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Abstract

The primary purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between language learning strategy use and
foreign language achievement, focusing on differences in gender. A total of 263 English as a foreign language
students enrolled in English preparatory class program at Necmettin Erbakan University, School of Foreign
Languages participated in the study. This was a descriptive study in relational screening model. The Turkish
version of “Strategy Inventory of Language Learning (SILL)”, originally developed by Oxford (1990) and
adapted into Turkish by Cesur and Fer (2007), was used as the data collection tool. Results from the study
indicated that metacognitive strategies were the most frequently used strategies among the participants, while
cognitive strategies were the least frequently used. There was no significant difference between the male and
female students in terms of language learning strategy use except memory strategies. Also, low but statistically
significant positive correlations were observed between foreign language achievement and cognitive (r=0.23;
p=0.00), compensation (r=0.16; p=0.01) and metacognitive strategies (r=0.15; p=0.02). The findings reported in
the study suggest that high-level strategy use could affect students’ achievement in foreign language preparatory
classes.

Keywords: language learning strategies, strategy use, achievement, foreign language teaching
1. Introduction

Language learning strategy research has attracted increasing attention since Rubin’s (1975) original article
suggesting that the strategies of good language learners could help teachers improve their less successful
students’ second/foreign language (L2) competence. Strategies successful language learners use has been subject
to several studies (Bruen, 2001; Chamot & El-Dinary, 1999; Chamot & Kupper, 1989; Green & Oxford, 1995;
Kunasaraphan, 2015; Park, 2010; Qingquan, Chatupote, & Teo, 2008) since then to contribute to language
proficiency enhancement in English as a second language (ESL) and English as a foreign language (EFL)
context. In strategy literature, many studies have reported positive associations between language learning
strategy use and language performance (Chang & Liu, 2013; Ghavamnia, Kassaian, & Dabaghi, 2011; Green &
Oxford, 1995; Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2006; Magogwe & Oliver, 2007; Tam, 2013).

Griffiths et al. (2014) emphasize that language learning strategies can create “more engaged, more effective” (p.
62) learning environment. The authors further point out that strategy instruction, assessment, and research are
very important in terms of effective language learning. Griffiths (2003) reflects that “the possibility that effective
use of language learning strategies might contribute to successful language learning is exciting” (p. 381). Also,
Griffiths and Oxford (2014, p. 7) assert that in spite of the problems regarding language learning strategy field,
language learning strategies facilitate language learning and the literature on language learning strategies
provides important information for teachers, learners, and researchers. Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995) point out
that replication of studies is necessary to increase consistent information on language learning strategy use by
students from different countries and cultures. Moreover, Fewell (2010) indicates that studies investigating
language learners in an EFL environment are quite rare when compared to available ESL research. Starting from
this point of view, this study attempts to investigate the university preparatory class students’ language learning
strategy use and the relationship between language learning strategy use and foreign language learning
achievement. It is expected that findings from the current study will contribute to language learning, language
teaching, and strategy research.
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2. Review of Literature

Characteristics of good language learners have provided the inspiration for several studies on language learning
strategies since the 1970s. Chamot and Kupper (1989) explicitly mention that effective language learners can
choose and use language learning strategies to reach their goals. In the early work by Rubin (1975, p. 43),
language learning strategies are defined as “techniques or devices which a learner may use to acquire
knowledge”. Chamot and Kupper (1989) define language learning strategies as “techniques which students use
to comprehend, store, and remember new information and skills” (p. 246). Green and Oxford (1995) offer
another similar definition of language learning strategies as being “specific actions or techniques that students
use, often intentionally, to improve their progress in developing L2 skills” (p. 262).

Oxford (1990, p. 9) lists the features of language learning strategies. According to the author, language learning
strategies:

*  encourage the development of communicative competence.

*  encourage learner self-direction.

*  create new roles for teachers.

* areused to solve a problem.

*  are specific actions or behaviors taken by students to enhance learning.

* include many aspects of the learner such as metacognitive, affective and social in addition to cognitive
functions.

*  contribute directly and indirectly to learning.

*  are sometimes hard to observe.

*  are often conscious efforts by learners to take control of learning.

*  are easy to teach and modify.

* are flexible.

* are affected by many factors such as age, learning style, stage of learning.

Although many attempts have been made, the literature is far from reaching a consensus on the classification of
language learning strategies. Rubin (1981) developed one of the early taxonomies of language learning strategies.
The researcher classifies language learning strategies into two main categories as strategies that directly
contribute to language learning (clarification/verification, monitoring, memorization, guessing/inductive
inferencing, deductive reasoning and practice) and strategies that contribute indirectly to language learning
process (creating opportunities for practice and production tricks). In the study by Chamot and Kupper (1989),
language learning strategies were classified in three general categories: metacognitive, cognitive, social and
affective strategies. The authors identify metacognitive strategies as the “self-regulatory strategies” (p. 14) and
explain that these strategies are used for planning, monitoring and evaluating learners’ own learning efforts;
cognitive strategies are used to cope with language tasks, while social and affective strategies are used to
maintain social interaction in the learning process when needed. Naiman, Frohlich, Stern, and Todeco proposed
an alternative classification of five broad categories of learning strategies which are an active task approach,
realization of a language as a system, realization of language as a means of communication and interaction,
management of affective domains, and monitoring of second language performance (as cited in Chamot,
O’Malley, Kupper, & Impink-Hernandez, 1987, p. 18). More recently Hsiao and Oxford (2002) compared
different classification theories of language learning and found that Oxford’s well-known language learning
strategy taxonomy (metacognitive, cognitive, memory, compensation, social, and affective) “is the most
consistent with learners’ strategy use” (p. 368). Oxford (1990) divided language learning strategies into two
major categories, direct and indirect strategies which are also subdivided into six groups. Direct strategies which
are used to deal with the target language include memory strategies for storing and retrieving the new
information, cognitive strategies for understanding and producing the new language and compensation strategies
for using the language despite limited knowledge. Indirect strategies which are used to manage the learning
process include metacognitive strategies for controlling language learning process, affective strategies for
controlling feelings, attitudes and emotions and also social strategies for facilitating interaction with other people
in the learning process.

Language learning strategies are the factors essential during course planning and teaching practice and vital for
classroom learning (Oxford and Burry-Stock, 1995). On the other hand, language learning strategies help
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students take responsibility for improving their own learning (Green and Oxford, 1995). It is evident in literature
that appropriate use of language learning strategies helps learners improve their proficiency and increase
self-confidence (Oxford, 1990). Because as Chamot (2004) indicates strategic learners have metacognitive
knowledge about their own learning process and are skilled in using strategies compatible with the task and their
learning strengths. Also, Fewell (2010) indicates that noticeable similarities of patterns in the utilization of
language learning strategies shared by high proficiency learners and the noted distinctions shared by low
proficiency learners demonstrate the importance of language learning strategies as an influential variable related
in some degree to eventual success or failure in language learning. In a nutshell, it is reported that effective
language learning can be enhanced through effective use of strategies (Chamot and Kupper, 1989).

When the literature is reviewed, it becomes apparent that many factors affect the use of language learning
strategy use. Rubin (1975) lists several strategies successful language learners employ but also emphasizes that
use of language learning strategies would vary in terms of some factors such as the task, learning stage, age,
context, individual styles, and cultural differences in cognitive learning styles. As one of the leading researchers
in the field, Oxford (1990) also lists many factors affecting strategy use including degree of awareness, stage of
learning, task requirements, teacher expectations, age, gender, nationality, general learning style, personality
traits, motivation level, and purpose for learning the language.

The relationship of gender and proficiency with language learning strategy use has been subject to many studies
in L2 literature. In several studies gender has been suggested as one of the factors influencing language learning
strategy use (Bozinovic & Sindik, 2011; EI-Dib, 2004; Goh & Foong, 1997; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Seffar,
2014). However, there have been studies which have revealed that language learning strategy use is not affected
by gender (Griffiths, 2003; El-Dib, 1999 as cited in El-Dib, 2004, p. 93).

Many studies have revealed that proficiency has a significant positive relationship with language learning
strategy use (Altan, 2003; Bruen, 2001; EI-Dib, 2004; Ghavamnia et al., 2011; Goh & Foong, 1997,
Kunasaraphan, 2015; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989). For example, Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006) investigated the
relationship between language learning strategy use and second language proficiency of ESL students. In their
study, intermediate level students reported more use of learning strategies than beginning and advanced levels.
Bruen (2001) reported that a high level of strategy use was associated with higher levels of proficiency in
German as a foreign language. In a study by Magogwe and Oliver (2007) it was found that there was a
significant effect of proficiency on primary school students’ strategy use. So, it could be concurred that
successful language learners use more language learning strategies and more appropriately (Bruen, 2001;
Chamot and Kupper, 1989; Green and Oxford, 1995; Park, 2010). Oxford (1989) clearly mentions that more
proficient learners use more strategies in different situations when compared to less proficient learners, but also
points out that the relationship between strategy use and performance is also complex. Along these lines, Chamot
and Kupper (1989) remark that effective language learners use various language learning strategies appropriately,
while less effective students use strategies less frequently and less appropriately and their repertoire of strategies
is limited.

El-Dib (2004) explains that we are still far from generalizing regarding the relationship between language
learning strategies and a considerable number of variables such as gender, proficiency, learning style because of
the contradictory findings and limited number of replication studies. The researcher suggests that “calls continue
to be made for more studies in these areas to ascertain these findings and resolve the discrepancies”. As an
attempt to respond to the call by El-Dib (2004) and given the research discussed above the present study
explores the language learning strategy use of EFL students enrolled in English preparatory class program at
university and the relationship between language learning strategy use and foreign language achievement
focusing on gender differences. Based on the foregoing research, the present study was designed to address the
following research questions specifically:

1) What are the most and least frequently used language learning strategies by English preparatory class EFL
learners?

2) Does students’ frequency of language learning strategy use and foreign language achievement differ
significantly by gender?

3) Is there a relationship between learners’ language learning strategy use and foreign language achievement?
3. Methodology
3.1 Design of the Study

The present study, which mainly aims to investigate the relationship between language learning strategy use and
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foreign language achievement, is a descriptive study in relational screening model. Relational screening model
aims to determine the existence and level of covariance between two or more variables (Karasar, 2005).

3.2 Participants

A total of 263 EFL students (125 female and 138 male) attending the English preparatory class program at
Necmettin Erbakan University, School of Foreign Languages in Konya, Turkey participated in this study (see
Table 1). These were all volunteer students enrolled in different departments (see Table 2) at Necmettin Erbakan
University. Many of the participants were enrolled in the departments offered by the university such as civil
aviation management, international relations, aircraft engineering, industrial engineering, mechatronics
engineering and energy systems engineering. Other participants consisted of students enrolled in different
departments of Faculty of Engineering and Architecture, Faculty of Social Sciences and Humanities, Faculty of
Tourism.

Table 1. Number of participants by gender

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Female 125 47.5 47.5 47.5
Male 138 52.5 525 100
Total 263 100 100

Table 2. Number of participants by fields of study

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Civil aviation management 64 24 24 24
International relations 60 23 23 47

Aircraft engineering 37 14 14 61

Industrial engineering 30 11 11 73

Mechatronics engineering 8 03 03 76
Energy systems engineering 6 02 02 78

Other (17 different fields of study) 58 22 22 100
Total 263 100 100

3.3 Instrumentation and Procedure

Questionnaires are thought to be the most frequent and efficient method to identify language learners’ strategies
despite the limitations (Chamot, 2004). Students’ language learning strategies were measured by the Turkish
version of “Strategy Inventory of Language Learning (SILL)”, originally developed by Oxford (1990) and
adapted into Turkish by Cesur and Fer (2007). Also, Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995) emphasize that its reliability
across many cultural groups is high. SILL is a self-report questionnaire based on Oxford’s (1990) language
learning strategy classification and used to determine how often each group of language learning strategies is
used by EFL learners. Cesur and Fer (2007) reported that Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient for the total
scale was 0.92 and for the subscales ranged from 0.59 to 0.86. Internal consistency for the present sample was as
follows:

Strategy Cronbach's Alpha
Memory strategies 0.74
Cognitive strategies 0.83
Compensation strategies 0.59
Metacognitive strategies 0.88
Affective strategies 0.58
Social strategies 0.67
Total scale 0.93

3.4 Data Collection and Analysis

Data were collected during the class period and it took approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. Students were
informed that their participation in the study was completely voluntary and confidential, and would have no
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bearing on their grades. Department of Basic Foreign Languages of the participating school approved the study.
Also, students’ end-of-the-year scores were used as the achievement measure.

The data were tested for normal distribution with the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test and for homogeneity of
variances with Levene’s test. Students’ language learning strategies were analyzed by descriptive statistics (mean,
frequency, percentage and standard deviation). Unpaired t-tests were used to compare mean values between
females and males. The Pearson’s correlation coefficient was used to determine the relationship between
achievement and language learning strategies with the SPSS 16.0 for Windows statistical package. Statistical
significance was set at a p < 0.05 level.

3.5 Assumptions and Limitations

Several limitations in this study need to be considered while evaluating its findings. First, students’ language
learning strategies were identified through questionnaires which are a type of self-report method. As Chamot
(2004) indicates, questionnaires could have some limitations in that students may not remember which strategies
they have used before, may claim that they have used strategies which they have not used, or may not understand
exactly some of the items in the questionnaire. So, as the SILL is a self-report questionnaire, it is assumed that
the students answered the questions honestly and accurately. The second limitation is the number of the
participants, which was limited to 263 preparatory class students at Necmettin Erbakan University, School of
Foreign Languages. Generalizability of the study may be limited given that the study was conducted in only one
university and only with Turkish students. Furthermore, other factors such as the school environment, assessment
methods during the year, the role of the teachers and foreign language environment the students were in should
be considered while generalizing the results of the present study.

4. Results

The research results are presented below according to the hypothesis previously stated.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of participants’ language learning strategy use

Strategies Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Memory 28.0 10.6 10.6 10.6
Cognitive 11.0 4.2 42 14.8
Compensation 71.0 27.0 27.0 41.8
Metacognitive 85.0 323 323 74.1
Affective 13.0 4.9 4.9 79.1

Social 55.0 20.9 20.9 100.0

Total 263.0 100.0 100.0

As it is clear in Table 3, metacognitive strategies (32.3%) were the most frequently used strategies among
students participating in the study, followed by compensation (27.0%), social (20.9%), memory (10.6%),
affective (4.9%) and cognitive (4.2%) strategies respectively.

Table 4. Participants’ language learning strategy use by gender

Male Female Total
Mean + SD Mean + SD p Mean = SD

Memory 30 += 07 32 + 06 000 31 =+ 0.6
Cognitive 30 + 0.6 31 + 06 034 31 £ 06
Compensation 33 £ 06 33 £ 07 079 33 £ 0.6
Metacognitive 34 + 07 35 + 038 0.07 34 =+ 08
Affective 28 + 06 29 + 07 022 28 £ 0.6
Social 34 + 0.6 33 + 07 056 34 + 0.7

As Table 4 shows, the mean scores of the female were higher than those of the male students. However, the
independent t-test did not yield any significant difference between the mean scores of the male and those of the
female students except memory strategies (p>0.05). In terms of memory strategies, a statistically significant
difference was found between the male and female students in favor of the female students (p<0.05).
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Table 5. Comparison of achievement and total language learning strategy use by gender

Male Female Total
Mean + SD Mean + SD p Mean £ SD
Achievement 73.8 + 109 758 £ 94 025 745 + 102
Language learning strategy use 31 £ 05 32 £+ 05 0.15 32 =+ 05

As Table 5 indicates, there was no significant difference in the achievement and total language learning strategy
use mean scores of the male and female students (p>0.05). Also it is clear that both the male and female students
had medium level language learning strategy use according to Oxford’s (1990, p.300) classification of strategy
use.

Table 6. Correlation coefficient between language learning strategies and achievement

Achievement

Strategies r p

Memory 0.02 0.75
Cognitive 0.23 0.00
Compensation 0.16 0.01
Metacognitive 0.15 0.02
Affective 0.03 0.67
Social 0.11 0.08
Total 0.16 0.01

Low but statistically significant positive correlations were found between students’ achievement scores and the
use of cognitive (1=0.23; p=0.00), compensation (r=0.16; p=0.01) and metacognitive (r=0.15; p=0.02) strategies.
Also, a low but statistically significant positive correlation was observed between total strategy use and
achievement (r=0.16; p=0.01).

5. Discussion

The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between foreign language achievement and
the use of language learning strategies. The results of Pearson’s correlation analysis revealed that foreign
language achievement had a low but significant positive correlation with total language learning strategy use.
This finding is in line with those of previous studies which have reported positive relationships between
performance in language learning and the use of language learning strategies (Al-Qahtani, 2013, Altan, 2003;
Bruen, 2001; Ghavamnia et al., 2011; Goh & Foong, 1997; Green & Oxford, 1995; Griffiths, 2003; Kaylani,
1996; Magogwe & Oliver, 2007; Park, 2010; Tam, 2013). In a similar way O’Malley, Chamot, and Kupper
(1987) found that effective L2 learners used language learning strategies more often than ineffective learners.
Chamot and Kupper (1989) discovered that more successful learners used more language learning strategies,
more frequently and more appropriately while less successful learners used less language learning strategies, less
frequently and less appropriately. Chamot and El-Dinary (1999) reported some differences in the types of
strategies more effective and less effective students relied on when reading. Bruen (2001) found that more
proficient students used more language learning strategies especially more cognitive and metacognitive
strategies and in a more frequent way. Altan (2003) revealed that the relationship between language learning
strategies and foreign language achievement was linear. Griffiths (2003) concluded that higher level students
made highly frequent use of a large number of language learning strategies relating to interaction with others, to
vocabulary, to reading, to the tolerance of ambiguity, to language systems, to the management of feelings, to the
management of learning, and to the utilization of available resources. The author emphasized that strategies used
by higher level students were more sophisticated, that is they used strategies involving manipulation rather than
memorization and more interactive. Demirel (2012) found that as the level of language learning strategy use
increased, student achievement increased as well. Also, this finding is supported by Oxford (1990, p.19)
claiming that “learners who are more aware and more advanced seem to use better strategies” and by Chamot et
al. (1987, p. 12) pointing out that “good language learners use a variety of strategies to assist them in gaining
command over new language skills.”

It should be noted that the correlation between language learning strategy use and achievement was low, as
advocated by Park (2010). The researcher suggests several reasons for the law correlation between learning
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strategies and English proficiency such as the importance of the other variables which accounts for L2
proficiency except strategy use, the possibility of inaccurate SILL results, tasks not challenging enough for the
effective learners to use specific strategies, effective learners automaticity in using learning strategies and failure
in reporting subconscious strategies and also effective learners’ use of strategies differently from ineffective
learners in quality as well as quantity. It is thought that the most important reason of law correlation between
strategy use and achievement in our study could be the inaccurate SILL results and negative effect of other
variables which can be mostly affective such as self-efficacy, anxiety and motivation.

Also, it was found that among the six categories of language learning strategies only cognitive, compensation
and metacognitive strategies were correlated with language achievement scores. It suggests that students with
higher achievement scores used cognitive, compensation and metacognitive strategies more frequently than the
students with lower achievement scores. However, mixed results have been reported in literature regarding the
relationship between L2 performance and different categories of language learning strategies. For example, in a
study by Bruen (2001) significant positive correlation were found between the number of cognitive and
metacognitive strategies employed and levels of oral proficiency. Nisbet, Tindall, and Arroyo (2005) found that
metacognitive strategies were significantly correlated with Institutional Testing Program (ITP-TOEFL) score and
a combination of metacognitive strategies and affective strategies were significantly correlated with English
proficiency. Goh and Foong (1997) found that proficiency level of the students had a significant influence on the
use of cognitive and compensation strategies. In their study, Ketabi and Mohammadi (2012) significant
correlations were reported between cognitive strategies and language proficiency. Tam (2013) found a positive
correlation between compensation, cognitive and social strategies and L2 proficiency. Al-Qahtani (2013)
reported that achievement in English was associated positively with social learning strategies. Magogwe and
Oliver (2007) discovered that there was a significant interaction between proficiency and strategy categories at
the primary school level but not at secondary or tertiary level. The authors concluded that higher proficiency
level students at the primary school level used more social and metacognitive strategies compared to fair and
poor proficiency students.

Perhaps the most surprising finding of the study was that students’ gender did not indicate a statistically
significant difference in terms of language learning strategy use except memory strategies. That is, only in terms
of memory strategies, a statistically significant difference was found between the male and female students in
favor of the female students. This finding is not supported by a considerable number of studies reporting that
females use more language learning strategies than males (Demirel, 2012; Ehrman & Oxford, 1988; Goh &
Foong, 1997; Green & Oxford, 1995; Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2006; Kayaoglu, 2012; Kaylani, 1996; Oxford &
Nyikos, 1989). In a similar way, Bozinovic and Sindik (2011) revealed that there were gender differences in the
use of learning strategies, where the female sex more frequently used all types of learning strategies, apart from
socio-affective strategies. In their study Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006) reported that females tended to use
affective and social strategies more frequently than males. In a study by Tran (1988), men were reported to use
various learning strategies to improve their language skills than the women. Furthermore, Oxford (1990, p.19)
emphasizes that females use more and a large variety of language learning strategies compared to males.
However, this finding is in contrast with those of Griffiths (2003), Nisbet et al. (2005) and El-Dib (1999 as cited
in El-Dib, 2004, p. 93) who discovered that no statistically significant differences were found in reported
frequency of language learning strategy use according to gender. As El-Dib (2004) articulates, the relationship
between language learning strategy use and gender still remains unclear because of the cultural differences in
raising children and education. The author suggests that the cultural environment and the opportunities provided
for males and females might determine the strategy choice of either sex.

Another important finding of the present study was that metacognitive strategies were the most frequently used
strategies among the students participating in the study, followed by compensation, social, memory, affective and
cognitive strategies respectively. Our findings revealed that the students use all six types of strategies for
learning English, although the frequency of using those strategies varies. Participants’ greater use of
metacognitive strategies such as centering, planning and evaluating learning can be explained by the fact that
they were preparatory class students who were exposed to English a considerable amount of time (25
lesson-hours per week) and were busy with organizing, planning and evaluating their own language learning
process. It was also seen that cognitive strategies were the least frequently used strategies by the students. It is a
surprising finding because in several studies cognitive strategies have been reported as the most common
strategies used by students at different levels of instruction (Chamot et al., 1987; Ghavamnia et al., 2011).
Accordingly, Chamot (2004) points out, if students are learning a L2 in an academic context, it is important for
them to develop cognitive strategies which will be helpful with language tasks. Also, Oxford (1990)
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acknowledges the importance of cognitive strategies by stating that “cognitive strategies are essential in learning
a new language” (p. 43). So, it seems that students need training in language learning strategies, especially in
cognitive strategies. As Chamot et al. (1987) indicate it is possible to train learners of English to use strategies
for the tasks at hand and it is teachers’ responsibility to help students apply learning strategies to different
language activities and extend their strategy use. Therefore, it should not be forgotten that teaching learning
strategies improves all four language skills (Allen, 2003). Participants’ greater use of metacognitive strategies
and limited use of cognitive strategies in this study indicates that they are engaged in regulating their own
learning process rather than understanding and producing the language. This finding can be illuminated by
O’Malley et al. (1987) explanation that metacognitive strategies can be applied to a wide variety of learning
tasks, whereas cognitive strategies are limited to specific learning activities. Besides this, this finding can be
clarified by the fact that use of cognitive strategies is more affected by the target language and level of
instruction as pointed out by Chamot et al. (1987).

In the literature, different results have been reported about the frequency of language learning strategy use. Goh
and Foong (1997) revealed that metacognitive strategies were used more frequently than the other types of
strategy categories among Chinese students, while memory strategies were the least frequently used. Hong-Nam
and Leavell (2006) found that the students preferred to use metacognitive strategies most, while affective and
memory strategies were least preferred. The results of a study by Yilmaz (2010) showed that the highest rank
was for compensation strategies while the lowest rank was for affective strategies. Ghavamnia et al. (2011)
reported cognitive strategies as the most frequently used strategies while social strategies were the least
frequently used ones. In a study by Bozinovic and Sindik (2011) memory strategies were found to be the most
frequently used ones, while cognitive strategies were the least frequently used. Demirel (2012) found that
compensation strategies were the most frequent strategies while the memory strategies were the least frequently
used strategies among the students. Magogwe and Oliver (2007) and Kunasaraphan (2015) concluded that
metacognitive, social and cognitive strategies were more preferred than affective, memory and compensation
strategies across all levels of education. These mixed results can be explained by the number of factors affecting
language learning strategy use such as age, gender, nationality, learning style motivation level, learning stage and
cultural differences (Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1975). Also, when considered from a different viewpoint, frequently
used strategies might be “culturally determined strategies” (Magogwe & Oliver, 2007, p. 347). Different results
in the literature can also be explained by El-Dib’s (2004) assumption that “social context is probably the
strongest variable influencing subjects to use certain strategies more than others” (p. 92). Participants’ greater
use of metacognitive strategies in this study can be regarded as a positive feature doe to the fact that, as
suggested by Chamot et al. (1987), metacognitive strategies give students an opportunity to plan their learning
process, monitor their learning and plan their future learning experiences. However, the authors note that
application of newly learned strategies to new language tasks can be enhanced by matching metacognitive
strategies with appropriate cognitive strategies. So it is believed that use of cognitive strategies should be
enhanced through a specific instruction in language classes when necessary.

The data also revealed that students’ use of affective strategies is very limited. This result is in line with several
previous studies by Chamot and Kupper (1989), Chamot et al. (1987), Ghavamnia et al. (2011), Goh and Foong
(1997), Magogwe and Oliver (2007). Participants’ limited use of affective strategies could be attributed to their
unawareness of the potential of affective strategies as explained by Magogwe and Oliver (2007). Moreover,
participants’ limited use of affective strategies can be illuminated by Oxford’s (1990) explanation that these
strategies are less frequently used compared to the other strategy categories although they are extremely useful
for language learners having ordinary problems.

Moreover, it was found that the students had medium level strategy use in terms of total strategy use. Lack of
high level strategy use can be attributed to the foreign language situation the students were in. As indicated by
Green and Oxford (1995) in foreign language situations students have limited exposure to target language and
limited communicative demand from the environment unlike the second language situation where students may
have extensive exposure to the target language and a strong communicative demand from the environment.
Regarding the level of strategy use, our findings are in line with those of Bekleyen (2006), Demirel (2012), Goh
and Foong (1997), Kunasaraphan (2015) and Seffar (2014) who found that the university students had an
average level of language learning strategy use. However, our findings are in contrast with those obtained by
Hamamci (2012), who found that university preparatory class students had high level strategy use. Moreover,
Deneme (2008) reported high use of compensation and metacognitive strategies and medium use of memory,
cognitive, affective and social strategies among Turkish EFL students.

Finally, our findings have several implications for learning and teaching process. Based on the results and the
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related literature, it can be suggested that use of language learning strategies effectively can affect language
learning in a positive way and increase achievement in language classes. Therefore, it is believed that strategy
instruction in a L2 might have a positive impact on students’ performance since “effective strategy use can be
taught” (Green & Oxford, 1995, p. 264). It is thought that identification of language learning strategies in L2
classrooms and making students aware of the wide range of language learning strategies that they can use to
improve their learning in a L2 are of great significance in the effort to enhance language learning and teaching
process. Chamot (2004) supports this idea by indicating that all the approaches to identify language learning
strategies enhance students’ metacognition about their own learning processes. It will also help students become
more autonomous and self-regulated learners who can take their own responsibility for their own learning
(Oxford, 1999). Therefore, foreign language teachers should be aware of the factors affecting students’ strategy
choice such as gender and proficiency level among others to help them consciously focus on their learning and
become more strategic learners.

6. Conclusion and Suggestions

This study provides support for the presence of positive associations between language learning strategy use and
foreign language achievement. Findings have demonstrated that only cognitive, compensation and metacognitive
strategies were significantly correlated with foreign language achievement. Moreover, our results have shown
that gender did not indicate any significant differences in preparatory class students’ language learning strategy
use except memory strategies. Also, it was discovered that metacognitive strategies were favored by the
university preparatory class students, while use of cognitive and affective strategies was limited.

Based on the major findings of this study, the researchers have some suggestions for further research. First, since
the participants comprised of the preparatory class students studying at only Necmettin Erbakan University
School of Foreign Languages, generalization of the findings is limited. So, further research is, of course, required
to investigate language learning strategy use of preparatory class students and the relationship between language
learning strategies and achievement with larger sample size and in different educational settings. Second, data
were collected via Turkish version of Strategy Inventory of Language Learning (SILL) which is a self-report
questionnaire. As Chamot (2004) indicates self-report is accurate only if learners report truthfully. Therefore,
diaries, journals, think-aloud individual interviews can also be used to collect information about learners’
language learning strategy use. Third, as students’ end-of-the-year scores were used as the achievement scores in
this study, the researchers strongly recommend the use of a standardized proficiency test. In addition, further
research is required to investigate any possible relationships between use of language learning strategies and
other factors thought to affect strategy use and listed by Oxford (1990) such as degree of awareness, stage of
learning, task requirements, teacher expectations, age, nationality, general learning style, personality traits,
motivation level, and purpose for learning the language. This can allow language teachers to be aware of
students’ level of strategy use, support their strategy use by organizing materials and activities and modelling
effective strategy use.
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