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Ingilizce Ogrenenlerin Dil Ogrenme Stratejileri ile Bagarilar1 Arasindaki liski
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Bu calisma, Ogrencilerin dil 6grenme strateji tercihlerini belirlemeyi ve Dil C)grenimi
ogrencilerin dil 6grenme stratejileri ile dil becerilerindeki akademik basarilar: Beceri
arasindaki iliskiyi arastirmayi amaglamaktadir. Arastirma, Tiirkiye'de bir -
devlet {iniversitesine bagli bir yabanci dil yiiksekokulunun hazirlik Strateji
programina kayith 405 (K=162, E=243) Ogrenci ile gerceklestirilmistir. Basar1
Arastirmanin amacina uygun olarak, veri toplamak igin Ardeshava ve Tretter

(2013) tarafindan uyarlanan Ingilizce Ogrenenler icin Dil Ogrenme Strateji Makale Hakkinda

Envanteri Ogrenci Formu'nun (DOSE-IO Ogrenci Formu) Tiirkge versiyonu

kullanilmistir. Sonug olarak, 6grenciler dolayl: stratejiler arasinda {istbiligsel Gelis Tarihi: 16.06.2022
ve sosyal stratejileri diger strateji kategorilerine gore daha fazla
kullanmaktadirlar. Ayrica 6grencilerin stratejileri orta diizeyde kullandiklar:
tespit edilmistir. Ayrica, dil 6grenme stratejilerinin bazi alt kategorilerinin
becerilerdeki basar1 ve dil basar1 testinin bazi 6l¢titleri tizerinde etkisi vardir.
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The Relation Between Language Learning Strategies and Achievement of English
Language Learners

Introduction

Language-learning strategies (LLSs) are accepted as an essential concept in language learning
and their contribution to the quality of students” learning has been stated by Oxford (1993).
Therefore, it is believed that being conscious of LLSs has a vital role in students” academic
achievements. Many researchers have investigated this issue. While some of them associated
LLSs with higher proficiency levels of the students (Ardasheva, 2011; Dreyer & Oxford, 1996;
Hu, Gu, Zhang & Bai, 2009; Lan & Oxford, 2003), some others make correlations with academic
achievement (Erdogan & Ozdemir, 2018; Habdk & Magyar, 2018; Qomariah, 2018; Taheri,
Sadighi, Bagheri & Bavali, 2020; Wu, 2008 ). Therefore, investigating the impact of LLSs on
their language skills (reading, listening, writing and speaking) or the measures of the
achievement tests will contribute to the teaching and learning of LLSs that are accepted as
teachable and learnable structures as stated in the study of Ardasheva and Tretter (2013). At
this point, this study is significant in that it examines the relationship between the LLS use of
students and their achievement in skills or measures of the language achievement test, which
has not been examined in detail. Therefore, this study, carried out with the students at a
preparatory school of a state university, will contribute to the teachers about the level of LLS
use by their students in addition to its contribution to the literature on LLS use. Accordingly,
this study aims to determine the students’ strategy preferences and to find out the relationship
between the LLSs of the students and their academic achievement in language skills. In line
with the aim, the study sought answers to the following questions:

a. What are the most and the least used strategy types among English preparatory program
students?

b. What is the relationship between the LLS use of students and their academic
achievement?

c. Is there a difference in LLS use of the students according to their proficiency levels?
The Language Learning Strategies (LLSs)

Language learning and teaching have shifted from a teacher-centred focus to a student-centred
focus; therefore the emphasis has been pushed forward to the learners and learning as stated
by Giirsoy and Eken (2018). As a result, the personal traits of the learners and characteristics
of the learning situations have been examined by many researchers (Ajideh, Yaghoubi-Notash
& Khalili, 2017; Bialystok, 1981; Chamot & Rubin, 1994; Cohen, 1998; Ellis, 2008). In addition,
for the sake of student-centred learning, learning strategies derived from the cognitive
psychological aspect have gained importance (Williams & Burden, 1997). While language-
learning strategies emerged in learning and teaching language in the late 1970s, many authors
have had definitions of the concept and classified LLSs (Erdogan & Ozdemir, 2018). According
to one of the earliest definitions by Rubin (1975) LLSs were described as “the techniques or
devices that a learner may use to acquire knowledge”. Wenden and Rubin (1987) also
described LLSs as “any sets of operations, steps, plans, routines used by the learner to facilitate
the obtaining, storage, retrieval, and use of information”. Before them, Claus and Casper (1983)
were the ones who approached the concept from the perspective of language learning by
defining it as “an attempt to develop linguistic and sociolinguistic competence in the target
language”. Oxford (1990), the creator of the inventory used in this study, defined LLSs as
"specific actions taken by the learner to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-
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directed, more effective, and more transferrable to new situations" (p. 8). One of the definitions
of the LLSs was made by Oxford (2011) and Oxford (2013) by defining it as “the learner’s use
of consciously chosen tools for active, self-regulated improvement of language learning”. To
sum up, among the definitions above, this study adopted Oxford’s Taxonomy of Language
Learning Strategies (Oxford, 1990) which is the core of the inventory adapted by Ardeshava
and Tretter (2013).

Oxford’s Taxonomy of Language Learning Strategies

Oxford’s LLSs taxonomy has two different categories one of which is direct strategies and the
other category is indirect strategies. Direct strategies include processing linguistic information
mentally and on the other hand, and indirect strategies mean managing learning a language
without using the target language directly (Oxford, 1990). There are six major groups of second
language (L2) learning strategies under these two main categories suggested by Oxford (1990).
Oxford (1990) includes compensation, cognitive, and memory among direct strategies while
she includes, social, affective, and metacognitive strategies among indirect strategies.
Cognitive Strategies provide a chance for the learners to manipulate the language material
directly like reasoning, summarizing note-taking, practising in naturalistic settings, and
reorganising information to create stronger patterns (knowledge structures). Metacognitive
Strategies such as identifying self-learning style preferences and needs, monitoring his/her
mistakes, collecting and creating an appropriate learning atmosphere and timetable,
organizing materials, and self-evaluation of success, are used to design the learning process.
Memory Strategies help learners, without a deeper understanding, link L2 items with one
another. Many memory strategies such as rhyming, acronyms, the mental picture of a word
and flashcards help learners learn and retrieve information. Compensatory strategies such as
inferring the meaning from the context when reading a text or listening to a recording while
talking around the missing word to help learners in speaking and writing, help the learner use
made-up words instead of missing knowledge. Affective strategies are the ones that are
identifying self-anxiety levels, rewarding yourself for success in the language, and talking
about feelings. Social strategies which include asking questions, asking for help, asking for
clarification, talking with English-speaking people and exploring culture contribute to the
learner in developing collaboration with others, and understanding the culture of the target
language while learning the language itself (Oxford, 2003).

Methodology
Participants

Participants in this exploratory study were the students studying at the school of foreign
languages at a state university in the academic year 2018-2019. Although 469 students who
were selected randomly based on the convenience sampling method participated in the study,
64 students were excluded because of missing values in the data collected. As is seen in Table
1, 405 students 40% of whom were females (n=162) and 60% of whom were males (n=243)
participated in the study. The students were assigned to their classrooms according to a
placement exam that determines three different levels as A, B and C levels. Level A stands for
elementary-level students, B stands for pre-intermediate level students and C stands for
intermediate level students.
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Data Collection Tool and Procedure

Strategy Inventory for Language Learning—ELL Student Form was adapted by Ardasheva and
Tretter (2013) from the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) invented by Oxford
(1990). The inventory consists of 28, 5-Likert scale items. The overall Cronbach alpha
coefficient for the inventory which is composed of 6 subscales (memory, cognitive,
compensation, metacognitive, affective, and social) was calculated as .90. In order to make the
students understand the statements, the researcher translated the inventory into Turkish. After
the translation, the inventory revised by three other instructors who were graduated from
three different departments of the profession (English Language Teaching, English Language
Literature and English Translation and Interpretation). Then, a pilot study in which 252 (97
Female, 155 Male) students took part was conducted by the researcher. According to the
analysis, the Cronbach Alpha coefficient of the overall translated inventory was calculated as
.85.

Table 1. Cronbach Alpha Coefficient of Strategy Inventory for Language Learning—ELL
Student Form

Direct Strategies Indirect Strategies
Memory strategies Metacognitive strategies Overall
Cognitive strategies Affective strategies (0=.85)
Compensation strategies Social strategies
(a=.75) (a=.78)

Table 1 shows that with 405 participants the Cronbach Alpha coefficient was calculated as ,75
for direct strategies, .78 for indirect strategies and .85 for the overall score of the translation of
the inventory.

In addition to the inventory, the researcher used the students” midterm exam scores including
scores gained from reading, writing, speaking, listening, vocabulary and language use
(grammar) sections in order to test the relationship between the LLSs of the students and their
academic achievement in these specifications.

Data Analysis

In the analysis of the data, SPSS 22 software program is used. Within the analysis, descriptive
analysis was used to show the distribution of the participants. Pearson correlation was used
to see the relationship between the score of the students in the midterm exam including each
section of it and sub-dimensions of the inventory and overall scores from the inventory. In
addition, ANOVA was used in order to see the relationship between the inventory scores of
the students and their levels of proficiency.

Ethical Considerations
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In order to use the inventory and translate it, the researcher got written permission from the
researcher who adapted the inventory. In addition, the researcher also got permission from
the administration of the prep school to use the scores of students by ensuring to keep the
information used was confidential.

Findings
The most and the least used strategy types

In order to find out what the most and the least used strategy types are, the mean scores of the
students from each type of strategy were calculated and Table 2 shows the percentiles of the
strategy used by the students in each strategy type.

Table 2. Percentile Analysis for Strategy Use

N Mean Minimum  Maximum Mean/Max (%)

@ Memory 405 19,36 7 35 55,31%

g éo Cognitive 405 12,77 5 25 51,08%

a % Compensation 405 14,78 5 25 59,12%

. 8 Metacognitive 405 15,21 4 20 76,05%

_;g '%o Affective 405 6,18 3 15 41,20%
S

=& Social 405 13,94 4 20 69,70%

Overall Score 405 82,24 28 140 58,74%

The total score ranged from 28 to 140 because the instrument was a 5-point Likert scale.
According to the analyses, a higher percentile indicates higher use of LLSs. The overall mean
strategy score was calculated as 82.24 (58.74%). This ratio indicates that the participants use
LLSs moderately.

The highest percentiles belong to metacognitive (x=15.21; 76.05%) and social (x=13.94; 69.70%)
strategy types while the lowest percentiles belong to cognitive (x=12.77; 51.08%) and affective
(X=6,18; 41,20%) strategy types. That is to say, metacognitive and social strategies are the most
frequently used strategy groups while affective and cognitive strategies are the least used ones.

The Relation between Students’ Academic Achievement and Their LLS Scores

The analysis that was used to seek the answer to the second research question that aimed to
find out the relation between students’ academic achievement and their LLS scores was
Pearson Correlation. The analysis reveals the relation between students” scores that they gain
from the SILL-Student Form which includes sub-categories (memory, cognitive,
compensation, metacognitive, affective and social strategies) and total scores gained in the
midterm exam including scores in sections of the exam (listening, use of English, vocabulary,
reading, writing and speaking). The Pearson Correlation analysis is presented in Table 3.
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Table 3. A Pearson Correlation to Show the Relation between Students” Midterm Exam
Results and Their LLS Scores

Total . . Use of . . .
Listening English Vocabulary Reading  Writing Speaking

Score

Total LLS
Score .026 .020 .009 .050 -.040 -.004 047
Memory .094 062 .058 122¢ 046 .066 043
Cognitive .002 -.010 -.038 .050 -.008 .007 013
Compensation 100+ 024 .100* .080 021 -.003 120*
Metacognitive  1p4* .063 119* .098* -014 .082 118*
Affective  _ 148+ -.056 -123* -.095 -119* -136** -.091
Social -122% -.030 -115* -.105* - 147+ -.089 -.031

**, Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

As is seen in Table 3, none of the scores from the midterm exam has any significant correlation
with overall LLS use and cognitive strategy use. On the other hand, other sub-categories have
a correlation with either total scores in the midterm exam or their scores in the sections of the
exam.

It is also seen that memory strategies have an impact on the vocabulary score of the students
since there is a positive significant correlation between them (.122%). In addition, it is clear in
Table 7 that compensation strategies have an impact on total scores (.100*), use of English
scores (.100*) and speaking scores (.120%) of the students in the exam since there is a significant
positive correlation between them. Similarly, metacognitive strategies also have a significant
positive correlation with total scores (.124%), use of English scores (.119%) and speaking scores
(.118*) of the students.

Unlike other strategy categories, affective strategies have a significant negative correlation
with total scores (-.148**), use of English scores (-.123%), writing scores (-.136**) and reading
scores (-.119%) of the students. Regarding social strategies, there is a significant but negative
correlation with total scores (-.122%), use of English scores (-.115%), vocabulary scores (-.105%)
and reading scores (-.147**) of the students.

LLS Use of the Students According to Their Proficiency Levels

In order to find out whether there is a difference in LLS use of the students according to their
proficiency levels, ANOVA was run. The results of the ANOVA analysis are presented in
Table 4.

Table 4. The Relationship between Students” Levels and Their Strategy Use
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Sum of Mean Sig.
Squares  df Square F P Level

Between Groups 2061.243 2 1030.622

Overall LLS I

Score Within Groups 88191.473 402 219.382 4.698 .010 p <.05
Total 90252.716 404
Between Groups 42.510 2 21.255

Memory Within Groups 9230.290 402 22.961 0.926 .397 p >.05
Total 9272.800 404
Between Groups 52.164 2 26.082

Cognitive Within Groups 5883.481 402 14.636 1.782 170 p >.05
Total 5935.644 404
Between Groups 155.270 2 77.635

Compensation Within Groups 4072.730 402 10.131 7.663 .001 p <.05
Total 4228.000 404
Between Groups 62.221 2 31.110

Metacognitive ~ Within Groups 4417.518 402 10.989 2.831 .060 p >.05
Total 4479.738 404
Between Groups 54.136 2 27.068

Affective Within Groups 2568.417 402 6.389 4237 .015 p <.05
Total 2622.553 404
Between Groups 169.381 2 84.690

Social Within Groups 4742313 402 11.797 7.179 .001 p <.05
Total 4911.694 404

According to ANOVA results given in Table 4, a significant difference was found for Overall
Score [p(.010) <.05], Compensation Strategy Score [p (.001) <.05], Affective Strategy Score [p
(.015) <.05], and Social Strategy Score [p (.001) <.05] in terms of students’ level. In addition, no
significant difference was found in the Memory, Cognitive and Metacognitive Strategy Scores
of the students according to their level of proficiency.

In order to find out the source of the difference, the Tukey test which is among Post Hoc Tests
was applied to the data collected. The results of the Tukey test are presented in Table 6.

Table 5. Tukey Test Results that Show Strategy Use According to the Proficiency Level
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N X LEVEL A B C
353 82.74 A .027% .286
Overall LLS Score 44 76.51 B .036%
8 90.75 C
353 19.47 A 363 991
Memory 44 18.43 B .897
8 19.25 C
353 12.80 A .548 .284
Cognitive 44 12.16 B 156
8 14.88 C
353 14.71 A .945 .000*
Compensation 44 14.55 B .001*
8 19.13 C
353 15.30 A 119 439
Metacognitive 44 14.25 B 123
8 16.75
353 6.29 A .012* 929
Affective 44 5.14 B 277
8 6.63
353 14.17 A .001* 999
Social 44 12.09 B 273
8 14.13 C

When the results of the Tukey test are examined, it is seen that there is a significant difference
between A-level students and B-level students [p (.027) <.05]. According to score means, A-
level students (x=82.74) have higher scores than B-level students (x=76.51). In addition, there
is another significant difference [p (.036) <.05] between C-level students (x=90.75) and B-level
students (x=76.51) in overall strategy use.

Another significant relationship was determined between students’ level and their use of
compensation strategies. The significance [p (.000) <.05] results from the difference between
the scores of A-level students (x=14.71) and C-level students (x=19.13). And there is also a
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significant difference between the scores of B-level students (x=14.55) and C-level students
(x=19.13).

Affective strategy use also has a significant relationship with the level of students. The
significance [p (.012) <.05] derives from the difference between the scores of A-level students
(x=14.71) and C-level students (x=19.13).

As a result of the Tukey test, it was also found that there is a significant difference between A-
level students and B-level students [p (.001) <.05]. According to the score means of the
students, A-level students (x=14.12) have higher scores than B-level students (x=12.09).

The results of the analyses above show that proficiency level in English is affected by the LLS
use of the students. Especially, when the mean scores of the students that they got from the
SILL-ELL Student Form are examined, it is clear that C-level students have the highest LLS
scores at the overall level and in sub-category levels. That is to say, LLS use has a positive
impact on the proficiency of the students.

Discussion

According to the findings, the students of the English preparatory program use LLSs
moderately, which aligns with the findings of a study by Giirsoy and Eken (2018). It can be
inferred from the finding that students” LLSs can be improved to a higher level in this context.
In order to achieve this, strategies can be taught to the students because this kind of activity
can encourage independent learning and fosters metacognitive knowledge (Dam 1995). As a
result, strategy use can be achieved (Wenden, 2002).

It was also found that the students mostly use metacognitive and social strategies while they
use cognitive and affective strategies the least. In addition, it can be concluded that students
use indirect strategies more frequently. According to these findings, in this context, the
students more frequently use metacognitive strategies such as seeing mistakes in English and
trying to do better, looking for ways to become a better student of English, in addition to social
strategies such as practising English with other students and asking the speaker to slow down
or say it again. Consistent with this finding, Gerami and Baighlou (2011), Nacera (2010) and
Salahshour, Sharifi and Salahshour (2013) found that metacognitive strategies were used more
often than all the types of strategies.

As a result, the personal traits of the learners and characteristics of the learning situations
have been examined by many researchers (Ajideh, Yaghoubi-Notash & Khalili, 2017;
Bialystok, 1981; Chamot & Rubin, 1994; Cohen, 1998; Ellis, 2008)

On the other hand, not only cognitive strategies such as breaking long words into small pieces
and reading for fun but also affective strategies such as self-rewarding and talking to people
about how they feel when learning English are the least frequently used strategy categories.
This finding is in line with the study of Gerami and Baighlou (2011) who conducted their study
with Iranian students who were learning English. They found out that their students use
metacognitive strategies more. It is also consistent with the findings of Magogwe and Oliver
(2007) and Makoni (2016) which revealed that the most commonly used language learning
strategies amongst high school learners were metacognitive strategies.
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The scores of the students in the midterm exam did not have any significant correlation with
overall LLS use and cognitive strategy use. These results contradict with the literature (Kato,
1996; Oxford & Ehrman, 1995) because generally LLS use and cognitive strategy use are
associated with L2 proficiency in several studies (Habdk & Magyar, 2018, Qomariah, 2018;
Taheri, Sadighi, Bagheri & Bavali, 2020). The contradiction may derive from the personality
differences of the students who took part in the study as mentioned by Ellis (2008). For
instance, Sharp (2008) investigated the relationships among personality types, language
learning strategies and proficiency of students learning English in Hong Kong. The results
showed that introversion was negatively related to social strategy use and positively related
to metacognitive strategy use. In addition, Kang (2012) found that openness, conscientiousness
and extraversion showed positive relationships with most of the strategies. Moreover,
openness and conscientiousness were found to be the most significant predictors of using
language learning strategies.

On the other hand, other sub-categories correlate at least either students’ total scores in the
midterm exam or their scores in one of the sections of the exam. For instance, memory
strategies have an impact on the vocabulary score of the students. As is found by Purpura
(1997), in an assessment context, memory strategies significantly correlated negatively with
grammar and vocabulary sections of the test, and memory strategies had an impact on L2
proficiency in learning huge numbers of characters in Kanji by heart (Kato, 1996).

Similarly, there were positive correlations between compensation strategies and students’ total
scores, scores in the use of English and speaking sections of the midterm exam. These findings
are clearly consistent with the findings of Oxford and Ehrman (1995) which mentioned a
significant relationship between compensatory strategies and L2 proficiency. In addition, this
finding also aligns with the findings of Cohen (1998) who proposed that strategies for
compensation are employed for speaking and writing. Moreover, metacognitive strategies
correlated with students’ total scores, and scores in the use of English and speaking sections
of the midterm exam as was also stated by Oxford, Judd, and Giesen (1998).

In this study, unlike other strategy categories, affective strategies presented a significant
negative correlation with students’ total scores, and scores in the writing and reading sections
of the midterm exam. These results were in line with the findings of Mullins (1992) who found
out that affective strategies have a negative impact on certain components of proficiency. The
reason for this can be that students do not need affective strategies (Oxford, 2003). Similarly,
regarding social strategies, there was a significant but negative correlation with total scores,
scores in the use of English, vocabulary and reading sections of the midterm exam. This
finding contradicts the study in which Oxford et al. (1995) stated that social strategy use is one
of the predictors of L2 proficiency.

When the scores of the students in the LLS inventory were examined, it was clear that the
LLS use of the students differ significantly according to their proficiency level in English. It
is clear that C-level students have the highest LLS scores at the overall and sub-category
levels. That is to say, LLS use has a positive impact on the proficiency of the students. At this
point, the findings of this study are consistent with the literature studies that reveal LLSs are
associated with higher proficiency levels of students (Ardasheva, 2011; Dreyer & Oxford,
1996; Erdogan & Ozdemir, 2018; Habok & Magyar, 2018; Hu et al., 2009; Lan & Oxford, 2003;
Qomariah, 2018; Taheri, Sadighi, Bagheri & Bavali, 2020; Wu, 2008).
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Conclusion

Since there is no unique way of learning English as a foreign language for all students, the field
of language learning and teaching has shifted from teachers and teaching to language learner
and learner variables (Giirsoy, 2018). Therefore, learner characteristics, one of which is LLS
use, have gained more importance than ever before. Therefore, LLSs have become popular
among SLA researchers because of their impact on SLA (Oxford, 1990). For this reason, this
study examined the relationship between the LLS use of students and their achievement in
skills or measures of the language achievement test, which had not been examined in detail
before.

This exploratory study used quantitative data from SILL-ELL Student Form and the students’
scores they got from the midterm exam. The findings of the study showed that students use
metacognitive and social strategies that are among indirect strategies more than other strategy
categories. Further, it was found that students use overall strategies moderately. In addition,
some sub-categories of LLSs have an impact on achievement in skills or some measures of the
language achievement test.

There may be some implications for teachers and researchers in light of the discussion. To
increase L2 proficiency, teachers can provide instruction to help students learn how to use
learning strategies. Furthermore, integrating LLSs into the curriculum while teaching English
to students in an English preparatory program may be an effective way of increasing their
proficiency levels.

On the other hand, this study has some limitations. The first one is that this study is limited to
405 students studying in an English preparatory program. In addition, this study was also
limited to only one school. The other limitation of this study can be that this study is
quantitative. Therefore, these limitations may shed light on further research, a similar study
may be carried out in several English preparatory programs with a larger number of students.
It may be also suggested for further studies that an experimental study in which strategy
instruction will be the treatment in order to examine its effects on academic achievement can
be conducted.
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Appendix

DIL OGRENME STRATEJILERI ENVANTERI

Dil Ogrenme Stratejileri Envanteri Ingilizce'yi Yabanci Dil olarak dgrenenler
icin hazirlanmistir. Bu envanterde Ingilizce 6grenmeye iliskin ifadeler z 2
okuyacaksiniz. Her ifadenin sizin i¢in ne kadar dogru ya da gegerli oldugunu, | % | & z | x %
derecelendirmeye bakarak, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5° ten birini se¢iniz. Verilen ifadenin, > % N 213
oo - [ o . — < m (.T) [a'4
nasil yapmaniz gerektigi ya da bagkalarinin neler yaptig1 degil, sadece sizin | @ | = ]
yaptiklariniza gore sizi ne kadar yansittigini isaretleyiniz.. Anketi I
cevaplamak yaklagik 8-10 dk. alir.
1. .
Yeni Ingilizce kelime 6grenmek igin bilgi kartlar1 kullanirim. 1(2|3|4]|5
2. |Yeni Ingilizce kelime 6grenmeme yardimei olmasi igin kafiyeli yapilari
112|345
kullanirim.
Yeni Ingilizce kelimeleri rol yaparakortaya koyarim. 1/2(3|4|5
4. | Yeni Ingilizce kelimeleri 6grenmeme yardimei olmasi igin ciimle iginde
112|345
kullanirim.
5.
Yeni kelimeleri onlar1 ne zaman kullanacagimi diisiinerek 6grenirim. 1/2|3|4)|5
6. | Yeni bir ingilizce kelime duydugumda géziimde o kelimeyi 6grenmeme
. . 1/2(3/4|5
yardimei1 olacak bir resim canlandirim
7. | Yeni kelimeleri onlari ilk nerede (bir sayfada, tahtada ya da sokak
. . i den e g L 1/2(3/4|5
isaretlerinde) gordiiglimii diisiinerek dgrenirim.
8. .
Eglence amacl olarak Ingilizce kitaplar okurum. 1/2|3|4)|5
9. |Bir sayfay1 ya da bir okuma pargasini hizlica okurum ve sonra geri doniip 11213als
dikkatli bir sekilde tekrar okurum.
10. |,
Ingilizce dilinde kendi dilime benzer kelimeler ararim. 112|345
11. e . . -
Ne anlama geldigini anlamak i¢in uzun kelimeleri kii¢iik parcalara ayirirom. |12 |3 |4 |5
12. . . g N o
Ingilizce olarak okudugum ya da duydugum seylerin 6zetini ¢ikararirim. 1(2|3|4]|5
13. |ingilizce bir kelimeyi hatirlayamazsam, ne sdylemek istedigimi el
. 1/2(3/4|5
hareketiyle anlatirim.
14. . . : o o .
Ingilizce bir kelimeyi hatirlayamazsam,olmayan yeni bir kelime uydururum. |1 {2 (3 | 4| 5
Ingilizce dilinde okuma yaparkan, her yeni kelime i¢in sozliik kullanmam. 1(2|3|4]|5
16. |insanlar ingilizce konusurken, bir sonraki asamada ne soyleyeceklerini 11213als
tahmin etmeye c¢alisirim.
17. | Bir ingilizce kelimeyi hatirlayamazsam, ayni anlama gelen baska bir kelime 11213lals
kullanirim.

Sayfa 389 | 2022; 20 (4); Beseri Bilimler — iktisadi Idari Bilimler Ortak Sayis1



The Relation Between Language Learning Strategies and Achievement of English
Language Learners

18. |.

Ingilizce'deki hatalarimi fark ederim ve daha iyi olmaya ¢aligirim. 1(2|3|4]|5
19. |, . . S . I

Insanlar Ingilizce konusurken, onlar1 dikkatli bir sekilde dinlerim. 1/2|3|4)|5
20. e . e

Nasil daha iyi bir Ingilizce 6grencisi olabilecegimin yollarini aragtiririm. 1(2|3|4]|5
21. |, .. . .

Ingilizce'de ne kadar iyi oldugum {izerine diigiiniiriim. 1/2(3|4|5
22. |, .. o

Ingilizce'de basarili oldugumda kendimi ddiillendiririm. 1(2|3|4]|5

Ingilizce 6grenirken nasil hissettigimi giinliigiime yazarim. 1(2|3|4]|5
24. . . . U

Ingilizce 6grenirken nasil hissettigimi insanlara anlatirim. 1(2|3|4]|5
25. |insanlar ingilizce konusurken anlamazsam, onlardan daha yavas 11213lals

konugmalarini ya da tekrar etmelerini isterim.
26. |.

Ingilizce konusanlardan, ben konusurken beni diizeltmelerini isterim. 1(2|3|4]|5
P .

Diger 6grencilerle Ingilizce pratik yaparim. 112|345
28. |. .. o

Ingilizce konusanlardan yardim isterim. 1/2|3|4)|5
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