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Abstract: Problem statement: Strategies play a significant role in assistingriers with developing
language competence. During the past few yearsparsrof studies demonstrated the importance of
learning strategies in language learnidgproach: Positive relationship between strategy use and
reading comprehension was presented and the diffeseof strategy use between successful and less
successful learners were highly discussed in meskarch. Successful learners use learning strategie
more frequently and effectively than unsuccessfatiers. In addition, O’'Malley and Chamot (1990)
claimed that successful learners know how to chéemming strategies more appropriately. Based on
those studies, the evidence of strategy use osrdiff learners is clearly presented. However, few
studies have explored the effect of different leagrstyles on strategy use between high achievats a
low achievers, especially in an EFL contdXésults: Thus, in this study, learning styles in influergin
strategy use were examined. The researchers igatsti the relationship between learning styles and
strategy use on learners with different languagéigency levels. To do that, the subjects of thelg
were 71 non-English majors in New Taipei City ahdyt were divided into two language proficiency
levels (high and low) based on the English ProficieTest. Two questionnaires (learning strategy use
and learning style) were used to examine the eftéctearning styles on reading strategy use.
Conclusion: Based on the findings, implications are presetietl may be useful to teachers making
learners more independent and more effective iguage learning.
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INTRODUCTION learners use less learning strategies. In Green and
Oxford’s (1995) study, it examined learning stréteg
Learning strategies play a crucial role in second use of university students in Puerto Rico and &sailts
foreign language acquisition. Learning strategils® a showed that the successful language learners use mo
help learners to gather new information and therhigh level strategies than less successful learners
assimilate those acquired information into theisgng Furthermore, for more detailed discussion, Bruen
knowledge. Appropriate learning strategies help(2001) assumed that a high level of strategy use wa
explains the performance of good language learnerselated to high language proficiency and successful
similarly, inappropriate learning strategies wouadd leaner’s use more learning strategies. Learnetsgh
the misunderstanding for the poor language learninganguage proficiency used more cognitive and met
During the past decade, many researchers haveefthcuscognitive strategies in their language learningcpss.
on learning strategy use and effective languagmileg  In addition, Griffiths (2003) proposed that leaserith
and the difference of reading strategy use betweehigher language proficiency expose themselves more
successful and less successful learners were highlyequently to the employment of language learning
discussed in various research studies. EarlierareBe strategies. Based on these arguments, the posgibili
studies tended to examine the types of languagehat the appropriate and effective strategy usehmig
learning strategies that language learner used @é&fen contribute to successful language learning is made
1987; Stern, 1975). However, recent research studieaccordingly and we cannot deny the positive
started to investigate the relationship betweeatestiy relationship between reading strategy use and
use and language proficiency (Green and Oxford5;199 successful learning.
Oxford and Ehrman, 1995). Generally, those research In addition to language proficiency, there areeoth
studies stated that more proficient language leamge  variables affecting strategy use, such as age eyeard
more learning strategies but less proficient laggua learning styles. Oxford (2005) claimed that leagnin
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styles and strategies are the main factors helpingable 1: The content of the division test

determine how language learners learn a second gestitem Reading comprehension test

foreign language. Hence, it seems that learninfgsty Number 40

are quite crucial during language learning process!me (minute) 45 .
Furthermore, learning styles are important factors "™ Vocabulary and structure (15 questions) ,
. . ! g y ; p Cloze tests (10 questions) Reading comprehension
influencing strategy use (Li and Qin, 2006). Larggia (15 questions)

learners always use learning strategies that tetfitesir
basic learning styles (Oxford and Nyikos, 1989; | ctruments:
Oxford, 1996). Learning styles are internal trafs 1o gL '

. . X ) In this study, researchers used Oxford’s
learners while strategies are external skills cnsty é: Y

005) Strategy Inventory for Language Learning
SILL) Version 7.0. The SILL is a 5-point Liker-ded
easurement that measures 50 strategy items used in

styles had significantly influenced the choices Oflanguage Iearm_ng. _Based on the S”‘L’_ _|tems_1-9 are
language learning strategies (Carrell, 1988; Wed anMemory strategies, |temslo.-23 are cognitive stredeg
Johnson, 1997). However, there are still few studie!l€MS24-29 are compensation strategies, items 30-38
exploring the effect of different learning styles o @ré metacognitive strategies, items 39-44 are taftec
strategy use in an EFL context, especially for ersity ~ Strategies and items 45-5Q are social strateglasedB
learners. Thus, to solve above problems, this smily ©on Oxford’'s (2005) classification systems, learning
take the two variables-learning styles and languagétrategies are categorized into six types of grase
proficiency levels into consideration, focusing thre
relationship among strategy use, learning styles anMemory strategies: Help the learner link one concept
language proficiency levels. with another but does not necessarily involve deep
Thus, based on above discussions, there are twanderstanding.
major research questions involve in this study:

or subconsciously used by learners. Some research
have investigated the relationship between learnin
styles and strategies and they also claimed thatée’s

nCognitive strategies:Enable the learner to manipulate
learning styles and reading strategy use? the language materials in direct ways, e.g., thihoug

» Is there any significant difference between leaher reasoning, ana_LIyS|s, note-taking,  summarizing,
language proficiency and their strategy use? synthesizing, outlining and so on.

 Are there any significant differences betwee

METERIALS AND METHODS Compensatory strategies:Help the learner make up

. . . for missing knowledge, e.g., guessing from the exnt
Participants: A total number of 71 non-English major ;, listening and reading.

sophomore students from a university of New Taipei

City were involved in this study. Based on @ Metacognitive strategies:Enable the learner to control
standardized English Proficiency Test at this ursifg cog ges. )
cognition, e.g., planning for an L2 task, gathering

those participants were divided into two language e . .
proficiency groups (high and low). The standardized®nd organizing materials and evaluating task suxces
English Proficiency Test main includes the readingevaluating the success of any type of learning
comprehension test and the testing content wadasimi strategy and so forth.
with the practice General English Proficiency Level ) .
Test of intermediate-level. Table 1 shows the detaiAffective strategies: Help the learner to regulate
information about this test. emotions, motivations and attitudes.

According to the results of this English profiui . . :
level test, pargcipants were divided intg twoFI)isvb;mg]?\ Social strategies:Help the learner work with others and
language proficiency and low language proficiencyunderstand the target culture as well as the lajggua
level. The group of high language proficiency level However, considering participants’ learning
involved 41 participants and the group of low laager  €xperience and backgrounds, in this present stuey,
proficiency level involved 3O0participants. However, used the Chinese version of the SILL to avoid pigaints’
five participants did not fill out the questionresr misunderstanding to influence the results. Thug th
successfully (two from high language proficiencyde researchers used Liao (2000)'s Chinese versiorhef t
and three from low language proficiency level). &s SILL and the Cronbach alpha value was 0.96.
result, finally, there are 66 participants includedhis
research study-39 participants in high languagefhe PLSPQ: To investigate the relationship between
proficiency level group and 27 participants in low learning styles and language strategy use, the
language proficiency level group. researchers adapted Reid (1987) the Perceptual
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Learning Style Preference Questionnaires as amable 2:Resu|t_s of three learning styles and gpes of learning
instrument. Furthermore, based on Brown (2007) strategies
classification of learning styles, in this studye yust

focused on three major learning styles-visual, taungi  Strategy SS DF Ms F Scheffe
and kinesthetic. Thus, this questionnaire congits5 = Memory IzVit?ci)’Lg“’“P 12-3;: 6§ 8;;; 0.704
Liker-scaled questions-five questions of visualiézg TO?a| P 14382 65

style preference, five questions of auditory leagni Cognitve  Within group 1.000 2 0.500 0.232

style preference and five questions of kinesthetic moowp 2ol & %%

learning style preference. Also, in order to avoidCompensation Within group 0.330 2 0.165 0.846

One-way ANOVA

participants’ misunderstanding about the questiana mooup 12292 o3 04%

researchers adapted Tsao (2002) Chinese versithe of Metacognitive Within group  0.796 2 0.398  1.463

PLSPQ. Based on Tsao (2002) study, the study reghort % group 1177 -3582 553 0.272

the Cronbach alpha value for each subscale-0.62 fQfitective  withingroup 0630 2 0315 1.719

visual learning style preference, 0.63 for auditory ?tgrlours 1121?;18 gg 0.183

. . . otal .

learning style preference and 0.85 for kinestheticg,g, Within group  1.608 2 0.804 3.860*

learning style preference. Auditory>visual
In group 13.118 63 0.208
Total 14.726 65

Data analysis:In this study, the influence of learning <505
styles on reading strategy use was examined. The
researchers investigated the relationship betweeTable 3:Results of language proficiency levelgitand low) and the

learning styles and reading strategy use by leanwith strategy use Independent sample t-test
different language proficiency levels. First, fesearch Proficiency  n Mean SD t
. . . 1 %
question one, the researchers investigated therategyuse  Highlevel — 39 2862 4.280 2429
Low level 27 2.600 4.358

relationship between learning styles and stratesg. u — 0%
To do that, one-way ANOVA was used to examine the P~
effect of three learning styles on the six types of  prom Table 2, it showed that the three learning
learning strategies. Second, for research question  gtyjes (visual, auditory and kinesthetic) did not
thede;‘fect of d|fLerent language proficiency Ie_véf(;mgh o influence all the six types of learning stratedi@emory,
_ar:j owg otn the ?trattetgyt use was de>;am|ne - T lﬁ:ognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affectived a
e amcacas besiomney v 5208). Th leaming syies ony nfverced the
guage profic y social strategies (F = 3.860, p<0.05). In additafter the
strategy use. In the_ following sections, the resaftthe Post Hoc Scheffe test. researchers found thatsesamith
two research questions were shown clearly. ) ; ’ . .
auditory learning styles use more social stratetiies
RESULTS those with visual learning styles.

Collected data were analyzed and findings werd.anguage proficiency levels and learning strategy:
discussed based on the two research questiond §tate For research question two, Independent samplet t-tes
the introduction. In the first section, we presentee  was used to examine the effect of learners’ languag
results of the learning styles and reading stratess. proficiency levels on their strategy use. Here,rifmilts
The effect of different learning styles on thetsipes of  showed that there is significant difference between
learning strategies was examined. Then, in thengkco language proficiency levels and the use of learning
section, we demonstrated the results of learnex®ll strategy use. In the following, Table 3 would pd®vi
of language proficiency and their reading strategymore detailed information.
uses. The effect of learner's level of language  Table 3 showed that there is significant diffeeenc
proficiency on the use of reading strategies wasetween language proficiency levels and strategy(us
investigated. Finally, a brief summary of the résul 2429, p<0.05), which means that learners with high
was provided at the end of this study. language proficiency levels tend to use more legrni

Learning styles and learning strategy:For research strategies than those with low language proficideegls.

guestion one, one-way ANOVA was used to examine

the effect of learning styles on the six typesesirhing DISCUSSION

strategies. The results indicated that there wgsfisant

difference between leaning styles and learningesgfies, This present study examined the effect of learning
but it simply existed in one type of learning st styles and language proficiency levels on the use o
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learning strategy. Thus, two major sections wereesults supported some previous studies. As Gredn a
involved in this part. The first section is relaténl ~ Oxford (1995)’s study, it proposed that more priefit
learning styles and learning strategy and the skconlanguage learners tend to use more strategies when
section is about the language proficiency leveld anlearning a language. Also, less proficient readesoy
learning strategy. fewer strategies (O’'Malley and Chamot, 1990). la th
same vein, more proficient learners make greatermnfis
Research question 1: Are there any significant strat_egies than less proficient learners (B“%erolzo
differences between learners’ learning styles and Davies and Elder, 2006). _C_ompared with more
their learning strategy use? In total, the results Proficient leamers, less proficient L2 learnerse us
showed that learning styles did not have much énfte relatively few strategies and do so in a less &ffec
on the learning strategy use. Those results did napanner (Anderson, 1991).
support the previous studies. Based on Wen and
Johnson (1997)'s statement, they proposed thatitear
styles would influenced the strategy use, but iis th
present study, the results did show this conclusiontea
However, for more detailed _d|scu55|on, among t_bye Slin the application of the influence of learner'sieing
types of learning strategies, there is significantgyies on their learning strategy use, teachers netey
difference existing on social strategy and learningg the findings shown here: There is no significant
styles. From the findings, the researchers foura th gifference between them. As to the difference efube
learners with auditory learning style use more &ocCi of |earning strategy between high achievers and low
strategies than those with visual learning styleachievers, teachers should bear in mind that tiere
According to Celce-Murcia (2001), the main significant difference between them. High achievers
characteristics of visual and auditory learners ewertend to employ more learning strategies than low
discussed as follows: achievers. Given the fact that high achievers adopt
more learning strategies than low achievers, taache
« Visual learners prefer to have information had better explore the reasons for the existendbisf
presented in graphs, maps, plots and illustrations Phenomenon. Additionally, teachers need to find svay
. Auditory learners depend on hearing and speakin{® N€lp improve low achievers’ language abilitytsat

as a main way of learning. Auditory learners must ey can, o_n_the one hand, learn a second/foreign
be able to hear what is being said in order t anguage efficiently and successfully and on theeiot

understand and may have difficulty with and, they may adopt the leaning strategy justtiikse
instructions that are written. They rely on listani .h'gh. a(_:hlevers. In the following, there are some
. .' implications for language teachers:

input such as conversation to sort through the

information that is sent to them

CONCLUSION

All these findings are available to teachers or
chers-to-be. When teaching their students, &gdlyec

There is no single teaching method suitable for all
. language learners: As we discuss above, learning
_ Moreover, Oxford (2005) also discussed thegyjes and strategies help determine learners ifgarmn
definition of social strategy. Social strategiescts as process. As language teachers, we cannot assutne tha
asking questions to get verification, asking forgingle L2 method could possibly fit an entire classl
clarification of a confusing point, asking for heip  fit all the language learners’ needs. Instead @bsg
doing a language task, talking with a native-spegki a specific teaching method, teachers would do bite
conversation partner, help learners work with atferd  employ a broad instructional approach and combine
understand the target culture as well as the layggua various types of teaching methods to corresponthall
Thus, compared with learners with visual styldpdks learners’ needs in class.
like the characteristics of learners with auditatyle

would be more close to the use of social strategy u How to conduct successful L2 instruction is
important: The more that teachers know about their

Research question 2: Are there any significant students' style preferences, the more effectiveby t

differences between language proficiency levels and can orient their L2 instruction. Thus, as language
learning strategy use?The results showed that there is teachers, we can have some simple investigations to
significant difference between language proficiencycheck learners’ learning styles. As we discussed
levels and learning strategy use. Learners withh hig previously, some learners might need instruction
language proficiency levels use more learningetjias ~ presented more visually, while others might require
than those with low language proficiency levelseTh more auditory, kinesthetic, or even other types of
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strategies in L2 instruction. Oxford, R. and M. Nyikos, 1989. Variables affecting
choice of language learning strategies by universit
REFERENCES students. Modern Language J., 73: 291-3DQl:

o . . 10.1111/j.1540-4781.1989.tb06367.x
use in second language reading and testing. what every Teacher Should Know. 1st Edn., Heinle
Modern Language J., 75: 460-72.DOI: and Heinle, Boston, ISBN-10: 0838428622 pp: 342.
10.1111/j.1540-4781.1991.tb05384.x Celce-Murcia, M., 2001. Teaching English as a Sdcon
Brown, H.D., 2007. Principles of Language Learning or Foreign Language. 3 rdpEdn., Heinle and
and Teaching. 5th Edn., Longman, White Plains, Heinle, Boston, ISBN-10: 0838419925 p: 584.

N.Y, ISBN-10: 0131991280 pp: 410. Reid, J.M., 1987. The learning style preferenceS$i

Bruen, J., 2001. Strategies for success: Profitimg students. TESOL Q., 21: 87-111.
effective learner of German. Foreign LanguageWenden, A., 1987. Learner Strategies lianguage
Annals, 34: 216-225. DOI: 10.1111/j.1944- Learning. 1st Edn., Prentice Hall, ISBN-10:
9720.2001.th02403.x 013527110X pp: 181.

Carrell, P.L., 1988.Interactive Approaches to St H.H. 1975. What can we learn from the good
language learner. Canadian Modern Language

Second Language Reading. 5th Edn., Rev. 31 304-318
Cambridge University Press, New York3BN-  1q50 7. 2002. Perceptual learning style prefese

_101 0521353602 pp: 289. and learning strategy use among Taiwanese

Davies, A. and C. Elder, 2006. The Handbook of  genjor high school EFL learner&etrived from
Applied Linguistics. 1st Edn., Blackwell Pub., National Digital Database of Theses and
Malden, ISBN-10: 9781405138093 pp: 888. Dissertations in Taiwan.

Gre(len, J-M. apdt R. OXfEer' 19f95.' A clos%r lOOkd alywen, Q. and R.K. Johnson, 1997. L2 learner varible
earning _ straregies, proficiency and gender. — gng English achievement: A study of tertiary-level

TESOL Q., 29: 261-297. ; . . : . o= i
Griffiths, C., 2003. Patterns of language learning nggilfgsggnlgjféslgggglnal.in,/Alp8plieg7Llngwstlcs, 18:
strategy use. System, 31. 367-383DOI: ) i PP "

10.1016/S0346-251X(03)00048-4

Liao, Y.F., 2000. A study of Taiwanese Junior high
school students’ EFL learning motivation and
learning strategies. Retrived from National Digital
Database of Theses and Dissertations in Taiwan.

234



