318 2 418 1
CR=0.01(<0.1) CR=0.01(<0.1)

Taking criteria into account in Table 4, the three proficiency groups held the samervithe weight order in
which direct strategies (DS) were the first priority, and indireettesgies (IS) came in second. For sub-criteria,
they rated compensation strategies (CPS) and metacognitive strategiesaiM&S$ place. However, they held
the other two strategies in reverse order. As to direct strategies, AB2agdoups tended to see cognitive
strategies (CS) as the most important one, but it was placed the second bguBl @pncerning indirect
strategies, while social strategies (SS) takes first place in the B1 agrd s, A2 group placed it in the second
place.
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Table 4: Eigenvectorsfor criteria and sub-criteria among three proficiency groups

L . Sub- A2 . . B2
Criteria Weight criteria. Weight Rank Weight Weight Rank Weight Weight Rank
MS 278 2 1 .353 2
DS .613 CS .523 1 .583 2 .558 448 1
CPS 199 3 3 199 3
CR=0.01(<0.1) CR=0.01(<0.1) CR=0.01(<0.1)
MCS .242 3 3 .286 3
IS .387 AS 440 1 417 2 442 .306 2
SS .318 2 1 408 1

CR=0.01(<0.1)

CR=0.01(<0.1)

CR=0.01(<0.1)

As can be seen in Table 7, there was an agreement on the weight order of the thessl miesteast important
strategies between male and female groups. That is, they placed guessimggritlieiin listening and reading
(GILR), overcoming limitation in speaking and writing (OLSW), creatimgntal linkages (CML) and practicing
(P) in the first, the second, the third and the last positions respectivelyestirigly, the ranking of three
strategies in one group was just one place behind those in the other grou@rioleeanalyzing and reasoning
(AR) was in the fourth place in the male group, and yet it was in ftheplace in the female group. Females
considered creating structure for input/output (CSIO) as the sixth important strateglywaisithe 7 in the male
group. In regard to the rest of the two strategies, while applying imagesoands (AIS) was seen as the 8th
important strategy by males, employing action was put at the same place in the female group.

Table5: Eigenvectorsfor indicators of direct strategies between genders

Male Female
Sub-criteria  Indicator Weight Weight
Raw Overall Rank Raw Overall Rank
CML 434 127 3 .406 127 3
MS AlS .218 .083 8 .339 122 4
EA .348 119 5 .256 .091 8
P .081 .056 9 .107 .065 9
cs RSM .284 .107 6 .253 .094 7
AR .378 123 4 .336 .118 5
CSIO .257 .101 7 .304 112 6
CPS GILR .525 .145 1 .507 .139 1
OoLsSwW 475 .135 2 493 132 2

CR=0.01(<0.1)

CR=0.05 (<0.1)

For indicators of indirect strategies shown in table dh lzenders held the same view on the three strategies’
weight order, including arranging and planning your learning (APYL) in the secone, gilagperating with
others (CWO) in the fifth position, and encouraging yourself (EY) in the seventh orte.r&ird to other
strategies, Table 6 displays entirely different judgments on the weight ordeeebdboth genders. For male
students, the weight of asking questions (AQ) was the highest, but it wees sixth place in the female group.
When the strategy of taking your emotional temperature (TYET) takes fase fly female students, male
students placed it in the third place. While female students placed centerinigamimg (CYL) in the fourth
place, the male group left it in next to last place. It is interestirmgé that for female students, empathizing with
others (EWO) was the third priority and centering your learning (CYL) corfeuith, but both strategies were

the least two important ones in the male group.
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Table 6: Eigenvectorsfor indicators of indirect strategies between genders

Male Female
Sub-criteria Indicator Weight Weight
Ran Overall Rank Ravvg Overall Rank
CYL .303 .096 8 .338 113 4
MCS APYL .375 127 2 .380 127 2
EYL .332 .105 6 .282 .094 8
LYA .344 110 4 .249 .083 9
AS EY .315 101 7 .305 .102 7
TYET .342 121 3 446 .148 1
AQ .386 141 1 .318 .108 6
SS CWO .332 .109 5 .326 .110 5
EWO .282 .090 9 .346 115 3

CR=0.01(<0.1)

CR=0.05 (<0.1)

It is obvious in Table 7 that there was an agreement on the weight of order gidimators among the three
proficiency groups. All groups gave analyzing and reasoning (AR), guessinigém#y in listening/reading
(GILR), applying images and sounds (AlS), and overcoming limitation in speakingg\@LSW) the second,
sixth, seventland eighth positions respectively. Regarding to other indicators, the threéepyf groups ranked
them in very different ways. When the A2 group ranked creating structure fofoumput (CSIO) as the most
important strategy, the B1 and B2 groups were inclined to consider it as thiidmadsSih the other hand, when
the B1 group thought that the first position was creating mental linkages (@héLA2 group preferred it as the
fifth, and the B2 group gave it the fourth. It should be noted that thedp gonsidered employing action (EA)
as the fifth important strategy, but this was last in the A2 and B2 groups’ point of view.

Table 7: Eigenvectorsfor indicators of direct strategiesamong three proficiency groups

Sub A2 Bl B2
crlthe-ria Indicator Weight Weight ank _Weight Rank
Raw Overall Raw Overall Raw Overall

CML 484 .099 5 435 .153 1 565 .148 4

Ms AlS .328 .067 7 .226 .080 7 .283 .074 7
EA .188 .039 9 339 .120 5 152 .040 9
P 181 119 4 157 .071 9 161 .097 5

cS RSM 257 .169 3 275 .135 4 313 .188 1
AR 278 .182 2 .286 .141 2 269 .161 2
CSIO .284 .187 1 .283 .139 3 257 .154 3

CPS GILR 516 .074 6 540 .084 6 .609 .083 6
OLSW 484 .064 8 460 .077 8 391 .054 8

CR=0.01(<0.1)

CR=0.03(<0.1)

CR=0.02(<0.1)

As shown in Table 8, an agreement on the three least important strategies among tireupseean be found,
and they gave arranging and planning your learning (APYL), empathizing with others (EWDgvaluating
your planning (EYL) the seventh, eigh#imd ninth positions respectively. Noticeably, the agreement and
disagreement on the weight order of four strategies were intersecbted gmoups. The A2 and B1 groups took
lowering your anxiety (LYA) the first priority, but this was the thirdthg B2 group. In the same way, if the A2
and B1 groups thought that fourth position was asking questions (AQ), the B2 myedaped it as the most
important one. On the other hand, when the B1 and B2 groups ranked cooperating with otheysagGO
second important strategy, the A2 group was inclined to consider it @@$tlon. Encouraging yourself (EY)
was considered as the third important strategy by the A2 group, but the B1 and B2 groups gave itififth posit
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Table 8: Eigenvectorsfor indicators of indirect strategies among three proficiency groups
A2 Bl B2

Sub- . - - n
ey Indicator Weight Weight Weight

criteria Ran Overall Rank RaV\? Overall Rank Ravvg Overall Rank
CYL 444  .096 5 .387 .090 6 485 .124 4

MCS APYL 331 .071 7 .333 .077 7 317 .081 7
EYL 225 .048 9 .280 .065 9 198 .051 9
LYA 354 173 1 446 .164 1 371 .133 3

AS EY 315 .159 3 .249 .095 5 319 .114 5
TYET 332 .163 2 305 .139 3 310 .111 6
AQ 498 .125 4 .290 .133 4 461 .178 1

SS CwWO 331 .093 6 351 .160 2 347 .134 2
EWO 221 .062 8 359 .071 8 191 .074 8

CR=0.01(<0.1) CR=0.03(<0.1) CR=0.02(<0.1)

5. Discussion and Conclusions

One objective of this study was to understand what university students’ perceptions of the importance of strategy
use were, and the results have added to the growing body of reseaamiofg strategies in terms of gender and
language proficiency. An important finding is that learning strategies woutt engrominent role in English
learning and teaching. That is, English instructors should consider the inabfisippropriate learning strategies
in course and material design, based on learners’ backgrounds and language levels. At a minimum, they should
adopt some universal strategies to make their students more effective anéergraficEnglish learning.
Otherwise, if teachers select strategies to be taught without consideringehendipreferences of their students,
students will find the strategy instruction inappropriate and less attractive, and theneieesiing in learning.

An imperative implication is that teachers have to carefully consider gemdetanguage proficiency when
selecting strategies, since students’ strategy use was shown to be affected by these two factors. Therefore,
teachersisuld be aware of the importance of strategy instruction in students’ learning, acquaint themselves with
sufficient knowledge and effective skills, be sensitive to make their instmutiore flexible and make changes if
necessary, and provide students with adequate information about the concepts aachepmipractising the
strategies in their learning. Being aware of these factors can help reduce the negative effectingf stehtegies
that do not fit students’ needs.

A related implication is that strategy instruction is a key to help learneosrigecompetent learners. But, when
we consider the implementations of strategy instruction, a further discussiba ofirent English education
emerges. In Taiwan, university students usually take English courses in thgdirsattending two one-hour
lessons per week for two consecutive semesters. Moreover, English is seldomarsétstasictional medium in
other subjects, and students have to pass language proficiency tests, which are etuv&énevel of English
proficiency in the CEFR before graduation. Rather than being limited to suchasi¢esed setting, an English
program should create an authentic situation where learners can experience straaeghesenight do in their
daily life. In addition, a self-controlled and pressure-free learning environment shoektaidished so as to
enhance learners' desire to learn, and in particular, to practice strategies.

In conclusion, there is a need for including learning strategies in thel sglabus at all levels, which can serve
as a reinforcement for improving the current teaching and learning situatiothig=cgason, this study calls for
teachers and educational authorities to include learning strategy training and practiteat@dne imstruction will
not be as effective if the issues mentioned above have not been taken into account.

References

Bedell, D. A., & Oxford, R. (1996). Crossdtural comparisons of language learning strategies in the People’s
Republic of China and other countries. In R. Oxford (Edanguage learning strategies around the
world: Cross-cultural perspectivgpp. 47-60). Honolulu, HI: University of Hawaii Press.

Brown, H. D. (2000)Principles of language learning and teachi@f' ed.). White Plains, NY: Addison Wesley Longman.

Carson, J. G., & Longhini, A. (2002). Focusing on learning styles and stratégiegy study in an immersion
setting.Language Learning, §2), 401-438.

38



ISSN 2374-8850 (Print), 2374-8869 (Online) © Center for Promoting Ideas, USA www.ijllnet.com

Chamot, A. U. (2004). Issues in language learning strategy research and tdaleuingnic Journal of Foreign
Language Teachind(1), 14-26.

Chen, R., & Tsai, G:. (2007). Gender differences in Taiwan university students’ attitudes toward web-based
learning.Cyber psychology & Behavipt0, 645-54.

Cohen, A. D. (2000)Strategies in learning and using a second languaigav York: Longman.

Crookes, G., & Schmidt, R. W. (199Motivation: Reopening the research agengmguage Learning41, 469-512.

Dornyei, Z. (2001)Teaching and researching motivatiddarlow, UK: Pearson.

Dansereau, D. F. (1985). Learning strategy research. In J. W. Segal, S. F. ChipmatageR(Egls.) Thinking
and learning skill{pp. 209-239). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Ellis, R. (1994)The study of second language acquisitiorford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Felder, R. M. (1996). Matters of styleSEE prism6(4), 18-23.

Felder, R. M., & Brent, R. (2005Understanding student differencdsurnal of Engineering Educatip84(1), 5772.

Ford, N., & Chen, S. (2000). Individual differences, hypermedia, navigation, and learning: Arcangpidy.
Journal of educational multimedia and hyperme@is281-311.

Gharbavi, A., & Mousavi, S. A. (2012). Do language proficiency levels correspond to larigaageg strategy
adoptionZEnglish Language Teachin§(7), 110-122.

Griffiths, C. (2003). Patterns of language learning strategySysg#em31, 367-383.

Hatch, E. (1983)Psycholinguistics: A second language perspecRavley, MA: Newbury House.

Hedge, T. (2000)Teaching and learning in the language classro@uxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Hsiao, T-Y., & Oxford, R. L. (2002). Comparing theories of language learning stratdgiesfirmatory factor
analysisModern Language Journal, 88), 368-383.

Jones, S. (1998). Learning styles and learning strategies: Towards leaepgnithehceForum for Modern
Language Studies, 3415-129.

Kim, Y. M. (1995). The effect of gender and learning context on the use of languajedesrategiesEnglish
Teaching, 5@0), 331-345.

Liu, J. (2010). Language learning strategies and its training maotkehational Education Studie3(3), 100-104.

Oh, J. 1. (1996). The effects of attitude and sex on use of EFL learner stréagiksh Teaching, §2), 35-53.

O'Malley, J. M., & Chamot, A. U. (1990).earning strategies in second language acquisit©ambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press.

Oxford, R. L. (1990).Language learning strategies: What every teacher should kNew. York: Newbury
House/Harper & Row.

Oxford, R. L. (2003). Language learning styles and strategies: An ovehaawing Styles & Strategie$-25.
Oxford, R. L., & Burry-Stock, J. A. (1995). Assessing the use of language learrmitegis worldwide with the
ESL/EFL version of the strategy Inventory for Language Learning (Skystem, 2@2), 153-175.

Oxford, R. L., & Ehrman, M. (1995). Adult’s language learning strategies in an intensive foreign language
program in the United StateSystem, 23), 359-386.

Oxford, R. L., & Nyikos, M. (1989). Variables affecting choice of language learstirgegies by university
studentsModern Language Journal3, 291-300.

Peacock, M., & Ho, B. (2003). Student language learning strategies across eight distipéineational Journal
of Applied Linguistics13(2), 179-200.

Rubin. (1987). Learner strategies: Theoretical assumptions, research &igtdgpology. In A. L. Wenden & J.
Rubin (Eds.)Learner strategies in language learnifgp.15-30). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Saaty, T. L. (1990). How to make a decision: The Analytic Hierarchy Prdeesspean Journal of Operational
Research48, 9-26.

Saaty, T. L. (1999)Decision making for leaders: The Analytic Hierarchy Process for decisions in a complex
world. Pittsburgh, PA: RWS Publications.

Saaty, T. L., (2005)Theory and applications of the Analytic Network Proc#ssburgh, PA: RWS Publications.

Saaty, T. L., & Vargas, L. G. (2000Models, methods, concepts and applications of the Analytic Hierarchy
Process Boston, MA: Kluwer.

Wong, S-L. M. (2005). Language learning strategies and language self-efficacyigetues the relationship in
Malaysia.RELC Journal 36(3), 245-269.

39



