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ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS

In Soviet times language teaching in Armenia was dominated by a teacher-centered,
book—centeréd and grammar-translation method. There was a ‘one-size-fits-all’ type of
syllabus tailored for all students, irrespective of their personal inclinations, and teacher
instructions were presented mostly through lecturing; the learning material was presented
explicitly and students were to memorize grammar rules and long lists of vocabulary. This is
not to underestimate the professional qualities of the teachers working in the educational
system, since most of fhem were really knowledgeable in their profession and cared about
their students, but the application of innovative approaches was not rewarded at that time.
Nevertheless, it should be admitted that there were a lot of positive aspects in the traditional
educational system, and many of the approaches applied theﬁ are still applicable. However,
today the educational system in Armenia is starting to change and more contemporary
methods are starting to prevail in teaching. Such contemporary methcﬁs of language teaching
aim at communication, and the learner is regarded as a “...“whole person” who uses
intellectual, social, emotional, and physical resources and is therefore not merely a
cognitive/metacognitive information-processing machine” (Oxford, 1992/1993). This means
that the léarners have unique individualities and their own preferences toward learning. And
these factors may be crucial in ensuring success in language learning.

Learning styles and language learning strategies are key factors that influence the

process of language leamning. Learning styles make the language learners uniqlie; whereas

language learning strategies help learners to become aware of the way they use their language

leaming aptitude. A number of studies, for example Harshbarger et al. (1986, as cited in
Oxford, 1996), Willing (1988, as cited in Oxford, 1996) and Reid (1995, as cited in Oxford,

1996) have convincingly demonstrated that there is a strong direct relationship between

vi
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learning styles and learning strategies, and that the consideration of this relationship can lead
to improvements in language learning. |

This research is a statistical survey that aims to identify whether there is one leamning
style that is shared by most Armenian university students studying English. The paper also
seeks to investigate the relationship between learning styles and learning strategies, i.¢.,
whether the strategy choice of Armenian students is driven by their individual leaming style
preferences.

The students’ learning styles were investigated and identified by means of the SAS
(1993), whereas the use of learning strategies was investigated by means of the SILL (1989)
— both questionnaires designcd by Rebecca Oxford. The research was conducted in five major
educational institutions of Armenia so that the results could be generalized to the Armenian
student population. Although, approximately 70 students participated in the study, only 60
were eventually considered in the data analysis. The rest were discarded for a number of
reasons, later discussed in Chapter 4.

The results of the study revealed that three out of the eleven learning styles identified
by Oxford, namely global, closure-oriented, and extroverted were shared by the majority of
Armenian university learners. The study also showed that each learning style had a particular
pattern of strategy use, in which one or two strategy groups were more actively used than the
others by the representatives of that style. The study also demonstrated that overall learning
strategy use of Armenian university learners is medium level, i.e. Armenian learners were not

very active users of learning strategies. Néveﬁheless, no low strategy users were observed

- either. This means that although Armenian learners are aware of learning strategies, they use

them moderately.
The validity of the identification of typical learning style was established by means of

the Chi-square statistical test, since the variables were measured on a nominal scale. The
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validity of the relationship of the Ieami_ng styles and strategies was established by means of a

one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test, as the variables were measured on

~ both nominal and ordinal scales. The study demonstrated that there was a statisticaily

significant and meaningful relationship between learning styles and strategies. This is to say,

the learners' strategy choice depends on their individual leamning style preference. ' However,

since this research is the first in its kind conducted in Armenia, it can serve only as a start

ing

point for possible directions in future research. Consequently, further research is needed to

make more conclusive claims. _

This research paper is a joint thesis of two authors: Hranush Ginosyan and Shoghik

Sargsyan.

Shoghik Sargsyan primarily dealt with the analysis of the SAS questionnaire, as well

as the discussion of the identified learning styles typical of Armenian university learners (Part

1 of the research findings). i
Hranush Ginosyan was primarily responsible for the analysis of the SILL
questionnaire as well as for investigating the relationship between learning styles and
language learning strategies (Part 2 of the research findings).
The responsibility for the review of the literature, formulation of the research
questions and the hypotheses, the data collection, the discussion of the limitations of the

study, potential threats to the internal and external validity of the study and the conclusion

with suggestions for further research was shared equally by both of the authors.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1, Introduction
In the language classroom, as in any other classroom, educators should be aware of

the fact that every learner has a unique persoriality and his/her individual traits are reflected

1 in his/her learning preferences; in other words, students use learning styles and learning
™ strategies during the learning process. For teachers it is important to understand, respect, and
m] respond to students’ individua_l preferences. By consciously accommodating to their students,
3 J | teachers can encourage niost students to become successful language learners. Only this can
i help teachers go beyond the “mere thetoric of student-centered classroom” ( Kinsella, 1997)
[m] and greatly encourage most students to become successful language learners. As the first step
1.] in this direction, we should identify which learning styles and strategies are shared by

Armenian university students. This will eventually lead to the selection of appropriate

instructional approaches and materials to enhance student learning,

!

[
4 '

For teachers it is really vital to realize this, as difficulties that some students face in
the classroom are erroneously attributed to insufficient interest or practice. Regrettably, this

may impede students” foreign language acquisition. On the other hand, students whose

jm learning styles and strategies are compatible with teacher practices in their classrooms tend to
. - retain acquired knowledge longer, apply it more effectively, and keep positive attitudes
e toward the subject long after completing the course. By addressing their students’ learning
:' preferences, the teacher’s goal should be to encourage his/her students to improve their
— weaker skill areas.

This thesis presents the results of a research study conducted in five major institutions
of Armenia: Yerevan State University, Yerevan State Agricultural University, Yerevan State

Architectural University, “Galik” University of Yerevan (private), and American University

i i

;

B
—




S . - | R oo | Lo b

-

3

i 1 g

-allowed to leam in their favorite way, unpressured by the learning environment or other :

of Armenia (AUA), which offers only graduate programs primarily through the medium of
English. In all these institutions English is téught as an academic subject. The study focused

- on the identification of the overall learning style or styles of Armenian learners and on the
mvéstigation of the relationship between the learners’ learning style pfeferences and their
language learning strategy choice.

In this study leaning styles are considered as ‘individual’s natural, habitual, and
prefened way(s) of absorbing, processing, and retaining new information and skills’ (Reid,
1995, p viii) or “cognitive, affective, and physiological traits that are relatively stable
indicators of how learners perceive, interact with, and respond to the learning environment”
(Keefe, 19794, as cited in Reid, 1987, p. 4).

As for language learning strategies, they are considered as “specific actions,

behaviors, steps, or techniques that students (often intentionally) use to improve their
progress in developing L2 skills, These strategies can facilitate the internalization, storage,
retrieval, or use of the new language” (Oxford, 1992/1993, p. 124). Rescarch demonstrates
that appropriate use of language learning strategies, which include a great number of
behaviors (such as seeking out conversation partners, guessing intelligently, or summarizing),
results in improved general performance or improved performance in a specific skill.
Research indicates that students’ choice of learning strategies are influenced by various
factors, such as motivation, career/academic specializat_ion, sex, cultural background, nature
of task, age, and stage of language learning. Another key factor recently identified as i

influencing strategy choice is language leaming style. There is a strong claim that “when

factors, students often use strategies that directly reflect their preferred leaming, For example,
students with an analytic learning style prefer strategies such as contrastive analysis, rule-

learning, and dissecting words and phrases, while students with a global style use strategies
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that help them find the big picture (i.e., guessing, scanning, predicting)” (as cited in Oxford,
1992/1993). |

Armenian learners’ overall leaming styles were investigated by means of the Style
Analysis Survey (SAS) questionnaire, the results of which were computed via Chi-square
statistic;al test. As for the relationship between learners’ choice of learning strategies and their
undeﬂying learning style preferences, it Was explored by means of the Strategy Inventory for
Language Learning (SILL) questionnaire. The statistical link between these variables was
established by the use of mean comparison, namely an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
étatistical test.

The research was conducted in the middle of the academic year in five different
institutions of higher education. This was done on purpose, since after three months of
language classes the learners could better assess their learning experience. The institutions
were selected to ensure the wider representation in the research data sp that its findings could
be generalized to the Armenian student population as a whole. The respondents’ academic
majors were quite diverse, ranging from hard science to humanities including subjects such as
journalism, engineering, economics, agriculture etc.

The data collection instruments used for research purposes were:

e Style Analysis Survey (SAS) to identify learning styles typical of Armenian learners;
* Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) to investigate the extent of
respondents’ learning strategy use;

After the data collection procedure tl-le data were analyzed qualitatively by means of
- coding; classifying, reducing and 'organiziﬂg them in tables. Thereafter, a quantitative
analysis was used to test the formulated hypotheses (Chapter 3). The overall learning styles

were identified by means of Chi-square statistical test, whereas the relationships between



learning styles and strategies were investigated thfough mean comparison, namely an
ANOVA statistical test. |
The possible threats to the validity of the study may be as follows:
| ¢ Although the majority of the respondents were unfamiliar with the concepts of
learning styles and strategies, AUA students might have intentionally used some
strategies during TOEFL examination;
* The respondents might have presumed that their grades would be affected by their
responses 10 our survey, even though their total anonymity was ensured:
The findings of this research are sufficiently convineing to serve as a starting point for
a number of possible directions for fisture reseérch and they demonstrate that taking into

consideration such personality factors as learning styles and strategies can ensure improved

language proficiency.

1.2. Review of the Literature on Learning Styles

During the past decades, educational research has identified a number of factors that
account for some of the differences in how students leam (Reid, 1987). Among such factors,
many researchers have investigated learning styles. Overall, it was identified that each person
has around 21 learning styles, while only about 6 to 14 are his/her more preferred ones
(Dunn, Gemake, Jalali, & Zenhausem, 1990, as cited in Reid, 1995). However, the majority
of researchers admit that the most difficult problem in rescarching learning styles is simply
defining the term ‘learning styles’. In relevant literature the term is used in Very. confusing
ways, often interchangeably with other terms such as cognitive style, affective style'or even
leannling- strategy (Eliason, in Reid, 1995). Being one of the prorﬁjnent figures _in this field,
Reid (1995, p. viii) defines learning styles as an ‘individual’s natural, habitual, and preferred
way(s) of absorbing, processing, énd retaining new information and skills’. According to

other characteristics, learning styles are “co gnitive, affective, and physiological traits that are



relatively stable indicators of how learners perceive, interact with, and respond to the learning

environment” (Keefe, 1979a, as cited in Reid, 1987, p. 4). An onion metaphor used by

' Claxton and Murrel is very descriptive (as mentioned by Eliason, in Reid, 1995). Here

learning styles are depicted as four layers of an onion: basic personality characteristics,
information-processing characteristics, social interaction characteristics, and instructional
preferences, where the first layer is the most stable characteristic, with each successive layer
being more amenable to changes.

Regardless of all these and many other definitions, one agreed-upon definition of
learning styles is still lacking. Kinsella (1997) thinks that this is quite understandable, since a
learning style encompasses concepts like perception, cognition, conceptualization, affect and
behavior among others, notions that are too broad to be defined in a straightforward way.

Learning styles are conventionally subdivided into cognitive, sensory and affective
groups. However, it is a largely acknowledged fact in the educational ljterature that the
understanding of this area is somewhat complicated by the fact that many researchers label
léaming styles with different, often overlapping or even mutually exclusive terminology.
Such confusion renders learning styles less practical for classroom use. What is more, the
difference between learning styles and learning strategies is sometimes obscure.

Reid (1987) notes that through the past thirty years researchers have focused mostly
on the concépt of cognitive styles, i.e. the ways the mind actually functions, processes
information or is affected by individual perceptions. She mentions various groups of

researchers that have worked with pieces of that complex cognitive profile and again, each

- group had its own taxonomy and terminology that sometimes appear to overlap. Thus, (as

cited in Reid, 1987), Witkin (1976), Witkin, Moore, Goodenough, and Cox (1977), and
Witkin, Moore, Oltman, et al. (1977) have written widely about field independent

(analytic)/ficld dependent (global) approaches to perceiving the environment and processing
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information, Kagan (1966, as cited in Reid, 1987) and Kagan and Messer (1975, as cited in
Reid, 1987) have investigated conceptual teﬁlpo: reflectivity (slower, more calculated
ZUESSEs) Versus im-pulsivity‘(qujck, risk-taking guesses) in learners’ responses. Hill (1971, as
cited in Reid, 1987) has worked on the style mapping that reveals preferred types of media,
teaching strategies, and structure of the environment. Messick and associates (1976, cited in
Reid, 1987) have listed more than 20 dimensions of co gaitive style, including those of Witkin
and Kagan as well as sensory (perceptual) modality preferences. Kolb (1976, 1984, as cited |
in Reid, 1987) has introduced the terms accommodator, diverger, converger, and assimilator
to describe students’ approachés to learning. Gregorc (1979a, 1979b, as cited in Reid, 1987)
has worked out his own categories of learning—concrete sequential, abstract sequential,
abstract random, and concrete random—that describe learner’s mediation abilities and
capacities.

In the mid- to late 1970s, researchers started to aim more at e)ggslnal, applied aspects
of learning styles. Style is regarded as a learners’ permanent quality that is reflected through
the learning strategies or the leaming behavior of an individual, “a quality that persists
though the content may change” (Fischer & Fischer, 1979, as cited in Reid, 1987, p. 245).

Development of learning style research takes its roots mostly from Jung s works on
personality types. Jung (1970, as ¢ited in Reid, 1987) described human personality with four
bipolar descriptors: Introvert - Extrovert, Sensor - Intuitive, Thinker - Feeler, and Perceiving -
Judging, labeling individuals according to which end of each bipolar descriptor was more

characteristic for them. Thus, an individual could be, say, ESTI, i.e. extroverted, sensor,

- thinker, perceiving. Myers and Myers-Bri ggs (Myers, 1958, 1962, as cited in Krause) have

put Jung’s work on psychological types into more practical terms and developed an
instrument of 126 questions accordingly called the Myers Briggs Type Indicator (Myers &

McCaulley, 1958). It classifies individuals by the four bipolars, yielding 16 distinctive
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personality types. A much disputed point about this instrument, however, is that according to
it an individual can be either extrovert or introvert, without any allowance for differing
degrees of extraversion or introversion, or of any of the other bipolar distinctions.

The list of milestone studies as mentioned on www.learningstyles.com includes those

conducted by DeBello, 1985; Dunn, DellaValle, Dunn, Geisert, Sinatra, & Zenhausern, 1986;
Dunn, Dunn, Primavera, Sinatra, & Virostko, 1987; Dunn, Krimsky, Murray and Quinn,

1985; Dunn, Cavanaugh, and Zenhausern, 1982; Giannitti, 1988; Hill, 1987; White, 1981;
Hodges, 1985; Jarsonbeck, 1984; Kroon, 19 85; Lemmon, 1 985; Lynch; 1981; MacMurren,
1985; Martini, 1986; Miles, 1987; Murrain, 1983; Pizzo, 1981; Shea, 1983; and Spires, 1983.
These studies were targeted at identifying the relationship(s) between academic achievement
and individual leaming style and have provided consistent support for the following
statements: a) students do tearn differently from each other; b) students’ success in different
subject areas is related to how individuals do, in fact, learn; ¢) when students are taught with
approaches and resources that complement their unique leaming styles, their achievement is
significantly increased. The same source names studies bringing up practical evidence to the
positive effect that is achieved when students are taught in ways that parallel their preferred
ways of learning - Ballinger & Ballinger, 1982; Carruthers & Young, 1980; Cavanaugh,
1981; Dunn, 1981; Fiske, 1981; Dunn & Griggs, 1987, 1989a, 1989b; Gardiner, 1983;
Hodges, 1982, 1983; Jenkins, 1982, 1986; Lemmon, 1982, 1985; Pizzo, 1982; Vigna &
Martin, 1982; and Wheeler, 1980.

Christison (1996) mentiones another theory closely related to leaming styles, it is
Gardner’s theory of multipie intelligences (MI). She considers it as great potential for
helping to revolutionize our concept of human capabilities. Gardner’s (1983, as cited in
Christison, 1996) basic premise is that intelligence is not a single construct: individuals have

at least seven distinct intelligences. Gardner’s seven intelligences are: verbal/linguistic,
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musical, logical/mathematical, spatial/visual, bodily/kinesthetic, interpersonal, and

intrapersonal. The author claims that application of the MI theory helps language teachers

+ create an individualized environment. For teachers, the first step can be identifying usual

classroom activities and categorizing them according to the multiple iﬁtelligence {axonomy,
then to review classroom routines to include neglected intelligences. Christison (1996) deems
it very important to raise stugiéﬁts’ awareness about their own intelligences to enable them
connect their intelli gences:f.:f:) their daily activities.

Self-reporting quéstionnaires whereby students select their preferred leaming styles
are the primary instruments for the identification and measuring of learning styles. However,
because of the discrepancies and inconsistencies in the way the term learning style is used,
there is still uncertainty over what characteristics are most important in determining
individual learning styles. For example, the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI;
Myers&Briggs, 1987, as cited in DeBello, 1990) measures personality. {raits such as
extroversion-introversion; Kolb’s (1976, as cited in DeBello, 1990} Learning Styles
Inventory measures how we process information; Oxford (1993} in her Style Analysis Survey
concentrated on 11 styles classified into five categories; Keefe and Monk (1986) in their
Learning Style Profile embraced different learning styles in perhaps the most comprehensive
way — the questionnaire tests 24 styles in four categories, but the Learning Style Profile is
designed only for use with high school native English speakers.

Special attention should be drawn to one of the most fundamental studies in learning

styles conducted by Dunn and Dunn (1972, cited in DeBello, 1990), which led to the

-development f one of the most widely used learning style questionnaires, i.c., the Learning -

Style Inventory (Dunn, Dunn, & Price, 1975, cited in DeBello, 1990). Out of the 21 identified
learning styles, R. Dunn (1983, as cited in DeBello, 1990) and Dunn and Dunn (1979, as

cited in DeBello, 1990) have focused on perceptual learning styles, i.e. the variations among




learners in applying their senses to understand, process, and retain experience. There is a
great amount of research concerned with the identification of students' learning style
characteristics conducted with the use of the Leaming Style Inventory. Below we provide a
brief overview of just a minor part of this research as presented at the |

www.learningsivies.com.

A doctoral investigation undertaken by Spires (1983, as cited in DeBello, 1990)
revealed that implementation of a learning styles program resulted in significant gains in

reading and mathematics achievement on standardized achievement tests.

The Learning Style Inventory (Dunn, Dunn, & Price, 1978, cited in DeBello, 1990)

was administered to students in grades 3 throtlgh 6, as well as the Learning Style Inventory

| Primary Version (Perrin, 1982, cited in DeBello, 1990) to grades K through 2. Analyses of

the data once again indicated that teaching students through their individual learning styles
resulted in significant achievements. "

An extensive study was conducted to develop guidelines for providing instruction to
students that are usually classified as poor achievers, learing disabled, discipline problems,
or dropouts when their learning styles are not accommodated in conventional classrooms
(Klavas, Dunn, Griggs, Geisert, Gemake, & Zenhausern, 1994, as cited in DeBello, 1990). It
has been demonstrated that when instruction was redesigned to respond to their particular

learning-style preferences, academic reversals had occurred.

Marino (1993, cited on www learningstyles.com) describes his efforts to tailor class

instruction and homework to results obtained from a Leammg Styles Inventory and argues
that students will accept and even learn ﬁom homework provided that its d651gn takes mto
consideration students' learning styles.

Klavas (1994, cited in DeBello, 1990) conducted an experiment in modifying

teaching methods to accommodate varied learning styles of students that were revealed



through the Learing Styles Inventory. The result of such modifications resulted in
dramatically dropped discipline problems and abrupt improvements in test scores.
An interesting study on sound preferences of learners was conducted by Pizzo (1981,

as cited on www.learningstyles.com). Results of exposure to either noise or sound revealed

that students who preferred quietness performed best in a quiet acoustic environment,
whereas students who preferred sound performed best in a noisy one. In an environment that
complemented their learning style preference, students had higher scores and demonstrated
stronger intellectual abilities.

Overall, thirty-six broad-based experimental studies conducted between 1980-1990
which have been based on the Learning Style Inventory and which provided a database of
3,181 participants determinéd that matching students' learning-style preferences with
compatible educational methods is Highly beneficial to their academic achievement.

Carbo (1983, as cited in Reid, 1987), who patticularly focused on perceptual styles of
readers, found that good readers are visual and auditory type of learners, while poor ones are
tactile and kinesthetic.

A study of Domino (1979, as cited in Reid, 1987) showed, that when students are
taught in their preferred learning styles, they scored higher than those taught in instructional
styles inconsistent with their learning styles.

Extensive investigation was undertaken for the New York Board of Regents, which
looked at the role of cuiture, left vs. right brain theory, and environmental factors in addition
to cognitive differences. The Iﬁaj or conclusions of that board were that students do have
major learning style differences, and that designing and using multiple instructiona! strategies
to teach to these styles can improve teaching and learning (Yale, 1988, as cited in Reid,

1995).
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Since none of the available learning style instruments encompasses all aspects of

learning styles, we therefore always see a fragmented picture of what we are measuring and

+ cannot even agree about how best to measure learning styles (Eliason, in Reid, 1995). In

addition to the problem of which styles to measure, many learning styie instruments have no
sertous theoretical rationale behind them (Bonham, 1988; Corbett& Smith, 1984; Grash, 1984,
as mentioned by Eliason, in Reid, 1995), therefore the validity of such tests is questionable.
As Grasha puts it (cited by Eliason, in Reid, 1995, p.20) most instruments are “grounded

more in the experiences of the authors than in theories of human learning”.

Nunan (1995) claims “although there will never be a one-to-one relationship between
teaching and learning, there are ways in which teachers and leamers and teaching and
learning can be brought closer together” (p. 134). As a key concern, he cites a question
framed by Allwright (1984, cited in Nunan, 1995): “Why don’t learners learn what teachers
teach?” (p. 3). A teacher can be really knowledgeable and caring but s"ﬁll fail to educate the
students in a proper way. Such gaps between teaching and learning can be narrowed, as
Nunan (1995) suggests, when learners are given the possibility to identify their own preferred
learning styles and to experiment with alternative styles. Accroding to him, learning style
research largely supports what experienced classroom practitionerslknow intuitively: that
students absorb new material and skills through their senses, whereas some senses are more
preferable for them than others.

Rescarch in second language learning styles has focused extensively on the
11np0rtance of cogmtlve styles in classroom and on conscious learning strateg1es Much of the
work concerns the interaction of cogmtlve styiés aﬁd affectlvé variables with 51tuat10nal
demands (Brown, 1974; Ely, 1986; Hatch, 1974; Heyde, 1977; Naiman, Fréhlich, & Todesco,
1975; Tarone, Swain, & Fathman, 1976; Tucker, Hamayan, & Genesee, 1976, as cited in

Reid, 1987). Other studies deal with the role of affective elements and cognitive styles in

11



academic achievement (Abraham, 1983; d’ Anglejan, Painchaud, & Renaud, 1986; Bassano,

1986; Bialystok, 1985; Chapelle & Roberts, 1986, as cited in Reid, 1987). Wong Fillmore

- (1986, as cited in Reid, 1987) has studied the process of learning English in bilingual and

ESL classrooms, in particular the role of cultural factors in second language acquisition.
Another part of research in second language learing demonstrated that differences in
learning strategies of learners are dependent on differences in learning styles, affective styles,
and cognitive styles. Some of these studies (Bialystok & Frohlich, 1978; Carver, 1984,
Krashen, 1982; Oxford—Carpenter, 1985; Wenden, 1984, 1986a, as cited in Reid, 1987)
investigated the conscious learning strategies of NNS students (e.g., practicing, monitoring,
inferencing, memorizing, and self-directed learning). Oxford (1993) also maintains that
language learning style (a person’s general approach to language learning) is a key
determiner of L2 strategy choice. She notes, that when allowed to learn in their favorite way,
unpressured by the learning environment or other factors, students often use strategies that
directly reflect their preferred learning style. For example, students with an analytic learning
style prefer strategies such as contrastive analysis, rule learning, and dissecting words and
phrases, while students with a global style use strategies that help them find the big picture
(i.e., guessing, scanning, predicting) and assist them in conversing without knowing all the
words (i.e., paraphrasing, gesturing). Visually oriented students use strategies like listing,
word grouping, and so on, while those with an anditory preference like to work with tapes
and practice aloud. Students whose style includes tolerance for ambiguity use significantly

different learning strategies in some instances from those used by students who are intolerant

- of ambiguity.-In some-studies a statistical link between students’ L2 learning strategies and

their underlying learning styles was also found (e.g. Ehrman & Oxford, 1990; Ely, 1989, as

cited in Oxford, 1993).

12



(T
i

R

|

i

}

=
I

il og |

Research has also shown that it is possible for students to stretch beyond their

learning style preferences. This can be done by using a variety of valuable L2 strategies that

- are initially uncomfortable for them. So, strategy training is particularly useful in helping

students use new strategies beyond their normal style boundaries. For instance, for certain
tasks, global students sometimes need to use analytic strategies like reasoning deductively
(from a rule to a specific case), and analytic students sometimes need to move away from the
details to look at the general meaning through global strategies like skimming and
summarizing. Strategy .training that takes learning style into account helps students avoid
“style wars” with teachers and fellow students and can reveal deeply held cultural vaiues and
increase cross-cultural understanding (Scarcella & Oxford, 1992, as cited in Oxford, 1993).
Thus, in the stﬁdy of Carrell, Pharis, and Liberto (1989, as cited in Oxford, 1993) on
metacognitive strategy training for reading in ESL, one of the major findings is that the
effectiveness of the strategy training is directly related to differences in the leamning styles of
the students. The authors cite Schmeck (1988), who suggested that “leaming strategies
training and research programs should routinely include individual difference measures . . . to
study and take advantage of interactions between personal attributes and the treatments used
in training” (p. 171). In the study, the Inventory of Leaming Processes (ILP), constructed by
Schmeck, Ribich, and Ramanaiah (1977, as cited in Carrell, Pharis, and Liberto, 1989), was
used to measure subjects’ learning styles. The results of Carrell, Pharis, and Liberto (1989) |
study show that there are significant interactions between students’ learning styles and the

effectiveness of training in different strategies. Overall, the study suggests that second

- language reading instruction, especially for adult students in academic ESL programs, should -+ -

benefit from the inclusion of explicit strategy training and such training should be varied to

accommodate individual students’ differing learning styles.
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The teaching literature is often concerned with the fact that ESL students, having

quite different language, cultural and educational backgrounds are often brought together in

- English language programs, where they are taught homogeneously by teachers who are Very

little aware of learning style differences. What is more, methods and materials used by ESL
instructors are typically developed with the leamning needs of native speakers of Engiish in
mind.

Very important in this respect is the study of Reid (1987), which was designed to
identify perceptual leaming style preferences of NNSs and to provide insights for the ESL
classroom. During thé study a self-reporting questionnaire was administered to 1,388 students
to identify their perceptual and social learning styles. The questionnaire was designed to find
the relationship of learning style preferences to such variables as language background, major
field of study, level of education, TOEFL score, age, sex, length of time in the United States,
and length of time studying in the U.S. The subjects were 1,234 ESL :s'_,gudents‘and 154 native-
speaking students. The faculty and students of 43 university intensive English language
programs volunteered to participate to study. Respondents represented 98 countries, 29 major
fields of study, and 52 language backgrounds. The instrument of the survey, a self-reporting
questionnaire, consisted 5 statements on each of the six learning styles: visual, auditory,
kinesthetic, tactile, group and individual learning. Learning style preferences were classified
as major, minor, and negative.

In general, the results of this study show that students strongly prefer kinesthetic and

tactile learning styles. According to Reid (1987), a minor preference for visual learning by

- native speakers of English contrasts with previous leaming style-researcl, much of which

suggested that “mainstream culture emphasizes visuat learning through the written word.”
Every language background, including English, gave group work a minor or a negative

preference. The older the student, the higher is the preference for visual, auditory, kinesthetic,
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and tactile iearning. Preferences of ESL students with higher TOEFL scores and longer
periods of stay in the United States are closell' to those of native speakers of English.
As a solution to the problem of mismatch between teaching and learning styles, Reid
(1987) suggests that the education of teachers includes the possible imi)act of teaching and
learning styles and the development a “culture-sensitive pedagogy”. To adapt, identify and
modity leaming styles, and turn unconscious or subconscious processes into conscious ones,
students should be exposed to the concept of learning styles. Reid (1987) mentions that
studies done with native speakers of English strongly suggest that the ability of students to
use multiple learning styles results in greater classroom success. Therefore instructors should
help students identify and assess, as well as diversify their individual learning styles. At the
same time Reid (1987) warns against misuse of learning style assessment, noting that
learning style preferences of students cannot be the only basis for designing instruction, and
prescriptions based on diagnosis must be tentative, varied, monitored, and veﬁﬁed. As
possible directions for future research, Reid proposes that the study be replicated in a
different environment, or that researchers find out if learning styles change as students adjust
to academic classes, or if students from some cultures or some major fields of study adjust
more easily.
In a later article, Reid (1996) describes in retrospect her experience with formulating
and norming the questionnaire designed for the above research. It discloses problems
connected with the reliability and validity in survey design. This was done to help novice

researchers avoid the typical pitfalls connected with this. For Reid (1987), the primary

- purpose for developing a new questionnaire was the realization of the fact that all available

leamning style instruments were normed on native speaking students, and thus cannot be really

reliable or valid for ESL students. Such a discrepancy may be explained by the different
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language and cultural backgrounds of students in ESL settings, or because of students’
attifudes toward and experiences {or lack of éxperiences) with self-reporting surveys.

An important question in the learning style research is whether ‘cultural learning
style’ exists. Nelson (cited in Reid, 1995) answers the question by pointing out that
individuals are not born with a genetic inclination to learn, say, visually or kinesthetically —
they ‘learn how to learn’ through various socialization processes. And, as it was put by
Singleton (as quoted by Nelson in Reid, 1993, p. 6): ‘There are, in every society, unstated
assumptions about people and how they leamn, which act as a set of self-fulfilling prophecies
that invisibly guide whatever educational processes may occur there’. Therefore, it is a
common concern of learning style theorists that the result of the current interest in cultural
differences in learning style will be an abandoning of the ethnocentric point of view that
others learn as we do.

Many of the studies in learning styles have been conducted among native English
speaking students (Cavanaugh, 1981; Hodges, 1982; Stewart, 1981, as cited in Reid, 1987)
and with ESL students in the USA (Ballinger & Ballinger, 1982; Birckbichler & Omaggio,
1978; Genesee & Hamayan, 1980; Hansen & Stansfield, 1981, 1982; Hosenfeld, 1979;
Ramirez, 1986; Wong Fillmore, 1976, as cited in Reid, 1987).

Reid (1987) cites a research on cultural differences in learning styles done by Click,
which showed, for example, that in developeci and underdeveloped countries people react to
visual prompts quite differently.

Lesser, Fifer, and Clark (1965, as mentioned in Reid, 1987) proved that the pattern of
mental abilities (e.g., visual, spatial, abstract, and numerical) of middle-class and lower class
Chinese children differed from that of middle-class and lower class Jewish children.

Reid (1987) refers also o the research by Ramirez and Price-Williams (1974) and

Gonzales and Roll (1985) that have questioned the validity of standardized intelligence tests
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on the basis of cross-cultural differences in cognitive style. The same source brings up the

research by Witkin (1976) that has shown differences in the global and abstract functioning in

- different cultures: Different modes of thinking are characteristic of different cultures. Reid

(1987, p.88) concludes that if “leamers outside the mainstream of Américan culture exhibit
unique leaming style characteristics, then ESL students may use most of their time and effort
trying to adjust to their new learning situations. Therefore, identifying the learing style
preferences of nonnative speakers may have wide-ranging implications in ﬂle arcas of
curriculum design, materials development, student orientation, and teacher training”.

A common theme in the entire learning style literature is that in a really student-
oriented classroom students have to be given every opportunity to develop their individual
learning styles to face the demands that are imposed by school and society with confidence
and competence. The first step to this end should be assessing the style preferences of the

students and the extent to which these preferences are considered in the classroom.

1.3. Review of the Literature on Learning Strategies

Language learning strategies (LLS) have been the subject of research since the mid-
1970s, though they have been extensively used by language learners for hundreds of years.
The earliest works on learning strategies were concerned with the identification of the
strategies uscd by effective language learners. Rubin (1975) identified a set of widely-
recognized strategies used by successful learners. She based these strategies of good learning

on three variables: aptitude, motivation, and opportunity. She assumes that by finding out

- what good language learners do, teackiers can help less successful learners improve their

performance. The results of her study demonstrated that a “good language learncr a) is a
willing and accurate guesser, b) is strongly driven by communication, ¢) 18 not afraid of

making mistakes or appearing foolish, d) practices a lot, ¢) monitors his own speech as well
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as that of other people, and f) attends to meaning, ie. to grammar, speech acts, context and

the relationship among participants” (Rubin, 1975; p.45-48). Based on the data collected

- mostly in the form of interviews and diaries, Rubin (1981, as cited in O’Malley and Chamot,

1990, p.6) divided the learning strategies into two primary categories and a number of
secondary subgroups. The first primary category included strategies that directly affect
learning, such as clarification/verification, monitoring, memotization, guessing/inductive
reasoning, deductive reasoning, and practice. The second primary category included
strategies that indirectly contributed to learning, such as creating practice opportunities and
using production tricks such as communication strategies.

Naiman et al. (1978, as cited in O’Malley and Chamot, 1990) proposed an alternative
classification of learning strategies. The researchers -based this classification on the strategies
found by Stern (1975, as cited in O’Malley and Chamot, 1990) who had identified the
characteristics of good language leamers and a set of strategic techniques associated with
them. Naiman et al. divided the learning strategies into five primary.categories that were
characteristic of all good learners, such as, a) active task approach, b) realization of language
as a system, c) realization of language as a means of communication and interaction, d)
management of affective demands, and ¢) monitoring L2 performance, and a set of secondary
strategies that were characteristic only of some of the good learners. The language areas and
skills associated with the strategies were sound acquisition, grammar, vocabulary, listening
comprehension, learning to talk, learning to write, and learning to read.

Overall, according to O’Malley and Chamot (1990), these early studies were

- descriptive and were not grounded in a particular theory of second language acquisition oz

cognition, and it was extremely difficult to identify the strategies and techniques that are

fundamental for language learing, or the strategies that are most useful and can be applied to

all learners,
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The first theory-based efforts in identifying the influence of co gnition in second
language acquisition were made in two generai areas: to describe language proficiency or
language competence, and to explain important influences on second language acquisition. In
the first area, namely in identifying the strategies and techniques that were fundamental for
language learning, the first attempts were done by Cummins (1984, as cited in O’Malley and
Chamot, 1990) and Tikunoff (1983, as cited in O’Malley and Chamot, 1990) who viewed
language proﬁéiency in terms of task difficulty and the context of the langnage use. They
found that academic tasks were cognitively demanding and needed language with reduced
contextualized cues to meaning, while tasks outside the classroom were not cognitively
demanding and needed language with rich contextualized cues. However, the researchers did
not investigafe the possible role of strategic cognitive processes in task performance.

Canale and Swain (1980, as cited in O’Malley and Chamot, 1990) developed a model
of language competence that included cognitive components and strategic competence.
Nevertheless, the role of language strategies was unclear. They considered communicative
competence in terms of three key components: grammatical competence that included
vocabulary, pronunciation, grammatical structures and word forms, sociolinguistic

competence that included sociocultural rules and discourse rules for appropriate and coherent
language use, and strategic competence that included verbal and non-verbal communication
strategies used to fill the communication gaps resulted by insufficient competence. Although
the researchers included strategic competence in this theoretical framework, their definition
of strategic competence corresponded to communication strategies rather than learning
strategies. That is to'say, in the sccond language écquisition (L2) research there are two types:
of strategies: communication and learning, which differ in terms of their definition and intent,
namely, learning strategies aim to improve learning, while communication strategies are for

continuing communication (O’Malley and Chamot, 1990, p9).
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Theorists involved in the second area of research concerned with the identification of

the important influences on the second language acquisition viewed cognitive and strategic

© processing in considerably different ways. A valuable study that contributed to this area of

research was done by Bialystok (1978, as cited in O’ Malley and Chamot, 1990) who
identified four categories of learning strategies in her model of second language learning;

inferencing, monitoring, formal practicing, and functional practicing. She discussed the role

of learning strategies in relation to three types of knowledge: explicit linguistic knowledge,

implicit linguistic knowledge, and knowledge of the world. She suggested that in any strategy
use there is an overlap between these knowledge types, since they are interreiated and
essential to one another. For example, inferencing is closely connected with implicit
linguistic knowledge and knowledge of the world, whereas monitoring, formal practicing (for
cxample, different grammar drills), and functional practicing (for example, making a request)
deal with both explicit and implicit linguistic knowledge. Consequently, explicitly
mtroduced strategies in a formal setting can contribute to implicit linguistic knowledge and
consequently, to a learner’s ability to understand and produce unprompted language.

In spite of the usefulness of this study, it was still uncertain how strategies were
involyed 1n the learning process in terms of empirical and theoretical considerations. Hence,
seeking 10 find clarification to this question, Chamot and O’Malley (1986/1987, as cited in
O’Malley and Chamot, 1990) developed an approach, namely Co gnitive Academic language
Learning (CALLA) based on the cognitive theory proposed by John Anderson. This

framework describes how learning occurs and asserts that language learning is an active

~ process in which learners deal with the information in different ways, that is, they chicose the

information they need, manipulate the information to store it in their memory, and to retrieve
when necessary. According to this cognitive theory, there are two types of knowledge:

declarative and procedural. Declarative knowledge is “what” we know or can declare, while
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procedural knowledge is “how” we do things (O’Malley and Chamot, 1990). As a rule, when

learning something new we use declarative knowledge, i.e. we link the new information to

“what we already know about it. However, this information does not always become

“proceduralized” or automatic. Only by means of meaningful practice can we acquire
procedural knowledge, namely retrieve from memory the information we need while
performing a task. With regard to learning strategies, cognitive theory views them as
cognitive skills, which also go though all the stages of the learning process. That is, they
begin as declarative knowledge and end up as procedural knowledge. However, language
learning strategy research has shown that even though most learners are aware of .the learning
strategies, they do not always “proceduralize” them. Only better learners can use appropriate
strategies automatically and with minimal errors while performing a specific task.

O’Malley and Chamot (1990) classify the learning strategies within Anderson’s
cognitive theory. They divide learning strategies into three broad categgﬁes, taking mto
consideration both theory and the observation reported by learners. These categories are as
follows:

¢ Metacognitive Strategies- planning for learning, monitoring one’s own
comprehension and production, and evaluating how well one has achieved a
learning objective;

o Cognitive Strategies- manipulating the material to be learned mentally (as in
making images or elaborating) or physically {as in grouping i‘;em_s to be
learned or taking notes); and

* Social/ Affective Strategies- either interacting with another person in order to
assist learning, as in cooperative learning and asking questions for

clarification, or using affective control to assist leaming tasks.
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Cognitive Strategies are directly involved in the learning process; therefore their
application is limited to speciﬁc tasks. In othef words, cognitive strategies deal with
declarative knowledge. Metacognitive strategies are indirectly involved in the learning
process, because they plan, monitor, and evaluate the learing process. Therefore, they can be
employed while performing a wide range of tasks. Metacognitive strategies deal with
procedural knowledge, and thetr mastery leads to success in the learning process. As for
social/affective strategies, they are rather different from cognitive and metacognitive
strategies. They can be involved direcﬂy, for example in asking for clarification, or indirectly,
for example self- talk, employed for reducing one’s anxiety. However, this strategy group is
of utmost importance because “learning is so heavily involved in cooperation and asking
questions for clarification” (O’Malley and Chamot, 1990,p.61).

Another comprehensive framework of language learning strategies was developed by
Oxford (1990), who claims that language leaming strategies are essential in language
learning and their appropriate use results in more successful learning. What is more, learners
are aware of the power of learning strategies while learning a language. Oxford divides
strategies into two major classes: direct and indirect. Direct strategies are those that are
directly involved in the process of language learning. All direct strategies require mental
processing but in different ways, such as guessing intelligently and creating mental linkages.
As for indirect strategies, they are indirectly involved in the learning process. They
coordinate the learning process, such as planning, self- monitoring or regulating emotions.

These classes are further divided into six groups all together. Direct strategies are subdivided

- Into meraory; cognitive and compensation strategies, while indirect strategies are subdivided

into metacognitive, affective and social strategies. Memory strategies help learners build new
knowledge on the previous one with no demand of deep understanding, for example,

memorization of new vocabulary or body movement. Cognitive strategics help learners
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directly manipulate the target language, for example through reasoning, note-taking or

sumumarizing, Compensation strategies help learners fill the missing knowledge gap, for

- example with the help of synonyms or guessing vocabulary from the context. Metacognitive

strategies are used for coordinating the learning process, for example, via planning and
organizing the language material or evaluating a task’s success. Affective strategies deal with

emotions; for example, by means of laughter or talking about feelings learners can reduce

 their anxiety level. Social stfategies help learners cooperatelwith one another to clarify or

verify confusing points.

Oxford (1990) claims that all these strategy groups support each other and can be
connected with each other.I She illustrates this interaction by means of analogy with a stage
play where the dirg:ct strategy group acts as the Performer, and the indirect strategy group - as
the Director. The director organizes, guides, and encourages the performers as well as makes
sure that the Performer works cooperatively with other actors. This analogy vividly illustrates
how learning strategies operate in the learning process. Oxford’s division of strategies is
very detailed and comprehensive. Moreover, this system of learning strategies has a lot in
common with O’Malley and Chamot’s (1990) categorization of learning strategies, making it
casy to apply in an EFL classroom.

In research literature, language learning strategies have been defined in different
ways. Wenden and Rubin (1987, as cited in Oxford, 1996) and O’ Malley and Chamot (1990)
claim that strategies are tools for active, self-directed involvement that is necessary for

developing communicative ability. Oxford (1990) defines learning strategies as “specific

~~behaviors or thought processes that students use to enhance their own learning”. Eilis (1927)

defines learning strategies as particular approaches or techniques that learners use when
learning an L2, which are typically problem-oriented, i.e. learners use them when they have

difficulty in learning the language material. According to Ellis (1997), learning strategies are
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characterized as behavioral (for example, repetition) or mental (for example, guessing
vocabulary in a context). |

Oxford (1990) identifies a set of features of language strategies that contribute to
better learning. She asserts that language strategies “contribute to the main goal,
communicati_ve competence, allow learners to become more self-directed, expand the role of
teachers, are problem-oriented, are specific actions taken by the learner, involve many
aspects of the learner, not just the cognitive, sﬁpport learning _boéh directly and indirectly, are
not always observable, are oﬂen conscious, can be taught, are flexible, and are iﬁﬂuenced by
a variety of factors” (Oxford, 1990, p.9). According to her, language learning strategies help
learners participate in authentic communication, thus, in this way contributing to the
development of communicative competence. With the help of learning strategies learners
gradually learn to do without a teacher, i. e., they become more self- directed. On the other
hand, due to learning strategies, teachers get more varied roles, i.e., now they instruct, direct,
Judge, lead, evaluate and control. As for the problem orientation aspect of learning strategies,
learners use them when there is a need to solve a problem or attain a goal. All the strategies
are action based, because they are specific actions, such as note taking or planning, taken by
learners in the leaming process.

Leaming strategies are not merely cognitive, because they involve other aspects, such
as metacognitve (planning, evaluating), social (cooperating with each other) and emotional
(affective). Leaming strategies support learning directly and indirectly, because strategies of

direct strategy group deal with the language (for exampie, memorizing a new word), while

~ strategies of the indirect group are involved indirectly but more powerfully in the learning

process (for example, planning and evaluating). The use of learning strategies may entail
different levels of consciousness. As a rule, at the initial stage strategies are highly conscious

actions, which require low consciousness when used automatically (Oxford, 1990, p.12).
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Learning strategies can be easily taught through strategy training, which in its turn can

assist learners to become more conscious and skillful in choosing appropriate strategies to

“use. Language learning strategies are flexible, because there are few or no precise patterns of

using them due to various factors influencing learners’ strategy choice. These factors include
“degree of awareness, stage of learning, task requirements, teacher expectations, age, sex,
nationality, ethnicity, general learning style, personality traits, motivation level, and purpose
for learning the language” (Oxford, 1990, p.13). Oxford (1990) illustrates each feature by
mentioning some strategies or strategy groups. For example, she states that such strategies as
analyzing, one of the cognitive strategies, and the keyword technique, one of the memory
strategies, are crucial for understanding and rec;alling new information, whereas
compensation strategies help to develop communicative competence.

However, Oxford {1990) claims that out of context these essential features of learning
strategies are neutral having neither positive nor negative influence on Ihe leaming process,
and they can be activated with a positive influence, only if the following conditions are
present: a) there is a good relation between L2 task and the strategy use, b) the strategy fits
the learnet’s learning style preference, and c) the learner effectively uses a set of relevant
strategies.

The features identified by Oxford and discussed above demonstrate how valuable
learning strategies are in the learning process as well as how useful their influence can be
when necessary conditions are met. Hence, there are a number of good reasons why strategy
instruction, which is “an essential part of language education” (Oxford, 1990,p.12), is
recommended. " T

A number of researchers (Derry and Murphy, 1986; Pearson and Dole, 1987; Graham,
1987, as cited in Oxford, 1996) conducted studies on learning strategy training in various

areas of the curriculum, such as reading, writing, vocabulary, discourse analysis and listening
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comprehension, and they found that there are many gobd reasons for teaching learning

strategies. Moreover, there are different ways of teaching them, that is, LLS instruction can

‘be separate versus integrated, direct versus embedded or explicit versus implicit.

The first good reason for learning strategy instruction is that good evidence exists to
show that learning strategies are “teachable”. For a long time strategies were considered
“unteachable” and many researchers (Rubin, 1975; Stern, 1975; Naiman et al., 1978, cited in
Oxfo;'d, 1996) were concerned with in-bern characteristics, namely the endowment of the
good language learner than with teaching all leamers to be good ones. However, a few years
later other researchers (Crookall, 1983; Of{ford, 1990b, 1993b;Rogers, 1978; Wenden and
Rubin, 1987, cited in Oxford, 1996) argued the case for strategy instruction. Oxford (1996)
came up with some extremely important findings that strategy instruction contributed to
increased motivation, improved language performance, and resulted in greater autonomy and
self- reliance, and ability to continue learning after classroom instruction. However, Nyikos
(1991, as cited in Oxford, 1996) found that true primarily for effective learners, since
research demonstrated that more successful language learners are apt to use more strategies
and apply them more properly than less successful learners.

Oxford (1996, p. 227) suggests anothér good reason for learning strategy instruction,
namely “strategy instruction helps students become more self-directed, autonomous and
effective learners through the improved use of language learning strategies ”. These
characteristics are extremely important for the learners, as successful learning depends to a

great extent on the learner, not on the teacher. For the leamer there area number of factors

‘that determine the success i the learning process:’Among them are learner’s motivatioi,

attitudes, organizational abilities and personality factors. Strategy instruction will help
learners to know more about themselves and apply a set of strategies that work best for them.

Moreover, Oxford (1996) highly recommends that a wide range of strategies be introduced to
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the learners to enable them to sort and organize their own strategy use according to the
psychological factors mentioned above, by trying out and experimenting with different
strategies offered by the instruction, since not all effective strategies seem to fit every
language learner.

Human beings may learn consciously, subconsciously or unconsciously. Strategy
instruction involves primarily conscious leaming; though sometimes it can also entail
subconscious or unconscious learning as in case of “blind” strategy instruction. Schrmidt
{1994, as cited in Oxford, 1996)_ defined consciousness as a crucial factor in the learning
process. What is more, he states that consciousness is a crucial contrast in strategy
instruction. He divides consciousness into four aspects: awareness, attention, intentionality

and control.

..t Consciousnes |

None .| Awareness | . Attention

Figure 1: Consciousness contrasts. (Source: Oxford, 1996.)

These levels of consciousness follow each other in the process of learning to use
strategies, but not all learners follow the pattern in the same way. Furthermore, not all
learners are aware that they go through this process while learning. Oxford (1996) states that
levels of consciousness are directly related to strategy instruction. Wenden and Rubin (1987,
cited in Oxford, 1996) claim that explicit LLS training is very helpful to make lgarners act

consciously, since it includes all levels of consciousness, unlike “blind” strategy training

" which requires o raising of learner consciousness about strategies. Oxford (1996) states that-

explicit strategy instruction consciously involves the learners in the learning process. Thus, it
raises their awareness, i. e. they think and analyze each step of completing the task. Now the

learners begin to think of the strategies that will be helpful for them while completing a
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similar task. The third level of the explicit strategy instruction gets the learners to pay

attention to their own strategies as well as the strategies used by other learners. When

‘succeeding in this, strategy instruction helps the learners intentionally improve their own

strategy use. Now the learners are ready to control their strategy use. However, the level of
consciousness varies among learners. While some of them might be raising their strategic
awareness, others can go farther into control.

With regard to approaches to learning strategy training, different instructional
approaches weer suggested (O’Malley et al. 1985b, described in Oxford, 1990b; Weﬁden,
1986; Chamot and O’ Malley, 1987; Jones, 1983, as cited in‘Oxford, 1996). They argue
different approaches to teaching learning strategies. As a result, the following instructional
approaches have been identified: separate versus integrated, direct versus embedded or
explicit versus implicit.

The proponents of separate or detached instruction Derry and I}iurphy (1986, as cited
in Oxford, 1996) and Jones ¢t al. (1987, cited in Oxford, 1996) argue that separate strategy
instruction shows that strategies can be applied in various contexts, i.e. strategies are
generalizable to many contexts. Therefore, learners’ attention should be focused only on
learning and developing strategic skills rather than trying to learn the language content at the
same time. |

On the one hand, those who favor an integrated approach to LLS instruction argue
that learning in context, is much more effective than learning a separate skill. In her research,

Wenden (1986, in Oxford, 1996) states that the detached strategy instruction can fail unless

- ~the Jearners find it relevant to their everyday language learning. Oxford (1996) cites Chamot ™"

and O’ Malley (1987), Wenden (1987) and Campione and Armbruster (1985) who claim that

practicing strategies on authentic language tasks facilitates the learners’ process of apply the
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same strategies while doing similar tasks in other classes. Discussions and games are
extremely effective in this respect.

The arguments for separate and integrated LLS instructions are similar to the
questions about whefher the instruction should be direct (explicit) or embedded (implicit).
The supporters of direct or explicit instruction (Palincsar and Brown 1984; Brown et al. 1986;
Wenden 1997b; Weinstein and Mayer 1986; Winograd and Hare 1988, as cited in O’ Malley
and Chamot, 1990) suggest that learners should be informed of the purpose and importance
of the strategy training and they should be instructed how to regulate and coﬁtrol learning
strafegies.

In embedded or implicit LLS training the students are involved in activities that aim
to elicit the use of the strategies b.eing taught. The students are not mformed of the purpose
why they practice this approach to learning. This form of instruction is known as “blind
strategy instruction, which, as has already been mentioned, requires no, :blieamer consciousness
of strategies, bécause the tasks and materials cause the learners “subconsciously” or
“unconsciously” to use particular learning strategies (Oxford, 1996). Thus, the majority of
students might not be aware of the hidden stt‘afegies when performing a task, nor will they try
to use them regularly in doing other similar tasks. Wenden (1987b, cited in Oxford, 1996)
criticized this approach for the reasons that learners do not develop independent learning
strategies and fail to become autonomous learners, since they are unaware of the strategies
they use. On the other hand, Jones (1983, cited in Oxford, 1996) finds that this approach has

an advantage since little teacher training is required as opposed to direct instruction, which

 requires teacher training before the implementation of the program. -

In strategy instruction, especially in explicit instruction, the teacher’s role is of great
significance. Teachers should be aware of the factors that can help them deal with the

implementation of strategy training.
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Nyikos (1991, as cited in Oxford, 1996) claims that a conceptual shift toward a
leamer-centered classroom is necesséry. Teachers should be able to make this conceptual
shift first to understand the learning process through learners’ eyes and only then to help
strategy deveiopment among learners. In a study, the aim of which was to find out how
teachers foster the process of helping students learn how to learn Nyikos classified teachers as
assimilators, middle-grounders, and resisters. Assimilators are ready for making the shift and
do it easily, middle- grounders are willing to make the shift but they let the learners elicit the
strategy use themselves, whereas the resisters make no attempt to teach LLS, let alone help
students develop stmtegic awareness.

In the same study, Nyikos (1991, cited in Oxford, 1996) also pointed out the
importance of the teacher’s readiness to become a novice in strategy teaching despite the
slow- down in teaching fluency. Strategy instruction- no matter how basic and common-
sensical it might seem to expetts- is indeed novel to many teachers.

O’ Malley and Chamot (1990) cite Chamot et al. (1987), O Mﬁi;ey et al. (1987)
whose studies convincingly demonstated that teachers’ interest and willingness to commit
additional time to the instruction and the ability to keep their students motivated are crucial to
the success of learning strategy instruction. Teacher training in strategy instruction might be a
challenge, i.¢. it is neither simple nor successful, since not all teachers are willing to be
engaged in this process for a number of reasons: sometimes they are not ready to be novices,
and sometimes they doubt the usefislness of the strategy instruction and consider it a waste of
time In their teacher training efforts, O’ Malley and Chamot (1990) discovered thét teachers
first needed to learn about the concept of learning strategies, and think about their own
learning process when being a learner. Moreover, teachers should teach LLS onl_y when they

feel comfortable with Incorporating strategy training in their classroom.
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‘Oxford (2002) also points out ‘that the teacher’s role is of great importance in strategy
instruction. She suggests that ESL/EFL teachers engage their students in the conscious use of
language Jearning strategies to make the learning process easier and more effective, and they
should make strategy training a regular classroom event in an explicit way. As strategy
training can help the students to effectively -use multiple strategies 1anging from cognitive to
social ones, the teacher should introduce a wide variety of strategies instead of only one or
two of them. |

Oxford (1990) makes another important claim concerning the effectiveness of strategy
instruction: she suggests that the strategy training be conducted in two steps: strategy
assessment (identifying strategies employed by the leamers) and strategy training (actually
conducting the training). She suggests the following instruments for assessing learning
strategies: observations, interviews and think-aloud procedures, note-taking, diaries and
journals, self-report surveys and questionnaires. Oxford (1990, as cited in Celce-Murcia,
2001) and Cohen and Scott (1996, cited in Celce-Murcia, 2001) analyzed all these assessment
tools and identified advantages and disadvanfages of each of them. In spite of some identified
disadvantages (for example, structured questions), the most widely used assessment tool is
Oxford’s questionnaire, Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL), which has been
translated into 20 languages and used in a number of published studies around the world
(Oxford, 1990, as cited in Celce-Murcia, 2001).

After assessing the strategies, Oxford (1990) rec_ommends the actual strategy training.

She identifies three types of training: (a) awareness training that introduces the concept of

- learning strategies to learners, without involving them n using strategies in actual language

tasks; (b) one-time strategy training that informs the learners of the valtue of the strategies,
when and how to use as well as how to evaluate the success of the strategy, involving learners

in using one or more strategies while completing actual language tasks; (¢) long-term strategy
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training that again teaches learners wheﬁ and how to use as well as how to evaluate and
control strategies, involving learners in strategy use while completing a number of actual
Iangﬁage tasks for a long period of time. This type of strategy training is considered to be the
most effective by Oxford (1990).

Lessard-Clouston (1997) claims that teachers should study their teaching context
before implementing languége learning strategy training. That is, it is crucial for teachers to
now such things about their students and their interests, motivations, learning styles, etc.
Teachers can use classroom observation to see what learning strategies their students are
already using or they can use questionnaires to find the learning style preferences, and finally
they can conduct informal discussion to see the type or types of motivation that drives them
to learn the foreign language. After studying the context, teachers should focus only on the
learning strategies that are relevant to their students and materials as well as their teaching
styles. Furthermore, teachers should provide the students with clear examg}es, modeling how
the strategies work while performing a task. The final step of teaching learning strategies is to
reflect and encourage learner reflection. That is, the teacher should discuss the effectiveness
of the lesson and the role of learning strategies and their training in the classroom, and do this
together with the students. |

Though research on learning strategy training with foreign language students is recent
and a lot of questions still remain unanswered, potentially significant implications can be
drawn from the recent strategy training research for all ESL/EFL teachers, and f01_' Armenian
EFL teachers in particular, who want to improve their teaching effectiveness. The
implications casn be drawn from the hiterature for learning strategy teaching as well as from
unpublished research papers and an MA thesis concerning Armenian learners’ LLS use and

preferences.
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In 1999 the students of the Teaching English as a Foreign Language (TEFL)

Certificate at the American University of Armenia (AUA) wrote a paper “My Own Strategy

- Use”, in which the students described their own strategy use while learning English. The

papers revealed that all the students began with using direct strategies that gradually turned
into indirect ones. This change_in strategy use was due to the fact that students’ strategy use
depended on their current proficiency level of the target language. Moreover, they noticed the
changé in their strategy use while progressing in the learning process. These findings were
very useful, since the students who wrote these papers used to be learners themselves. It is
worth mentioning that these students are English teachers who implement strategy training in
their classes by looking at the issue both from the learner’s perspective and the teacher’s one.
Another source of information about Armenian learners’ strategy use is the
unpublished MA thesis “Student Self-Assessment and Strategy Use as a Means of Promoting
Students’ Autonomous Learning” (Gasparyan and Harutyunyan, 2001 )'_I;The authors, two
Intensive English Program (IEP) instructors conducted a research study with 68 IEP students
to find a correlation between AUA students’ self-assessment and strategy use. By means of
the Strategy Inventory for Language Learners (SILL) Gasparyan and Harutyunyan (2001)
found that almost all the students (66 students) set goals for themselves and took
responsibility for organizing their studies. The majority (62) of the students were aware of the
language areas they needed to work on. Overall, the study showed that the students are aware

of the language learning strategies and use them in the language leaming process.

. 14 Rationale

The educational system in Armenia continues to follow mainly Soviet traditions in
language teaching, i.e. most classrooms are strongly teacher-centered, although there are

schools that have started to apply innovative methods, making classrooms more learner-
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-Oxford, 1996, p. 5).

centered. This trend toward learner-centeredness makes it imperative to take into account

learners’ personality as an important factor in language learning, which was totally neglected

~ during the Soviet times. Studies investigating the influence of learning styles and strategies

on learners’ language proficiency have demonstrated convincing evidence that learners can
become better users of language learning strategies and improve their Janguage performance,
when they are aware of their individual style (Oxford, 1996).

Ely and Pease-Alvarez (cited in Oxford, 1996) claim that the goals of learning styles
and strategies are mutually essential, i.e., the identification of learning styles shows students
that they are unique as language learners, while learning strategies help students find ways
how to use their language learning ability to the fullest. They also claim that these goals are
compiementary, because “if learners don’t take full advantage of their learning styles through
appropriate strategies, then this self-knowledge is wasted” (Ely and Pease-Alvarez, cited in

The research on learning strategies has convincingly shown that there are a number of
factors that affect learners’ strategy choice, such as culture, learning styles, gender, age and
others. The EFL research has resulted in strong claims that there is a direct relationship
between culture, learning styles and strategy preference. For example, Harshbarger et al.
(1986, as cited in Oxford, 1996) and Willing (1988, cited in Oxford, 1996) found that
extroverted learning styles, such as those of many Hispanics and Arabic speakers, are related
to the use of social strategies for learning, whereas many introverted Asian students use
strafegies for working alone. Furthermore, due to the influence of culture an overall learning
style is developed, which contributes to the specific choice of language Yeaming strategies
(Oxford, 1990). It has also been convincingly shown in research that culture influences

strategy instruction; learners in one culture may prefer improving their strategies
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independently, whereas learners n anofher culture like the teacher to instruct them in ways 10
improve their strategy use (Oxford, 1996).

The readings we have done on language Jearning styles (e.g. Oxford) and strategies
(Oxford, Chamot and O’Malley, Ellis) as well as the fact that no large~scalé research has
been done in this field with Armenian learners convinced us of the need for conducting a
study the effect of which could encourage a shift in foreign language teaching and learning in
Armenia towards learner-centeredness, where a great deal of attention will be paid to the
learner as a personality with his individual learning style and strategy preference.

Thus, we designed a study the intent of which was to identify the learning style or
styles typical of Armenian learners as well as to investigate the possibie relationship between
the learners strategy use and their individual learning style preference. That ié to say, it would
be worth studying whether Armenian Jearners share common leaming styles, and if yes, how’
these leaming styles affect their language learning strategy preference. ansequently, our
study focused on the following questions:

1) Is there at least one jearning style that is commonly used by Armenian university
students?

2) What effect, if any, do the learners’ individual learning style preferences have on their
choice of learning strategies?

3) Is there a patiern for an overall learning style and strategy use that is shared by most

Armenian university learners?

Based on these questions, a number of research hypotheses were developed and afe

. discussed in detail in Chapter 3:
1) In this culture learners share at least one overall learning style.

2) There are significant differences between the uses of at least two strategy groups.
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3) Learners’ strategy choice is directly dependent on their individual learning style. That

is to say, each learning style entails a pattern of strategy use.
- Variables operationalized in this study are:
e Dependent | — learners’ learning style,
¢ Independent 1 — learners’ nationality or ethnicity;
* Dependent 2 — learners’ language learning strategy use;
» Independent 2 - leamers’ individual learning style;

¢ Control ~nationality and academic program of learners.
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CHAPTER 2: METHOD

This is a statistical survey study that involved the subjects, materials and procedure
discussed beléw. This primary research approach was chosen, since surveys “can provide
important information on individuals and groups that is not available in other types of
research. Moreover, they are (1) systematically structured with definite procedural ruies, (2)
based on a step-by-step io gical pattern, (3) based on tangible, quantifiable information, called
data, (4) replicable in that it should be possible to do them again, (5) reductive in that they
can help form patterns 111 the scemingly confusion of facts that surround us” (Brown, 1988,

p.5).

2.1. Subjects

The subjects of this research are 60 Armenian students of different academic
programs at different higher educational institutions: 11 of the subj ects:';re second-year
journalism students of the “Galik” private university, 10 students are second-year
Agribusiness students of the Armenian Agricultural Academy, 18 students are third-year '
economic department students of Yerevan State University, 14 students are from the
Intgnsive English Program (IEP) of the American University of Armenia (AUA), the other
seven are fourth-year graduate students of Yerevan State Architectural University.

The English proficiency level of the students varies from beginning to advanced:
Galik students are beginners, Architectural — low intermediate, Agricultural - intermediate,
Economic-upper intermediate, IEP — advanced. The language proficiency level of the
students ;ras ;létéﬁfined by the‘ ﬁstiwtions they attend, i.e. intermediate or advanced students
are placed according to their English entrance examination results (economic, féod
technology), while beginners have little or no previous knowledge of English (Architectural

and Galik students). In addition to completion of undergraduate English studies, TEP students
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haye also taken TOEFL examination, with the score range of 500-550 to enroll in the
Program. |

- The subjects’ first language is Armenian. Their age ranges between 17-34. As for the
sex, 22 of the subjects are female and 38 éf them are male.

In all the above-mentioned institutions the English language is taught as a part of the
academic program. Most of the classrooms can be considered teacher-centered, with
Agribusiness and AUA English classrooms being more learner-centered. It should be noted
that the first three institutions lack technical equipment (tape-recorders, VCRs and
computers) and English is taught only via textbooks, while the latter two institutions have all

the necessary equipment to facilitate language learning. Moreover, the language of

instruction at the latter two is English.

2.2, Materials

This research investigates the relationship between styles and éﬁategies and its effect
on language learning and uses the following instruments:
1. Style Analysis Survey (SAS), (see Appendix I-a)
2. Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL), (see Appendix Il-q)
“Style Analysis Survey” (Oxford, 1993) is a questionnaire that is designed to evaluate
learners’ general approach to learning and working and to identify their overall style
preferences. The SAS consists of 110 statements grouped into five sections. This

questionnaire identifies styles in terms of five activities, respectively subdivided into parts

that reflect contrasting style types:

e usc of physical senses (visual, auditory, hands-on);
» dealing with other people (extroverted, introverted);
* handling possibilities (intuitive, concrete sequential);

¢ approaching tasks (closure-oriented, open);
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» dealing with ideas (global, ‘analytic).

Each of the statements is to be graded on a four-level scale (from 0 to 3) to the extent they are

 close to respondents’ perceptions. The larger scores represent styles preferred by the given

respondent, but if two of the scores are within 2 points of each other, bbth styles are
applicable.

“Strategy Inventory for Language. Learning” Version for Speakers of Other
Languages Learning English (Oxford, 1989) is a questionnaire that evaluates learners’
strategy use as low, medium and high. It enables the teacher to use the students’ SILL results
to help them improve their strategies (Oxford, 1989). This questionnaire consists of 50
statements divided into six parts. Each part represents one strategy group defined by Oxford:
memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective and social. Respondents evaluate
each statement with a score ranging from I to 5. The results show what strategy types are

preferred by the students, i.e. the higher the score the more frequently the strategy is used.

2.3. Procedure
In order to ensure as wide as possible a representation of Armenian English students
in the research, the data were collected in five different higher educational institutions from
students of different language knowledge levels.
The data were collected in the period from late November to early December. That
was the end of the semester in all the institutions involved. This was done on purpose, since

after doing an entire semester of English classes, the students had fresh memories of their

“language leaming practices.

Before distributing the questionnaires, we explained to the students the purpose of the
research and asked them to write their names on the consent form (see Appendix III) and sign

it, if they agreed to participate in the study. However, the questionnaires were anonymous,

39



i.e. no names were indicated on them, so that the subjects felt more confident in sharing their
personé.l information. |

Upon giving their consents, each of the subjects received a separate folder containing
a background questionnaire (see Appendix IV), the SILL and the SAS. In the background
questionnaires they had to indicate their age, sex, language ability level and academic major.
Each of the folders was coded by a letter, representing the group, and a figure, representing
the student’s number (e.g. A-1, B-2, C-5, D-4, B-3).

To avoid language comprehension problems, the first group, i.e. beginners at the
Galik University, had the questionnaires in Armenian (see Appendix I-b and Appendix II-b).
The other groups completed the original, i.e. the English versions of the questionnaires (see
Appendix I-a and Appendix II-a), since the wording was not really complicated and fit the
language proficiency level of the respondents.

In fact, the completion of each questionnaire requires half an hour, as suggested by
Oxford. Since the typical class time in Armenian intuitions is eighty minutes, one class
session was enough to complete both of the questionnaires on the same day.

After getting the folders, the subjects received brief instructions as to how to work
with the questiohnaires. As the questionnaires are designed in quite a simple way, the
subjects had no problem completing them. However, while students were working, we stood
by to clarify unknown words and expressions.

After ﬁnishing, the respondents handed in the folders.
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CHAPTER 3: DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

3.1 Idéntiﬁcafion of Learning Styles

The quantitative data obtained from the questionnaires were caléulated and analyzed
by stages. In the first stage we computed the questionnaire data gathered from the subjects
(subjects were coded according to their institution, such as A-1, D-3, E-2) and arranged in a
table that contained detailed information about the subjects, such as the learners’ sex, age,
major and language proficiency level (See Appendix I). Both the leaming style - dependent
variable and the ethnicity - independent variable were analyzed on the nominal scale to
identify whether there was at least one or two learning styles typical of Armenian university
learners. Since both scales were nominal, it was of utmost significance to choose the right
statistiéal test to test the hypotheses as well as to establish validity and reliability of the study.

As each subject had been coded according to his/her institution, for example A-1, D-
3, E-2, two separate tables were created for each institution: one for the learning styles, the
other - for leaming strategies, and each subject’s questionnaire results were distributed in
these tables (see Appendix VI).

In the next stage, the frequencies of the subjects’ learning styles were computed by
using the results of their completed SAS questionnaires, and distributed in a table consisting
of 5 style groups (11 styles in total) identified by Oxford (1993) (see Appendix VII). To
identify the learning style or styles shared by most Armenian leamners, the following
hypotheses were formulated:

¢ Null I: There is no statistically significant difference between the freqﬁencies of the
students’ learning styles, i.c. Ho: fo = fe
o Alternative I There is a statistically significant difference between frequencies of the

students’ learning style,ri.e. Hi: fo# fe
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After the formulation of the hypotheses it was extremely important to choose the right
statistical test for hypothesis te_sting. The abové-mentioned null and alternative hypotheses
were tested via a one-way chi-square (y, %) statistical test. This was done on the assumption
that the “one-way chi-square is used to analyze data in studies in which there is one nominal
variable with two, three or more levels” (Brown, 1988, p.194). We created the following

contingency table and tallied the number of occurrences of each category (learning style).

Table 1: The Frequencies of Each Learning Style

. . Handling Approaching ; .
Physical Social Possibilities Tasks iDealing with Ideas
] v —
_ = & @ ) 8= 3 — 2
g g g 5 5 = | BE | 52 g E g
Z E E 5 5 3 |28 88| & | 2 E
31 35 32 51 20 44 33 53 14 55 21

Then we analyzed the data by applying the chi-square test o). In our calculations we
had two frequencies — observed (f;) and expected (f¢): the observed frequencies were based
on the samples involved, while the expected frequencics theoretically represented the
populations as a whole. The significance level was set at p < .05, with a confidence interval
of 95%. The degree of freedom (v) for our study was 10. This was based on the formula for
the degree of freedom (v) = n-1= 11-1 = 10, where n was the number of categories (11
learning styles). Then we computed the obsérved frequencies for each cell by applying the

following formula:

1 s =T (fo-£)2
£

where I is the sum, f, is the observed frequency and f; is the expected frequenciy for each
cell. The ybs was 134.3 and the 3 i was 16.92 at o, < .05 and the degree of freedom (v) - 9,
and, since s Was much larger than v* (134.4 > 16.92), we rejected the null hypothesis and

accepted the alternative hypothesis. This means that there was only a 5% probability that 2o
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= 134.4 occurred by chance alone or‘ a 95% conﬁdenée level that the observed relationship
between frequencies was due to factors other than chance.

With ng,bs in hand we checked the assumptions underlying this statistical test:

1. Each observation is independent of all others.
2. Each observation falls in only one cell.
3. Observations are frequencies.
4. Allthe \expected frequencies are higher than 10.
. Since all the assuinptions_ were met, there was no need to apply Yates s correction for
continuity,

After rejecting the null hypothesis and accepting the alternative one, which claims
that the observed frequencies are statistically significant and not by chance alone, we had to
continue investigating which learning style was shared by most Armenian university learners.
We formulated another pair of hypotheses, namely Hy I and H,IT: f

e Null II: There is no staﬁstically set proportion (p) that refiects the commonly shared

learning style of Armenian students, i.e. HoIL: p< 0

s Alternative II: There is a statistically set proportion (p) that reflects the commonly

shared learning style of Armenian students, i.e. HjIl: p£ 1

.We created a new table (see Appendix VIII) with the number of tallied frequencies
and calculated the proportions and percentages of learning styles. If the proportion (p) was
equal or close to 1, we could claim that the given learning style was commonly shared, and it
was due to factors, in our case nationality or ethnicity, other than chance. And vice versa, if 1t
-Was close to 0, the learning style appeared to be commonly shared by chance alone. |

The computation yielded the following results (see Table 3 below). The number of
visual students was 31 out of 60, which makes 51.67% or p = 0.52, auditory: 35 out of 60,

1.e. 58.33% or p = (.58, hands-on: 32 out of 60, which makes 53.33% or p = 0.6,
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extroverted: 51 out of 60, which makes 85.00% or p=0.9, introverted: 20 out of 60, which

makes 33.33% or p = 0.3, intuitive: 44 out of 60, which makes 73.33% or p=0.7, concrete

- sequential: 33 out of 60, which makes 55.00% or p = 0.6, closure- oriented: 53 out of 60,

which makes 88.33% or p = 0.9, open — 14 out of 60, which makes 23% orp=0.2, and
analytic: 21 out of 60, which makes 35.00 % or p = 0.4, global: 55 out of 60, which makes

91.67% or p = 0.9, and analytic: 21 out of 60, which makes 35.00 % or p = 0.4.

Table 2: Learning Style Percentages and Proportions.

STYLE NUMBER | PERCENTAGE PROPORTION
P {visuat) 3 51.867% 0.5
B {audifory) 35 58.33% 0.6
Fh (hands-on) 32 53.33% 0.5
S (extroverted) 51 £5.00% 0.9
S {introverted) 20 33.33% 0.3
F Onduitive) 44 . 73.33% 0.7
F{conomets seguential) 33 55.00% 0.6
T {ciosure orlentad) 53 B8A3% 0.9

{open) 14 23.00% 02
| {global) 55 81.67% 0.9
| {anatylic) 21 35.00% 0.4

Since the results obtained reflected the proportions or percentages of the sample
population, it was necessary o estimate the unknown true proportion of the whole population
on the basis of the sample popﬁlation proportion, and to generalize the findings for the whole
Armenian population of university students. Thus, to compute the true proportion of the
population (p) on the basis of the sample proportion (ps) we applied the following formulas

with the confidence level set at 95%, and the o level set at 0.05 respectively:

Pe(Ps — Zanf Ps (1 — D)/ 10; Ps + Zasaf Ps (1 - po)fi), which could be segmented into

Lower Limit (LL) = ps— zg/+/ps (1~ ps¥/ n

Upper Limit (UL) = ps + zg24/ps (1 - ps)/m
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Error Margin (EM) = zy/04/ps (1 - pg)/n

Where p is the unknown true population proportion, ps is the sample proportion and

estimator of the true proportion, and z is the z- score. Lower Limit (LL) shows the

minimum percentage or proportion of the whole population that shows preference for the
given learning style, and Upper Limit (UL) shows the maximum percentage of the whole
population that prefers the given learning style 1'espectively. The Error Margin (EM) shows
the propoi‘tion or the percentage of error that could be made in the calculations. In other
words, the true population proportion is a range from the lower limit to the upper limit with
the set error margin. Consequently, the closer the sample population proportion to the true
population proportion, the more accurate the findings of the research will be.

The results of the calculations of the unknown true population proportion were quite
consistent with the sample population results (see Appendix VIII). Visual leamners made up at
least 39% and at most 64% with EM = 0.7, auditory: at least 46% and‘at most 70% with EM
= (.12, hands-on: at least 40% and at most 66% with EM = (.13, extroverted: at least 76%
and at most 94% with EM = 0,09, introverted: at least 21% and at most 45% with EM =
0.12, intuitive: at least 62% and at most 84% with EM = 0.11, concrete sequential: at least
42% and at most 68% with EM = 0,13, closure- oriented: at least 80% and at most 96% with
EM = (.08, open: at least 12% and at most 23% with EM = 0.03, global: at least 85% and at
most 99% with EM = 0.07, and analytic: at least 23% and at most 47% with EM = 0.12, The
error margins fluctuated among the learning styles. That is to say, the possibility of making

an error in our calculations varied among the styles, ranging from 0.03 to 0.13 or from 3% to

“13% respectively.

We ranked the obtained data in descending order (see Appendix VIII), i.e. from the

largest proportion to the smallest one, to see which percentages or proportions were close to
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1, i.e. which proportions were statistically significant and meaningful, and which were far
from 1, . e., which proportions weré not statistically significant and meaningful respectively.

The results were as follows: the closest to 1 was global style (p; = 0.9), the second
closest was closure- oriented (p; = 0.9) and the third was extroverted (p; = 0.9), the next
five fell in the middle of the continuum: intuitive - (ps = 0. 7), auditory (ps = 0.6), concrete
sequential (p; = 0.6), hands-on (ps = 0.5), visual (p; = 0.5). As for the last three, they were
the farthest from 1 - analytic (ps% 0.4), introverted (p; = 0.3) and open (p; = 0.2) styles. The
first three, namely global, closure-oriented and extroverted, being the closest to 1 (ps =
(0.9), can be assumeq as commonly shared learning styles among Armenian university
students (0.9 O 1). It cannot be strongly claimed that the next five styles, i.e. intuitive,
auditory, concrete sequential, hands-on and visual are typical of Armenian learners. For
the last three, i.e. analytic, introverted and open, we can positively claim that they are

usually not shared by Armenian students.

3.2 The relationship between Learning Styles and Leaming Strategies

After the identification of the learners’ learning styles, the task was to investigate the
rélationshjp between the leaming style and strategy use, i.e., to see whether there were
patterns of strategy use in relation to each learning style as well as to explore whether the
observed patterns were the same or different as compared with the strategy use of other
learning styles. The relationship between the learers’ learning styles (the independent

variable) and the language learning strategy choice (the dependent variable) was investigated

- by means of mean coparisons. That is to say, the mean comparisons of the learners’

learning strategy choice and their preferred learning stjzle were computed by a one-way
analysis of variance (one-way ANOVA) to see whether the relationship between the style and _

strategy preference was statistically significant or it was due to chance alone. The quantitative
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data obtained from the SILL questiénnaires were calculated and arranged in tables in
accordance with each learning style, after which separate tables of the strategy means for
each style were created (see Appendix IX). The learning style — the independent variable was
analyzed on a nominal scale, while the rlearning strategy ~ dependent vaﬁable was analyzed

on the interval scale. Since two scales, namely nominal and interval, were to be analyzed

together, it was of utmost significance to choose the right statistical test for testing the

hypothesis as well as for establishing the validity and the reliability of the study. The one-
way ANOV A was chosen for testing the hypotheseé, because as cited in Brown (1988, p.
176) “the striking advantage of the one-way analysis of variance is that it can be applied
when there are more than two groups in the independent variable. So the means of three, four,
or even more groups on a dependent variable can be testéd simultaneously for significant
differences”. The following two-tailed or non-directional hypotheses were formulated:

o Null hypothesis III: There is no statistically significant and meaningful relationship
between the learners’ leaming style and strategy choice. That is, the average values or
means (p) of language learning strategy use of visual learners is the same.as those of
auditory, hands-on, extroverted, introverted, intuitive, concrete sequential, closure-
oriented, open, global and analytic learners.

Ho III: (L vis = Hlaud = W hand = M exto = into = [Lint= [1 con-seq = L cl-or = Wi open = [ glob = [ anal

o Alternative hypothesis IIT: There is a statistically significant and meaningful
relationship between the learners’ strategy choice. Thus, each learning style should
entail a specific pattern of learning strategy use. That is to say, there are at least two
learning styles the language learning strategy use means of which differ from each

other.

HIITL: pvis# 1 aud 5 [ hand 5 Lexto 52 into % FLint £ L con-seq [L ci-ors& L open 3 LU glob 2 | anal
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The significance level (o) Wés set at .05 (o< ..{)5), and the confidence level was 95 %
respectively, which means that there is a 0.05 probability (p< .05) that the relationship
between the learning strategies and learning styles are due to chance alone. Therefore, the
results of the study could be 95% generalizable for the population.

For this purpose the means of strategy groups for each learning style were calculated
(sec Appendix X). Then, through the one-way ANOVA test mean comparisons were run to
observe whether the variations between groups (different strategy groups of the same style)
and within groups (the same strategy group of different styles) were statistically meaningful

and significant (sec Table 5 below).

Table 5: ANOVA Resulis .

Source of Variation S5 df MS F P-value Ferit
Between Groups 5272727273 6 0.878787879 | 87.651123 ! 1.463E-30 | 2.231189455
(Within Groups 0701818182 70 0.010025974
Total 5.974545455 76

o

Brown (1998) suggests that the fluctuations within groups and l;etween groups be
investigated in the form of a ratio (F ratio). If the variance between groups and the variance
within groups are about the same and the ratio is about 1.0 or F critical, any differences arise
from chance alone, and consequently, the null hypothesis is-admitted. In our study the
observed F ratio was 87.65 and F critical is 2.23. Consequently, the null hypothesis (Ho III) is
rejected at p < .05, since 87.65 is much greater than 2.23 (87.65 > 2.23). So ther¢ is only a
5% probability that the observed mean difference, i vis # paud 2 phand ... occurred by chance
alone, or 95% probability that it was due to factors other than chance. |

By rejecting the null hypothesis, we-admitted the alternative hypothesis, i.e., the
learner’s learning style influences his/her choice of leaming strategies. Our next step was to
Investigate to what extent the strategy groups varied from each other, and how significant this
difference was. For this purpose we calculated the least significant difference (LSD) by the

following formula:
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LSD = TINV (0,05; 70)*SQRT (0,01*(1/11+1/11)) = 0.09

If the observed difference between the strategy groups is either less than or close to

- 0.09 then the relationship is not significant, if the observed difference is greater than 0.09 the

difference (df) is significant varying in the degree of significance from low to medium, and
finally, if the observed difference is much greater than 0.09 the difference (df) is both
significant and meaningful.

Our computations resulted in the following data: the difference between
metacognitive and affective strategies was 0.86, metacognitive and memory: 0.77,
metacognitive and cognitive: 0.54, metacognitive and overall strategy use: 0.553,
compensation and affective: 0.49, social and affective: 0.41, soctal and metacognitive: 0.41,
memory and compensation: 0.4, compensation and metacognitive: 0.37, affective and
cognitive: 0.31, affective and overall: 0.3 1, memory and social: 0.31, memory and cognitive:
0.23, memory and overall: 0.21, compensation and overall: 0.18, comlggnsation and
cognitive: 0.17, social and overall: 0.1, social and cognitive: .09, memory and affective:
0.09, compensation and social: 0.08, cognitive and overall: 0.01. Though the results were
rather diverse, most of the figure were larger than 0.09, i.e., the differences were statistically
signiﬁcant and some of them were meaningful.

We ranked the differences between strategy groups from high significance to low
significance (see Appendix XI). The most significant differences were observed between
metacognitive — affective (df = 0.86), and metacognitive — memory (df = 0.77),
metacognitive - overall (df = 0.55), ﬁetacognitive - cognitive (df = 0.54), and affective —
compensation (df = 0.49). The differences of the above-mentioned strategy pairs were not
only statistically significant but also meaningful, as the observed data were much larger than

LSD (0.86 > 0.09, 0.77 > 0.09, 0.55 > 0.09, 0.54 > 0.09, 0.49 > 0.09).
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As for the differences of medium significance, they were observed between affective
— social (df = 0.41), soctal — metacogllitive (df = ().41), compensation — memory (df = 0.4),
‘compensation — metacognitive (df = 0.37), affective — overall (df = 0.31), affective —
cognitive (df = 0.31), memory — social (df = 0.31).

There were four pairs of strategy groups the differences of which were of low
significance, namely memory — cognitive (df = 0.23), memory — overall (df = 0.21),
compensation — overall (df = 0.18), and compensation — cognitive (df = 0.17). As for the
other five pairs of strategy groups, they were not significant at all, namely social — overall (df
=0.1), social —cognitive (df = 0.09), memory — affective (df = 0.09), compensation — social
(df = 0.08), and cognitive — overall (df = 0.01) since the differences of the first four groups
were close to 0.09, and the difference of the last pair was much smaller than 0.09 (0.01 <

0.09):

3.3 Descriptive Statistics

The obtained difference in results between the strategy groups were good indicators
that language learning strategies were learning style driven; however, they only pinpointed
the difference between the strategy groups without revealing which strategies were common
for a given learning style. For this purpose, we calculated the descriptive statistics of the
strategy use of each learning style to see whether there was a pattern typical of each learning
style, i.e. to investigate the frequency of the strategies used by each style in terms of the

central tendency or the typical behavior of the group and the dispersion or the variance from

the typical behavior of the group. The frequencies of the strategy uses were estimated on the

basis of the profiles of results suggested by Oxford (1989) ranging from 0 to 5 (see Table 7
below) and yielding the following results (See Appendix XII).

Table 7: Profile of Results
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Strategy Use Interpretation

el

1.5-24 \generally not used
1.0-1.4 pever or almost never used

(Physical) Visual Style: The fotal of visual learners was 31 out of 60, i.e. 51.67%.

The descriptive statistics for visual learners showed the following central tendency of the
] visual learners” group:

» The mean for strategy use, i.c. the average score of visual learners’ strategy use was

_— as follows: memory: 3, cognitive: 3.2, compensation: 3.2, metacognitive: 3.8,

affective: 2.9, social: 3.2, overall: 3.2. This ineans that an average visual learner

usually uses metacognitive strategies, and sometimes uses memory, cognitive,

e compensation, affective, and social strategies. Overall, the average visual learner is a

] medium strategy user. *

. ¢ The mode, i.e. the most frequent rate of visual learners’ strategy use is the following:

memory: 2.9, cognitive: 3.6, compensation: 3.2, metacognitive: 4.1, affective: 3.2,

social: 4, overall: 3.4. This means that the most frequently occurring rates of the

e strategy use done by the visual learners were high (cognitive, metacognitive, social)
and medium (memory, compensation, affective, overall).

* The median for the memory strategy was 3, for cognitive and compensation: 3.2, for

ey metacognitive: 3.9, for affective: 2.8, for social: 3, and for overall strategy use:l 3.3.

_ _Th_is means thqt SOi% pf the visue_}] learners rated their sfrategy use above the above-

- mentioned numbers, whereas the other 50% scored their own strategy use below the

=] above-mentioned numbers,

The dispersion of the group was investigated through one indicator of dispersion,

- namely the standard deviation (SD) only, based on Brown’s definition that “the standard




deviation provides a sort of average of the differences of all scores from the mean” (Brown,

1988, p.69). Brown (1988) identifies the other indicator of dispersion, i.e., range which was

‘not taken into consideration in this study on the assumption that “the range provides some

idea of how individuals vary from the central tendency, but it represents only the outer edges
of that variation and, as a result, is strongly affected by behavior that may not be truly
representative of the group as a whole” (p. 68). Thus, we decided not to consider the range, as
the range results cbuld affect the validity and reliability of the study.

The standard variation results were as follows: SD for memory and cognitive strategy
groups was 0.6, for the compensation, metacognitive and affective strategy groups: 0.7, for
the social strategy group: 0.9, and for overall strategy use: 0.5. These numbers shdw to what
extent all the scores differ from the mean in average for each strategy group. Except for the
SD of the social strategy group (0.9), all the other SDs vary from 0.1 to 0.2, which
demonstrates the consistency of the variation between strategy groups. .

For visual style learners the minimum or the lowest scores of the strategy use for the
memory group was 1.7, for the cognitive, compensation, metacognitive and social groups it
was 2, for the affective: 1.2, and for the overall strategy use: 2.4, The maximum or the
highest scores of the strategy use for the memory group was 4.4, for the cognitive: 4.3, for
the compensation: 4.6, metacognitive and social: 4.8, for the affective: 4, and for the overall
strategy use: 4.1.

(Physical) Auditory Stvie: The total of auditory learners was 35 out of 6_0, i.e.

58.33%. The descriptive statistics for auditory learners showed the following central

tendency of the auditory Iearners’ group:

¢ The mean for auditory leamers’ strategy use for the memory group was 3, for the
cognitive: 3.3, for the compensation: 3.5, for the metacognitive: 3.9, for the

affective: 2.9, for the social: 3.4, and for the overall strategy use: 3.3. This means
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that an average auditory learner usually uses metacognitive and compensation

strategies, and sometimes uses memory, cognitive, affective and social strategies.

Overall, the average auditory learner is a medium level strategy user.

* The mode, i.e. the most frequent rate of auditory learers’ stratégy use for the
memory was 2.9, cognitive: 3.3, compensation: 3.5, metacognitive; 4.1, affective:

2.5, social: 2.7, overall: 3.7. This means that some of the auditory learners rated their

own strategy use high (compensation, metacognitive, overail) and medium (memory,

cognitive, affective, social).

¢ The median of the auditory learners for the memory strategy group was 2.9, for
cognitive: 3.3, for compensation: 3.5, for metacognitive: 3.9, for affective: 2.8, for
social: 3.2, and for overall strategy use: 3.3. This means that 50% of the visual
learners scored their strategy use above the above-mentioned numbers, whereas the
other 50% scored their own strategy use below the above-mentioned figures.

The dispersion of the group was also investigated through the standard deviation (SD)
for the reasons discussed in the descriptive statistics section for auditory learners. The
standard deviation results were as follows: SD for the memory group was 0.7, for cognitive
strategy: 0.5, for compensation: 0.7, for metacognitive: 0.5, for affective: 0.6, for social:
0.8, and for overall strategy use: 0.4, Thus, these figures show to what extent all the scores
differ from the mean of each strategy group.

Except for the SD of the overall strategy use (0.4), all the other SDs vary at 0.1, 0.2,
or 0.3, which shows the consistency of the variation between strategy groups.

The minimum or the lowest scores of the strategy use for thé“ineinory group was 1.6,
for the cognitive and compensation: 2, metacognitive: 2.8, social: 2, for the affective; 1.2,

and for the overall strategy use: 2.6. The maximum or the highest scores of the strategy use
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for the memory group was 4.4, for the cognitive: 4.5, for the compensation, metacognitive

and social: 4.8, for the affective: 4.2, and for the overall strategy use: 4.

(Physical) Hands-On Style: The total of hands-on learners was 32 out of 60, i.e.

53.33%. The descriptive statistics for hands-on learners fesulted in the following central
tendency of the hands-on learners’ group:

* The mean for hands-on learners’ strategy use for the memory group was 3.2,
cognitive: 3.3, compensation: 3.6, metacognitive: 3.9, affective: 3, social: 3.4,
overall: 3.3. This is to say that an average hands-on learner usually uses
metacognitive and compensation strategies, and sometimes uses memory, cognitive,
affective and social strategies. Overall, the average hands-on learner is a medium
strategy user.

e The mode, i.e. the most frequently occurred rate of hands-on learners” strategy use for
the memory was 2.9, cognitive and compensation: 3.5, metacognitive: 4.1, affective:
3.2, social: 3.7, overall: 3. That is to say, many of the hands-on learners rated their
own strategy use high (compensation, metacognitive, social) or medium (memory,
cognitive, affective, overall).

¢ The median of the hands-on learners for the membry strategy group waé 3.1, for
cognitive: 3.3, for compensation: 3.6, for metacognitive: 4, for affective: 3.1, for
social: 3.5, and for overall strategy use: 3.4. Thus, 50% of the hands-on leamners
scored their strategy use above the above-mentioned figures, whereas the other 50%
scored their own strategy use below the abové-mentioned figures respectively.

The dispersion of the group was also investigated through the standard deviation
{SD) for the reasons discussed in the descriptive statistics section for hands-on learners, and

the results were as follows: SD for memory was 0.5, cognitive: 0.6, compensation: 0.7, -
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metacognitive: 0.5, affective: 0.7, social: 0.8, overall: 0.5. That is, these numbers show to
whaf extent all the scores differ from the meaﬁ on the average for each strategy group. All the
- SDs vary at 0.1, 0.2, and 0.3, showing the consistency of the variation between strategy
groups.

The minimum or the lowest scores of strategy use for the memory and cognitive
- groups was 1.9, for the compensation: 2, metacognitive: 2.3, social: 1.2, for the affective:
1.8, and for the overall strategy use: 2. The maximum or the highest scores of the strategy use
for the memory group was 4.4, for the cognitive: 4.3, for the compensation: 4.8, for the
metacognitive: 5, for social: 4, for the affective: 4.8, and for the overall strategy use: 4.1.

(Social) Extroverted Style: The total of extroverted leamers was 51 out of 60, i.e.

- 85.00%. The descriptive statistics for extroverted learners resulted in the following central
] tendency data:

- e The mean for extroverted leamers’ sirategy use for the memory group was 3,

. cognitive: 3.3, compensation: 3.4, metacognitive: 3.8, affective: 2.9, social; 3.4,
overall: 3.2 That is, an average extroverted learner usually uses metacognitive
strategies, and sometimes uses memory, cognitive, compensation, affective and social
strategies. Overall, the average extroverted learner is a medium level strategy user.

» The mode, i.e. the most frequent rate of extroverted learners’ strategy use for memory

was 2.9, cognitive: 3.3, compensation: 3.5, metacognitive: 4.1, affective: 2.8, social:

2.8, overall: 3.7 That is to say, many of the extroverted learners estimated their own
| L strategy use high (compensation, metacognitive, overall) and medium (memory,
— cognitive, affective; social). - -
] _ _
J * The median of the extroverted learners for the memory strategy .group was 3, for
; J cognitive: 3.3, for compensation: 3.5, for metacognitive: 3.9, for affective: 2.8, for

1 social: 3.3, and for overall strategy use: 3.3. Thus, 50% of the visual learners scored
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their strategy use above the above-mentioned figures, whereas the other 50% scored

their own strategy use below the aboxlre-mentioned figures.

The dispersion of the group in terms of the Standard Deviation was as follows:
memory: 0.6, cognitive: 0.6, compensation: 0.7, metacognitive: 0.6, affective: 0.7, social: 0.9,
overall: O..S. There was a consistency between all the groups except the social, which deviated
from the rest at 0.4.

The minimum or the lowest scores of strategy use for the memory group was 1.6, for
the cognitive: 1.9, compensation and metacognitive: 2, for the social: 1.8, affective: 1.2, and
for the overall strategy use: 2.5. The maximum or the highest scores of the strategy use for
the memory was 4.4, for cognitive: 4.5, for the compensation: 4.8, for the metacognitive: 3,
for affective: 4.2, for the social: 4.8, and for the overall strategy use: 4.1.

(Social) Introverted Style: The total of introverted learners was 20 out of 60, i.e.

33.33%. The descriptive statistics for these learners showed the following central tendency
data;

* The mean for introverted learners’ strategy use for the memory group was 3.2,
cognitive: 3.2, compensation: 3.4, metacognitive: 3.7, affective: 3, social: 3.3, overall:
3.2. That 1s, an average introverted learner usually uses metacognitive strategies, and
sometimes uses memory, cognitive, compensation, affective, and social strategies.
Overall, the average introverted learner is a medium level strategy user.

* The mode, i.e. the most frequently occurred rate of introverted learners’ strategy use
fof the memory was 3.6, cognitive: 3.6, compensation: 4, metacogniﬁve: 44,
affective: 2.5, social: 3, overall: 3.3. That is some of the introveried learners gave
high rates to memory, cognitive, compensation and metacognitive, and medium rates

to affective, social, and overall strategy use.
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¢ The median of the introverted learners for the memory and cognitive strategy groups

was 3.2, for co1npensation: 3.3, for me‘.tacognitive: 3.9, for affective: 3, for social: 3.3,

and for overall strategy use: 3.3. Thus, 50% of thé mtroverted learners scored their

strategy use above the above-mentioned figures, whereas the other 50% scored their
own strategy use below the above-mentioned figures.

The dispersion of the group in terms of the Standard Deviation was as follows:
memory: 0.6, cognitive: 0.6, compensation: 0.7, metacognitive: 0.6, affective: 0.8, social: 0.6,
overall: 0.4. All the six strategy groups varied either for 0.1 or 0.1, except the overall strategy
use that deviated at 0.8 at most.

The minimum or the lowest scores of the strategy use for the memory group was 1.9,
for the cognitive: 2, for compensation: 2.2, for metacognitive: 2, for the affective: 1.2, for
social: 2.2, and for the overall strategy use: 2.5. The maximum or the highest scores of the
strategy use for the memory group was 4.1, cognitive: 4, for the compqgsation: 4.5, for the
metacognitive: 4.4, for social: 4.5, for the affective: 4, and for the overall strategy use: 3.9

(Handling Possibilities) Intuitive Style: The total of intuitive learners was 44 out of

60, i.e. 73.33%. The descriptive statistics for these learners showed the following central
tendency data:

e The mean for learners® strategy use for the memory group was 3, cognitive: 3.2,
compensation: 3.5, metacognitive: 3.8, affective: 2.8, social: 3.2, overall: 3.2. That is,
an average intuitive leamer usually uses metacognitive and compensation strategies,
and somet.imes uses memory, cognitive, affective, and social strategies. Overall, the
average intuitive learner is a medium level strategy user.

e The mode, i.e. the most frequent rate of intuitive learners’ strategy use for the
memory was 3.6, cognitive: 3.5, compensation: 3.8, metacognitive: 4.1, affective: 2.5,

social: 2.8, overall: 2.8. That is, memory, cognitive, compensation and metacognitive
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strategies got high raftes, whereas affective, social and overall strategies got medium
rates.

* The median of the intuitive leamers for the memory strategy group was 3, for
cognitive: 3.3, for compensation: 3.5, for metacognitive: 3.9, for affective: 2.8, for
social: 3, and for overall strategy use: 3.3. Thus, 50% of the intuitive leamers scored
their strategy use above the above-mentioned figures, whereas the other 50% scored
their own strategy use below the above-mentioned figures.

The dispersion of the group in terms of the Standard Deviation was as follows:
memory: 0.6, cognitive: 0.6, compensation: 0.7, metacognitive: 0.6, affective: 0.7 social: 0.8

overall: 0.5. All six strategy groups varied either at 0.1 or 0.2, except for overall strategy use

H

which deviated at 0.3 at most.

The minimum or the lowest scores of the strategy use for the memory group was 1.6,
for the cognitive: 1.9, for compensation: 2, for metacognitive: 2, for the affective: 1.2, for
social: 1.8, and for the overall strategy use: 2. The maximum or the highest scores of the
strategy use for the memory group was 4.4, cognitive: 4.5, for the compensation: 4.8, for the
metacognitive: 5, for the affective: 4, for the social: 4.8, and for the overall strategy use: 4.1.

(Handling Possibilities) Concrete Sequential Style: The total of concrete sequential

learners was 33 out of 60, i.e. 55%. The descriptive statistics for these Iearners showed the
following central tendency data:
¢ The mean for concrete sequential learners’ strategy use for the memory group was 3,
cognitive: 3.4, compensation: 3.5, metacognitive: 3.9, affective: 3.1, social: 3.5,
- overall: 3.3 This means that an average concrete sequential learner usually uses -
metacognitive, compensation, and social strategies, and sometimes uses memory,

cognitive, affective strategies. Overall, the average concrete sequential learner is a

medium level strategy user.
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e The mode, i.e. the most frequent estimation of concrete sequential learners’ strategy
use for the memory was 2.9, cognitivé: 3.6, compensation: 3.5, metacognitive: 4.1,
affective: 3.2, social: 3.7, overall: 3.7. This means that cognitive, compensation,
metacognitive, social and overall strategies were rated high, while memory and
affective strategies were rated medium.

o The median of the concrete sequéntial learners for the memory strategy group was 3,
for cognitive: 3.4, for compensation: 3.5, for metacognitive: 4, for affective: 3.2, for
social: 3.5, and for overall strategy use: 3.3. Thus, 50% of the concrete sequential
learners scored their strategy use above the above-mentioned figures, whereas the
other 50% scored their own strategy use below the above-mentioned figures.

The dispersion of the group in terms of the Standard Deviation was as follows:
memory: 0.6, cognitive: 0.6, compensation: 0.6, metacognitive: 0.6, affective: 0.7 social: 0.8
overall: 0.4. All six strategy groups varied either at 0.1 or 0.2, except for overall strategy use,
which deviated at 0.4 at most.

The minimum or the lowest scores of strategy use for the memory group was 1.9, for
the cognitive: 2, for compensation: 2.3, for metacognitive: 2.4, for the affective: 1.7, for
social: 2, and for the overall strategy use: 2.6. The maximum or the highest scores of the
strategy use for the memory group was 4.4, cognitive: 4.5, for the compensation: 4.8, for the
metacognitive: 4.8, for the affective: 4.2, for the social: 4.8, and for overall strategy use: 4.

(Approach to Tasks) Closure-Oriented Style: The total of closure-oriented learners

was 53 out of 60, i.e. 88.33%. The descriptive statistics for these learners showed the

- following central tendency data:

* The mean for closure-oriented learners’ strategy use for the memory group was 3,
cognitive: 3.3, compensation: 3.4, metacognitive: 3.8,.affective: 2.9, social: 3.4,

overall: 3.3. This means that an average closure-oriented learner usually uses
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metacognitive strategies, and sometimes uses memory, cognitive, compensation,
social, and affective strategies. Overali, the average closure-oriented learner is a
medium level strategy user.

The mode, i.e. thé most frequent rate of closure-oriented leamer.s.’ strategy use for the
memory was 2.9, cognitive: 3.3, compensation: 3.5, metacognitive: 4.1, affective: 3.2,
social: 2.8, overall: 3.4. That is, memory, cognitive, affective, social, and overall
strategies gdt medium rates, while compensation and metacognitive strategies got
high rates.

The median of the closure-oriented learners for the memory strategy group was 3, for
cognitive: 3.3, for compensation: 3.5, for metacognitive: 3.9, for affective: 2.8, for
social: 3.3, and for overall strategy use: 3.3. Thus, 50% of the concrete sequential
learners scored their strategy use above the above-mentioned figures, whereas the
other 50% scored their own strategy use below the above-mentioned figures.

The dispersion of the group in terms of the Standard Deviation was as follows:

memory: 0.6, cognitive: 0.6, compensation: 0.7, metacognitive: 0.6, affective: 0.7, social: 0.8,
overall: 0.5. All the six strategy groups varied either at 0.1 or 0.2, except for overall strategy

use, which deviated at 0.3 at most.

The minimum or the lowest scores of the strategy use for the memory group was 1.6,

for the cognitive: 1.9, for compensation: 2, for metacognitive: 2, for the affective: 1.2, for
social: 1.8, and for overall strategy use: 2. The maximum or the highest scores of the strategy
use for the memory group was 4.4, cognitive: 4.5, for the compensation: 4.8, for the

- metacognitive: 5, for the affective: 4.2, for the social: 4.8, and for the overall strategy use: 4.

(Approach to Tasks) Open Style: The total of open learners was 14 out of 60, i.e.

23%. The descriptive statistics for this group of learners showed the following central

tendency data:
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» The mean for open learners’ strétegy use for the memory group was 3, cognitive: 3.4,

| compensation: 3.7, metadognitive: 39 affective: 3.3, social: 3.4, overall: 3.4. This
means that an average open learner usually uses metacognitive and compensation
strategies, and sometimes uses memory, cognitive, social, and affective strategies.

Overall, the average open learner is a medium level strategy user.

» The mode, i.e. the most frequent rate of open learners’ sirategy use for memory
strategy was 3.6, cognitive: 3.8, compensation: 3.8, metacognitive: 4.2, affective: 3.8,
social: 3.7, overall: 3.5. This means all the strategy uses were rated high.

¢ The median, i.e. the middle point in a distribution, for the memory strategy was 3, for
cognitive: 3.5, for compensation: 3.8, for metacognitive: 3.9, for affective: 3.3, for
social: 3.7, and for overa_ll strategy use: 3.5. This means that 50% of the open learners
scored their strategy use above the above-mentioned numbers, whereas the other 50%
scored their own strategy use below the above-mentioned numbers.

The dispersion of the group in terms of the Standard Deviation was as follows:
memory: 0.6, cognitive: 0.5, compensation: 0.6, metacognitive: 0.7, affective: 0.7, social: 0.8,
overall: 0.4. All six strategy groups varied either at 0.1 or 0.2, except for overall strategy use,
which deviated at 0.4 at most.

The minimum or the lowest scores of the strategy use for the memory group was 1.6,
for the cognitive: 2, for compensation: 2.8, for metacognitive: 2.5, for the affective: 2.2, for
social: 2, and for overall strategy use: 2.7. The maximum or the highest scores of the strategy

use for the memory group was 3.8, cognitive: 4, for compensation: 4.8, for metacognitive: 5,

for affective:4.2; for social: 4.7, and for overall strategy use: 3.9.

(Dealing with Ideas) Global Style: The total of global learners was 55 out of 60, i.e.
91.67%. The descriptive statistics for this group of learners showed the following central

tendency data:
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* The mean for global learners’ strategy use for the memory group was 3, cognitive:
3.3, compensation: 3.5, metacognitivé: 3.8, affective: 2.9, social: 3.4, overall: 3.3.
That is, an average global learner usually uses metacognitive and compensation
strategies, and sometimes uses memory, cognitive, social, and affective strategies.
Overall, the average global learner is a medium level strategy user.

e The mode, i.c. the most frequent rate of global learners’ strategy use for the memory
was 2.9, cognitive: 3.3, compensation: 3.8, metacognitive: 4.1, affective: 3.2, social:
3.7, overall: 3.7. This means that memory, cognitive and affective strategies got
medium rates, whereas compensation, metacognitive, social and overall strategy use
got high rates.

» The median, i.e. the middle point in a distribution, for the memory strategy was 3, for
cognitive: 3.4, for compensation: 3.5, for metacognitive: 3.9, for affective: 2.8, for
social: 3.3, and for overall strategy use: 3.4, This means that 50% of the global
learners scored their strategy use above the above-mentioned numbers, whereas the
other 50% scored their own strategy use below the above-mentioned numbers.

The dispersion of the group in terms of the Standard Deviation was as follows:
memory: 0.6, cognitive: 0.6, compensation: 0.7, metacognitive: 0.6, affective: 0.7, social: 0.8,
overall: 0.5.All six strategy groups varied either at 0.1 or 0.2, except for overall strategy use,
which deviated at 0.3 at most. |

The minimum or the lowest scores of the strategy use for the memory group was 1.6,

for the cognitive: 1.9, for compensation: 2.2, for metacognitive: 2, for the affective: 1.2, for

- social: 1.8, and for overall strategy use: 2. The maximum or the highest scores of the strategy

use for the memory group was 4.4, cognitive: 4.5, for compensation: 4.8, for the

metacognitive: 5, for the affective: 4.2, for the social: 4.8, and for overall strategy use: 4.1.
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(Dealing with Ideas) Analytic Style: The total of analytic learners was 21 out of 60,
i.e. 35%. The descriptive statistics for this group of learners showed the following central

- tendency data:

» The mean for analytic learers’ strategy use for the memory group was 3.2, cognitive:
3.2, compensation: 3.3, metacognitive: 3.8, affective: 2.9, social; 3.5, overall: 3.3.

- That is, an average analytic learner usually uses metacognitive and social strategies,

I

and sometimes uses memory, cognitive, compensation, and affective strategies.

Overall, the average learner is a medium level strategy user.

e The mode, i.e. the most frequent rate of analytic learners’ strategy use for the memory

[ ] [
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was 2.9, cognitive: 3.5, compensation: 3.3, metacognitive: 3.8, affective: 3.2, social:

3, overall: 3.4. That is, high rates were given to cognitive and metacognitive

strategies, and medium rates were given to memory, compensation, affective, social

and overall. .

Wogh

The median, i.e. the middle point in a distribution, for memory strategy was 3.1, for

h& cognitive: 3.2, for compensation: 3.3, for metacognitive: 3.9, for affective: 3, for
_— social: 3.3, and for overall strategy use: 3.3. This means that 50% of the analytic
F“" learners scored their strategy use above the above-mentioned numbers, whereas the
:,. other 50% scored their own strategy use below the above-mentioned numbers.
-] The dispersion of the group in terms of the Standard Deviation was as follows:
- memory: 0.5, cognitive: 0.5, compensation: 0.7, metacognitive: 0.6, affective: 0.7, social: 0.7,
] overall: 0.4. All six strategy groups varied either at 0.1 or 0.2, except for overall strategy use,
] * which deviated at 0.3 at most.

The minimum or the lowest scores of the strategy use for the memory group was 2.1,
] for cognitive: 2, for compensation: 2, for metacognitive: 2.4, for affective: 1.2, for social: 2,
“] and for overall strategy use: 2.5. The maximum or the highest scores of the strategy use for
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the memory group was 4.1, cognitive: 4.1, for compensation: 4.5, for metacognitive: 4.8, for

affective: 4, for social: 4.8, and for overall strategy use: 4.
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CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

The intent of the study was to investigate the relationship between a number of
variables, namely the refationship between the learning styles as the dependent variable and
ethnicity as the independent variable, and the relationship between the language learning
strategy use as the dependent variable and learning styles as the independent variable. The
results of the quantitative data collected through the questionnaires confirm the initial
hypotheses discussed in Chaptgr 3 and support the findings of previous research (e.g. Green,
1991; Green and Oxford, 1993; Touba, 1992). Researchers have found a statistical bond
between learners’ chqice of learning sirategies and their essential learning styles (Ehrman &
Oxford, 1990; Ely, 1989, as cited in Oxford, 1992/1993). Nevertheless, to address the issues
sufficiently, the results must be considered individually.

4.1 Discussion of the Identification of Learning Styles Typical of Armenian Learners

The alternative hypotheses II and I that assume a statistically significant difference
between frequencies of the students’ learning styles and a statistically significant proportion
(p) that reflects the commonly shared learning style of Armenian university students are
accepted. Moreover, despite the convincing evidence shown by the results of the sample
population data, the true population proportions werel calculated as well on the basis of the
sample population so that the claims could be generalized for the whole Armenian university

population. These quantitative data results give ground for the following claims:
* Most Armenian learners show a strong preference for global, closure-oriented and
extroverted styles, The proportions of these learners for the sample population are
the following: global style: p = 0.9 or 91%, closure-oriented: p = 0.9 or 87%, and

extroverted: p = 0.9 or 84%. The range proportions of the true population are 0.85 -
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0.99 or 85%-99%, closure-oriented: 0.8 — 0.96 or 80% - 96%, and extroverted: 0.76-
0.94 or 76% - 94%. |

* Analytic, introverted, and open styles are not usually shared by Armenian university
learners. Sample population proportions of these styles are: aﬁalytic: p=4or 32%,
introverted: p = 0.3 or 30% an& open: p = 0.2 or 20%. The range proportions of the
truc population are analytic: 0.23 - 0.41 or 23%-41%, introverted: 0.21 — 0.45 or
21% - 45%, and open: 0.12 - 0.23 or 12% - 23%,

The differences between these propoftions may be explained by the educational or
instructional system of Armenia, which still is influenced by the stn'ctly. centralized, formal,
and highly rule-oriented features of the ex—Soviet educational system. Therefore, Armenian
learners are accustomed to global thinking and not to an analytic style, and they are closure-
oriented and not open. That is to say Armenian learners are inclined to see the whole picture
instead of breaking it to pieces, and they stick to the rules without keeping an open mind on
things that are outside of the rules.

As for the Armenian learners’ preference for the extroverted style to introverted one,
nationality traits seem to account for this, i.e. Armenians are very cooperative and sociable by
nature, and they like to discuss things and solve problems cooperatively.

¢ Although intuitive, auditory, concrete sequential, hands-on and_visual styles much
account for a statistically significant proportion, with the sample proportion range
from 0.5 to 0.7 or from 50% to 71%, and with the true population proportion range
from at least 0.39-0.62 or 39%-62%, and at most 0.65-0.84 or 65% - 84%, no
- wstrong claims can be made that they are typical of Armenian learners since they are
not very close to 1, or in terms of percentages, close to 100%. With regard to the
interpretation of the results of the these five leaming styles, preferences for them

may be atiributed to a number of confounding personality factors, such as an
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individual’s character and habit, which are typical of human beings in general

regardless of the ethnicity or nationality,

4.2 The relationship between learning styles and strategies for Armenian university
learners

The null hypothesis 111 suggesting that there is no statistically significant and
meaningful retationship between the learners’ leaming style and strategy choice was rejected
with the help of mean comparisons. The results of the one-way ANOVA statistical test used
for testing the hypothesis revealed a significant difference between Fopservea (87.65) and Fegtical
(2.23) at the significance level (@) set at .05 (0. < .05), and the confidence level - 95 %
respectively. Consequently, the relationship between the learning style and strategy use of
Armenian university students is statistically significant and meaningful, because Fopserveq iS
much larger than Fisicar. This may indicate that the students’ answers were accurately _chosen,
1.e., neither an overestimation nor an underestimation of their own strai?égy use. This factor
contributes to the internal validity of the study.

The extent to which the strategy groups varied significantly from each other was
investigated by calculating the least significant difference (LSD}), which was equal to 0.09,

The resulis revealed that there were statistically high significant and meéningful
differences between metacogniti\lfe and affective strategies (df = 0.86), metacognitive and
memory strategies (df = 0.77), metacognitive and cognitive strategies (df = 0.54),

metacognitive and overall strategy use (df = 0.55), and affective and compensation strategies

(df = 0.49).

There were statistically medium significant differences between affective and social
strategies (df = 0.41), social and metacognitive (df = 0.41), compensation and memory (df
and 0.4), compensation and metaco gnitive (df = 0.37), affective and overall (df = 0.31),

affective and coguitive (df = 0.31), memory and social (df = 0.31). These difference intervals |
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show that some learning styles involve greater use of metacognitive strategies as compared to
affective, memory, cognitive, compensation, social and overall strategy use, and vice versa,
or more affectivé strategies as compared to compensation and social.

Other statistically low but significant differences were observed between memory and
cognitive strategies (df = 0.23), memory and overall (df = 0.21), compensation and overall
(df = 0.18), and compensation and cognitive (df = 0.17). These difference intervals suggest |
that to some extent some learning styles involve more affective strategies than cognitive and
overall, or more memory. strategi_es than social, cognitive and overall, and somewhat more
compensation strategies than cognitive, and overall, or vice versa.

There were also pairs of strategy uses that were not statistically significant at all,
namely social and overall (df = 0.1), social and cognitive (df=0.09), memory and affective
(df = 0.09), compensation and social (df = 0.08), and cognitive and overall strategy use (df =
0.01). These differences show that the use of social vs. cognitive, compg;}sation, and overall
was more or less the same, as that of memory vs. affective strategies. This means that in any
learning style they are used with almost the same frequency.

Although these results indicated differences between the strategy groups, they still did
not reveal which strategies were favored by a given leaming style. That is why we computed
the descriptive statistics of the strategy use of each learning style to get a complete picture of
the frequency of the strategies used by each learning style. The descriptive statistics revealed
the extent ‘to which the six strategy groups and the overall strategy use were explqited by the

learners of cach learning style. The results were interpreted according to the scale ranging

from'1.0 to 5.0 designed by Oxford (1989). The range from 4.5 to 5 indicated high strategy

use, i.e. these are the strategies that are always or almost always used. The strategy range
from 3.5 to 4.4 also shows high strategy use, but these strategies are usually used. The

medium range 1s from 2.5 to 3.4, i.e. the strategies within this range arc sometimes used. As
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for the low strategy use range, like the high range it is divided into two parts: the range from
1.5 to 2.4 indicates that the str’ategies within tlﬁs range are generally not used, while the range
from 1.0 to 1.4 shows that these strategies are never or almost never used.

According to Oxford (1993), learners can be visual, auditory, and hands-on in terms
of using their physical senses to study or work. Visual leamers can visualize pictures,
numbers, or words in their heads, highlight the most important parts they read, and look at
people to understand what they say. Unlike visual learners auditory learners prefer to leamn
something by listening rather than reading, need oral directions for tasks, and can easily
understand people without looking at them. As for hands-on people, they move their lips
when reading silently, get nervous when they sit too long, think better when they move
around and remember befter when they manipulate objects.

Visual learners: The mean for strategy use, i.e. the average rate of visual learners’

strategy use was as follows: memory: 3, cognitive: 3.2, compensation: '_'_3*.2, metacognitive:
3.8, affective: 2.9, social: 3.2, overall: 3.2, That is, visual learners usually use metacognitive
strategies, and sometimes use memory, cognitive, compensation, affective, and social
strategies according to Oxford (1990). Overall, the average visual learner is a mediom level
strategy user. This means that visual learners prefer metacognifive strategies to memory,
cognitive, compensation, affective and social strategies; however, their overall strategy use is
medium level, i.e. not overly frequent.

Metacognitive strategies fall in the indirect strategy group, and they are used “to

coordinate the learning process by using functions such as centering arranging, planning, and

“evaluating” (Oxford, 1990, p. 135). The following «xplanation may account for visual

learners’ preference for this strategy group:

o Visual learners are inclined to control and monitor their own learning, i.e. to set

goals, to work on or monitor their mistakes, and constantly evaluate their learning
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progress. This can account for the fact that the learners may be familiar with the
functions mentioned above from other disciplines studied before, as these functions
are of general character and can be applicable in any subject or discipline.

Auditory learners: The mean results for auditory learners’ strategy use for the

memory group was 3, for cognitive: 3.3, for compensation: 3.5, for metacognitive: 3.9, for
affective; 2.9, for_social: 3.4, and for overall strategy use: 3.3. Thus, Oxford (1990) states that
auditory learners usually use metacognitive and compensation strategies, and sometimes use
.memory, cognitive, affective and social strategies. Overall, the average visual learner is a
medium level strategy user. That is to say, auditory learners prefer compensation and
metacognitive strategies to memory, cognitive, affective and social groups. However, their
overall strategy use is medium level like that of the visual learners.

Compensation strategics are in the group of direct strategies, i.e. they are directly
involved in the learning process. Compensation strategies help learners to use the language n
spite of their Iimitations in knowledge. This strategy group includes the following strategies,
guessing intelligently by using linguistic and other clues, and overcoming limitations in
speaking and writing by switching to the mother tongue, getting help, using mime and
gesture, avoiding communication partially or totally, selecting the topic, adjusting or
approximating the message, coining words, and using a circumlocution or a synonym. Thus,
Armenian auditory learners actively use not only compensation strategies, but also
metacognitive strategies. The following reasons may account for their strategy preference:

» One subgroup of compensation strategies, namely guessing mtelligently is
“essential for listening”(@xford, 1990, p. 90), i.c., these learners” learning style
drives them to actively use linguistic as well as non- linguistic clues fo get the

meaning of what is heard.
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e Auditory learners actively use metacognitive strategies that deal with planning,

organizing and controlling the learning process. The reason for the auditory
learners’ preference shown to this strategy group may be similar to the case of
visunal learners. That is auditory leamners also may be familiar with these strategies,

that are general in character, from other disciplines or subjects studied before.

Thus, based on the data results it can be concluded that Armenian auditory leamers use

both direct (e.g. compensation) and indirect (e.g. metacognitive) strategies in the learning

process.

Hands-on learners: The mean for hands-on learners’ strategy use for the memory

group was 3, for cognitive strategies - 3.3, for compensation: 3.5, for metacognitive: 3.9, for

affective: 2.9, for social: 3.4, and for overall strategy use: 3.3. Like auditory learners, hands-

on learners of the physical style group usually use metacognitive and compensation

strategies, and sometimes use memory, cognitive, affective and social strategies. Overall, the

average hands-on learner is a medium level strategy user. There may be two reasons for this

choice:

As was described above, compensation strategies are direct strategies that help the
learners to get the meaning of unfamiliar language units either by guessing or by
overcoming limitations in speaking and writing, whereas metacognitive strategies
help learners to organize and monitor their learning. The hands-on or tactile
learners’ preference for these two strategy groups may relate to the fact that since

hands-on learners prefer active physical involvement in their learning, they are

likely to'use such strategies that involve physical motion. There is a strategy in the

compensation strategy group, namely using mime or gesture or using physical
motion instead of an expression to indicate the meaning that might be favored by

hands-on leamers.
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» As for the active use of rhetacoglﬁtive strategies by hands-on learners, it may also
be due to the fact that metacognitive strategies are of general character and can be
applied to a number of disciplines. Consequently, these learners as well may have
been familiar with them before.

In terms of dealing with other people, leamers can be extroverted and introverted.
According to Oxford (1993) extroverted learners prefer to work or study with others, develop
personal contact easily, and tend to be in groups of people, while introverted learners prefer
to work or study alone, avoid being in group, and find it hard to contact with people.

Extroverted learners: The mean for extroverted learners’ strategy use for the memory

group was 3, cognitive: 3.3, compensation: 3.4, metacognitive: 3.8, affective: 2.9, social: 3.4,
overall: 3.2. That is, social - extroverted learners usually use metacognitive strategies, and
sometimes use memory, cognitive, compensation, and affective and social strategies. Overall,
the average extroverted learner is a medium level strategy user. That is.to say, extroverted
learners prefer metacognitive — indirect strategies only. There may be two reasons for this:

. Metacognitive strategies help learners to center, arrange, plan and evaluate their
learning, and they can be applied to a variety of disciplines. Hence, the learners
may have applied these strategies in the subjects studied before, and they then
transfer these strategies to learning a new language.

¢  Metacognitive strategies include a strategy that involves a lot of socializing,
namely seeking practice opportunities. Since extroverted leamers are sociable by

nature, they might prefer the strategy seeking practice opportunity in particular.

- 7 Introveried learners: The mean for introverted learners’ strategy use for the meinory -

group was 3.2, cognitive strategies: 3.2, compensation: 3.4, metacognitive: 3.7, affective: 3,
social: 3.3, overall: 3.2. That is, introverted learners usually use metacognitive strategies, and

sometimes use memory, cognitive, compensation, affective, and social strategies. Overall, the
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average introverted leamer is a medium level .strategy user. In other words, like extroverted
learners introverted learners also prefer metacognitive strategies only. There may be one
“reason for this:

. Oxford (1990) describes introverted learners as detached or reserved by nature
who prefer individual leaming to cooperative learning. Therefore, they may be
more concerned with monitoring and evaluating their learning rather than seeking
opportunities for practice. Thus, the main reason for introverted learners’
preference for metacognitive strategies is that these strategies are of general
character and applicable to a variety of disciplines. Hence, the learners should be
both familiar with and used to them from their previous studies.

In terms of handling possibilities, learners may be intuitive and concrete sequential.
Intuitive learners like to think of lots of new ideas, can think of many solutions to the
problem, and like multiple possibilities and options, whereas concrete sequential learners
tend to be narrow-minded, as opposed to intuitive learners, i.c. they like plans to be clear,
things to be explained and presented in a sfep—by- step order. Moreover, they avoid too many
options or new ideas.

Intuitive learners: The mean of intuitive learners’ strategy use for the memory group .

was 3, cognitive strategies: 3.2, compensation: 3.5, metacognitive: 3.8, affective: 2.8, social:
3.2, overall: 3.2, which means that average intuitive learners usually use metacognitive and
compensation strategies, and sometimes uses memory, cognitive, affective, and social
strategies. However, their overall strategy use medium level, i.e. more frequent. What
accounts for the intuitive learners’ preference for compensation - direct aiid metacognitive-
indirect strategies to memory, cognitive, affective, and social strategy groups may be the

following:
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Since according to Oxford (1990) the aim of compensation strategies is to get
learners to use th(_a new language in spite of knowledge gaps, intuitive learners
should be comfortable with such compensation strategies as coining new words,
adjusting or approximating the messages as well as guessing by the use of
linguistic and non-linguistic clues due to their open-mindedness. In other words,
intuitive learners are not afraid of new things; they are ready to guess relying on
their intuition.

Like the leamers of physical and social groups described above, intuitive learners
favor metacognitive strategies, since they might have exploited them in other
disciplines or subjects, such as mathematics, physics or history or the Armenian

and Russian languages.

Concrete- sequential learners: Concrete-sequential learners’ strategy use for the

memory group was 3, for cognitive strategies: 3.4, compensation: 3.5, metacognitive: 3.9,

affective: 3.1, social: 3.5, overall: 3.3. This means that concrete sequential learners usually

use metacognitive, compensation, and social strategies, and sometimes uses memory,

cognitive and affective strategies. Nevertheless, the overall strategy use of these learners is

medium level, i.e. not overly frequent. The reasons why concrete sequential learners show a

preference for compensation, metacognitive and social strategies may be as follows:

According to Oxford (1990), concrete-sequential learners tend to be narrow-
minded, as opposed to intuitive learners, i.e. they like plans to be clear, things to
be explained and presented in a step-by- step order. Moreover, they avoid too
many options or new ideas. From the group of compensation strategies, they may
regularly use such strategies as guessing intelligently by means of linguistic clues,
avoiding communication partially or totally, selecting the topic, adjusting and

approximating the message, and using circumlocution or a synonym. Since
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concrete sequential learners tend to keep to grammar rules of structures, they are
likely to guess intelligently due to fheir prior knowledge of the structure or
grammatical rules of the language. And since concrete sequential learners tend to
avoid many options or untested ideas, they would employ the strategy of avoiding
communication partially or totally whenever they fail to guess. They also would
adjust or approximate the message to the rules or structures familiar to them.
Finally, they would use synonyms instead of the new langnage again based on
their prior knowledg_e.

Metacognitive strategies may be extensively used by concrete sequential learners
because of having a large scope of application. That is, concrete sequential
learners may have experience in employing metacognitive strategies in other
disciplines, since this strategy group deals with organizing, monitoring, and
evaluating the leamning process. -
Due to their learning style concrete sequential learners favor social strategies
because they might need both to clarify and verify what they are learning. Since
learners of this type prefer to avoid too many options and like concrete facts,

clarification or verification of the question can help them progress in the learning

process.

In terms of approaching tasks, learners can be closure- oriented or open. Closure
orienfed learners are organized people who enjoy a ot of structure and follow their plans.
They also make decisions quickly, start aﬁd finish tasks on time. Unlike closure-oriented

“learners, open learners are spofttancous people who are uncomfortable with a lot of structure
and feel fine about changing their minds. They make decisions as late as possible and find

deadlines useless (Oxford, Style Analysis Survey, 1993).
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Closure-oriented legrners: The mean for closure-oriented learners’ strategy use for
the memory group was 3, for cognitive strategies: 3.3, compensation: 3.4, metacognitive: 3.8,
affective: 2.9, social: 3.4, overall: 3.3. This means closure-oriented learners usually use
metacognitive strategies, and sometimes uses memory, cognitive, compensation, social, and
affective strategies. In other words, they show a preference for metacognitive-indirect
strategies only. Their overall strategy use is medium level or not overly frequent. The reason
for their favoring metacognitive strategies may be as follows:

. Since this type of learner is organized and prefers to have things planned, while
learning a language he might be more concerned with organizing, planning,
monitoring, and evaluating his learning. Though, like other types of leamers, the
closure-oriented learner may be familiar with metacognitive strategies from other

subjects or disciplines, the primary reason for favoring these strategies may be his

personality or learning style factor. .

Open learners: The mean for open learners’ strategy use for the memory gfoup was
3, for cognitive strategies: 3.4, compensation: 3.7, metacognitive: 3.9, affective: 3.3, social:

3.4, overall: 3.4, i.e., open learners usually use metacognitive and compensation strategies,

and sometimes use memory, cognitive, social, and affective strategies. Their overall strategy

use is medium level. The following reasons may account for open learners’ preference for
metacoguitive-indirect and compensation-direct strategies:
. Oxford (1990) states that open learners prefer metacognitive strategies because
these strategies are of general character or applicable to a variety of disciplines.
Like &l the -dther‘ learners, open learners may be familiar with them from school,
therefore, they may be comfortable with using these strategies, namely centering,

monitoring and evaluating their learning, while learning a new language
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. Open learners may favor compensation strategies from the group of the direct
strategies, because they “keep an open mind about things” (Oxford, SAS question
17, 1993), i.c., due to their open- mindedness they may use linguistic as well as
nonlinguistic clues in guessing to fill gap in knowledge. Théy may also ask
someone for help or coin new words to convey the desired idea.

Overall, open learners mostly use the combination of direct — compensation and
indirect - metacognitive strategies while learning a new language.

In terms of dealing with ideas, learners can be global and analytic. Global learners
tend to see the overall plan or picture, ignoring irrelevant details. They can summarize
information easily, and they prefer simple answers to detailed ones. In contrast to global
learners, analytic learners like to break general ideas down into smaller pieces and focus on
the details rather than the whole picture. The3-/ also use their logic to solve problems and are

comfortable with detailed answers rather than simple ones (Oxford, 1993).

Global learners: The mean for global learners’ strategy use for the memory group
was 3, cognitive: 3.3, compensation: 3.5, metacognitive: 3.8, affective: 2.9, social: 3.4,
overall: 3.3, which means that on average global learners usually use metacognitive and
compensation sfrategies, and sometimes use memory, cognitive, social, and affective
strategies. Overall, the average global leamer is a medium level or not very highly active
strategy user. The following reasons may account for global learners’ preference for
compensation- direct and metacognitive — indirect strategies to the other groups:.
*  Since global leamers see the whole picture focusing on the ma;ill ideas and

‘avoiding irrelevant details, they might widely use such compensation strategies as

guessing intelligently by means of linguistic and non- linguistic clues, to get the

main idea, or adjusting or approximating the message, i.¢. omitting some items of

information, to make the idea simpler or less precise.
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*  As for metacognitive strategies, they seem to be extensively used by all types of
learners due to th;-ir‘universal chafacter. That is, learners may transfer
metacognitive strategies to the new language leamning from other disciplines
studied before. |

On the whole, global learers use the combination of direct and indirect strategics in

the learning process.

Analytic learners: The mean for analytic learners’ strategy use for the memory group

was 3.2, cognitive: 3.2, comper_lsation: 3.3, metacpgnitive: 3.8, affective: 2.9, social: 3.5,
overall: 3.3. This means that on average analytic learners usually use metacognitive and
social strategies, and sometimes use memory, cognitive, compensation, and affective
strategies. Overall, the average leamer is a medium level or moderately active sh‘atégy user.
The reasons that account for their strategy choices could be as follows:
¢ As analytic learners tend to break down the whole picture into smaller pieces or
use logical steps to analyze and solve problems, they may be predisposed to apply
such social strategies, as asking questions for clarification or verification, and
correction as well as cooperating with others to focus on the details, specific tasks

k]

and information.

® This type of learner is like others in our study, i.e. they prefer metacognitive
strategies to center their learning by means of paying attention, arranging and
planning their learning through organizing, setting goals and objectives as well as
1ﬁonit01'ing or evaluating their learning. These strategies scem to be universal and

- wide- ranging, therefore cannot make strong claims that these strategies are

typical of a certain learning style.
Overall, analytic learners are frequent users of indirect strategies; however, their

overall strategy nse is only moderately active.
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Overall the findings of the study show that learners of all the identified 11 individual

learning styles homogeneously show a strong preference for metacognitive — indirect

‘strategies that deal with centering, monitoring, controlling and evaluating the learning

process.

Since Armenian university learners are global, closure-oriented and extroverted, they
regularly use metacognitive - indirect and compensation —direct strategies and occasionally
use memory, cognitive, affective and social strategies. However, regardless of their learning
style preference, all Armenian university learners are medium strategy users, i.e. they are

neither markedly active nor passive users of the six identified strategy groups.

Limitations of the Study

A number of limitations can be identified in this study. First of alt the number of
subjects initially was 69. However, in the course of the data collection, the number dropped
to 60 due to the following: -

e Subject A-12 completed only the SILL questionnaire and left the SAS unfinished. We
discarded this one, since the data were incomplete.

» Subject B11 completed the SAS, without completing the SILL. This subject was |
discarded as lin'elevant for our purposes.

o We discarded Subject C i9, on the assumption that he apparently did not take the task
of completion the questionnaires seriously, since during analyses of his responses, we
noticed a strange pattern (the numbers constantly followed the same sequence 0-1-2~
3-473-4-2-1 -0). When we viewed it more attentively, we saw a zigzag-like pattern
throughout bof.h of théI quésfi‘énﬁéires e;nd understood that he was just having fun,

without even making an attempt to respond to the questions.
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e o E-8 was discarded for technical reasons. She completed bbth questionnaires with due

diligence, but afterwards it appeared that in the SAS one of the sheets was left out by

the photocopier, thus making the results inconsistent.
¢ A-13, D-13 and E-10 did not answer some of the questions and their data were of no
use for us, since this would have brought to inaccurate results.

. e (C-20 and E-9 gave two answers to some of the questions; therefore they were also

discarded from the study.

The second limitation of the study appeared again in the data collection phase.

Initially, when developing the background questionnaire, we included questions regarding
samples’ age, sex, academic major, language ability level. However, in the actual statistical
analysis all this information was left out. This was done to focus solely on answering the
research questions and not to extend our research beyond the scope of this study. As a matter
of fact, the background questionnaire proved to be useless for this research pm]ﬁoses.
Nevertheless, the information gathered might be used for future research (e.g. Did male and
female respondents exhibit different style or strategy preferences?).

The third limitation of the study pertains to the translated version of both
questionnaires that we used with the beginning level students to eliminate the language
problems. As Oller puts it “Successful translation of items requires maintaining roughly the
same style level, the same frequency of usage of vocabulary and idioms, comparable phrasing
and reference complexities. . .in some cases this simply cannot be done” (as cited in Elison, in
Reid, 1995, p.22). In fact we encountered numeroﬁs instances when an exact equivalent of a

“word or phrase could not'be found in Armenian. Besides, as is maintained in the relevant
literature, translated versions of questionnaires need to undergo regular procedures of

validation and reliability checks, e.g. back translation.
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There is one general limitation to the type of studies where uniform questionnaires are

being applied with subjects of different cultufe and language background. Since
- questionnaires that establish reliability and validity for native speakérs are not always the
same in cases of non-native spcakers,

Some psychological factors of samples also constitute a typical limitation, while self-
reporting questionnaires to a great extent depend on the respondents’ willingness to reveal
themselves fuily. Besides, they usually tend to choose answers that they deem would be more
desirable for instructors. How‘eyer, we believe that, in our cése, the anonymity of the
questionnaires was to a great extent a guard against this threat,

Another limitation is that the subjects of the study are all university students who do
not represent the Armenian population as a whole, as they are an intellectual elite group and

may well respond differently from working class people.

Potential Threats to Internal Validity of the Study

Two potential threats to the internal validity of our study may be observed. First,
taking into consideration that the learners” language proficiency level varied from beginning
to advanced, and that the learners attended educaﬁonal institutions with different learning
environments, we assume that the internal validity of the study could be damaged. Tb be
more precise, although the educational institutions involved in this study were universities,
their learning environments were quite different from each other: journalism was taught at a
private university, agriculture, engineering, and economics - at state universities, while AUA
.ig-1 unique private educational institution in Armenia that offers graduate programs only with
the language of instruction being English. Thus, the students of all the involved universities
except AUA were undergraduates, and the concepts of learning styles and strategies were

new to them. The AUA students, however, may have been familiar with these concepts
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before completing the questionnaires. Moreover, these latter learners had taken TOEFL

exams to enroll in the IEP program at AUA and, where they may have extensively used such

- compensation strategies as guessing intelligently, coining new words, using synonyms or

circumlocution etc. To guard against this threat, we first excluded froxﬁ our study such
factors, as the learners’ language proficiency level and major. Next, we controlled the
variables operationalized in this study by involving only learners of academic programs.
Finally, we introduced the concepts of learning styles and strategies prior to the distribution
of the questionnaires. Moreover, we provided the beginners with both the original and
translated versions of the SAS and SILL questionnaires. The researchers willingly helped
students who needed clarification during the completion of the questionnaires.

The second potential threat to the internal validity of the study was the fact that,
despite the comprehensive explanations provided by the teacher, the respondents might have
presumed that their answers could somehow affect their grades. To guard against this threat,
before distributing the questionnaires, the researchers clarified the purpose of the research,
emphasizing the anonymity of the questionnaires and the facf that they could withdraw
themselves from the study at any time. What is more, to eliminate this problem, the class

teachers were not present during the completion of the questionnaires.

Potential Threats to External Validity of the Study
We realized that the external validity of the study would be damaged if we considered

the leaming styles and strategies of only one or two institutions, i.e. the results of the study

“would not be generalizable to the populatiosi of Armenian university students as a whole.

Therefore, to guard against potential threats to the external validity of this piece of research,
we involved five major institutions of higher education in the study: one private and three

state universities that offer BA and MA degrees, and another private institution with a unique
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learning environiment that offers MA degrees only. Therefore, with 95% confidence we claim

that the results of the study are generalizable for the Armenian population of university

- students as a whole.

However, we do realize that the ﬁndiﬂgs of this study could have been even more
precise had we involved more than five universities, offering both undergraduate and

graduate programs.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study set out to discover the overall learning style or learning styles of Armenian
university leafners as well as to investigate the relationship between the learning styles and
language learning strategy choice.

The results of the study were consistent with the findings of the previous research in
the field (Green, 1991; Green and Oxford, 1993; Touba, 1992; Wen and Johnson, 1991;
Chang, 1990; Oh, 1992, etc), i.e., there is a direct and statistically significant relationship
between the learners’ efhnicity and strategy use. Consistency is also observed between the
findings of the previous research, (e.g. Reid, 1995, Harshbarger et al., 1986: Willing, 1998, as
cited in Oxford, 1996), and the findings of this study in connection with the overall learning
style(s) of the culture and the language learning strategy choice.

The results of the study revealed that Armenian university learners show a strong
preference for global, closure-oriented and extroverted styles. The study also showed that
global learners are high users of metacognitive - indirect and compensation —direct strategies,
whereas closure-oriented and extroverted learners prefer metacognitive - indirect strategies
rather than memory, cognitive, compensation, social and affective strategies. However,
overall strategy use of Armenian students, regardless of their learning style preferences, is
medium level, i.e. only moderately active. This means that, although Armenian university
learners are aware of using learning strategies (no low strategy users were observed in the
study), they are to some extent limited in their strategy use.

Thus, based on Oxford S (1990) claim that dlrect and mdu'ect strategles mutually
suppért each other, and they work closely w1th each other for the best possible outcome, and
considering the fact that Armenian leamers’ strategy use is limited to some exfent, it is highly
recommended that EFL teachers begin to introduce and elucidate the concepts and the

importance of learning styles and language learning strategies m foreign language learning to
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raise students® awareness of their language learning “tools” by providing them with an
inventory of direct and indire;:t learning stratelgies, and in the long run, to get the learners
‘actively involved in the learning process, taking more responsibility on their part, eventually
leading to improved performance. Teachers also need to plan learning activities that require a
use of new strategies by their students.

The findings of this research brought to light some feasible ways to further investigate
a number of aspects of this study. Since this is the first large-scale research study,
encompaséing five major institutions of higher education, that has been conducted in
Armenia, it can be considered a starting point with certain implications for future research.

First, as mentioned above, the same study can be extended with the use of the
information that we obtained but found inapplicable for the current study. This will help to
reveal whether learning styles and strategies of Armenian learners show any dependence of
age, sex, academic major, and language ability level. However, this wqgld require a larger
number of samples to ensure at least thirty representatives for each variable (i.e. thirty men to
thirty women, thirty people of each language proficiency level etc.).

It would also be interesting to investigate whether there is a difference between the
strategy choice of male and female learners of the same learning style. In other words, once
proved that male and female leamers of the same learning style share the same strategy
groups, it would be interesting to see within each strategy group, which particular strategies
théy show preference(s) for.

A continuation of our study may be the administration of the same questionnaires

- with the same groups for the second tirhe later during the course. This can show whether after
becoming aware of different learning styles and strategies students have chélnged their

approach and stretched their strategy use beyond their comfort levels,
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When made aware of stylistic and strategic variability of their students and in order
accommodate to this diversity, instructors willl have to determine their own preferences. Thus
another direction for future research may be the identification of teachers’ learning styles and
strategies. One possibility is administering the questionnaires among the teachers along with
the students and comparing the results. This will be necessary to possibiy eliminate a
mismatch in teacher-student classroom preferences, which could enhance the learning
process.

Eventually, to ensure practical application of our findings a separate sﬁldy is needed
to see what adjustments can be made in a typical English language curriculum in Armenian
university classes to meet the stylistic and strategic preferences of students. Although the
results of this study identified the strategy group or groups driven by each learning style,
there is still a need to identify which strategies within the identified strategy groups are used
by Armenian learners in particular. That is, it would be worth investi gqﬂng which particular
strategies within each strategy group are favored by the representatives of global, closure-
oriented and extroverted learners. The identification of these strategies could eventually lead
to including them in the curriculum and training students, since numerous research findings
(as cited in Oxford, 1990; Oxford, 1996, O’ Malley and Chamot, 1990)) resulted in strong
claims that strategy instruction can facilitate students’ learning process. Since Armenians are
conscious learners (Gasparyan and Harutyunyan, 2001) they would like to know how to cope
with difficulties encountered in the learning process. As Ellis (1997) states “lear_ning
strategies are typically problem-oriented” (p. 77), and instruction in thém can help learners
- face difficulties in different areas of language learning.

The study strongly recommends that learners’ personality, along with their style and
strategy preferences, be considered in the second language classroom, since this can result in

better performance on the part of the learners.
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Appendix I-a

STYLE ANALYSIS SURVEY (SAS):
Assessing Your Own Learning And Working Styles
Rebecca Oxford (1993)

Purpose:

The SAS is designed to assess your general approach to learning and working. It does not
predict your behavior in every instance, but it is a clear indication of your overall style
preferences.

Instructions:

For each item circle the response that represents your approach. Complete all items. There are
five major activities representing five different aspects of your learning and working style. At
the end you will find a self-scoring key and an interpretation of the results.

Timing:

It generally takes about 30 minutes to complete the SAS. Do not spend too much time on any
item. Indicate your immediate response and move on to the next siem.

0 = Never

1 = Sometimes
2 = Very Often
3 = Always

ACTIVITY 1: HOW 1 USE MY PHYSICAL SENSES TO STUDY OR WORK

L. I remember something better if T write it down. o 1 2
2. I take lots of notes. 0 1 2
3. I can visualize pictures, numbers, or words in my head. 0 1 2
4. I prefer to learn with video or TV more than with other media. 0 1 2
5. I underline or highlight the important parts I read. 0o 1 2
6. I use color-coding o help me as [ learn to work. -0 1 2
7. I need written directions for tasks. 0 1 2
8. I get distracted by background noises. 0 1 2
9. I have to iook at people to understand what they say. 0 1 2
10.  Iam more comfortable when the walls where I study or workhave 0 1 2
posters and pictures.
11.  Iremember things better if I discuss them out loud. o 1 2
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12.

13.
14.
15,
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.

22,
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

I prefer to learn by listening to a lecture or a tape, rather than by

reading. '

I need oral directions for tasks.

Background sounds help me think.

I like to listen to music when I study or work.

I can casily understand what people say even if I can’t see them.

I remember betier what people say than what they look like.
I easily remember jokes I hear.
I can identify people by their voices.

When I tum on the TV, I listen to the sound more than watching the

screen.

I’d rather just start doing things rather than pay attention to
directions.

I need frequent breaks when I work or study.

I move my lips when I read silently.

I avoid sitting at a desk when I don’t have to.

I get nervous when I sit still too long.

I think better when I can move around.

Manipulating objects helps me to remember.

I enjoy building or making things.

I like a lot of physical activities.

I enjoy coliecting cards, stamps, coins, or other things.

ACTIVITY 2: HOW I DEAL WITH OTHER PEQPLE.

S XN AW

<

I prefer to work or study with others.

I make new friends easily.

I like to be in groups of people.

It is easy for me to talk to strangers.

I keep up with personal news about other people.
I like to stay late at parties.

Interactions with new people give me energy.

I remember people’s names easily.

I have many friends and acquaintances.
Wherever | go, I develop personal contacts.

I prefer to work or study alone.

I am rather shy.

I prefer individual hobbies and sports.

It is hard for most people to get to know me.
People view me as more detached than sociable.
In a large group, I tend to keep silent.
Gatherings with lots of people tend to stress me.
I get nervous when dealing with new people.,

I avoid parties if T can.

Remembering names is difficult for me.
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ACTIVITY 3: HOW I HA_NDLE‘POSSIBILITIES.

11.
12,
13,
14.
5.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

0.

I have a vivid imagination.

I like to think of lots of new ideas.

I can think of many different solutions to a problem.
1 like multiple possibilities and options.

I enjoy considering the future events.

Following a step-by-step procedure bores me.

1 like to discover things rather than have everything explamed.

I consider myself original.
I am an ingenious person.
1t feels fine if the teacher or boss changes the plan.

I am proud of being practical.

I behave in a down-to-earth way.

[ am attracted to sensible people.

I prefer realism instead of new, untested ideas.

[ prefer things presented in a step-by-step way.

I want a class or work session to follow a clear plan.

I like concrete facts, not speculation.

Finding hidden meanings is frustrating or irrelevant to me.
I prefer to avoid too many options.

I feel it is useless for me to think about the future.

ACTIVITY 4: HOW I APPROACH TASKS.

=000 AN R W N

I1.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

I reach decisions quickly.

I am an organized person.

I make lists of things I need to do.

I consult my lists in order to get things done.

Messy, unorganized environments make me nervous.
I start tasks on time or early.

I get places on time.

Deadlines help me organize work.

I enjoy a sense of structure.

I follow through with what I have planned.

I am a spontaneous person.

1 like to just let things happen, not plan them.

1 feel uncomfortable with a lot of structure.

I put off decisions as long as I can.

I have a messy desk or room.

I believe deadlines are artificial or useless.

1 keep an open mind about things.

1 believe that enjoying myself 1s the most important thing.
Lists of tasks make me feel tired or upset.

I feel fine about changing my mind.
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ACTIVITY 5: HOW I DEAL WITH IDEAS.

=000 IO U R LN~

I prefer simple answers rather than a lot of explanations.
Too many details tend to confuse me.

I ignore details that do not seem relevant.

It is easy for me to see the overall plan or big picture.

I can summarize information rather easily.

It is easy for me to paraphrase what other people say.

I see the main point very quickly.

I am satisfied with knowing the major ideas without the details.

I can pull together (synthesize) things easily.
When I make an outline, I write down only the key points.

I prefer detailed answers instead of short answers.

It is difficult for me to summarize detailed information.

I focus on specific facts or information.

I enjoy breaking general ideas down into smaller pieces.

I prefer looking for differences rather than similarities.

I use logical analysis to solve problems.

My written outlines contain many details.

I become nervous when only the main ideas are presented.

I focus on the details rather than the big picture.

When I tell a story or explain something, it takes a long time.
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SCORI NG SHEET

' Now that you have finished Activities 1 through 5, find your score below.

ACTIVITY 1: HOW 1 USE MY PHYSICAL SENSES TO STUDY.OR WORK

Add your score for items 1-10; write it here: (visual)
Add your score for items 11-20; write it here; (auditory)
Add your score for items 21-30; write it here: (hands-on)

Circle the score that is the largest. If two scores are within 2 points of each other, circle them
both. If all three scores are within 2 points of each other, circle all three. The circle represents
your preferred sense(s) for learning and working.

ACTIVITY 2: HOW I DEAL WITH OTHER PEOPLE.

Add your score for items 1-10; write it here: {(extroverted)
Add your score for items 11-20; write it here: (introverted)

Circle the larger score. If two scores are within 2 points of each other, circle them both. The
circle represents your preferred way of dealing with other people.

ACTIVITY 3: HOW I HANDLE POSSIBILITIES.

Add your score for items 1-10; write it here: (intuitive)
Add your score for items 11-20; write it here; (concrete sequential)

Circle the larger score. If two scores are within 2 points of each other, circle them both. The
circle represents your preferred way of handling possibilities.

4: HOW I APPROACH TASKS.

Add your score for items 1-10; write it here: (closure-oriented)
Add your score for items 11-20; write it here: (open)

Circle the larger score. If two scores are within 2 points of each other, circle them both. The
circle represents your preferred approach to tasks and decisions.

5: HOW I DEAL WITH IDEAS.

Add your score for items 1-10; write it here: (global)
Add your score for items 11-20; write it here: (analytic)

Circle the larger score. If two scores are within 2 points of each other, circle them both. The
circle represents your preferred way to deal with ideas.
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HOW TO UNDERSTAND AND USE THE RESULTS

ACTIVITY 1: HOW I USE MY PHYSICAL SENSES TO STUDY OR WORK

In class: If you are a visual person, you rely on the sense of sight, and you learn best through
visual means (books, video). If you are an auditory person, you prefer listening and speaking
activities (discussions, debates, audio tapes, role-plays, lectures). If you are a hands-on
person, you benefit from doing projects, working with objects, and moving around the room
(games, building models, conducting experiments).

On the job: If you are visual person, you rely most on your sense of sight to gain knowledge
or understanding (manuals, graphics). If you are an auditory person, you prefer to listen to
information (meetings, dictation tapes) rather than read it. If you are a hands-on person, you
benefit most from getting involved in the information gathering process (computers, research)
or from doing projects, building things, and working with objects.

Amywhere: If two or all three of these senses are strong, you are flexible enough to enjoy a
wide variety of activities.

ACTIVITY 2: HOW I DEAL WITH OTHER PEOPLE.

In class: If you are extroverted, you enjoy a wide range of social, interactive learning tasks

(games, conversations, discussions, debates, role-plays, simulations). If you are introverted,
you like to do more independent work (studying or reading by yourself or learning with the
computer) or enjoy working with one other person you know well.

On the job: If you are extroverted, you enjoy a wide range of social and interactive tasks
(meetings, discussions, teamwork). If you are introverted, you like to do work independently
(computers, individual projects) or enjoy working with one other person you know well.

Anywhere: If your scores are close, then you are balanced in the sense that you work easily ,
with others and by yourself,

ACTIVITY 3: HOW I HANDLE POSSIBILITIES.

In class: If you are intuitive, you are future-oriented, able to seek out the major principles of
the topic, like to speculate about possibilities, enjoy abstract thinking, and avoid step-by-step
instruction. If your preference is concrete sequential, you are present-oriented and prefer one-
step-at-a-time activities, and want to know where you are going in your learning at every
moment.

On the job: If you are intuitive, you like to plan ahead for creative, new directions (designing,
overall planning) in a non-linear, flexible way. If you prefer a concrete sequential approach,
you want people to be able to depend on your abilities, are hi ghly organized, prefer step-by-
step work procedures, and like control.

Anywhere: If the two scores are close, then you can switch modes rather easily from intuitive
to concrete sequential.
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ACTIVITY 4: HOW 1 APPROACH TASKS.

In class: If your score is higher for closure, you focus carefully on all learning tasks, meet
deadlines, plan ahead for assignments, and want explicit directions. If openness has a higher
' score, you enjoy discovery learning (in which you pick up information in an unstructured
way) and prefer to relax and enjoy your learning without concern for deadlines or rules.

On the job: If your higher score is closure, this means your work habits are very structured
and serous, and you are oriented toward getting the job done on time or early. If your score is
higher for openness, you are more relaxed and unstructured in your approach to work, and
you don’t care much about deadlines or regulations.

Anywhere: If two scores are close, you have a balance between closure and openness: you
enjoy the freedom of limited structure and can still get the task done before the deadline
without stress.

ACTIVITY 5: HOW I DEAL WITH IDEAS,

In class. If you are global, you enjoy getting the main idea, guessing meanings, and
communicating even if you don’t know all the words or concepts. If you are analytic, you
focus more on details, logical analysis, and contrasts.

On the job: If you are globai, you focus at work on the key points and are not as concerned
about details. If you are analytic, you are a “detail person” who is known for being logical,
and you are not as skilled with seeing the big picture right away. -
Anywhere. If the two scores are close, you easily move from global thinking to analytic
thinking and back again.

TIP§

Each style preference (within a given activity above) offers significant strengths in learning
and working. Recognize you strengths and apply them often. Also, enhance you learning and
working power by being aware of the style areas that you do not use and by developing them.
Tasks that do not seem quite as suited to you style preferences will help you stretch beyond
you ordmary “comfort zones” and expand you learming and working potential.

For example, if you are a highly global person, you might need to leam to use analysis and
logic in order to work or learn more effectively. If you are an extremely analytic person, you
might be missing out on some useful global characteristics, like getting the main idea quickly,
and you can develop such qualities in yourself through practice. You won’t lose your basic

strengths by trying some things new; you will simply develop another side of yourself that is
likely to be very helpful.

If you aren’t sure how to-attempt new behaviors that go beyond your favored style, then ask
you colleagues, friends, or teachers to give you a hand. Talk with someone who has a
different style fiom yours, and see how that person does it.

Improve your learning or working situation by stretching you style!
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N&tph yGpndnigjwbp Gyppywéd hwpgwzwn
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37. | 04 wlhpwdbw GG gpwydnp gnigdnibpbbn 0 2 |3
wrwownpwbpelbphb: ‘
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Jwrwywinbint ékn Gwpupluinpwé dlp:

QnpénnnLpincl 4. hOswtu Bo Gu YEpwpbpynud wewownpwbplbp Yuwunwpbintl

Qunbp 1-10 YGuinknph q&whwmwhwﬂ&bnh gnudwnp; gptp wyl wjuinbn
(Yungwuwh)

Qukp 11-20 YGwinbph qﬁwhwmwhwﬂ[zbnh gnLdwnp; gpbp wjl wjuntn
(wquwn)

Uinpwyh dbe webp wiklhg pwpén q&whwmwluu[mf UG nGwpnid, tppe Gpynt
qUwhuinwlwl shdjwaghg twippbpynid GG Gpynt shwdnpny Gpyneub £ Yinpwyh
gto wrbp: Lpdwéd qlhwhwuwlwah b gnyg b vwhu wewownnwapibn
Juwunwptint L npnznudbbp plnnuGGine dGp Gwupbunpuwd dup:

Qnpénnnipgnil 5. haswbu Bd Gu yepwpbpynud qwnwmwnuhnhﬁ:

Qunbp 1-10 Yawnbph qlwhwwnwluwbbsph gnudwnp; gpbp wyl wjuinbn

(qtnpwy)

Qunbp 11-20 Yhuintph ghwhwunwlwbEph gnudwpp; qntip wjbwunnbn
(UGpnténnuiywl)

YUinpwlh 09 webp wikOhg pwpdn gowhwenwyuwip: Wa nkwpnid, Gpp Bpyne
gUwhuiwlwa dhijwbghg wnwppbpynid G0 GpYynt dhwynpny Gpynuul £ Yinpwlh
069 webp: LzJwé ghwhwuinwwhh k) gnuyg £ unwihu qunuchwnpGBpho
JGpwptpybint é6p Gwfupbupuwé éup:
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haswbu hwululuwy b hpwinby hwpgdwl wpnimGplGnn

anpdnnnipintG 1. Unytpbrhu Yud wtuwnthu haswtu G Gu oqianmdnuj hd
$hapywywohl qquwpwhaenp:

Aol lpalmd. Gphb nnup nkunnwlw( waé Bp, nnip Juinwhnud Bp d6n
unbunnuyuwb qauywnht b wdkOhg (wy ungnpnud Gp wnbunquywa dhengbtnny
(anptp, Yhnbn): 5ph nnip (unnwlwl wid bp, www Gwiupbwpnud Gp unnuywl
Y junuwlgwywa gnpdnnnipnubbep (pbbwpynidbbn, pwlwdbstp, dwjbbphqltn,
OGpLwywgnibln, nuuwiununtenlblbn): Gpb nnip $hahwywl whd bp, www dbq
wiklhg 2wun ogunwlwp G0 Owjuwagdbp Yuwunwptp, wewnywbkph hbn
wihuwwnk|n, ubtwyny 2npe 2wndybip (fuwnbip, dnnkiobp Yuentgbip, thnpabp
wlglwglhby):

Lpfuwiinuiph dbp. Gpb nntp inBunnuwywb whd Bp, www nplp pwh hwulwlwin
Yuwd ghuinbihpe dbrp phptint Gwywwnwyny nnip wyklhg 2w Juunwhned Gp
inbunnnipjwip (GrGwpyobp, gdwgnptn): Beb nnip unnwywb woé Gp, Gnp
inbnGUnLpnLlp nnip Gwupbunpnid bip (ubg (dnnnybtn, phiwnpnienlalsn,
dw)ubnhqlbn), wyl ng Ywpnwy: Geb nnip dhahwlwt wad Gp, dbq hwdwn wakihg
oguiwlwph £ Gepgpwyyb) wnbnbYynip)nil dbep phipbine gnpdplprwgntd
(hwdwlwnaghsatn, hGwnwgnunignalbp) Yud Gwfuwgstp Yuwnwnblp, hpbp
wwwinpwuwnGip yuwd wirwpyuwbbpnd wfuwmb)p:

Uy tnuuppnuwiiltp. Bl dtp qquijwpwhibnhg bnunmn Yuwd bpbph b nudtn GO,
www nhep pwywiwoho &4ntl wad Bp, nputugh pwdwywbnipgnid unwbwp
pninp tnbuwyh gnpédnnnipjnLtlbphg:.

Qnénnnipinil 2. hiswbu 68 hwdwyGnpwynd wy dwpnywbg htun

QuuwulGpuynid, Gpb nnup Epunnpnybnun wbd bp, dGg pwdwywbnepinld GO
wwinswentld tnwppbn wnbuwyh hwowpwywyw, 2ghnnpwiuwd niunedbwyuwb
wrwownpwapttphg (juwnkn, qpnygbn, pGowpynuiltp, pwlwytskn,
UbpYuywgnuiGbn, plnophGwynidabp): Geb nnup hiinpwybnu tp, wwyw wybih
2win Gwfupuinpned Bp wihwuinwywO wfuwnwbpe (undnpbp Yuwd Yupnw)
hGplnipnyl Yud hwdwwpgsny) Yud dbq hwakih b wzfuwunt] dhugO wil wawig
htun nud ywin (wy bp Awlwsniy;

L fuuninwGph dig. Geh nnip tpunnpnybpwn bp dbg pwywlwbnipinia GO
wwndwend tnwppbp tnbuwyh hwuwpwywhu, 2dhnnuiyud werwownpwbpbbn
(dnnnyltn, pGawnynidbtn, fudpwihb wluwwnwbp): Gpb nnup htnpnytinun tp,
nnep OupOuinpnud Bp hGpGnipnyG wdfuwwnb) (hwdwywnghg, wahwwnwywb
Gwiuwgdtp) Ywy ébg hwablh b wtuwwnb) dhw)0 wyG wéwhg hbun ned 2wen (wy Gp
Awlwsnud::
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Ly mwppbnwl/[/bp. Gprb Gpynt qUwhmeuL[wﬁGbnn hpwp dnuwn 6O, www nnLp
hwywuwpwyzrqwé whd bp, wh hdwuwnny, np hwdwuwpwwBy hbzun wuwwnntd
Gp U niphabiph hbwn, W dhwgGuy:

Qnpénnnipnul 3: hhswbu b bu Yuwewywpnud hbwpwynpnuggnlGabnp:

Nwuwublywlyned. Gpb nnup hOwnnithinhy wbé Gp, wwyw nnup wwwqugny wwjnnn
dwnn bip, Jupnnwnud bp gunbb) phdwih hhaOwlwh uygenlbpbtpp, uhpnud bp
Swapniptipl wat) wwpptp htwpwynpnpnibbtn, ubpald Gp depnwgwuw
duwstiwlbnw b untuwhnud Bp pwjp we pwy tepluwjwgynn gnigdntbplbnhg:
GpG dbn Gwfupbunpweép hunwly hnbinquiyw n& b, www nnep GEplwng wwpnin
whé bp L gbpwnwunid Bp pwj| wre puy pugwnpynn wnwgwnnwupubnn L dkq
whknp £ dhpun hdwowi ph has Bp unynpkine:

U__?/uwmw[/pﬁ dbg. Gpti nnip hGunnthtnhy wbé Gp, nntp uhpnud Bp pwagntn
Lwaatl Gnp L unbindwanpéwlwh nunnnipintGipny (nhawyt, pGnhwinup
wjwowynpnd) ng YuwbnGwdnn, £4nih Yepwnd: Sptb nnup Guiupbwnpnid Gp huswl
hGulinnwlwl dnintignid, www nnip gwhlwanud Gp, np dwpnhy Yuwiudwé |hako
abin wpnnnupinubbbphg, nnip jwy Yugdwybpyyws swnpn bp, Gwiupbupncd bp
wunhAwlbwpwn qupqugnn w2fuwwmwlp L uhpnud e hulnnnuenio:

Uy tnwinpbpwlGbn. Gek tpynt glwhwunwywbOtpp hpwp dnun G0, www nnip
Yupnnuwianid Bp 2wun hipun thnthntub] huinwly hbuntnnwywt L hﬂmmhmhd_ ndkpp:

QnpdnnnLpyntl 4. haswbu G Gu ilﬁnwpbnt{md wrwownpnipntabtp Yuwnwpbpnta

QwuwubGuwignid. Bk dtip wdbih pwpdn ghwhwunwwip Ywpwawwwhnipjwl
hwdwp £, www nnip wybith nipwnhp e yapwpebipdnud wewsgwnpuwiptpha,
dwiltwltpp skp fuwuinned, Gwiuwwbu Gp wjwawynpned wewownnwlpitnh
Ywinwpnudp L dbq whinp 6O SwOpwdwul gnigdnibpltn: ek wquwnntpjwl
hwdwn qhwhwunwywOp wybh pwpdnp t, dkq wybih nnup b quighu unynnb
pwgwhwjuntiny thwuwntinp (Gpp nntp Gnp iknklnupynibp pdpraned tp
squlnbwynpywé dLny) L gbpuwnwunid Bp wewlg (wpybine hwanyp unwiiwg
unynnbiinig’ shnquiny dwaybwnbbph L Ywanbtiph Swuhl:

Wuwnwliph dGg. Gpb nnue wyblh pwnd qiwhwwnwyw bp unwgt)
Yunguwwhnipub hwiwp nw Gawbwyned £, np pnee (wy Yugiwybnwgws b
Lnng wfuwinwlbpwihG undnpnieintGitin nulbp L wpfuwwnwbpp unynpuwpwn
wywnpwnned bp dwdwwyhb Ywd dwiwbyhg 2nin: Spk wybih pwpdn
qhwhwinwlwGp wquwnnipjwl hwdwp bp unwghl, www dbn dnwinkgnuibbpp
wzuwwnwbph hwinbw wybih hwighun b wolhwqswybwydws G L nricp
wewldbwwbu stp hnpnid dwdybwnbtph L Yubnbbbph hwoiwp:

Ly wuppbpwlien: Bk GpYnt abp qlwhwinwwaatpp hpwp dnwn B0, wwyw dbg
dnwn YungwwwhnipniaO ne wquinntegntlp hwjwuwpwlyzeqws 56. Ynep
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wqwwnptia Gp dspwpbnpdnud uwhdwbwthwynigniatbphl b wewgwnnwlpatpp
dwdwbwyhb ke Ywuwpnd wewbg npld jwpywonippul:

Qnpénnnupinih 5. haswbu 64U Gu yepwptpynid qunwithwplbnha:

wuwubiund, Gpb nnup ginpw) dwnn bp, www dbg nnup £ quihu qunbby Gpneegh
hhdGwlwl gunwdwpp, gnezwys) hdwuwnp b G dwpnlubg hbwn Gnubhuy Bpp
ns pnnp pweknb ne hwulugnienibbbn 66 swinp: Gpb nnip tippnténnuiywl
inbuwyh wié bip, www wybih 2wun Yehunpnbwbnid Bp dwipwdwulnignibbtph,
tmnwidwpwlwlwh Yyepniénipjub b hwhwnpnegyniabbph Jpuw:

Usfurenwtiph dEg. Gk nnup glnpw| wid Gp, wwyw wuwwnwbph atio nnup
yshunpnbwbnd tp gifuwdnp wwhtph Jpw™ wewbg 2w hnpwiny
dSwlpwiwudnipnibitph Jpw: Spt nnue Yepintdnnuljwb nAh tp, www nnip
«wbpwiwuanipnlbbtph dwpns Gp, nnnlp hwunth 50 hptiog wnpwdwpwbwywh
(potiny L s60 Yupnnwanud widhgwwbu inbubb) wwwnybpp wdpnngnipjudp:

Uy tnnp&nwiliGin, Gpb Bpyn &bp quwhwmwuwtmlim hpwp Unw GO, www nnep
htounnpkl thnjunid Gp ginpwy dinwédbiwytpwp enpnudnquiywbh b hwwewyp:
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Urwipuinynipini GG6n

3nipwpwbsnip Gwiuplunpwé ng (tnpnhhzjw] hwpgwywnh uwhdwObbnnud) fwywd

wrwybntpintGatn § abpwenid nuudw L wzfuwinwhph dk9: Pwgwhwjinbp dbp
wewybinipnutltpn L hwawuwyh npwip Uhnwrebp: Pwgh wyn, quipqugptg abip
unynpbiint L wfuwintint Quinnnnipnulbnp® ghuiwygtbind, np anjnipinLl nuO6O wyl
n&Gn, npnlp nnip sbp oguwgnpdnid L qungquglting yepghlUknpu: Uy
WwewownnwOpltpp, npnlp Ywnpétu wybpwh sko hwdnGyhnd dbp Gwiupbunpws
n&h0 Yoqlbh dGq nnwu quy &b unynpwywl «ynadnpunwha 2newihgs L
wiBwglkl &Gp unynpbint L wpuwwnbnt L&pnudnp:

Onhbwy, Bpbi nnip Y&nhl wunhgwbh ginpwy wad Gp, wybih wpynubwybwn
wzfuwwntint L unynpbint hwdwn dkq hwdwp ogunwlywn YthGh unynnby Yhpwebing
yGpinwdnipgnil b inpuiiwpwtnignil: Gpk nnwp swithwauwag ybpnidnnwiuwl dwpn
bR, www dbiq dnun Jwwn oquawlywn ginpwy nnwybbnh wwlwu Ywpnn t qquigyt,
wublp, wpwag gk hhdGwywo qunthwpp: Mnwlyuinhlywih dhengny nntp Ywnnn
Gip abip dbip quinquiglty Guwb npwy: Lnp dnunbgnLdlbp thnpdbiny nnip shp Ynnglh
abiq hwwnntl nudtn Ynndkbnp, wwpquiwbu Yquinquglbip dbp wadh oty wy Ynndp,
npp 2w ogunwywin Yuwpnn thab;:

GpE nnLp Juuinwh skp, ph haswbu bwpbh nnupu quup akp unynpiuyw
JwnybGruytnwh uwhiwatnhg nnipu, www fulinpbip &Gp gnpdpaytpatnha,
PWNGEYWAGEPhE Yuwd niunwghskiinh oqlt) atiq: 2pnigbip nplp kLK hbw, nud nap
tnwnptnynid £ dbphGhg L wwpgtip, ph hiswbu b Gw gnpénLy:

Pwptjwyb’p dbnp niunwd ni w2fuwtnwGpp (wjlwgbtiny akp nAp:
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Appendix II-a

STRATEGY INVENTORY FOR LANGUAGE LEARNING (SILL)
Version for Speakers of Other Languages Learning English
Rebecca Oxford (1989)

This form of the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) is for students of English
as a Second of foreign language. You will find statements about learning English. Please,
read each statement. On the separate worksheet, write the response (1, 2, 3, 4 or 5) that tells
How True of You the Statement is.

Never or almost never true of me.
Usually not true of me.

Somewhat true of me.

Usually true of me. ,
Always or almost always true of me.

ok o

NEVER OR ALMOST NEVER TRUE OF ME means that the statement is very rarely true of
you. : :

USUALLY NOT TRUE OF ME means that the statement is true of you less that half the
time. '

SOMEWHAT TRUE OF ME means that the statement is true of you abdut half the time.
USUALLY TRUE OF ME means that the statement is true more than half the time.
ALWAYS OR ALMOST ALWAYS TRUE OF ME means that the statement is true of you.

Answer in terms of how well the statement describes you. Do not answer how you think you
should be, or what other people do. There are no right or wrong answers to these statements.
Put your answers on a separate worksheet. Please, make no marks on the items. Work as
quickly as you can, without being careless. This usually takes about 20-30 minutes to
complete. If you have any questions let the teacher know immediately.

Example

Never or almost never true of me.
Usually not true of me.

Somewhat true of me,

Usually true of me.

Always or almost always true of me.

OIS

Read the items and choose a response from 1 trough 5 as above, and mark it in the space after
the item. : :
[ actively seek out opportunities to tatk with native speakers of English. 1 2. 3 4 5

You have just completed the examjale. Answer the rest of the items on the worksheet,
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Part 4

1. Ithink of relationships between what I already know and new 1 2 3 4 5
T things I learn in English. :
_ 2. Tusenew English words in a sentence so I can remember them. 1 2 3 4 5
3.  Iconnect the sound of a new English word and an image orpicture 1 2 3 4 5
T of the word to help me remember the word.
- 4.  Iremember a new English word by making a mental picture of a 1 2 3 4 5§

. situation in which the word might be used.

e 5.  Iuserhymes to remember new English words. 1 2 3 4 5
- 6.  Tuse flashcard to remember new English words. 1 2 3 4 5
7.  1physically act out new English words. 1 2 3 4 5
o 8.  Ireview English lessons often. 1 2 3 4 5
kY 9.  1remember new English words or phrases by remembering their 1 2 3 4 5
J location on the page, on the board or on a street sign.
'_l
_T;] ] Total
- “] Part B
10. 1say or write new English words several times. w12 3 4 5
ﬂ 11. Itry to talk like native English speakers. 1 2 3 4 5
12. Ipractice the sounds of English. 1 2 3 4 5
- 13. Tuse the English words I know in different ways. 1 2 3 4 5
me 14, 1 start conversations in English. 1 2 3 4 5
15. I watch English language TV shows spoken in English or go to 1 2 3 4 5
o movies spoken in English.
w.;!] 16. 1read for pleasure in English. 1 2 3 4 5
17. T write notes, messages, letters, or reports in English. 1 2 3 4 5
18. T first skim an English passage (read over the passage quickly)then 1 2 3 4 5
go back and read carefully.
19. Ilook for words in my own language that are similartonewwords 1 2 3 4 5
in English.
20. Itryto find patterns in English, 1 2 3 4 5
21. I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it into parts thatT 1 2. 3 4 5
understand.
22.  Itry not to translate word for word. 1 2 3 4 5
23. Imake summaries of information that I hear or read in Enghsh 1 2 3 4 5

Total _
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Part C

24. To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses. 1 2 3 4 5
25. 'When I can’t think of a word during a conversation in English,Tuse 1 2 3 4 5
gestures. '
26. [make up new words if T don’t know the right ones in English. 1 2 3 4 5
27. 1read English without looking up every new word. 1 2 3 4 5
28. Itry to guess what the other person will say next in English. 1 2 3 4 5
29. IfIcan’t think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that 1 2 3 4 5
means the same thing.
Total
Part D
30. Itry to find as many ways as I can to use my English. - I 2 3 4 5
31. Inotice my English mistakes and use that informationto helpmedo 1 2 3 4 5
better. :
32. Ipay attention when someone is speaking English. 1 2 3 4 5
33. Ttry to find out how to be a better learner of English. 1 2 3 4 35
34. 1plan my schedule so will have enough time to study English. w1 2 3 4 5
35. 1look for people I can talk to in English. 1 2 3 4 5
36. 1look for opportunities to read as much as possible in English. 1 2 3 4 5
37. Ihave clear goals for improving my English skills. 1 2 3 4 5
38. I think about my progress in learning English. 1 2 3 4 5
Total
Part E
39. 1try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using English. 1 2 3 4 5
40. 1 encourage myself to speak English even when I am afraid of 1 2 3 4 5
making a mistake.
41. Tgive myself areward or treat when I do well in English. 1 2 3 4 5
42, Inotice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying or using 1 2 3 4 5
. English.
43. [write down my English in a language learning diary. 1 2 3 4 5
44. Ttalk to someone else about how feel when I am learning English. 1 2 3 4 5
Total
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45.

46.
47.
48,
49.
50.

Part F

If I do not understand something in English, I ask the other person
to slow down or say it again.

I ask English speakers to correct me when I talk.

I practice English with other students.

I ask for help from English speakers.

I ask questions in English.

I try to learn about the culture of English speakers

PEOUE e G SIS

Total

[N O S I ST o6

[FS TR U BRUS R US R FS )

LAV S

h Lh th Lh Lh
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Appendix II-b
Uwnpwwntghwbtiph hwywpwént |Egne undnpbipnt hwdwn

Swppbpwy wiqkpktp npwtu ownwp |Egnt unynpnnGbph hwdwp

UtnnunnbghwGbnh padGauinwn (gt unifnnbynt huudwin
Swppbpwly 7.0 UGL/UOL
). Opupnpn, 1989

L&qnt unynnbynt uinpunbghwGnh hwdwpwdnif unyb L0 wOgEpEGp NnpwBu
owtnwn tegnt unynpnnltnh hwdwp £: Nnep Yaguinbbp YuwpdhpGbn wogtpb
unynpbint yepwpetpjwg: loGnpned G0p, nuzwnhp Ywpnwgbp jnipupwbsnip
Lwn&hpp: Ywpéhph nhiwg gptip wwunwukuwbp 1,2,3,4 Jwd 5, nnl wunud | pG
NrRULNY E <UUUMUSURUULNTY 262 SY3UL YUNThEeD:

Gpptp tu wnuwtu s60 winud:

Unynpwpwp tu wjnwtu s60 wancy:

b0s np swihny Gu winwbu BY wined:
Unynpwpwp Gu wnwbu 6o wanig:

Uhown Yuwd hwidwpjw ghaun Gu wynwbu B wincy:

NP wWwh =

«bnpbip 6u wyinwtu s60 windd» Gawlwynid £, np Ywndhen thnyha sh
hwdwwwuinwufuwbnid dbq:

«Unifnpuupuin Gu wynwbu sG0 wlmd» Guwbwynad £, np uwnéhpn Unu)ahuy Yhuny
swh sh hwdwwwwnwujuhw(nwd d6q:

«hlis np sunpny Gu wynwbu 60 waned» Guubwynd £, np undhpp hwdwpw Yhuny
swih | hwdwwwunwufuhwOnod dbg:

«Unynpuwipun Gu winwbu G4 wined» Gpwbwynid E, np Yupdhpp wydbih pwb Yhuny
swih | hwdwwwwnwufuhwOnud é6q;

«Uhpun Lwid hwdwppw dipin Gy wynuwbu G wiGned» DpwGwynud £, np Yundhpp

hwiwnjw wipnnonyhl b hwiwwwwnwuthwand ékq;

Nwuinwufuwbtip GGGnY Gnwahg, pE nppwlpy § Ywpdhpp dbg GUwnwannud: Uh
Wwwnwuiwbbip wiiwbu, hGswku np nnup YgwOlwbwyhp, np thakn Ywd ph hOswGu
GO wlnwd niph dwpnhp: Wu Yuwnpdhpbtiph epwpbpug ng oh shown uid ufuw
wwnwufuwb shw: ubnpnud BOp ng Gh Gowb swelb] Yunpdhplbph Jpw: Wluwwnkp
nppwl nn hlwpwinp £ wpwg b niwnhp:Unynpwpwn hwpgwebpehyn
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mLugmeQO-BO pnwti b inbid: 5pe nnep nplt hwpg nubtp, whdhgwu)tu inbrywly
wuwhtip nwunitgsh: :

Ophluwy

Gppbp Gu winwbu sGd wonud:

Unynpwpwn bu wynwtu sGd whnua:

P03 np swithny Bu wynwbu bBd whnia:
Undnpwpwn Gu wnubu G4 win:

Uhzw Yuid hwdwpjw dhawn bu winwbu G wnud:

SN =

Lwpnwgbp Yuwnpdhpp L ybpbnud tripwé 1-5 wwunwufuwbbGphg pbuinptp gh
wwnwiufuwl; .

Gu wywnhynnkl thGunpnid Ba
hGwpwynpnLpincblbn pGhYy wbghwunubbph hbun
funubnt hwawn:

Anip htlg Gnp wwuinuwiujuwbbghp onhOLﬂL|h hwngh{: Mwunwujuwlbp dGwgwdha
pGunpbiny d6Y wywunwufuwi;

Uwinpwinbghwitph hwjwpwén |Ggnt unynpbiint hwdwn
Swppbpwy 7.0 USL/UOL

M. Opudnpn, 1989

1.6ppbp Gu wnwtu 68 whny:

2.Unynpwipwin Gu wynwbu ;68 wOntd:

3.hG;s np swithny Gu wynwtu B8 wonud;
4.Unynpwpwn Gu winwbu B3 wlnud:

5. Uh2wn Ju hwidwpyu dhzun Gu wynubu GO winug;

Uwu U

1. Lnp pwl unynpbihu Gu thnpénud Ga wyl
Ywwtii  hd hdwgwh hbw:

2. Guoquwgnnpdnid G Gnp whglbpkh
pwetpp Owuwnwunipub ok, npwtugh
hh264 npwbp:

3. Unp pwe unynpbjhu bu Qugnui bdwy, © 1 2 3 4 5
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~ pwrh higniGOGpp wyn pwreh GUwnph hbwn:

4, Bu hhonud BA wogbpkd pwep Suningh

T wwwnlbpwgbbiny pb hog ’ 5 3 4 5

g : uhuinniwghwabpnid wyb Yupnn t
oglnwignndyb:

5. Bu hwbgbpny B4 hhonid Gnp wbaiGpkh

o pwrbpp (nunwbwdnph wbu):

6. Bu oguwignpdnil Ba thnpphly pwpwnbp Gnp

. pwnrtpp hh2Gne hwdwp;

"7 7. Gu dhaghywwtu &d undnpnud Gnp pwrebpp

- | [(ophhwy pwjnid GY, Bpp undnpnid Ga 1 2 3 4 5
«pw G» pwrp): '

8. Bu hwawfu b Lmu[lnuj hu wuq[bnb[lh

e nwutpp: 1 2 3 4 5

9. Gu hhznut B Gnp wianEl pwekpp
hhatiiny wjt inbinp, ophGuwy tep, wbipuwnp, 2 3 4 5

- anuinwutnwyp Yuid thnnngh Gauwitp,
o npuinkn hwinhwby b win pwep:

Uwu £ ‘
i 10.Gu Oh pwbh wﬁqwd wunid Ywd gpney Ba

Onp  wogepbl pwrbpp:

;] 11.6u thnpdnLd B4 funubi| pGhy "~

- woghwhunubtph wau: 1 2 3 4 5

—-«J 12. 6u wwnpwwnd Bd wnmwphnb[ whbgGpkah

1 2 3 4 5
hbgnLGbtnp:;

= 13.6u ogunwgnnénid GA hd hiwgwé whgbpba ‘

__ﬁ;] whgitnbl pwebpp nwnppebn dubpny: 1 2 3 4 5

14, 5u whg Gpkany B uyuniy
funuwYgnipnLObEnp: 1 2 3 4 5

15. Gu nhunnud BY wogtpkl (kguny
hGrnLutnwhwinpnnualbn Yuad 1 2 3 4 5
UhbnGywnltGp: '

16.6u hwéntph hwdwp Yupnnud Bo wogbpto
anpbn:

17.6u gpnud BU hwnnpnwgpnipnLbbbn,
Guwidwyabp Ywad qbYynyglbn wagbpk 1 2 3 4 5
LGayny: |

18. Gu ulgphg wpwg wsph GA woglughnty
bop, www hbwn Yypwnuwreinud b Ywpnnud 1 2 3 4 5
w)b dwbpwynpyphun dlny:

19. Gu thGunpned By pwetp hd dwypkah
tGaqynid, npnGp 40wl B0 wag tnpgoh

) o) o) o)
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pwrbpha: _

20.6u hnpdnid By albp gunlb) whglbpeo
tequh dto {(ophOwl” kind, blind, find)

21.5u thnpdnid GO gunlb) pwrh hdwuunp
pwdwlbiny wyt hdwuwynn
dwubph({ophbwl bed (dwh&wlwy)- room
(ubjulp):

22.5Gu thnpénud &Y spwpgdwib] pwrwghnpkl:

23. 6u hwdwaenunwyh gpnud G4 w)h
hGdnpdwghwl, np unwd Yud Yuwpnnid Ga
whglbpGony;

Uwu G

24.5u thnpénud GO Yrwhbp waswlne pwreh
hdwuwnp:

25.6pp funuwygnipywa dbe sE9 Yupnn gunlbi
wbgGptl pwrep, dGrph 2wundnudny Gd wil
pwguwwnpnuy; ;

26.0pb Gu pwnep sghuinbid whglbpnbony, www
thnpdncd B0 wyl hnphOb:

27. UbOgq pelny Ywpnuwihu Gu sB4 Owjnud
jnupwipwbggnip whdwlne pwre pwrwpwbh
dbo:

28.Ulq|GpkGnyY gpnugbhu Gu thnpénud G
Urwhb, pb hOs Ywuh hd funuwlyhgn

29.6pb bu sghnbd niyjwy whgtpkt pwep, Gu
wuntd Gu dely wy pwe Juad
wnwwhwjunnipnca, npa nuth Gnuyb
hdwuwnp;

Uwu N

30. Bu thnpénid GO oqunwignpét) whglbnkap
‘ nppwh | hGwpwynp b 2wn:
- 31.6u GJwwninud Gd hd wagtptOh ufuwGbpp L
thnpdnid B4 ninnb npwtp:
32.5u 2w niwnhn &4, Bpp nplt dGYp
fununcd £ wigbpko:
33. Gu thnpdnid Gd wwpgby, pb hoswbu Yupbh
b wdGlh (wy unynpb wogitnt:
34.6u wjwlwynpnid GA hd dwidwgnigwyp,
npwbugh nubbowd pwywywoht dwdwlwy
wlbqEpGah hwdwp;
35. Gu thGwnpnid G4 dwpn, nod hwn Yuinpnn B3
funuti| wag|tpka:

—_—

—

—
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36.5u thounnid U hGwpuiynpneeintbGp
hOwpwdnphl swih zuu.n wlbglbptany
Yuwpnuwint :

37.5u hutnwy npn2k) B0 (wywgltb) hd
whglbpGon:

38, 5u Guwdnid G4 hd wrwewnhintpjwl
dwuhb wogtpsh undnpbine dGe:
Uwub

39.Gu thnpdnud &4 |hgpwpwihytl, Gnp
JwfuGlnid GO ogunwgnnst wglbntl
lbgniG:

40.65u hbpu h(é jJupwiuncuncd A funuby
waqlEpko, Gnyahuly Grb Bu Jwiublnud Gd
ujuwi GG wlbng:

41.Gu hGpu hbd qunqhujmnnuj b4, Gpp
hweonnniejwh & hwuGnud wbgitnptoh dbe:

42.5pk bu jwnpqwd Ywd GunpnuyGwgwé Ga
whqitpba unynpnpbithu Yud
ogquwgnndthu wyl’ Gu nw GYwunantd Go:

43.5u gnh k& welnld hd qqugnnnipnulltpp
legnt unynpbnt opwwnbiuinph G69:

44.Gu nplk dkYh htwn Bo Yhudnid, ph hogwbu
B0 ggnud wilgtpsl undnpbhu:

Uwiu 2

45, UGglepeany gpnigtihu Brb nplt pwb 360
hwulwanid, jubnpnud BB gpnugwghu

wybih nwbnuwn funub) Yud Ynyot| wuwdn:

46.Gu jubnpnud B0 phy woghwunuGtphG
nunkl htd, Gpp Gu ununcy Bo:

47.5u wiqgbpba G4 jununcy
hwidwnipubghtbphu hw:

48,5u oqlntp)nil 6o fulinpnud pGhy

wbqghwfunubtphg:
- 49.6u hwpgbpu wigbpth Gd thwihu:

50.5u thnpdntd Go unynpbp wogihwiunubiph
dawynyph dwuhl:
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- 14.

Appendix ITT

This survey is conducted for research purposes. By signing below you give your
consent for participation to the research and contribute to it by providing
information. However, this is done totally on a voluntary basis and 1t is not
obligatory for you to complete the questionnaires against your will. You are free
to withdraw from the survey at any moment.

Thank you for your participation and assistance.

PARTICIPANT’S NAME SIGNATURE

10.

11.

12.

13.

15.

16.

17.

18.
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Appendix IV

SEX ‘ Male / Female

AGE

_— LANGUAGE ABILITY LEVEL Beginner / Intermediate / Advanced

MAJOR

w 120
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LEARNING STYLE AND S

1. Galik

INSTITUTION

Appendix VI

TRATEGY RESULTS IN EACH EDUCATIONAL

Learning Styles

PHYSICAL

SOCIAL

HANDLING
POSSIBILITIES

APPROACHING
TASKS

DEALING WITH
IDEAS

Visual | Auditory

Hands-on

Extro'verted

Introverted | Intuitive

Concrete
sequential

Closure [ Open
oriented

Global

Analyfic

A-1 1 ;14 16

A-2 10

i3

A-4 10

A-b 15

A-B 19

A7 11

A-8 10

A-9 0
A-10 & 11
A-11 @ 49

Learning Strategies
DIRECT INDIRECT
Memory Cognitive Compensation | Metacogmitive | Affective Social Overall
A-1 2.9 2.0 2.2 4.1 2.5 2.7 2.7
A-2 3.0 2.3 27 3.7 2.5 2.7 2.7
A-3 2.8 2.0 3.8 4.0 3.2 2.3 2.8
A-4 3.0 2.8 3.5 3.1 2.4 2.6 2.7
A-5 1.7 2.7 2.5 4.1 2.5 2.0 3.2
A-D 3.7 3.5 3.3 3.8 2.0 3.0 3.3
A7 3.1 3.0 2.0 4.2 2.3 2.5 3.0
- A-8 3.4 3.1 3.0 4.2 2.8 3.3 3.4

A-Q 2.3 3.3 3.8 4.2 2.8 2,2 3.1
A-10 3.0 3.6 27 4.4 3.7 3.5 3.6
A-11 3.6 3.0 4.5 39 3.3 2.7 3.4
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2. Agricultural Ac

ademy

Learning Styles

PHYSICAL

SOCIAL

POSSIBILITIES

HANDLING

APPROACHING
TASKS

DEALING WITH
IDEAS

Visual | Auditory

Hands-on

Extroverted| Introverted

Intuitive | Concrete

sequential

Closure | Open
oriented

Global | Analytic

B-1 15

B-2 12

B-3 10

B-4 15

B-5 1

B-6 =

B-7

B-8

B-9

B-10

Learning Strategies
DIRECT INDIRECT .
Memory Cognitive Compensation |Metacognitive| Affective Social Overall

B-1 2.3 3.4 35 3.4 1.7 2.0 29
B-2 2.9 3.4 2.8 3.5 3.8 3.0 3.2
B-3 3.8 4.0 4.3 3.5 2.5 3.7 3.7
B-4 3.4 30 4.4 3.7 2.7 2.8 3.6
B-5 3.4 4.0 3.5 4.1 3.8 3.7 3.7
B-6 44 3.9 3.8 4.1 3.8 4.8 4.0
B-7 2.9 4.1 4.5 48 3.2 4.8 4.0
B-8 2.2 2.5 2.3 3.6 3.2 2.9 2.8
B-9 2.6 2.4 3.2 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.6
B-10 2.3 2.3 3.2 3.0 2.6 2.7 2.6
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3. State University, Economic Department .

Learning Styles
PHYSICAL SOCIAL HANDLING APPROACHING | DEALING WITH
POSSIBILITIES TASKS IDEAS
Visual Auditory [Hands-onjExtroverted | Introverted | Intuitive | Concrete | Closure | Open | Global [ Analytic
sequential | oriented

-1 12

c-2 16

C-3 )

C-4

C-5

C-6

C-7

C-8

C-9

C-10 .

C-11 '

C-12

C-13

C-14

C-15

C-186

c-17

C-18

Learning Strategies
DIRECT INDIRECT
Memory Cognitive Compensation |Metacognitive| Affective Social Overall
C-1 4.1 3.9 4.0 34 28 4.0 3.7
C-2 3.6 3.1 4.0 3.8 3.7 3.2 35
C-3 3.1 2.6 3.3 24 3.0 3.2 2.8
C-4 3.8 3.8 4.0 4.4 4.0 4.2 3.5
C-5 3.0 3.0 2.2 20 2.8 2.2 2.4
C-6 4.3 3.9 2.8 4.1 4.0 4.6 3.4
C-7 29 29 3.2 35 2.6 3.0 2.7
C-8 3.2 39 4.8 4.5 3.8 3.6 3.5
C-a 2.6 3.5 3.8 39 2.6 3.4 2.9
C-10 3.6 3.1 37 4.1 3.6 4.4 3.1
C~11 3.4 3.7 .36 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.4
C-12 3.5 3.5 3.6 4.0 3.2 4.4 3.7
C-13 3.6 38 4.2 4.2 4.0 4.0 3.9
C-14 3.6 4.3 4.6 4.7 2.4 48 4.1
C-15 29 3.2 2.8 2.5 2.2 2.0 2.7
C-16 3.1 3.9 3.4 5.0 3.0 4.2 3.9
Cc-17 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.9 3.6 3.8 3.8
C-18 2.9 3.2 4.2 3.6 3.8 2.8 3.4
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4. AUA, IEP

Learning Styles
PHYSICAL SOCIAL HANDLING APPROACHING | DEALING WITH
POSSIBILITIES - TASKS IDEAS

Visual | Auditory |Hands-on|Exfroverted| Introverted | Intuitive | Concrete | Closure | Open Global | Analytic
sequentiaf| oriented

]
jwilw)
dalro

D-5

T

i
v
»

D-8

:

D-10
D-11
D-12
D-13
D-14

]

Learning Strategies
DIRECT INDIRECT
Memory Cognitive Compensation |Metacognitive| Affective Social Overalt
g D-1 3.7 2.8 2.8 3.9 3.2 3.3 3.3
- D-2 1.6 3.3 3 3 2.2 3.7 28
D-3 3.3 3.6 4.2 4.2 3.7 3.2 3.7
D-4 2.4 3.4 3.5 4.8 4.2 4.7 37
D-5 . 2.4 1.9 2.2 2.3 1.7 1.8 2
D-6 2.1 3.3 3.2 3.8 2.8 2.8 3
D-7 2.3 3.6 3.2 4 3.2 3.3 3.3
D-8 2.8 3.3 3.8 3.4 3 27 3.2
D-8 1.9 3.2 3.2 3.2 25 37 2.9
D-10 2.3 2.6 27 3.1 2.5 3 25
D-11 2.7 29 3.5 34 3.2 3.7 3.2
D-12 34 | . 35 o - 3.3 4.4 1.2 4 4.2 3.4
D-13 3.3 4 3.3 4.6 1.7 3 3.5
D-14 25 4.5 4.8 4.3 2.8 2.8 3.8
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5. Engineering University

Learning Styles
PHYSICAL SOCIAL HANDLING APPROACHING | DEALING WITH
POSSIBILITIES “TASKS IDEAS
visual | Auditory |Hands-on|Extroverted | Introverted | Intuitive | Concrete | Closure | Open | Global | Analytic
seqguential| oriented
E-1 13 14
E-2 ” 9
E-3 12
E-4 7
E-5 8
E-6 13
E-7 14
f Learning Strategies
DIRECT INDIRECT
Memory Cogniiive Compensation |Metacognitive| Affective Social Overall
E-1 24 3.6 3.0 4.0 2.0 s, 4.5 3.3
E-2 3.0 3.8 4.2 4.1 3.2 4.0 3.7
E-3 2.9 3.2 3.5 3.7 3.2 4.0 3.4
E-4 2.8 3.3 3.2 3.9 2.3 3.7 2.6
E-5 3.0 3.7 3.5 4.8 23 4.8 3.7
E-6 29 2.9 4.3 3.3 3.2 2.0 3.0
E-7 2.9 2.9 4.0 3.3 3.0 2.3 3.0
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Fe

THE IDENTIFIED LEARNING STYLES

Appendix VII

PHYSICAL

SOCIAL

HANDLING
POSSIBILITIES

APPROACHING
TASKS

DEALING WITH
IDEAS

Visual

Auditory |Hands-on

Exiroverted| Introverted

Intuitive | Concrete
sequential

Closure [ Open
oriented

Global | Analytic

22 16

[ 10
13 i

10

15

19

11

10
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D-10

D-11

D-12

D-13

D-14
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Appendix VIIT

IDENTIFIED LEARNING STYLES OF THE ARMENIAN UNIVERSITY
LEARNERS
(Sample Population Proportions)

Global 0.9 91.67% 55
Closure oriented 0.9 88.33% 53
Extroverted 0.9 85.00% 51
Intuitive 0.7 73.33% 44
Auditory 0.6 58.33% 35
Concrete sequential 0.6 55.00% 33
Hands-on 0.5 53.33% 32
Visual 0.5 51.67% 31
Analytic 0.4 35.00%; 21
Introverted 0.3 33.33% 20
Open 0.2 23.00% 14

b i
Global

IDENTIFIED LEARNING STYLES OF THE ARMENIAN UNIVERSITY
LEARNERS
(True Population Proportions)

0.85 0.99 0.07
Closure oriented 0.80 0.96 - 0.08
Extraverted 0.76 0.94 0.09
Intuitive 0.62 0.84 0.11
Auditory 0.46 0.70 0.12
Concrete sequential 0.42 0.68 0.13
Hands-on 0.40 0.66 0.13
Visual 0.39 0.65 0.13
Analytic 0.23 0.47 0.12
Introverted 0.21 0.45 0.12
Open 0.12 0.23 '~ 0.03

Lower Limit of the Total Population

B Global

B Clsure criented
B Extraverted

@ Intuitive

8 Auditory

B Concrete sequential
& Hands-on

@ Visuat

B Analylic

@ Introvered

B Cpen

Upper Limit for the True Population

&} Global

B Closure orented
D Extraverted

) Intuttive

8 Audtory

@ Cenerete sequerttal
B Hands-on
Vil

@ Analytic

8 Introverted

0 Open
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Appendix IX
STYLE AND STRATEGY RELATIONSHIP

Scale for interpreting the stn

generally not used

15-2.4
low ‘
1.0-1.4 never or almost never used
1. Visual Style

= STRATEGIES
z g E . DIRECT INDIRECT |
5 S € >
5 E p®@ iti o i Overall
o o USJ Memory Cognitive Compensation | Metacognitive Jaqe 4. o Social |
1. [E1 21 24 36 3.0 4.5 2.0 45 3.3 i
2. [E3 14 2.9 3.2 3.5 a7 3.2 4.0 3.4 ]
3. A 12 2.9 2.0 2.2 4.1 2.5 2.7 2.7 4
4. A2 19 2.7 2.3 2.7 3.7 2.5 2.7 2.7
5. A4 13 3.0 2.8 35 3.1 24 2.6 2.7 ¥
6. |A5 18 1.7 2.7 2.5 4.1 2.5 2.0 3.2 i
7. AT 14 3.1 3.0 20 4.2 2.3 25 3.0 |
B A0 12 2.3 33 38 4.2 28 22 3.1 B
9. [|A-10 14 3.0 36 2.7 4.4 3.7 3.5 3.6
10. A1 19 3.8 3.0 4.5 3.0 3.3 2.7 3.4
1. |B-6 20 4.4 3.4 3.8 4.1 3.8 4.8 4.0 |
12, |B-8 10 2.2 25 2.3 3.6 3.2 2.9 2.8 ]
13.” |B-10 20 26 24 3.2 2.8 2.8 2.8 258 5
14 C3 19 3.1 2.6 3.3 2.4 3 3.2 2.8 |
15. [C-5 19 3.0 3.0 2.2 2.0 2.8 2.2 2.4
16. |C-6 20 4.3 3.5 2.8 4.1 4.0 4.6 3.4
7. [C-7 10 2.9 2.9 3.2 3.5 2.6 3.0 2.7 |
8. [C-11 16 3.4 37 3.6 4.0 40 | 40 3.4 Al
19. [C13 22 3.6 3.8 42 42 4.0 4.0 39 o
20. [C-14 21 3.5 4.3 4.8 47 2.4 4.8 4.1
21, [C-15 33 2.9 3.2 2.8 25 2.2 2.0 2.7 R
22, |C-17 21 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.9 3.8 38 3.8 \
237 [C-18 14 2.9 3.2 4.2 3.6 3.8 2.8 3.4
R4, P-1 24 3.7 2.8 2.8 3.9 3.2 3.3 3.3
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D-6 16 2.1 33 3.2 3.8 2.8 2.8 3.0
D-7 17 24 16 3.2 4.0 3.2 | 33 3.3
D-10 17 2.3 2.6 27 3.1 25 | 30 25
D-12 14 3.4 35 3.3 4.4 1.2 4.3 3,4
{D-13 18 - 3.3 4.0 3.3 4.5 17 3.0 55
30. [E-5 15 3.0 37 3.5 4.8 2.3 4.8 3.7
37, E-6 11 2.9 2.9 4% 3.3 3.0 2.0 3.0
2. Auditory Style
: > STRATEGIES
g
= T DIRECT INDIRECT
g E -%UJ o Cognitive | Compensation| e iacognitive | Affective | Social Overall
-1 A 11 2.9 2.0 2.2 . 4.1 2.5 2.7 2.7
2. A2 11 27 2.3 27 IEX 25 2.7 27
B, A4 14 3.0 26 35 3.1 24 2.6 2.7
B A5 16 17 27 25 41 25 20 32
6. A6 16 a7 3.5 3.3 3.8 2.0 3.0 3.3
6. A7 14 3.1 3.0 2.0 4.7 2.3 25 3.0
7. AB 22 3.4 3.1 3.0 47 2.8 3.3 3.4
B A0 13 2.3 3.3 3.8 4.2 .28 2.2 3.1
= 19 2.8 3.0 45 e 3.3 2.7 3.4
[0, [B-1 19 2% 3.4 35 3.4 1.7 2.0 2.9
1. B2 15 2.9 3.1 2.8 3.5 38 3.0 3.2
12. B3 18 3.5 4.0 43 55 2.5 3.7 3.7
13. B4 19 34 58 44 3.7 2.7 2.8 3.6
4. B6 19 4.4 2.9 3.8 4.4 3.8 4.8 4.0
15. [B-7 13 2.9 4.1 4.5 4.8 3.2 4.8 4.0
16. B8 12 2.2 25 2.3 3.8 3.2 2.9 2.8
7. B-10 20 26 24 3.2 2.8 2.8 2.8 26
8. [C-1 22 4.1 3.9 4.0 34 2.8 44 37
19. 1C-6 21 4.3 3.9 2.8 4.1 4.0 4.6 3.4
20. {C-7 10 2.9 2.9 3.2 a5 2.6 3.0 2.7
1. -8 18 3.2 39 48 4.4 5.8 3.6 35
52, [C-9 20 2.6 35 3.8 3.9 2.6 34 2.9
p3. [C-10 18 3.6 3.1 3.7 4.1 3.6 4.4 3.1
4. [c-12 15 35 35 3.6 4.0 3.2 4.4 37
D5, C-18 14 2.9 3.2 42 36 3.6 2.8 3.4
6 D2 |- 16 16 3.3 3.0 3.0 2.2 3.7 2.8
27. D3 22 3.3 36 4.2 4.2 3.7 3.2 3.7
28. D4 16 24 3.4 3.5 4.3 4.2 47 3.7
29, -8 14 2.8 3.3 3.8 34 3 2.7 3.2
30. -9 19 1.9 3.2 3.2 3.2 2.5 5.7 2.9
31. P-4 14 2.5 45 4.8 4.3 2.8 2.8 3.8
32. B2 15 3.0 38 4.2 4.1 3.2 4.0 3.7
33. [E-3 14 2.9 3.2 35 3.7 3.2 4.5 3.4
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g |
|
E
.
g:
5
k)
3

(T T P

3.3

s

R4, [E-4 16 2.8 3.9 2.3 3.7 2.6
‘B5. [E-5 15 3.0 3.7 4.5 4R 2% 4.8 3.7
3. Hands-on
. STRATEGIES
T‘% © DIRECT INDIRECT
b= >
2 (& £®
g 'é % ° Memory Cognitive | Compensation Metacognitive| Affective Social Overall
O 1 4]
1. |A1 11 2.9 2.0 2.2 4.1 2.5 2.7 2.7
2. A3 21 2.8 2.0 3.8 4.0 3.2 2.3 2.8
3. A4 15 3.0 2.6 3.5 3.1 2.4 2.6 2.7
4. A6 15 4.7 3.5 3.3 3.8 2.5 3.0 3.3
5. A7 16 3.4 3.0 2.0 4.2 2.3 2.5 3.0
6. A8 22 3.4 3.1 3.0 4.2 2.8 3.3 3.4
7. ]A-10 13 3.0 38 2.7 © 4.4 3.7 3.5 38
8. |A-11 18 35 3.0 £5 3.3 3.3 2.7 3.4
9. B2 13 2.9 3.1 2.8 .35 3.8 3.0 3.2
10. |B-4 17 3.4 3.8 4.4 3.7 27 2.8 46
11. B-5 13 3.4 4.0 45 4.1 3.8 37 37
12. B-6 21 4.4 3.9 3.8 4.1 3.8 48 44
13. B-7 13 2.9 4.1 4.5 4.8 3.2 4.5 4.0
14. |C-1 23 4.1 3.9 4.0 3.4 cn2.8 4.0 3.7
15. [C-2 20 38 3.1 4.0 2.8 3.7 3.2 3.5
16. |C-7 12 2.9 2.9 3.2 3.5 26 3.0 2.7
17. |IC-8 20 3.2 3. 4.5 4.5 3.8 3.6 3.5
18. |C-9 18 2.6 3.5 38 %9 26 3.4 2.9
19. [C-10 18 3.5 3.1 3.7 4.1 3.8 4.4 3.1
20. [C-12 16 3.5 3.5 3.8 4.0 3.2 4.4 3.7
21. G113 20 A4 3.4 4.2 4.2 40 4.0 4.5
22, |C-14 23 35 4.3 46 4.7 24 4.8 4.1
23. |C-16 22 3.1 3.8 3.4 .4 3.0 4.2 3.9
24. [C-18 14 2.9 3.2 4.2 3.8 3.8 2.8 3.4
25. |D-3 20 3.3 3.8 4.2 4.2 3.7 32 3.7
26. |D-5 23 2.4 1.9 22 2.3 1.7 1.8 2.0
27. D9 17 19 3.2 3.2 3.2 2.5 3.7 2.9
28. D11 24 2.7 2.9 35 3.4 3.2 3.7 3.2
29. D-12 14 3.4 3.5 3.3 4.4 1.2 4.2 34
30. E-3 18 2.9 3.2 3.4 3.7 3.2 4.0 3.4
31. E-4 15 2.8 3.3 3.2 3.8 2.3 3.7 2.6
32. [E-6 13 2.9 2.9 43 3.3 3.0 2.0 3.0
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4, Extroverted

@ STRATEGIES
=3
c @ DIRECT INDIRECT

= @
§ % wg Memory Cognitive | Compensation |Metacognitive| Affective | Social Overall

&) o Lui
1. A1 15 2.9 2.4 2.2 41 25 27 2.7
2. A2 17 27 2.3 2.7 3.7 2.5 27 27
3. |A4 16 3.0 2.6 35 3.1 2.4 2.6 2.7
, 4. |A5 16 17 2.7 2.5 4.1 25 2.0 3.2
5. |A6 17 3.7 3.5 3.3 5.8 2.0 3.0 3.3
6. |A-7 20 3.1 3.0 2.0 4.2 2.3 2.5 2.0
) 7. A8 17 3.4 3.1 3.0 4.2 2.8 3.3 3.4
3 5 A9 25 2% 33 38 .7 28 22 X
3 9. PB-1 23 2.3 3.4 3.5 . 34 1.7 2.0 2.9
10. [B-2 14 2.9 3.1 28 '35 3.8 3.0 3.2
j 1. |B-4 21 3.4 36 44 BEX 27 2.8 16
: 12. |B-5 15 3.4 4.0 35 4.1 3.8 a7 37
) 13. |B-6 26 4.4 3.8 3.3 4.1 3.8 4.8 4.0
3 14. |B-7 18 2.9 4.1 B 4R 3.2 4.8 4.0
. 15. |B-8 22 2.2 25 2.3 3.6 3.2 2.9 2.8
N 16. |B-10 17 26 2.4 32 2.8 . 238 2.8 2.6
; 7. Ic-1 12 4.1 3.9 40 3.4 2.8 4.3 3.7
(o 18. IC-2 15 3.6 3.1 4.0 34 3.7 3.2 3.5
19. [C-3 17 3.1 2.6 3.3 24 3 3.2 2.8
3 20. [c4 12 38 3.8 4.0 4.4 4.0 4.2 3.5
21. [C5 13 3.0 3.0 22 2.0 2.8 2.2 2.4
_ 22. |C6 21 4.3 . 3.9 2.8 4.1 4.0 4.5 3.4
; 237 [C7 18 29 2.9 3.2 3.5 2.6 3 2.7
- 24. |C-8 21 3.2 3.9 4§ 4.5 3.8 3.6 3.5
‘ 25. |c-9 18 26 3.5 38 3.8 26 3.4 2.9
3 26. C-10 18 36 - 3.1 37 4.1 3.6 4.4 3.1
27. |c-11 14 3.4 3.7 35 45 4.0 44 3.4
28. [C12 14 3.5 3.5 3.6 44 3.2 4.4 3.7
“3 29. |C-14 21 3.6 4.3 4.5 4.7 2.4 4.8 4.9
= 30. |C-15 22 2.9 3.2 2.8 25 2.2 2 2.7
31. [C-16 22 3.1 3.9 3.4 5.0 30 | a4z 3.9
32. C-17 25 38 38 338 3.0 3.8 8 3.8
33. [C-18 17 2.9 3.2 42 3.6 3.8 2.8 3.4
| 34. . D-1. 15 3.7 2.8 .28 . 3.9 3.2 3.3 3.3
35. |P-2 24 16 3.3 3.0 3.0 2.2 3.7 28
36. D3 18 3.3 5.8 4.7 4.2 37 1 32 3.7
37. P4 22 2.4 3.4 35 4.8 4.2 4,7 3.7
38. D5 22 2.4 1.9 2.2 2.3 1.7 18 2.0
30. D6 16 2.1 3.3 3.2 3.8 2.8 2.8 3.0
40. D7 14 253 3.6 3.2 40 3.2 3.3 3.3
41. |D-8 23 2.8 3.3 3.8 3.4 3.0 2.7 3.2
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42, D9 16 1.9 3.2 3.2 3.2 2.5 3.7 2.9
43. |D-12 15 3.4 3.5 3.3 4.4 1.2 4.2 3.4
44. |D-13 17 3.3 40 3.3 4.8 1.7 3.0 3.5
45, |b-14 23 25 4.5 45 4.3 2.8 2.8 3.8
46. - |E-1 14 2.4 34 3.0 4.0 2.0 4.5 3.3
47. JE-2 20 3.0 3.8 4.7 4.1 3.2 4.0 3.7
48. [E-3 18 20 3.2 35 3.7 3.2 4.0 34
49. [E-4 19 2.8 3.3 3.2 3.8 2.3 37 2.6
50. [E-5 17 3.0 3.7 25 4.4 2.3 - 4% 3.7
51. E-6 26 2.9 2.9 43 3.3 3.0 2.0 3.0

5. Introverted

\ © STRATEGIES
R ]
j 5| =0 DIRECT INDIRECT
5 | 28 ,
- 2 | 5| 82 ‘ | - - Overall
3 % o _g Memory Cognitive Compensation | Metacognitive Affective Social vera
; 3 £
1. A1 16 2.9 2.4 22 4.4 2.5 2.7 27
3 2. A3 20 28 20 38 ) 3.2 22 | 28
= 3. A6 18 3.7 3.5 3.3 38 2.0 30 | 3.3
4. IA-10 20 3.0 38 2.7 4.4 R 35 3.5
5. [A-11 23 3.6 3.0 4.5 3.0 3.3 2.7 3.4
6. [B-2 13 2.9 3.1 2.8 a5 3.8 3.0 3.2
7. B-3 17 3.8 4.0 43 3.8 25 3.7 57
8. [B-10 16 2.8 24 3.2 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.6
9. &1 19 4.1 3.9 4.0 3.4 2.8 49 3.7
10. (C-2 13 35 3.1 4.0 38 37 3.2 3.5
11, [C-4 13 3.8 38 4.0 4.4 4.0 4.9 3.5
12. |C-5 12 3.0 3.0 3 2.0 2.8 2% 2.4
13. [c13 21 3.6 3.8 4.2 4.2 4.0 4.0 4.9
14. ID-1 14 37 2.8 2.8 35 3.2 3.3 3.3
15. D-3 18 3.3 4.8 4.7 4.2 a7 3.2 3.7
16. |D-9 18 1.8 3.2 3.2 3.2 2.5 37 2.9
D-10 21 2.3 2.6 2.7 3.1 2.5 3 25
. B-11 20 2.7 2.9 3.5 3.4 3.2 3.7 3.2
19, ID-12 16 3.4 a5 33 4.4 1.2 4.3 3.4
20. [E-1 14 2.4 38 3.0 4.0 2.0 4.5 3.3 ¥
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6. Intuitive

S| @[ 2l N o onf s cof no] ST Quantity

Ea %"

o STRATEGIES
5 DIRECT INDIRECT

—— o«

%) %’ Memory Cognitive  [Compensation Metacognitive { Affective Social Overall
L »

A-1 20 2.9 2.0 2.2 4. 25 27 2.7
A-2 13 2.7 23 2.7 3.7 25 2.7 2.7
IA-3 22 2.8 2.0 3.8 4.0 3.2 2.3 2.8
A-4 24 3.0 2.6 3.5 3.1 2.4 2.8 2.7
A-5 23 1.7 2.7 25 4.1 2.5 2.0 3.2
A-6 23 3.7 .35 3.3 3.8 2.0 3.0 3.3
A-7 20 3.9 3.0 2.0 4.2 2.3 2.5 3.0
A-9 20 23 3.3 3.8 4,2 2.8 2.2 3.1
A-11 29 3.6 3.0 4.5 39 3.3 2.7 3.4
. B-1 23 2.3 3.4 3.5 3.4 1.7 2.0 2.9
11. [B-2 16 2.9 3.1 2.8 3.5 3.8 3.0 3.2
12. B3 21 3.8 4.0 4.3 35 2.5 3.7 3.7
13. B-4 24 3.4 38 4.4 3.7 2.7 2.8 35
14. |B-6 18 4.4 3.9 3.4 A 3.8 4.5 4.0
15. |B-8 17 2.2 2.5 23 3.8 3.2 2.9 2.8
16. [B-10 19 26 2.4 3.2 2.8 28 28 2.6
17. [C-1 23 4.t 3.8 40 3.4 2.8 4.0 37
18. IC-2 21 3.6 3.1 4.0 3.8 37 3.2 3.5
19. 1C-3 9 3.1 26 3.3 3.4 3.0 3.2 28
20. |C-4 17 38 3.8 4.0 4.4 4.0 4.3 3.5
21, IC-5 25 3.0 3.0 2.2 2.0 2.8 2.2 2.4
22. [C-8 21 3.2 3.9 48 4.5 4.8 3.6 4.5
23. [C-9 18 25 35 3.8 3.8 2.6 3.4 2.9
24, 1C-10 21 3.6 3.1 37 4.1 3.6 4.4 3.1
25. (C-12 22 3.5 3.5 38 4.0 3.2 4.4 3.7
26. [C-13 24 4.6 %8 4.2 4.2 4.0 4.0 3.9
27. [C-14 24 3.6 4.3 4.8 4.7 2.4 4.8 4.1
28. (C-16 20 3.1 3.0 3.4 EXE 3.0 4.7 3.9
29. [C-17 20 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.9 3.6 3.8 3.8
30. |C-18 22 2.9 3.2 4.2 3.5 3, 2.8 3.4
31. D-1 16 3.7 2.8 2.8 3.8 3.2 33 3.3
32, |D-2 20 16 3.3 3.0 3.0 2.2 3.7 2.8
33. [D-5 21 2.4 1.8 2.2 2.5 1.7 1.8 2.0
34, D-6 21 2 3.3 3.2 38 2.8 2.8 .30
35. |D-7 15 2.3 3.6 32 4.0 3.2 3.3 3.3
36. D-8 20 2.8 3.3 3.8 3.4 3.0 27 3.2
37. D9 12 1.9 3.2 3.2 3.2 2.5 3.7 2.9
38. [D-10 26 2.3 2.8 2.7 3.1 2.5 3.0 2.5
39. [D-12 20 3.4 3.5 3.3 4.4 1.2 4.2 3.4
40. b-13 21 3.3 4.4 3.3 4.6 1.7 3.0 35
41, D-14 23 25 4.5 4.8 4.3 2.8 2.8 3.8
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42, [E-1 16 2.4 3.8 3.0 4.0 2.0 4.5 3.3
143 E-5 21 3.0 37 3.5 4.8 2.3 4.8 3.7
44, [E-6 21 2.9 2.9 4.3 3.3 3.0 2.0 3.0
7. Concrete-Sequential
. STRATEGIES
L
- |22 DIRECT INDIRECT
5 |22
g % S.E Memory
§ :5 = § Cognitive QOverall
s} o L i ,
8 (tjv) N Affective Social
7] Compensation| Metacognitive
1. A2 14 2.7 23 2.7 3.7 2.5 2.7 2.7
2. A3 20 2.8 2.0 3.8 440 3.2 25 2.8
3. A8 20 34 3.1 3.0 4.2 2.8 3.3 3.4
4. A9 18 25 3.3 3.8 L2 2.8 3.2 3.1
5. |A-10 16 3.0 36 2.7 4.4 3.7 35 3.8
6. B-1 21 2.3 3.4 3.5 3.4 1.7 20 2.9
7. B3 19 3.8 4.0 4.3 3.5 2.5 3.7 3.7
8. [B-5 17 34. 4.0 Y 4.1 3.8 37 37
9. B-6 20 4.4 3.9 5.8 4.1 3.8 4.8 4.0
10. |B-7 18 2.9 4.4 4.5 4.5 3.2 4.8 4.0
11. [B-8 17 2.2 2.5 2.3 %6 3.2 2.9 2.8
12. [B-10 21 286 2.4 3.2 2.8 2.8 2.8 26
13. [C-3 10 3.1 26 3.3 24 3 3.2 2.8
14. [C-4 15 3.8 38 4.0 4.4 4.0 4.2 3.5
15. |C-6 21 4.3 4. 2.8 4.4 4.0 4.8 3.4
16. [C-7 25 29 2.9 3,2 35 2.6 3.0 2.7
17. [C-8 21 3.2 3.8 4.8 4.5 3.4 3.8 3.5
18. [C-9 17 2.6 3.8 3.8 3.9 2.6 3.4 2.9
19.71C-10 20 4.6 3.1 37 4.1 3.6 4.4 3.1
20, fc-11 15 3.4 3.7 3.6 4.0 40 4.0 34
21. |C-15 17 2.9 3.2 28 2.5 22 2.0 27
22, D1 17 3.7 2.8 2.8 3.9 3.2 3.3 3.3
23. |P-3 22 3.3 386 4,2 4.2 3.7 3.2 3.7
24, D4 27 24 3.4 3.5 4.5 4,72 4.7 3.7
25. P-7 15 23 3.6 3.2 4.0 3.2 3.3 3.3
26. [D-9 13 19 3.2 3.2 3.2 2.5 37 2.9
27. D11 21 2.7 2.9 3.5 3.4 3.2 3.7 3.2
28. D13 19 3.3 4.0 3.3 48 1.7 3.0 3.5
29. D-14 25 25 4.5 4.8 4.3 28 2.8 3.8
30. [E-1 14 2.4 3.8 3.0 4.0 2.0 4.5 3.3
31. E-2 18 3.0 38 4.2 4.1 3.2 4.0 a7
32. E-3 17 2.3 3.2 3.5 37 3.2 40 3.4
33. [E-4 20 2.8 33 3.2 3.9 2.5 3.7 2.6
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8. Closure-Oriented
o STRATEGIES
= § o DIRECT INDIRECT

E =§ @ _é Memory Cognitive | Compensation Metacognitive | Affective | ~ Social Overall
&} o o

1. A1 22 2.9 2.0 2.2 4.4 2.5 2.7 2.7
2. |A-2 17 2.7 2.3 2.7 a7 2.5 2.7 2.7
3. A4 18 3.0 2.6 3.8 3.1 2.4 26 2.7
4, |A-5 23 1.7 2.7 2.5 4.1 2.5 28 3.2
5. A6 22 3.7 3.5 3.3 3.8 2.0 3.0 3.3
6. A7 20 3.1 3.0 2.0 43 2.3 25 3.0
7. |A-8 15 3.4 3.1 3.0 4.7 2.8 3.3 34
8. [A-9 14 2.3 3.3 3.8 4.2 28 2.2 3.1
9. |A-10 22 3.0 3.6 2.7 4.4 3.7 3.5 3.6
10. |A-11 22 3.6 3.0 4.5 39 3.3 27 3.4
11. |B-1 21 2.5 34 35 3.4 1.7 2.0 2.9
12. |B-4 19 34 3.6 4.4 3.7 2.7 2.8 3.6
13. |B-5 18 3.4 4.0 3.5 4.4 3.8 3.7 37
14. B-6 23 44 3.4 3.8 4.4 3.8 4.5 4.0
15. |B-7 26 2.8 4.1 4.5 435 3.2 4.5 4,0
16. [B-8 18 3.2 2.5 2.3 3.6 3.2 2.9 28
17. [B-10 19 2.6 2.4 3.2 2.8 28 2.8 2.6
18. |C-1 19 4.1 3.9 4.5 3.4 2.8 40 3.7
19. [C-2 15 3.6 3.1 4.5 3.8 3.7 3.2 25
20. [C-3 16 3.1 2.6 3.3 2.4 3 3.2 2.8
21. [C4 15 48 3.8 4.0 A4 4.0 4.2 35
22. |[C-5 26 3.0 3.0 2.2 2.0 2.8 2.8 2.4
23, IC-6 25 4.3 3.9 2.8 4.1 4.4 4.5 3.4
24, [C7 19 2.9 2.9 3.2 3.5 2.8 3.0 2.7
25. [C-10 20 36 3.1 37 4.1 3.6 4.4 3.1
26. [C-11 16 3.4 3.7 3.8 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.4
27. G112 17 3.8 3.5 3.8 4,0 3.2 4.4 37
28. [C-13 18 3.8 48 4.7 4.7 4.0 4.4 3.9
29. [C-14 26 38 4.3 4.8 4.7 2.4 4.8 4.1
30. [C-15 18 29 3.2 2.8 2.5 2.2 2.0 2.7
31. |C-16 13 3.1 3.9 3.4 5.0 3.0 4% 3.8
32. |C-17 17 3.6 3.8 9.8 3.9 3.8 3.8 3.8
33. [C-8 18 2.9 3.2 4.2 3.8 3.8 2.8 3.4
34..D1 | 15 3.7 2.8 2.8 .33 3.2 3.3 3.3
35. D2 14 1.6 3.3 3.0 3.0 2.2 3.7 2.8
36. -3 19 3.3 3.8 4.2 4.2 3.7 3.2 3.7
37. D4 20 2.4 3.4 3.5 4.8 4.2 47 3.7
38. D5 21 2.4 1.9 2.2 2.3 1.7 1.8 2.0
39. |D-6 17 2.1 3.3 3.2 5.8 2.8 2.8 3.0
40. D-7 20 2.3 3.8 3.2 4.0 3.2 3.3 3.3
41, |D-8 16 2.8 3.3 3.8 3.4 3.0 2.7 3.2
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D-9 18 1.8 3.2 3.2 3.2 2.5 37 2.9
D-10 18 2.3 2.6 2.7 3.1 25 3.0 25
D-11 22 2.7 2.9 3.5 3.4 3.2 3.7 3.2
D-12 25 34 35 3.3 4.4 1.2 472 3.4
b-13 21 3.3 4.0 3.3 4.6 1.7 3.0 3.5
D-14 19 25 4.5 4.8 43 2.8 2.8 3.8
E-1 19 2.4 3.6 3.0 40 2.0 &5 3.3
E-2 20 3.0 3, 42 4.4 3.2 4.0 37
- 50. [E-3 16 2.9 3.2 3.5 3.7 3.2 4.0 3.4
& 51. [E-4 22 2.8 3.3 3.2 3.9 2.3 3.7 26
4 52. [E-5 16 3.0 3.7 3.5 4.8 2.3 4.5 3.7
;\; 53. [E-6 16 29 29 4.3 3.3 3 2.0 3.0
; 9. Open
9
3 STRATEGIES
] DIRECT ' INDIRECT
' = o)
; 2 8 £
g g ﬂ‘c';-g’-- Memory Cognitive | Compensation Metacognitive | Affective Social Overall
3 > T o 2 .
’ C 0. wnw
1. A3 - 17 2.8 20 3.8 4.3 3.2 2.3 2.8
2. A9 14 2.3 3.3 3.8 4.2 28 22 3.1
’ 3. B2 15 29 3.1 2.8 3.5 48 3.0 3.2
_ 4. B3 18 3.8 4.0 43 3.5 2.5 57 37
5 [C-2 17 3.6 3.1 4.0 3.8 5.7 3.2 3.5
’ . 6. [C4 14 3.8 3.8 4.0 4.4 4.0 4.9 3.5
7. [C8 18 3.2 3.0 P 45 38 35 3.5
% 8. [C-9 17 2.8 35 3.8 3.9 2.6 3.4 28
; 9. [C-13 18 3.8 3.8 4.2 4.2 4.0 4.0 3.8 ;
10. [C-15 17 2.9 3.2 2.8 2.5 2.2 2.0 2.7 |
1. [C-16 13 3.1 39 3.4 5.0 3.0 4.2 29
’ 12. [C-17 19 3.6 3.8 3.8 35 3.6 3.8 3.8
: 13." p-2 12 18 3.3 3.0 3.0 2.2 3.7 28
i 14. D4 18 24 3.4 3.5 4.5 4.2 4.7 3.7
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g : 10. Global
g STRATEGIES
§ g DIRECT INDIRECT
_‘ = o
: = 5 p
i § % gg Memory Cognitive |Compensation Metacognitive | Affective | Social Overall
[ o wmw
- 1. A1 11 2.9 2.0 2.2 4.1 2.5 2.7 27
i 2. A2 16 27 2.3 27 37 25 2.7 2.7
: 3. A3 20 2.8 2.0 3.8 4.0 3.2 2.3 2.8
4. A4 21 3.0 2.6 3.5 3.1 2.4 26 2.7
; 5. |A5 21 17 2.7 25 4.1 2.5 2.0 3.2
j 6. |A6 16 37 3.5 33 3.8 2.0 3.0 3.3
3 7. A8 13 3.4 3.1 3.0 4.2 2.8 33 3.4
3 8. A9 15 24 3.3 5.8 4.2 238 2.2 3.1
ﬂ 3. A-10 17 3.0 56 2.7 4.4 4.7 3.5 5.6
10. |A-11 22 28 3.0 4.5 %5 3.3 2.7 3.4
i 1. [B-1 19 2.3 3.4 3.5 3.4 1.7 2.0 29
: 12. B3 26 3.8 4.0 4.3 55 25 5.7 3.7
] 13. [B-4 17 3.4 3.8 4.4 ¥ 2.7 2.8 3.5
; 14. [B-5 19 3.4 4.0 T35 4.1 3.8 3.7 3.7
- 15. |B-6 18 44 3.9 3.8 4.1 3.8 48 4.0
16. [B-7 21 2.0 4.1 45 4.4 3.2 4.8 4.0
i 17. B8 15 2.2 2.5 2.3 38 3.2 2.9 2.8
3 18. [B-10 17 26 2.4 3.2 2.8 28 2.8 26
. 19. [C-1 20 4.t 4.9 4.0 3.4 2.8 40 5.7
! 20. [C-2 22 38 3.1 4.0 3.8 37 3.2 34
21. [C3 13 3.1 26 3.3 2.4 3 3.2 2.8
22, [C4 18 3.8 5.8 4.0 4.4 4.0 42 5.5
J: 23. [C-5 20 3.0 3.0 22 20 2.8 2.7 2.4
3 24. IC6 23 4.3 29 2.8 4.1 4.0 48 3.4
25. [C-7 18 29 29 3.2 3.5 2.8 2.0 2.7
fj 26. |C8 24 3.2 35 Az i3 3.8 36 35
27. |c-9 23 26 2.5 3.8 3.8 26 3.4 29
. 28. |C-10 21 3.6 3.1 3.7 4.1 38 4.4 3.1
j 29. [C-11 19 24 37 3.0 4.0 40 a0 34
- 30. [C-12 17 3.5 5.5 3.8 4.0 3.2 4.4 5.7
| 31. [C-13 20 3.6 3.8 42 42 4.0 40 3.9
*; 32. C-14 17 3.8 4.3 4.8 57 2.4 48 4.14
. 33. [C-15 17 29 3.2 2.8 2.5 22 20 2.7
34, [C-16 18 3.1 35 3.4 8.5 3.0 4.2 3.9
35. [C-17 22 3.6 38 3.8 3.9 3.8 3.8 5.8
36. [C-18 21 2.9 3.2 4.2 38 38 2.8 3.4
37. |D-1 16 2.7 2.8 2.8 3.8 3.2 3.3 3.3
38. D2 24 148 3.3 3.0 3.0 2.2 3.7 2.8
39. -3 27 3.3 3.6 4.2 42 3.7 3.2 3.7
N 40. -4 22 9.4 34 3.5 4.5 42 4.7 3.7
“; 41. |p5 21 2.4 1.9 2.2 23 1.7 18 2.0
? 141




42. D6 13 2.1 3.3 3.2 3.8 2.8 2.8 3.0
43. D-7 22 2.3 36 3.9 4.0 3.2 3.3 3.3
44, b-8 19 2.8 3.3 2.4 3.4 3.0 2.7 3.2
45. D9 17 1.8 3.2 3.2 3.2 2.5 37 2.9
48, D-10 13 2.3 2.8 2.7 3.1 2.5 3.0 2.5
47. D12 16 3.4 3.5 3.3 4.4 .2 42 3.4
48. D13 22 3.3 48 3.3 4.8 1.7 3.0 35
49, D-14 29 25 4.5 4.8 4.3 2.8 2.8 3.8
50. [E-1 13 2.4 38 3.0 4.0 2.0 4.5 3.3
51. [E-2 20 3.0 28 4.2 4.4 3.2 4.0 37
52. [E-3 15 2.9 3.2 35 37 3.2 4.0 3.4
53, [E-4 20 2.8 3.3 3.2 .9 25 37 2.6
54. [E-5 18 3.0 3.7 3.5 4.8 2.3 4.8 47
55. |E-6 25 2.9 2.9 4.3 3.3 3.0 2.0 3.0
11. Analytic

© STRATEGIES

o

e DIRECT INDIRECT

=5 <2
2 | 8| <4
§ '% é Memory Cognitive |Compensation | Metacognitive | Affective | Social Overall
g o w -,
1.7 A1 13 2.8 2.0 2.2 4.1 2.5 2.7 2.7
2. A6 14 37 35 3.3 3.8 2.0 3.0 3.3
3. A7 13 3.1 3.0 2.0 4.2 2.5 2.5 3.0
4. |A8 13 3.4 3.1 3.0 4.2 2.8 3.3 3.4
5. AN 21 38 3.0 4.5 3.8 3.3 2.7 3.4
6. [B-2 16 2.9 3.4 2.8 35 4.8 3.0 3.2
7. B-7 19 2.8 4.1 4.8 4.8 3.2 4.8 4.0
8. [C-1 21 4.1 39 4.6 3.4 2.8 4.0 3.7
9. [C2 22 3.8 3.1 4.0 3.8 3.2 3.5
10. [C-3 12 3.1 2.6 3.3 24 3.0 3.2 2.8
1. 1C-4 16 3.8 38 4.5 4.4 4.0 4.2 35
12. |C-12 15 3.5 4.5 3.8 4.0 3.2 4.4 37
13. [C-13 22 36 3.8 4.2 4.2 4.0 4.0 3.9
14.C15 17 2.9 3.2 2.8 2.5 2.2 2.0 27
15. [D-1 16 37 2.8 2.8 3.9 3.2 3.3 3.3
16. |D-6 14 2.1 3.3 3.2 3.8 2.8 2.8 3.0
17. [D-10 15 2.3 2.6 2.7 3.1 2.5 3.0 2.5
18. |D-11 18 27 2.9 3.5 3.4 3.2 3.7 3.2
18. D-12 14 3.4 3.3 3.3 4.4 12 4.2 3.4
20. [E-1 13 2.4 36 3.0 4.0 2.0 4.5 3.3
21, |E-3 15 2.9 3.2 3.5 3.7 3.2 4.0 3.4
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STRATEGY GROUPS

' Least Significant Difference (LSD) = 0.09

Strategy Group |

Strategy Group I

Difference

Appendix XI

Proportion of
the

hot at all significant diffrence 0.1
Social Cognitive 0.09 |not at all significant difference 0.1
Memory Affective 0.09 ot at all significant difference 0.1
Compensation [Social 0.08 |not at all significant difference 0.1
Cognitive Overal] 0.01 |not at all significant difference 0.0
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Appendix XII

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF LEARNING STRATEGY USE FOR EACH

LEARNING STYLE
I. Visual
DIRECT INDIRECT
STRATEGIES STRATEGIES _ Overall
Memory | Cognitive | Compensa | Metacog | Affective | Social
tion nitive
3.0 32 32 38 2.9 32 32
3.0 3.2 32 39 2.8 3.0 3.3
29 3.6 32 4.1 3.2 4.0 34
0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.9 0.5
2.7 2.3 2.6 1 2.8 2.8 2.8 1.7
1.7 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.2 2.0 24
4.4 4.3 4.6 4.8 4.0 4.8 4.1
31 31 31 31 31 31 31
2. Auditory
DIRECT . INDIRECT
STRATEGIES STRATEGIES _ Overall
Memory | Cognitive | Compensa | Metacog | Affective | Social
tion nitive
3.0 3.3 35 3.9 29 34 33
29 33 35 39 2.8 32 33
29 3.3 3.5 4.1 2.5 2.7 3.7
0.7 0.5 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.8 0.4
2.8 2.5 2.8 2.0 25 2.8 1.4
1.6 2.0 2.0 2.8 1.7 20 2.6
4.4 4.5 4.8 4.8 4.2 4.8 4.0
35 35 35 35 35 35 35
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3. Hands-on

DIRECT INDIRECT
STRATEGIES STRATEGIES : Overall
Cognitive | Compensa | Metacog | Affective | Social
tion nitive
3.3 3.6 3.9 3.0 34 3.3
3.3 3.6 4.0 3.1 35 34
35 35 4.1 32 3.7 34
0.6 0.7 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.5
24 28 2.7 2.8 3.0 2.1
1.9 2.0 2.3 1.2 1.8 2.0
43 . 4.8 5.0 4.0 4.8 4.1
32 32 32 32 32 32
4, Extraverted
DIRECT . INDIRECT
STRATEGIES ; STRATEGIES Overall
Memory | Cognitive | Compensa | Metacog | Affective | Social
- tion nitive
3.0 3.3 34 3.8 2.9 34 3.2
3.0 33 35 3.9 2.8 33 33
29 33 35 4.1 2.8 2.8 3.7
0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.9 0.5
2.8 2.6 2.8 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.1
1.6 1.9 2.0 2.0 1.2 1.8 2.0
4.4 4.5 4.8 5.0 4.2 4.8 4.1
51 51 51 51 51 51 51
5. Introverted
DIRECT INDIRECT
___ STRATEGIES STRATEGIES Overall
Memory | Cognitive | Compensa | Metacog | Affective | Social
tion nitive
32 32 34 3.7 3.0 33 3.2
32 3.2 33 3.9 3.0 33 3.3
3.6 3.6 4.0 4.4 2.5 3.0 3.3
0.6 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.4
2.2 2.0 2.3 2.4 2.8 2.3 1.5
1.9 2.0 22 2.0 1.2 2.2 24
41 40" 4.5 4.4 4.0 4.5 39
\‘ 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
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6. Intuitive

8. Closure-Oriented

DIRECT INDIRECT
STRATEGIES STRATEGIES Overall
Memory | Cognitive | Compensa | Metacog | Affective | Social
tion nitive .
3.0 3.2 35 3.8 2.8 3.2 32
3.0 3.3 35 3.9 2.8 3.0 33
3.6 35 3.8 4.1 2.5 2.8 2.8
0.6 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.5
2.8 2.6 2.8 3.0 2.8 3.0 2.1
1.6 1.9 20 2.0 1.2 1.8 2.0
4.4 45 4.8 5.0 4.0 4.8 4.1
44 44 44 44 44 44 44
DIRECT 5 INDIRECT
STRATEGIES STRATEGIES Overall
Memory | Cognitive | Compensa | Metacog | Affective | Social
tion nitive
3.0 3.4 3.5 39 3.9 3.9 39
2.9 34 35 4.0 32 35 33
29 3.6 3.5 4.1 32 3.7 3.7
0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.4
25 2.5 25 24 25 2.8 1.4
1.9 2.0 2.3 2.4 1.7 2.0 2.6
4.4 4.5 4.8 4.8 4.2 4.8 " 4.0
33 33 33 33 33 33 33
DIRECT INDIRECT
STRATEGIES STRATEGIES Overall
Memory | Cognitive | Compensa | Metacog | Affective | Social
tion nitive
3.0 33 34 3.8 29 34 33
3.0 33 35 3.9 2.8 33 33
2.9 3.3 35 4.1 32 2.8 34
0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.9 0.5
2.8 2.6 2.8 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.1
1.6 1.9 2.0 2.0 1.2 1.8 20
44 4.5 4.8 5.0 4.2 4% 4.1
53 33 53 53 53 53 53
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9. Open

10. Global

11. Analytic

DIRECT INDIRECT
STRATEGIES STRATEGIFES . Overall
Memory | Cognitive | Compensa | Metacog Affective | Social
tion nitive
3.0 34 3.7 3.9 33 34 34
3.0 35 38 4.0 34 3.7 35
3.6 3.8 3.8 4.2 3.8 3.7 35
0.6 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.4
22 2.0 2.0 2.5 20 2.7 1.2
1.6 2.0 2.8 25 2.2 20 27
38 4.0 4.8 5.0 42 4.7 39
14 14 14 14 14 14 14
DIRECT . INDIRECT _
STRATEGIES ' STRATEGIES Overall
Memory | Cognitive | Compensa | Metacog Affective | Social
tion: nitive
3.0 33 3.5 3.8 2.9 34 33
3.0 34 3.5 3.9 28 3.3 3.4
29. 33 38 4.1 32 3.7 3.7
0.6 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.7 . 0.8 0.5
2.8 2.6 2.6 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.1
1.6 1.9 22 2.0 1.2 1.8 2.0
44 4.5 4.8 5.0 4.2 4.8 4.1
55 55 55 55 .55 55 55
DIRECT INDIRECT
STRATEGIES STRATEGIES Overall
Memory | Cognitive | Compensa | Metacog | Affective Social
tion nitive
3.2 3.2 3.3 3.8 2.9 35 33
3.1 3.2 33 39 3.0 33 33
29 35 33 3.8 3.2 3.0 34
0.5 0.5 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.4
2.0 2.1 25 2.4 28 28 1.5
2.1 2.0 2.0 2.4 1.2 2.0 2.5
4.1 4.1 4.5 4.8 4.0 48 | 40
21 21 21 21 21 21 21
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