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This study compared strategy use and beliefs about language learning, and the 

relationship between beliefs and use reported by 428 monolingual Korean and 420 bilingual 

Korean-Chinese university students. This study also examined the influence of background 

variables (e.g., gender, self-rated English proficiency, and academic major) on learners’ beliefs 

and strategy use.  Data was collected using three questionnaires, the Strategy Inventory for 

Language Learning (SILL), the Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory (BALLI), and the 

Individual Background Questionnaire (IBQ).  

Data were analyzed using descriptive analyses, principal-component analyses, factor 

analyses, Pearson r correlation analyses, multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), and the 

Scheffé post-hoc test.  Monolinguals reported using compensation strategies most, followed by 

cognitive, metacognitive, memory, social/practical practice, and affective strategies.  Bilinguals 

preferred to use cognitive strategies most, followed by metacognitive and affective, 

compensation, memory, social, and independent practice strategies. Students from both groups 

reported low use of social and memory strategies.  Despite a less favorable formal English 

education environment in the Korean-Chinese community and fewer English learning 

experiences, bilingual Korean-Chinese reported higher use of learning strategies, which indicates 

bilinguals’ superior language learning abilities. Students from both groups had strong 

instrumental motivation for learning English.  Bilinguals held stronger beliefs about the 

importance of formal learning and felt less fear of speaking English with native English speakers.  



Significant correlations between strategy and belief variables indicated differences in the impact 

of beliefs on strategy use for both groups. The result of the MANOVA revealed that bilingual 

humanities or engineering majors used more strategies and held stronger beliefs about formal 

learning. Proficiency level was positively correlated with strategy use for both groups. No gender 

effect on strategy use and beliefs was found.  The assumption that differences in the learning 

experiences of the participants from two distinct geographical and socio-educational learning 

settings would influence the findings of this study was upheld.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Early research on language-learning strategies was limited to identifying what language 

learners did to learn language. There was little concern for the relationship between language-

learning strategy use and success in language learning (Cohen & Aphek, 1980; Rubin, 1975; 

Stern, 1975).  As language learning studies became more learner-centered, their intent was 

ultimately to introduce less successful learners to strategic ways to promote their personal 

success in language learning.  As Oxford (1990) emphasized:  “learning strategies are important 

for language learning because they are tools for active, self-directed involvement” (p.1), making 

learning strategies a crucial element of the learning process.  Learning strategies can foster 

learners’ autonomy in language learning (Holec, 1981) and assist learners in promoting their own 

achievement in language proficiency (Bremner, 1998; Green & Oxford, 1995; Griffiths, 2003; 

Lee, 2003; O'Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, Russo, & Küpper, 1985; Oxford, 1990; 

Politzer, 1983).  Learning strategies, therefore, help learners become efficient in learning and 

using a language.  

Accordingly, more recent studies of language learning have attempted to investigate 

multiple aspects of language learners and how they choose to learn language. Studies have 

looked at how choice of language-learning strategies is affected by various learner characteristics 

such as gender (Ehrman & Oxford, 1989; Oxford, 1993; Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995; Oxford & 

Nyikos, 1989; Politzer, 1983; Wharton, 2000), age (Purdie & Oliver, 1999), second language 

proficiency (Bialystok, 1981; Chamot & Küpper, 1989; Park, 1997; Peacock & Ho, 2003; 

Phillips, 1991; Politzer, 1983), cultural background (Oxford, 1996; Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995; 

Politzer & McGroarty, 1985), social context (Parks & Raymond, 2004),  learning styles (Ehrman 
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& Oxford, 1989), motivation (Kim-Yoon, 2000; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Ramirez, 1986), 

anxiety (Gardner, 1993; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1994), and beliefs about language learning (Park, 

1997; Yang, 1999). 

What learners believe about learning is frequently influenced by the context in which 

they learn. These beliefs in turn influence their learning behaviors. In terms of language learning, 

Horwitz found that learners’ beliefs about language learning were influenced by their previous 

language learning experiences as well as cultural background (Horwitz, 1987, 1988).  For 

instance, language learners in a context where bilingualism is common may have different 

beliefs about language learning than learners in monolingual contexts. Beliefs about language 

learning have also been found to be closely linked to the learners’ choice of learning strategies 

(Hosenfeld, 1978; Wenden, 1987a; Yang, 1992, 1999). For example, learners with strong beliefs 

about the importance of vocabulary in language learning would be likely to use strategies that 

support vocabulary learning such as memorizing words, making a list of new words in a notepad, 

or practicing new words with others.  As Christison and Krahnke (1986) stressed in their study of 

language learners, “studies of learner belief and attitude are valuable sources of insight into 

language learning” (p.78). 

Beliefs and Strategy Use of Monolingual versus Bilingual Students 

 Intuitively, it would seem that language learning by multilinguals would differ from that 

of monolinguals. Due to their greater linguistic experience, multilinguals or bilinguals may 

possess certain skills, strategies, understandings or beliefs that enable them to approach the 

process of language learning more effectively than individuals with experience in only one 

language. McLaughlin & Nayak (1989) referred to the multilingual learners as “experts” in 

language learning. Other studies have borne out with empirical evidence that the language 
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learning abilities of such “experts” are superior to those of monolinguals (Gathercole, 1997; 

Lerea & Kohut, 1961; Nayak, Hansen, Krueger, & McLaughlin, 1990; Thomas, 1988). Results 

from these studies indicated that bilinguals had greater facility in learning a third language, were 

more flexible in seeking and utilizing strategies appropriate to the task, and knew more readily 

which learning strategy would work best for the target task. Additional research comparing 

beliefs and strategy use of monolinguals and bilinguals is limited (Thomas, 1988; Wharton, 

2000). In fact, no comparative analyses have been conducted explaining how bilingual learners 

learning English as foreign language (EFL) differ from monolingual EFL learners in terms of 

language-learning strategy use, beliefs about language learning and how these may reflect 

individual cultural and educational characteristics.   

Statement of the Problem 

Since China and Korea agreed to open their doors to each other in 1992, more and more 

Korean-Chinese students have enrolled in universities or colleges in Korea for their higher 

education, and more Korean students have taken opportunities to attend universities in China.  

According to the Ministry of Education and Human Resources Development of Korea (2004), 

the number of Korean students studying in China was 9,204 in 1998, and it had doubled by 2003 

(18,267).  Currently more than 5,000 students from China attend universities or colleges in 

Korea, and two-thirds of that population are bilingual Korean-Chinese students (Hei Long Jiang 

News, 2005).  The increasing number of students studying in the alternate country has focused 

the attention of teachers and researchers in both countries to the special needs of these students, 

especially the need to overcome any academic difficulties caused by socio-cultural and 

educational differences.  
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Although the two sample groups in this study share the same first language (Korean), 

differences in beliefs and learning strategy use between two groups may exist because of the 

vastly different socio-cultural and educational environments.  Research has pointed out that 

misunderstandings may arise between teachers and students due to a simple lack of experience 

with social and cultural differences (Chamberlain, 2005; Garcia & Guerra, 2004; Horwitz, 1999; 

among others).  In such a context, research suggests that in order for instructors to assist their 

new students, they need to begin to expect and to look for differences in thinking and behaving 

when they interact with socially and culturally different people.  Based on this perspective, this 

study attempts to provide information on thoughts and behaviors of learners in learning to 

minimize misunderstanding between instructors and students, prevent academic failures of 

students, and provide valuable information about their beliefs and strategy use by comparing 

university students in Korea and China.   

              The majority of research on language-learning strategies and beliefs about language 

learning to date has examined how monolinguals’ use of language-learning strategies was 

influenced by their beliefs about language learning in various learning contexts, such as English 

as a second language (ESL) classes (Siebert, 2003), foreign language learning classes in the 

United States ( Bacon & Finnemann, 1990; Horwitz, 1988; Kern, 1989, 1995; Oh, 1996), EFL in 

other linguistic contexts (i.e., other countries) (Diab, 2000; Wang, 1996; Yang, 1999), or in 

cross-cultural settings (Bedell & Oxford, 1996; Tumposky, 1991).   

In contrast, little research has been done on bilinguals’ beliefs about language learning 

and/or their use of learning strategies. Some research is available on the comparison of learning 

strategy use between monolinguals and bilinguals (Nayak et al., 1990), beliefs about language 

learning of monolinguals and bilinguals in a foreign language learning setting in the U.S. 
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(Thomas, 1988), and the use of learning strategies of bilinguals (Purdie & Oliver, 1999; Wharton, 

2000).  To date, no comparative analyses have been conducted, explaining how bilingual EFL 

learners are different from monolingual EFL learners in terms of using language-learning 

strategies and their beliefs about language learning.  To bridge this gap, research investigating 

how language learning behaviors and thoughts may differ between monolinguals and bilinguals 

in terms of patterns of learning strategy use and the impact of their beliefs about language 

learning on the strategic choices of strategy is necessary. Such a comparison study of 

monolingual and bilingual learners may provide important information about how “good” or 

“expert” language learners differ from novices or less experienced learners.  

Purpose of the Study 

        Therefore, the primary purpose of this study is to investigate the beliefs and language-

learning strategy use of monolingual and bilingual students currently engaged in learning a 

foreign language. The second goal is to determine if there are any differences between 

monolinguals and bilinguals in terms of their beliefs about language learning and strategy use.  

The third goal of the study is to explore the relationship between learners’ beliefs about language 

learning and their learning strategy use.  The final goal of the study is to examine the influence 

of background variables (e.g., gender, self-rated English proficiency, and academic major) on 

learners’ beliefs about language learning and their use of language-learning strategies.  

The current study utilized three questionnaires in order to examine strategy use of 

monolingual Korean and bilingual Korean-Chinese university students and their beliefs about 

language learning: Oxford’s (1990) the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL, 

ESL/EFL 7.0 version) (see Appendix A), Horwitz’s (1987) the Beliefs about Language Learning 
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Inventory (BALLI, ESL/EFL version) (see Appendix B), and the Individual Background 

Questionnaire (IBQ) (see Appendix C). 

Questions of the Study 

 In order to fulfill these purposes, the following research questions were designed:  

1) What are the language-learning strategies of monolingual Korean and bilingual  

     Korean-Chinese university students?  Are there any similarities or differences in the use of  

     learning strategies between them? 

2) What are the beliefs of monolingual Korean and bilingual Korean-Chinese university  

     students concerning language learning?  Are there any similarities or differences in  

     beliefs about language learning between them? 

3) What are the relationships between learners’ beliefs about language learning and  

     language-learning strategy use? 

4) What are the similarities or differences between the monolinguals and the bilinguals in  

     their choices of language-learning strategies and their beliefs about language learning  

     by gender, self-rated English proficiency, or academic major? 

Context of the Study 

 The participants for this study are monolingual and bilingual university students of 

Korean descent who are learning English as a foreign language in Korea or China. While both 

groups (monolingual Korean and bilingual Korean-Chinese) speak Korean as their mother 

tongue, they are unique populations with very different histories and socio-educational learning 

contexts. This section will give a description of the evolution of the two groups which is 

inextricably linked to their language abilities and education.  
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Monolingual Koreans Living in Korea 

 Since the teaching of English was first introduced by foreign missionaries in the late  

1880s, English as a foreign language (EFL) has been taught in Korean schools. Formal 

classroom instruction in English for secondary school students in Korea began in 1945, after 

Korea gained independence from Japan.  With the creation of the first National Curriculum for 

education in 1954, the systematic curriculum for English education was established.  Since the 

first curriculum, the National Curriculum has been revised seven times, as has the curriculum for 

English education 1(Pae, 1998).   

Before the 6th curriculum, English was taught only in grades 7 through 12 as a 

compulsory subject and for two years at the university.  During the period between 1st and 5th 

curricula (1954-1992), instructional contexts for English in Korea were very traditional in nature, 

using what is called a grammar-translation approach.  The EFL classroom focused on 

memorization of elements of structural grammar, repetition and practice, and rote memorization.  

The EFL classrooms at the secondary schools were equally didactic, being lecture-oriented with 

teachers in the role of English language knowledge disseminators. Students were encouraged to 

develop abilities to analyze the syntactic structure of sentences, comprehend long text passages, 

and memorize a large number of vocabulary words.  Students played a passive role in language 

learning in a teacher-dominated classroom, often with as many as 40 to 50 students in a class 

(Choe, 1997). 

 In the late 1980s, educators and government officials began to voice concerns that this 

grammar-translation approach resulted in little actual communicative competence for learners, 

                                                 
1 The revision of English national curriculum underwent seven changes, controlled by the Ministry of  
   Education and Human Resources Development; 1st  (1954-1963), 2nd  (1963-1974), 3rd  (1974- 
   1981), 4th (1981-1987), 5th (1987-1992), 6th (1992-1999), and 7th (2000-). 
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despite the many years schools devoted to instruction in  English (six years in secondary schools 

and two years in higher education systems) (Choe, 1997; Park, 1996). In response to these 

concerns, significant changes were made in the National English Curriculum to address and to 

promote students’ communicative competence. One of the major changes made during the 6th 

curriculum was that English learning was introduced in the 3rd grade as a required subject 

beginning in 1997. Another major change was an effort to alter the instructional focus in the EFL 

classroom to include communicative skills.  Teaching English would now include developing 

speaking and listening skills in order to meet the goals of the new curriculum, especially in 

elementary schools (Lee, 2002).  The language teaching approach shifted from teacher-centered 

to a more student-centered one designed to encourage students to engage in active language 

learning in and out of the classroom.   As a means of promoting students’ communicative 

competence, the assessment of listening skills was adopted in the English curriculum, and it 

became a part of the college entrance examination beginning with the 6th curriculum.  

The Role of College Entrance Examinations 

Over the decades, the changes in English education in Korea have been largely controlled 

by political and social issues. With every change in the National Curriculum, reforms in the 

examinations also took place.  The highly competitive college entrance examination has played 

an important role in English education in Korea because admission to universities is based on 

this score (Park, 1996).  Therefore, in secondary schools learning English has a huge role in the 

preparation of students for the entrance examination because English language competence 

counts heavily towards the total score.  Although the recent curricula (6th and 7th) and the trends 

of English teaching in Korea now include a focus on promoting learners’ communicative 

competence (listening and speaking), English classrooms in secondary schools have changed 
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only marginally, and still include traditional teaching approaches, mostly because of the strong 

influence of the college entrance examination (Pae, 1998).     

Once students advance to higher education, colleges and universities typically offer a 

variety of EFLclasses in reading, writing, grammar, speaking, and listening.  Nevertheless, 

standardized testing is still a presence at the upper level for students whose focus is on attending 

graduate school and/or getting a good job after graduation. Because most companies require 

students to submit test scores as proof of their English proficiency, most college students 

perceive English proficiency as an asset to their professional lives. These students devote a great 

deal of time preparing for the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) or Test of English 

for International Communication (TOEIC) (Kim, 2003; Kim, 2004).  Both tests are used as 

criteria for admission to graduate school or for consideration in employment. Therefore, the 

English language learning of college students may also be driven by a test requirements rather 

than communicative needs.  

Bilingual Korean-Chinese Groups in China 

Owing to the lengthy absence of diplomatic relations between Korea and China (pre-

1992), to date little is known about Koreans as an ethnic minority in China.  The settlement of 

Korean immigrants in China began in the late 1880s when thousands of poor Koreans fled to 

Northeast China (Manchuria) to escape from drought and famine (Min, 1992).  Later, when 

Korea was annexed by Japan in 1910, a considerable number of Koreans moved to Northern 

China to avoid Japanese oppression. Furthermore, during the Japanese control of Korea (1910-

1945), the Japanese government forced thousands of Koreans to move to the northeastern part of 

China (Yanbian) for political reasons (Choi, 1998; Lee, 1999; Min, 1992).  Because most 

Koreans could not go back to their homeland when the Chinese-Korean border was closed in the 
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late 1940s, they remained in the Yanbian area and nearby provinces. Due to the minimal number 

of North Korean immigrants to the Yanbian region and the ban on South Korean visits to China 

since 1949 when the Communist government was established, the Korean population in China 

has remained ethnically homogeneous for four generations, with little to no intermarriage outside 

the Korean culture.  

 The majority of the population in China is Han Chinese, with ethnic minorities 

constituting a mere 8% of the population of China.  Korean-Chinese represent the second largest 

number of overseas Koreans2 - over two million. The largest Korean settlement (42% of the 

entire Korean population in China) is concentrated in the Yanbian area in the Jilin Province 

which is closed to the North Korean and Russian borders (Huang, 2004).  70% of population in 

Jilin Province is Korean-Chinese. Forty percent of the population in Yanbian Korean 

Autonomous Prefecture is Korean-Chinese and 57% is Han Chinese (Yanji Network, 2005).  

Although Koreans in this area have been isolated from South Korea for a half century and have 

had minimum contact with North Korea, they historically have avoided assimilating into the 

Chinese culture. They have maintained their Korean culture, Korean language, a strong sense of 

ethnic identity and a high level of ethnic autonomy.  This is attributable to the establishment of 

Korean ethnic schools (schools run and attended solely by Koreans for the purpose of 

maintaining Korean culture and tradition) in the very first stages of settlement in the early 1900s. 

The Yanbian Koreans maintained their high academic achievement and literacy rates, especially 

in contrast to other ethnic groups. In 1952, the Chinese government established the Yanbian 

Korean Autonomous Prefecture (Lee, 1999; Min, 1992).  Since then, Chinese policies governing 

                                                 
2 According to Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade (2003), the total population of overseas Koreans is  
    estimated  at 6,076,783.  Korean-American (2,157,498) are the largest group in terms of population,  
    followed by Korean-Chinese (2,144,789).  
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minorities have encouraged and even financially supported the Korean community to 

continuously maintain their culture and language through their ethnic-based educational system 

(Huang, 2004). In China, they are publicly perceived as a highly motivated ethnic-minority 

group committed to educating their generations and maintaining their language, culture, and 

ethnic identity (Choi, 1998; Lee, 1999). 

Bilingualism in the Korean Autonomous Prefecture 

 One of the factors contributing to the highly preserved Korean culture and ethnicity in 

China was the use of the Korean language (Choi, 1998; Huang, 2004; Lee, 1999; Min, 1992).  

Since the autonomy of Koreans in the Yanbian region was declared in 1952, the Yanbian Korean 

government has published all government documents and other publications in Korean and also 

translated Chinese documents into Korean (Min, 1992).  Children in the Yanbian Korean 

community acquire Korean as their first language at home, and more than 90 % of Korean 

children in the Yanbian area attend Korean ethnic schools (Huang, 2004; Lee, 1999). The 

curriculum of Korean ethnic schools currently includes Korean language classes which are 

allotted 7-8 hours a week in primary school beginning in the 1st grade and 3-4 four hours a week 

in secondary schools.   All textbooks, teaching and learning materials are printed in Korean, and 

any school materials written in Chinese are translated into Korean. Naturally, the language of 

instruction in classrooms is Korean.  

However, the Yanbian government has consistently included Chinese language education 

in schools to support children’s success in adjusting to Chinese society. There has been 

considerable attention to bilingual education (teaching Korean and Chinese) in the Korean 

Autonomous Prefecture. Chinese language classes are given, allotting 5-6 hours in primary 
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schools beginning in the 2nd grade and 4 hours a week in secondary schools (Park, 1995).  As a 

result, almost all Korean students in the Yanbian area are bilingual. 

The need to know Chinese has intensified since China agreed to open the door to South 

Korea in 1992.  Korean-Chinese communities have experienced changes from the influx of 

economic and cultural influences from South Korea.  Rapid economic and cultural changes in 

Korean-Chinese society have occurred through modernization, industrialization, and 

urbanization. China’s open-door policy changed not only the economic status of Koreans in 

China, but also their desire to be a part of globalization waves. More and more, access to 

opportunities and resources requires fluency in Chinese as opposed to in Korean. Thus, Yanbian 

Korean parents have good reason to want their children to be educated and more fluent in 

Chinese for their academic and professional success.  Parents find themselves in the difficult 

position of wanting to prepare their children for the best possible future by ensuring fluency in 

Chinese to the greatest extent possible, yet at the same time not wanting children to lose their 

mother language (Huang, 2004; Lee, 1999).  

Many Korean families who reside outside the Yanbian provinces and in rural areas send 

their children to Han Chinese schools. One reason is that Korean ethnic schools are often not 

available. More and more, however, parents perceive that Han Chinese schools prepare their 

children better than Korean ethnic schools.  In many respects this is true as materials printed in 

Chinese are more readily available and often provide more current information on new academic 

knowledge and technologies. While these materials are commercially produced and widely 

distributed in Chinese, they are not available in Korean. Consequently, the quality of Yanbian’s 

educational programs has fallen behind those in other parts of the Jilin provinces or in other 

Chinese-based education systems (Choi, 1998; Lee, 1986; Park, 1998).  
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Foreign language Instruction in the Korean Autonomous Prefecture 

            Japanese and English are the two major foreign languages being taught in secondary  

schools in the Yanbian area.  Traditionally, foreign language education in Korean ethnic schools 

focused on teaching and learning Japanese.  Many Korean students in secondary schools choose 

Japanese as a foreign language for their college entrance examination (Park, 1998). It is 

relatively easy for Korean-Chinese students to learn Japanese, due to the similarities in grammar 

structures and phonology between Korean and Japanese. Choosing Japanese as a foreign 

language for the entrance examination often results in higher scores on the test, which put 

Korean students in a better position to apply for better universities.   

Teaching English in Korean ethnic schools began in the early 1990s. While current trends 

in English education in Han Chinese schools have shifted in focus to promoting communicative 

competence (Huang & Xu, 1999), a shortage of trained English teachers and lack of knowledge 

about more balanced teaching and learning has put the current state of English education in 

Korean ethnic schools in jeopardy. Teaching methods today remain traditional and are based on 

a grammar-translation approach focusing on reading comprehension exercises, analyses of 

sentences, rote memorization, and translation from English to Korean or Chinese, or vice versa 

(Lee, 2002).  The Yanbian Korean communities in China have begun to realize the important 

role of English in the information age which has led them to improve English education for their 

younger generations. As a result, the Yanbian Korean government today is focusing on 

improving English education in secondary schools and higher education systems.   

Significance of the Study 

This study will provide information about both theoretical and practical aspects of 

language learning differences between monolingual and bilingual EFL learners by exploring 
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their beliefs about language learning, their learning strategy use and the relationship between 

these two areas. These aspects of language learning will also be linked to self-reported language 

proficiency and various other individual characteristics which have been shown to be relevant to 

language learning. As one assumption of this study is that bilingual learners have greater 

expertise in language learning due to their more extensive exposure to the language learning 

process, being able to compare these more experienced language learners to the less experienced 

monolingual group should offer insight into ways to scaffold materials for novices more 

effectively.  

Practically, this study will provide empirical evidence of any learning differences 

between these two groups in order to assist teachers, administrators, policy makers, researchers, 

curriculum developers, publishers, and learners in EFL learning environments, particularly in 

Korean contexts.  This need is pressing, as described above because of the political, economic 

and social changes in the last ten years and their impact on institutions of higher education.  

                                  Limitations of the Study 

 Although data collection and analyses were carried out with caution in order to ensure 

reliability and validity of the study, some limitations should be kept in mind when interpreting 

the findings. 

The study was conducted with a considerably large number of EFL students, the 

participants of the study were undergraduate students at two universities, one in Korea and the 

other one in China. In addition, the sample was limited to students who voluntarily participated 

in the study.  Consequently, caution will be required when attempting to make generalizations of 

the findings to larger populations in a Korean context or to other populations with different 

ethnic, linguistic, or educational backgrounds.  
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The study used two questionnaires (SILL and BALLI) based on a 5-point Likert-scale 

system, so the characteristics of a retrospective self-reported survey may be problematic. 

Validity of the results of the study depends on the participants’ honesty, willingness, and ability 

to respond accurately to each question.   In addition, the self-reported questionnaire may not 

report all types of beliefs and the whole range of learning strategy use.   Some strategies and 

beliefs might be missed. However, the open ended question at the end of each survey was 

designed to counter this problem. 

     Because the study mainly uses a quantitative approach to collect and analyze data, other 

detailed descriptive information on beliefs and strategy use from observations or interviews will 

not be included.   Instead, only one open-ended question was included at the end of the SILL and 

BALLI for eliciting beliefs and strategies that are unique to the sample in the study.   

                                          Definition of Terms 

English as a second language (ESL).  ESL refers to language-learning situations  

involving instruction of English in an English-speaking community or country to  

students whose first language is not English.  

English as a foreign language (EFL).  EFL refers to language learning situations involving 

instruction of English to speakers of other languages in a non-English-speaking community or 

country. 

L1.  It refers to a first language or native language of second language learners. 

L2.  It refers to a second language or target language. 

FL. It refers to a foreign language. 

SL.  It refers to a second language. 
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Language-learning strategies.  Language-learning strategies are “specific actions taken by the 

learner to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, and 

more transferable to new situations” (Oxford, 1990, p.8). 

Strategy Inventory for Language learning (SILL).  SILL was designed by Oxford (1990) to 

investigate learners’ use of the language-learning strategies that promote success in language 

learning. There are two different versions of SILL; one for native English speakers learning a 

foreign language containing 80 items (Version 5.0); another one for ESL or EFL learners 

containing 50 items (Version 7.0).  The ESL/EFL version of SILL was used for this study.  

Oxford categorized learners’ various strategies into the following six groups of strategies: 

Memory strategies, Cognitive strategies, Compensation strategies, Metacognitive strategies, 

Affective strategies, and Social strategies. 

Beliefs about language learning. Beliefs about language learning refers to language learners’ 

preconceived ideas or notions on a variety of issues related to second or foreign language 

learning (Horwitz, 1987). 

Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory (BALLI).  BALLI is an instrument developed by 

Horwitz (1987) to assess the beliefs of ESL/EFL students or American foreign language learners 

about language learning.  It focuses on five aspects: the difficulty of language learning, foreign 

language aptitude, the nature of language learning, learning and communication strategies, and 

motivation and expectations. In this study, the BALLI  ESL/EFL version was used. 

Monolingual.  Monolingual refers to individuals who speak or use only one language to meet 

their daily needs for communication in their everyday lives.  For the purpose of this study, 

monolingual is defined as a learner who can function only in one language for daily 

communication needs despite required foreign language study.  That is, learner who has taken 
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foreign language classes but has neither acquired nor learned enough for real communicative 

interactions. In this study, Korean university students are described as monolinguals. Even 

though they have experiences in foreign language learning, they use Korean as their functional 

every day language.  

Bilingual. Bilingual refers to individuals who speak or use two languages, especially with equal 

or nearly equal fluency to meet their daily needs for communication in their everyday lives. In 

this study, Korean-Chinese university students are described as bilinguals. These students use 

both Korean and Chinese relatively interchangeably as their functional every day languages and 

in their daily activities. 

Multilingual.  Multilingual refers to individuals who speak or use more than two languages. 

Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL). This is a test used to assess the English 

proficiency of learners whose first language is not English.  It is the most widely used test of 

English required of international students who come to study at universities in the United States. 

Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC). This is a test used to measure the 

ability of nonnative English-speaking learners to use English in business context.     

Summary 

 Chapter 1 described the reason for investigating the strategy use of monolingual Korean 

and bilingual Korean-Chinese students and their beliefs about language learning.  This chapter 

also presented the background of the study, the statement of the problem, the purpose of the 

study, the research questions, the significance of the study, the limitations of the study, and the 

definitions of terms.  Chapter 2 contains a review of relevant literature about language-learning 

strategies, beliefs about language learning, and learning differences between monolinguals and 

bilinguals.  Chapter 3 describes the research design, the instruments, the pilot study, the 
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participants, the data collection procedures, and the data analysis. Chapter 4 provides the results 

of data analyses and the findings of the study.  Chapter 5 offers the discussion of the findings of 

the study, the conclusion, the theoretical and pedagogical implications, and the recommendations 

for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 
 

 The purposes of this study were to determine the beliefs and language-learning strategy 

use of monolingual and bilingual students learning English as a foreign language, to explore any 

differences between monolinguals and bilinguals in terms of their beliefs about language 

learning and strategy use, and to investigate the relationship between learners’ beliefs about 

language learning and their learning strategy use.  The final goal of the study was to examine the 

influence of background variables (gender, self-rated English proficiency, and academic major) 

on learners’ beliefs about language learning and their use of language-learning strategies.   

   This chapter presents a review of literature which focuses on language-learning 

strategies, beliefs about language learning, and relationships between strategy use and beliefs.  

The section on language learning strategies includes studies of good language learners, the 

definitions of language-learning strategies, classifications of language-learning strategies, and 

research on variables influencing language-learning strategy use.  The discussion of beliefs about 

language learning addresses research on beliefs about language learning and studies on the 

relationship between beliefs and strategy use.  Finally, this chapter also discusses and reviews 

studies comparing monolinguals and bilinguals in language learning.                                         

Language-Learning Strategies 

Interest in language learning and language learners burgeoned in the late 1970s with the 

cognitive revolution. The paradigm shift from Behaviorism to cognitive science in psychology 

and education research led to efforts to explain the cognitive processes in all aspects of learning, 

with language being no exception. Initial studies of language learning focused on describing 
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externally observable behaviors of language learners, followed by attempts to label strategic 

behaviors and ultimately to categorize those strategic behaviors and link them to language 

proficiency. This review of research will address these areas in terms of good language learners, 

defining and classifying language-learning strategies, and identifying various factors influencing 

learners’ use of learning strategies.  

“Good” Language Learners Studies 

Many of the first studies on language-learning strategies were aimed at defining the 

“good” language learner. While many of these studies were exploratory in nature and thus lacked 

empirical rigor, they were highly observational and attempted to identify language-learning 

strategies through language learners’ behaviors (Naiman, Frohlich, Stern, & Todesco, 1978; 

Reiss, 1985; Rubin, 1975; Rubin & Thompson, 1994; Stern, 1975; Vann & Abraham, 1990).  

These studies typically yielded lists or taxonomies of language-learning strategies used by 

successful language learners.  For instance, Rubin‘s (1975) seminal research made a considerable 

contribution to initial understandings of effective language learners. Rubin observed what is still 

true today, that determining language learners’ strategies is a complicated task because language 

learning involves cognitive processes which cannot be seen. Therefore, as with many research 

studies in this are, Rubin gathered much data using observations and self-reports. She 

consistently emphasized three areas of importance necessary to understanding second language 

learners: “aptitude, motivation and opportunity” (p. 42).  Rubin identified the following seven 

distinguishable qualities of good language learners by observing students and teachers in 

language classes: 

The good language learner…: 

1.  is a willing and accurate guesser. 
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2.  has a strong drive to communicate, or to learn from communication. 

3. is often not inhibited.  He is willing to appear foolish if reasonable communication 

results. 

4. is prepared to attend to form…and is constantly looking for patterns in the language. 

5. practices. 

6. monitors his own and the speech of others. 

7. attends to meaning (1975, pp. 45-47):   

Stern (1975) also identified strategies of good language learners.  Based on his 

experience as a teacher and learner and his review of extant studies, he presented a similar list of 

language-learning strategies used among successful language learners. Based on stages of 

language learning and problems faced by the learner when learning a language, Stern presented 

10 learning strategies of good language learners: 

1. A personal learning style or positive learning strategies. 

2.  An active approach to the learning task.  

3. A tolerant and outgoing approach to the target language and empathy with its  

    speakers. 

4. Technical know-how about how to tackle a language. 

5. Strategies of experimentation and planning with the object of developing the 

    new language into an ordered system, and revising this system progressively. 

6. Constantly searching for meaning. 

7. Willingness to practice. 

8. Willingness to use the language in real communication. 

9. Self-monitoring and critical sensitivity to language use. 
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10. Developing the target language more and more as a separate reference system  

     and learning to think in it (1975, pp. 311-316) 

            Naiman, Frohlich, Stern, and Todesco (1978) conducted an empirical study with 34 adult, 

second-language learners using interviews.  They concluded that personality traits, cognitive 

styles, and strategic learning were critical to successful language learning.  Their findings echoed 

those of previous studies, indicating learner agency and awareness as vital to language learning 

success.  

Of the two additional findings, one was the role of affect in language learning, especially 

the learner’s awareness of and control over how emotions affected their language learning. The 

second area was the value of the learner’s recognition of the formal rules governing the language 

being learned. While no causal relationships could be gleaned from the self-reported data, 

subjects felt themselves to be identified as all successful language learners and noted the value of 

using the underlying patterns and structure of the language to help them gain greater fluency.  

One of the first studies to mention the role of metacognition and metacognitive behaviors 

in language learning was conducted by Reiss (1985) who surveyed 98 college, foreign-language 

and ESL learners. Questionnaires presented hypothetical situations in which they might find 

themselves as language learners. Participants had to indicate how they would respond 

strategically. These students reported that they frequently used monitoring strategies, such as 

“silent speaking” (p. 518) which Reiss described as a form of active, but nonverbal participation. 

Other examples of active, non-verbal participation included staying attentive to the meaning and 

form of the spoken language, and in language learning situations, staying engaged by responding 

to questions (even if only in one’s head).  Results also indicated these learners had a moderate 

tolerance for ambiguity, meaning they would be persistent in situations where their ability to 
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comprehend was compromised due to lack of vocabulary. Interestingly, mnemonic strategies, 

considered a useful memory tool, were the least often used. Reiss concluded that less successful 

learners may be more likely to use mnemonics more globally while more proficient learners 

might choose to apply the approach more selectively (and successfully) to tasks such as 

vocabulary learning, again indicating metacognitive learning behavior.  

As part of a larger study of language learners, Vann and Abraham (1990) observed the 

language learning behaviors of two participants who consistently struggled in their language 

learning efforts. These were two Saudi Arabian women who were enrolled in an intensive 

English program (IEP) at an American university.  Data sources included an interview, a verb 

conjugation exercise, completion of a CLOZE passage, and a composition along with a think-

aloud transcription. The goal of the study was to determine possible reasons for the lack of 

success being experienced by these women in their language learning efforts. Results showed 

that contrary to the popular belief that poor learners are inactive, both of the women were very 

actively engaged in their learning. They were consistently “busy” applying strategies such as 

checking for errors, attempting to clarify meaning, checking comprehension, repeating words, 

and generating synonyms on the CLOZE passages.  The failure of these women as learners was 

to correctly match the language-learning strategy to the task before them; they were lacking what 

the researchers referred to as “cognitive control” (p.184), a skill related to one’s metacognitive 

abilities. They displayed a clear lack of any systematic approaches to monitoring and checking 

form. The study concluded that although learners used many of the same strategies as successful 

language learners, the difference was in how effectively they matched the learning tool to the 

learning task. Knowing a strategy was not the same as being able to use the strategy effectively.     
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In summary, while some of the above studies are not based on empirical findings (e.g., 

Rubin, 1975; Stern, 1975), they create profiles of good language learners as students who are 

actively engaged in language learning and are able to problem solve regarding their own learning. 

One consistent finding is that all language learners report or have been observed using some type 

of strategies in their language learning. Differences across learners are in the relative 

effectiveness of strategy application; that is, the appropriate implementation of the right 

strategies at the right times.  These studies provided a foundation for our understanding of what 

good language learners do. 

Definitions of Language-Learning Strategies 

In studies of good language learners, researchers noted many different behaviors that they 

referred to globally as strategies; some attempted to define strategies more specifically.  Several 

reflected the popular information-processing model. Rigney (1978) defined learning strategies as 

operations used by a learner to “facilitate the acquisition, retention, or retrieval” (p.165) of 

information. Rubin (1975) defined language-learning strategies as “any set of operations, steps, 

plans, or routines used by the learner to facilitate the obtaining, storage, retrieval and use of 

information” (p. 19). O’Malley & Chamot (1990) characterized learning strategies as “the special 

thoughts or behaviors that individuals use to help them comprehend, learn, or retain new 

information” (p. 1).  Thus, learning strategies were seen as special ways of processing 

information that enhance comprehension, learning, or retention of the information.  

Rubin (1987) suggested that learning strategies were a subcategory of three types of 

strategies used in language learning (social and communication being the other two). Rubin 

summarized thoughts of language learning in the following assumptions about language learners. 

Her list differs from previous ones in that elements of a Socio-constructivist perspective are 
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included, going beyond the popular cognitive science perspective to produce a richer and more 

complete view of the language learner. 

1. Some language learners are more successful than others. 

2. The learning process includes both explicit and implicit knowledge. 

3. Consciousness-raising is not incidental [emphasis in original] to learning. 

4. Successful strategies can be used to good effect by less effective learners. 

5. Teachers can promote strategy use. 

6. Once trained, students become the best judge of how to approach the learning task. 

7. Self-direction promotes learning both inside and outside the classroom 

8. Language learning is like other kinds of learning. 

9. The success of learner training in other subjects is applicable to language learning. 

10. The “critical” faculty used by all humans in communicating is important in  

                  language learning (1987, pp. 15-18). 

Rubin’s concepts of  the critical faculty is much like monitoring, that is, one’s awareness 

of language learning which is linked to planning, repairing, and learning .  Rubin included not 

only aspects of learner motivation and engagement, but also suggested that strategies for more 

effective language learning can be learned and thus the language learning ability of individuals 

could be improved through strategy training. Other researchers have designed various 

frameworks and successfully implemented to raise learner awareness of strategy use, give 

learners opportunities to practice the strategies, and use the strategies in new learning contexts 

(Chamot and O’Malley, 1994; Oxford et al., 1990; Pearson & Dole, 1987). 

While earlier definitions of learning strategies focused on products of learning and 

behaviors reflecting unobservable cognitive processes, definitions ultimately evolved into a 
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clearer understanding of what learners think and do during language learning. Cohen’s (1998) 

recent work recognizes the element of consciousness as key to distinguishing strategic from non-

strategic thinking processes.  He explained that if learners are not able to identify any strategies 

associated with learning behavior, then the behaviors would simply be referred to as a process, 

not a strategy.  For example, a learner may guess new words in context while reading for better 

comprehension.  If the learner is conscious about why the guess is taking place, then it would be 

called a strategy. Cohen stated that learning strategies are “processes which are consciously 

selected by learners and which may result in action taken to enhance the learning or use of a 

second or foreign language through the storage, retention, recall, and application of information 

about that language” (1998, p. 4).  

One of the most frequently cited and applicable definitions of learning strategies to date 

is that of Rebecca Oxford (1990) who described learning strategies as “…specific actions taken 

by the learner to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, 

and more transferable to new situations” (p. 8).  It reflects the intent of the learner and the 

specific actions a learner can take. She also, importantly, includes how context plays a role in the 

language learning process.  Her classification system will be described in detail below.   

Classifications of Language-Learning Strategies 

 Categorization of learning strategies was a logical outgrowth of research which attempted 

to identify and define strategic behaviors of language learners. This not only helped to group 

strategies and link them to the various phases of cognitive processing during language learning, 

but also to assist in creating instructional frameworks as discussed above. 

Bialystok’s (1978) theoretical model of second-language learning considered social, 

biological, and other factors potentially related to differences in language learning across 
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individual language learners. Her information-processing model reflected three stages of 

learning: input, knowledge, and output. Each stage involved the use of a second language.  She 

stressed that learning strategies were employed by learners between the stages to exploit 

available information to improve competence and proficiency in second language (L2) learning, 

and they bring relevant knowledge to the language task.  Based on this perspective, Bialystok 

identified four categories of language-learning strategies: 1) formal language practicing (which 

refers to knowledge about language related to grammatical and syntactical elements (i.e. “the 

language code”), 2) functional practicing or using language for “authentic communication 

purposes,” 3) monitoring  for examining and modifying or correcting linguistic output, and 4) 

inferencing used for guessing a previously unknown meaning or form in a second language 

(1978, PP. 78-80). She added that the use of a strategy is dependent on an individual learner.  

In a subsequent study on language learning, Bialystok (1981) administered questionnaires 

to 157 high schoolers regarding their use of these four strategy types in the context of oral- and 

text-based language learning. She correlated usage of strategies to achievement as measured by 

standardized tests. She determined that strategy use was differentially correlated with language 

proficiency. While monitoring and inferencing were applied the most, achievement was most 

significantly influenced by practice. Functional practice was the only strategy that significantly 

influenced learners’ achievement on both written and verbal tasks. An interesting finding was a 

negative correlation between formal practice strategies and achievement on written measures. 

This suggests that at some point homework, grammar exercises, and the like stop making any 

significant contribution in students’ achievement in language learning.  An important point from 

Bialystok’s work is that it is the quality of strategy use and not the quantity that affects 

successful language achievement.  
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Rubin (1981) was interested in developing an understanding of important cognitive 

processes that contributed most significantly to second language learning for college ESL and 

EFL students at the University of Hawaii. She observed intact classes and individual tutorials as 

well as collecting learners’ self-reported data. Rubin distinguished between learner actions that 

“permit learning [versus those] that contribute directly to learning” (p.118). The former she 

termed an indirect strategy such as creating opportunities for exposure to the target language or 

motivation to practice, for example; the latter she considered a direct strategy, such as the 

practice activity itself.  While the design of the study lacks empirical rigor, these category labels 

are helpful in sorting the strategies language learners use and identifying ones which reflect 

personal agency versus those which do not. The former group may be helpful in determining a 

learner’s predisposition toward language learning and potential for success. The latter group may 

be characteristic of strategies that could be explicitly taught to improve language learning.  

Wong-Fillmore (1979) also looked at the role of the individual in language learning; 

however, her study was on a much smaller scale and her design was ethnographic in nature. An 

important difference in Wong’s work was the context.  Until her study, much of the language 

learning research up to that point had been done in formal language-learning environments. 

Wong-Fillmore paired 5 Spanish speaking children with 5 English speakers and observed them 

at play for extended periods of time over the course of a year in the language-acquisition context 

of a playroom. She watched how the 10 children attempted to make sense of each other’s 

language. Her findings showed that individual differences centered around how each child 

navigated the task of playing with a peer who did not have the native language. Her observations 

resulted in two categories of strategies, cognitive and social. Children who gained the most 

knowledge of the alternate language were those who were most successful at interacting with 
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language-different peers. This offered them more exposure to the target language. Thus, they 

relied heavily on social strategies such as:  

1) Join a group and act as if you understand what’s going on, even if you don’t. 

2) Give the impression-with a few well-chosen words-that you speak the language.  

3) Count on your friends for help (1979, pp. 209-212).   

In terms of cognitive strategies, the children who recognized language patterns such as 

adjective-noun order and were able to apply the rules to novel situations were more successful at 

communicating than those who did not. Wong-Fillmore‘s (1979) findings supported those of 

Bialystok (1981) in that individual differences in achievement were dependent on an interaction 

among task and strategies choices. Wong-Fillmore highlighted the additional facet of 

interpersonal characteristics and social skills as an influential variable in the language learning 

mix.  

These earlier studies (e.g., Bilaystok, 1978; Rubin, 1981; Wong-Fillmore, 1979) focused 

on creating a complete picture of possible strategies used by language learners and grouping 

them in related and informative categories.  The next move in research on language learning 

reflected an even greater interest in not only the relationship between learners’ strategic choices, 

especially as they related to learning outcomes and the ability of the learners to impact their 

language learning, but also looking at possibilities regarding strategy acquisition through direct 

instruction and modeling.  

O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, Russo, and Küpper (1985) conducted a study 

concerning the range and frequency of learning strategies used by ESL learners and the 

effectiveness of learning strategy training on student advancement.  The study was was carried 

out with 70 high schools, ESL students and 22 teachers to identify the strategies already in use 
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by students identified as high in academic ability. Classroom observation and focus group 

interviews were used with students, individual interviews were done with teachers. Student 

interviews gave a context or language learning task (i.e., practicing pronunciation, oral grammar 

skills) and asked students what “special techniques they had developed…”(p.565) for the given 

task.  The teachers were asked if they provided any strategy training for language activities or if 

they observed students using strategies for the activities. The study identified three main 

categories of strategies based on the observation and interviews: cognitive, metacognitive and 

socioaffective strategies.  Cognitive strategies were directly related to the performance of 

information processing (e.g., translation, notetaking, repetition). Metacognitive strategies were 

attempts to regulate language learning and included higher-order executive skills or functions 

(e.g., planning, monitoring, self-evaluation).  Socioaffective strategies were related to 

interactions with others in learning (e.g., cooperation, clarification questions).  

Later research yield O’Malley and Chamot’s (1990) classification which involved 

strategies related to learner’s mental processes in learning; this fit nicely into Brown and 

Palinscar’s (1982) learning model of cognitive psychological theory of information-processing, 

whereas their earlier study identified learning strategies as general techniques for functioning in 

the target language.   

Oxford (1990) proposed a comprehensive classification system of learning strategies 

using the two major groups proposed by Rubin’s (1981) model: direct and indirect strategies.  

Each category was broken down into subcategories reflecting the specific strategies that would 

fit under the labels. Direct strategies which are directly related to learning/producing the target 

language are subdivided into memory strategies (retrieving and storing new information), 

cognitive strategies (operating new input), and compensation strategies (overcoming missing  
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Table 1  
 
A Comparison of Strategy Classification Systems 

Study Strategy Description 

Formal Practicing Gaining knowledge about language which by 
practicing with language rules 

Functional Practicing Using the language for authentic communication 
purposes 

Monitoring Strategies Examining and modifying or correcting linguistic 
output 

Bialystok (1978) 

Inferencing Strategies Guessing a previously unknown meaning or form 

Direct Strategies Clarifying, memorizing, guessing, inductive 
inferencing, deductive reasoning  Rubin (1981) 

Indirect Strategies Creating opportunities for practice, using 
production tricks, using synonyms 

Social Strategies Interacting with peers in learning, asking for help Wong-Fillmore 
(1979) Cognitive Strategies Assuming what people say, looking for patterns 

of the target language 
Cognitive Strategies Performing information processing 
Metacognitive 
Strategies 

Regulating language learning and including high-
order executive skills or function 

O’Malley & 
Chamot Stewner-
Manzanares, 
Russo, and 
Küpper (1985)  

Socioaffective 
strategies 

Interacting with others in learning and using 
mental control to reduce learning anxiety 

Direct Strategies  
    Memory  Storing and retrieving new information 

    Cognitive Manipulating and transforming the target 
language  

    Compensation Filling in the gaps or missing knowledge of the 
target language 

Indirect Strategies  

   Metatcognitive Controlling cognitive process in learning, 
managing, or regulating language learning 

   Affective Controlling emotions and feelings to lower 
learning anxiety 

Oxford (1990) 

   Social Interacting and cooperating with others in 
learning 

 

knowledge of a target language). Indirect strategies are those that enable direct strategies to 

occur and/or increase their successful application: metacognitive strategies for managing the 

cognitive process, affective strategies for controlling emotions in language learning, and social 
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strategies for interacting with others. Ellis (1994) pointed out that O’Malley and Chamot’s 

(1990) and Oxford’s (1990) systems were developed from strong theoretical bases and describe 

metacognitive and cognitive strategies more explicitly than earlier work.  A concise explanation 

of strategy classification systems are shown in Table 1. 

Research on Variables Influencing the Use of Language-Learning Strategies 

Many researchers have studied variables influencing learners’ language-learning strategy 

use. They have attempted to investigate how the use of language-learning strategies are affected 

by learner-specific variables, such as age, gender, language proficiency, motivation, anxiety, 

aptitude, cultural background, beliefs about language learning, self-rated language proficiency, 

and learning styles  (Ehrman & Oxford, 1989; Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995; Oxford & Nyikos, 

1989; Politzer, 1983; Wharton, 2000). Many cite as their purpose the investigation of the 

influence of those variables on learners’ choices of learning strategies in order to assist teachers 

in understanding the individual differences in processes and achievement in language learning.  

The variables most relevant to the current study are discussed in the following section. 

Gender 

 Research has shown evidence of gender differences in the use of language-learning 

strategies, with the majority of studies reporting higher use of strategies by females than males. 

Oxford and Nyikos (1989), for example, examined gender differences in strategy use of 1200 

college foreign-language students in the United States.  The study found that females showed 

more frequent use of formal rule-based practice strategies (e.g., using structural knowledge, 

generating and revising rules, analyzing words);  general study strategies (e.g., ignoring 

distractions, organizing and using time well);  and conversational input strategies (e.g., 

requesting slower speech, asking for pronunciation correction).  
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Green and Oxford’s (1995) study surveyed 374 university students to describe strategy 

use of English learners at three different course levels in Puerto Rico.  The study also revealed a 

greater use of learning strategies by women than by men.  Many frequently used strategies by 

females fell within the categories of memory, cognitive, affective, and social strategies.  The 

study reported that the frequent use of some strategies reflected specific conversational behavior 

of women in Puerto Rico. However, one cognitive strategy, “watch TV or movies in English,” 

was used more by males than by females.  The researchers explained that English language TV 

programs in Puerto Rico included mostly sports, movies, and music videos, all of which 

probably appealed more to men than women. They concluded that differences in strategy use by 

gender can be explained within individual learning styles, motivations, and attitudes.  They also 

emphasized that though the study found more strategies used by females, a gender difference in 

strategy use does not mean that one gender is more successful at language learning than the other 

gender. The study concluded that more research on the effect of gender in strategy use and L2 

proficiency should be done through multiple studies in various learning contexts. 

The findings of Vandergriff’s (1997) study also support female dominance in strategy use.  

Thirty-six American high-school students enrolled in a core French course were interviewed 

individually in French using Lowe’s (1982) American Council for the Teaching of Foreign 

Languages (ACTFL) Oral Proficiency Interview, to determine their language proficiency levels. 

The findings indicated a modest difference in strategy use between male and female students, 

revealing that female students reported using slightly more metacognitve strategies than males.  

The researcher felt the moderate difference shown in the data was accurate in depicting actual 

differences between males and females.  Vandergriff pointed out that the reason for the minimal 

difference was that the introspective methodology (reporting while listening) used in the study 
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for data collection may come closer to revealing actual thought processes (and thus a more 

accurate count) than instrumentation from previous studies which used a retrospective approach 

(answering instrument).  The one serious problem with the think aloud format as a data 

collection tool is that it is so time-consuming and thus inappropriate for larger samples, such as 

the one which was used for the current study. 

 Bacon and Finnemann (1990) conducted a survey-based study on 938 first-year students 

of Spanish at an American university in order to identify gender differences in beliefs about 

attitudes, motivation, and strategies toward language learning.  The study found that in dealing 

with authentic input (e.g., materials/utterances produced by and for native speakers of the target 

language), women were more likely to report using global/synthetic strategies, such as reading 

the title and guessing at the content or looking for familiar words and guessing.  Men were 

significantly more likely to report using decoding or analytic strategies, such as concentrating on 

each word, using a dictionary for unknown words, and trying to translate every word.  

In a later study, Bacon (1992) investigated the learning strategies used by 50 learners of 

Spanish at an American university when listening to and comprehending authentic text (e.g., 

radio broadcasts in Spanish).  The study revealed that females and males reported using different 

strategies to deal with passage difficulty.  Females reported using a significantly higher 

proportion of metacognitve strategies than did males.  Women tended to plan for listening, 

monitor their comprehension, and evaluate their strategy use more than did men. Males appeared 

to use cognitive strategies more than females (e.g., summarizing and translation strategies).   

Gender differences are most obvious in the use of socially-based strategies. For example, 

Politzer’s study (1983) investigated the learning strategies of university students and revealed 

that females used more social learning strategies than males. Ehrman and Oxford’s study (1989) 
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also supported the findings of other studies, reporting a greater overall use of strategies by 

females. The results reported a more frequent use of social strategies by females.  They 

concluded that gender differences in strategy use might exist due to genetic predispositions to 

certain types of behaviors (i.e., reflective thinking which would relate to metacognition)  and/or 

socialization-related causes (i.e.,social roles and culturally-specific behaviors), which may have 

an effect on language learning in the classroom.  

Osanai (2000) concluded that gender differences in language learning did interact with 

ways of socialization. He examined differences in strategy use between female and male 

university ESL students: 72 Asian and 75 Latino students. The findings indicated that female 

students tend to use learning strategies more often than male students, especially social and 

affective strategies.  The results of study were somewhat consistent with the findings of studies 

by Politzer (1983) and Ehrman and Oxford (1989) which showed that females used social 

strategies more than males did.  

In general, these studies have revealed females as more frequent users of strategies, and 

females and males using somewhat different strategies in language learning.  However, while 

studies found that differences in strategy use may exist between males and females, other studies 

reported more strategies used by males or no gender differences in strategy use. For examples, 

Tran (1988) investigated gender differences in English language acculturation and learning 

strategies among 327 older Vietnamese refugees using data from a national sample of Southeast 

Asian Refugee Self-Sufficient Study.  In Tran’s study, the participants were asked how they 

employed language-learning strategies to improve English skills and their English-language 

acculturation, referring to “the knowledge of the English language and the ability to use it in 

various social settings” (p. 750). The results revealed that females showed less ability in using 
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English (reading, writing, listening, and speaking) and more problems with English than their 

male counterparts.  Males were more likely than females to use various learning strategies to 

improve their language skills. The study noted that these results may illustrate a tendency of 

survival learning where men would be more motivated for survival needs (e.g., supporting their 

family in the new society), and women would generally have fewer opportunities to practice 

language and less interaction with native English speakers due to unemployment, responsibility 

for their household work, and a traditional male-oriented culture.  

A study of 237 adult English learners in Saudi Arabia (Al-Otaibi, 2004) reported that 

gender did not have a significant overall effect on the use of language-learning strategies. The 

findings may also reflect the cultural context (e.g., gender/social role interaction) of Saudi Arabia. 

The researcher explained that in general, employment is more important to males than females in 

the Saudi social context where males are considered more responsible for supporting their family. 

Thus, as a parallel to Tran’s study, they concluded that employment issues might be a factor that 

has contributed to a greater use of strategies by males than by females in L2 language learning.  

A similar result was seen in Wharton’s (2000) study which examined the strategy use of 

678 bilingual students at a university in Singapore and reported greater use of strategies by males, 

mostly memory, metacogntive, and cognitive strategies. Wharton explained that this seemingly 

contradictory evidence of gender differences in strategy use was possibly due to the bilingual 

composition of the sample. The study suggested that socialization and life experience regarding 

previous language learning experience (e.g., bilingual education) may be more influential than 

gender on certain types of learning strategy use.  

Overall, research findings have indicated that the differences in strategy use between 

females and males exist and the use of strategies between them differ somewhat.  Researchers 
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generally agree that gender difference in strategy use may result from various factors such as 

learning styles, language-learning experience, verbal aptitude, socialization, and/or life 

experience. However, it is possible that the variation in learning strategy use between males and 

females may not be appeared as Al-Otabi posited.  While the studies suggested females tend to 

have greater strategy use, a definitive conclusion about gender and language-learning strategies 

cannot be reached without studies using appropriate sampling and research design controls.    

Academic Major  

Various research has examined the relationship between different majors and language-

learning strategies of learners with many studies showing differences in the choice of learning 

strategies among students with different academic majors.  For instance, Oxford and Nyikos 

(1989) investigated variables affecting the use of language-learning strategies by 1200 university 

students learning foreign languages (French, Spanish, German, Russian, and Italian). They 

reported that students majoring in Humanities/Social Sciences and Education preferred 

functional practice strategies and resourceful/independent strategies more than did students of 

other disciplines such as Engineering and Business.  Importantly, the study pointed out that the 

students of Humanities/Social Science/Education seemed to seek out practice opportunities for 

their communication skills in natural settings and to manage their own language learning in an 

autonomous, independent way, reflecting an awareness of metacognitive strategies.  

Chou’s (2002) study investigated the use of strategies of 474 students of English 

majoring in various disciplines at five technological and vocational colleges in Taiwan.  The 

study found that all students were moderate users of learning strategies but academic majors had 

an effect on strategy use.  Students majoring in foreign languages used significantly more 

strategies than did those majoring in nursing, industrial engineering, business, information 
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management, or education. The researcher proposed several reasons for frequent use of strategies 

by language majors.  For instance, the findings suggested language majors may develop a wider 

range of strategies for enhancing language knowledge because their job will depend on their 

language skills. Language majors used more affective strategies than did students majoring in 

other areas because they may be more comfortable with language learning and use in general and 

therefore have reduced learning anxiety.  

In a recent study, Peacock and Ho (2003) investigated the learning strategies of 1,006 

Chinese university learners in EAP (English for Academic Purposes) classes in Hong Kong.  

Using mixed research methods (questionnaires for quantitative data and interviews for 

qualitative data), the study examined differences in strategy use across eight majors: Building 

and Construction, Computer Science, Engineering, Science, Mathematics, English, Business, and 

Primary Education.  The researchers found that English majors reported the highest overall 

strategy use, followed by Primary Education, Business, Mathematics, Sciences, Engineering, and 

Building and Construction students.  Computer Science majors indicated the lowest overall use 

of strategies.  The interview data revealed that English majors reported the strong desire to do 

well in English and a great awareness of the importance of English. On the other hand, Computer 

Science majors, either did not see English as an important subject or lacked interest in using or 

learning English. Engineering majors commented that they did not need English for their future.  

Not all studies offered findings consistent with those of above. A study by Wharton 

(1997) reported somewhat different results.  Wharton investigated the impact of different 

academic majors on the language-learning strategy use of 678 university students in Singapore.  

Results revealed that the choice of major had no significant effect on the frequency of strategy 

use. The researcher maintained that such an absence of the effect of academic majors on strategy 
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use may be attributed to the type and degree of motivation in learning a foreign language in 

Singapore.  For example, many of those majoring in Applied Sciences reported that they were 

taking Japanese to improve their chances of getting employment with one of the many Japanese 

engineering companies in Singapore. Thus, their instrumental motivation may have been 

stronger than that of Communication Studies majors who were not affected by the employment 

situation in Singapore.  The author concluded that it is difficult to judge the influence of 

academic majors on strategy use without controlling for other factors.  

In sum, the findings of the majority of studies are that the difference in the use of 

strategies by academic majors may be related to the role played by language learning in learners’ 

academic performance and future employment. Also, a one’s chosen major is frequently 

influenced by one’s ultimate career goals which relate to interpersonal skills and abilities, 

motivation, and socialization preferences.  

Language Proficiency 

Language proficiency has been defined and measured in a variety of ways. Much 

research has investigated the correlation between learning strategy use and language proficiency. 

Many of the studies have found a strong relationship between the frequency and number of 

strategies used and the learners’ language proficiency (Bremner, 1998; Chou, 2002; Green & 

Oxford, 1995; Ku, 1995; Mullins, 1992; Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995; Wharton, 2000).  Various 

studies employed several measures for gauging learners’ language proficiency including: 

standardized proficiency and achievement tests (Bremner, 1998; Green & Oxford, 1995; 

Griffiths, 2003; Park, 1997; Phillips, 1991), entrance and placement exams (Chou, 2002; Ku, 

1995; Mullins, 1992), and self-rated proficiency (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Wharton, 2000).   
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The following section includes the findings on the relationship between language 

proficiency and strategy use based on the types of measures of language proficiency. 

 Proficiency measured by tests/instruments.  

Much research has suggested a strong positive relationship between L2 proficiency and 

the use of strategies. In the study by Green and Oxford (1995), the English proficiency of 374 

university students in Puerto Rico was measured by the English as a Second Language 

Achievement Test (ESLAT), which is equivalent to the Scholastic Achievement Test (SAT). The 

study revealed significant differences in students’ use of strategies and levels of English 

proficiency.  They found that the successful language learners engaged in four types of strategy 

use during language learning with both greater frequency and to a higher degree than less 

successful learners: cognitive (F=21.47, p<.0001), compensation (F=11.33, p<.0001), 

metacognitive (F=6.08, p<.0025), and social (F=4.85, p<.008).  Findings also revealed that 

almost all of the strategies used by more successful students involved the active use of the target 

language, with a strong emphasis on practice in natural or naturalistic situations.  

In a recent study, Griffiths (2003) examined the relationship between course level and 

learning strategies use by 348 ESL learners (aged 14-64) at a private language school in New 

Zealand.  These ESL students were placed in seven different levels by their English proficiency 

according to their score on the Oxford Placement Test, which consists of a grammar section and 

a listening section.  Lower level scores were between 80 and 90 out of 200, and the top level 

scores were between 140 and 150, which were those of advanced learners. The study found a 

significant relationship between strategy use and course level, indicating that students in higher 

levels used more strategies than students in lower levels.  His findings also accord with the 

findings of Green and Oxford’s (1995) study reporting more strategy use by successful learners. 
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Using standardized English proficiency tests (e.g., TOEFL, TOIEC) as indices, Park 

(1997) examined how 332 Korean university students chose learning strategies differently 

according to their English proficiency levels. The findings revealed that all six categories of 

strategies measured by the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) (Oxford, 1990) 

were significantly correlated with the participants’ TOEFL scores.  However, cognitive and 

social strategies (r= .33 and r= .30, respectively) were more predictive of the TOEFL scores than 

the other four strategy groups (compensation, metacognitive, memory, and affective strategies).  

The study reported a linear relationship between strategy use and English proficiency, indicating 

that those with higher TOEFL scores used more strategies.   

Bremner (1998) also investigated how students at different levels of English proficiency 

used learning strategies differently.  The study involved 149 university students in Hong Kong 

learning English as a foreign language, and employed three tasks to measure the English 

proficiency of the students: spoken tasks, written tasks, and discrete-item language tests. The 

findings indicated significant differences in the use of three strategies by proficiency level: 

cognitive, comprehensive, and affective strategies.  Cognitive (F=6.94, p<.0013) and 

compensation strategies (F=8.16, p<.0004) were more often used by more proficient learners. 

The researcher argued that these strategies might be more readily available to learners who have 

reached higher levels of English proficiency. Negative variation in the use of affective strategies 

(F=4.75, p<.0100) was also found, indicating a higher use of these strategies among learners 

with lower levels of proficiency.  The study concluded that successful learners may have less 

need of affective strategies than less successful learners.  

Similar findings have been reported in other studies.  Chou (2002) used the English 

scores of the Technology-Based College Entrance Exam (given nationally to all Taiwanese 
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students interested in attending either the technology institutes or the technological universities) 

for gauging the English proficiency of 474 students from five Taiwanese technological and 

vocational universities. The study showed that students' strategy use was strongly correlated with 

language proficiency, presenting a linear relationship between language proficiency and strategy 

use.  Students with a higher proficiency in English were reported to be more frequent users of 

learning strategies than those with lower proficiency.  

In contrast, some studies reported a negative relationship between L2 proficiency and 

strategy use. For instance, a study by Mullins (1992) used the scores from the English section of 

a Thai university entrance examination and an English placement test as English language 

proficiency measures of 110 Thai students.  The findings revealed that language proficiency did 

not strongly correlate with overall strategy use and reported a negative correlation between 

English proficiency and the use of affective strategies  

(r=-.323, p<0.05).  In other words, the students with higher English proficiency showed lower 

scores on strategy use, especially affective strategy use.  Mullins argued that the relationship 

between strategy use and proficiency is complex, and the results may be due to a possible 

mismatch between the discrete item of the university English entrance exams and placement 

exams (grammar-based) and the SILL (Oxford, 1990), which is a measure of global use of 

language-learning strategies.  

Phillips’ (1991) study revealed a different relationship between strategy use and language 

proficiency.  Using the TOEFL as the instrument for measuring English proficiency, Phillips’s 

study involved 141 ESL students attending the IEPs at seven American universities. She divided 

the sample into three groups determined by TOEFL scores (600 as a maximum score): low (397-

480), middle (481-506), and high (507-600). Phillips found a curvilinear relationship between 
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the use of learning strategies and language proficiency, indicating a higher use of strategies by 

students with intermediate language proficiency. The mid-range TOEFL score group reported 

significantly greater strategy use than either higher or lower proficiency groups (F=3.31, p≤.04). 

The researcher concluded that this may occur because of less awareness of the strategies among 

lower level students and less need for conscious applications of strategies by higher level 

students than by mid-level students. 

Self-rated proficiency/stages of learning.   

Several studies also investigated the relationship between self-rated proficiency and 

strategy use, reporting various findings.  For example, Oxford and Nyikos (1989) explored the 

relationship between self-rated language proficiencies in reading, speaking, and listening and 

language proficiency of 1,200 college students learning foreign languages in the United States.  

The results of the study showed that self-rated language proficiencies were highly related to five 

factors of learning strategies. They pointed out that the higher proficiency was accompanied by 

greater strategy use. The descending order of strategies used by language learners was formal 

rule-related practice strategies, general study strategies, conversational input elicitation strategies, 

resourceful/independent strategies (e.g., listing related words, using mnemonics and elaborating 

sentences, making up sentences and exercises), and functional practice strategies (e.g., seeking 

native speakers for conversation, reading authentic material in the target language).  In other 

words, the students with the higher self-rated proficiencies in each of the three skills (reading, 

speaking and listening) showed more frequent and more effective use of strategies. 

 Wharton (2000) investigated the correlation between strategy use and self-rated language 

proficiencies of 678 bilingual university students and found that strategy use and self-rated 

proficiency were related to each other.  The study revealed a linear relationship between self-
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rated proficiency level and the use of learning strategies.  That is, students who think they are 

proficient reported frequent use of many strategies.  He concluded that the relationship is likely 

“two-way” with proficiency affecting strategy use and vice versa.  

 Unlike the studies mentioned above, one study found a negative relationship between 

English proficiency and a selection of strategies.  Hong and Leavell (in press) conducted a 

survey study with 55 ESL students at a college-level IEP in order to exam the relationship 

between learning strategy use and English proficiency reflected by levels of class (Beginning, 

Intermediate, and Advanced).  Like Phillips’s (1991) study, the study found a curvilinear 

relationship between learners’ strategy use and their language proficiency.  That is, students of 

the intermediate level showed higher use of learning strategies than students at beginning or 

advanced levels.  The researchers posited that this may occur because the students in 

intermediate level may use more strategies as they gain language competence and engage in 

more active language learning.  Furthermore, lower-level students may not have enough 

language-learning experience to be aware of strategies available to them, and advanced students 

may be less conscious about their strategy use because of their habitual, internalized use of 

strategies.  These results of Hong and Leavell’s study echoed the findings of Phillips’s (1991) 

study which also reported a non-linear relationship between ESL learners’ use of strategies and 

their language proficiency measured by TOEFL scores.  

In summary, several studies have contended that appropriate use of language-learning 

strategies is related to improved second language proficiency, be it self-reported or measured by 

a test. This appears to be a reciprocal relationship in that the more learners use learning strategies, 

the more likely they attain higher language proficiency, as long as the strategy use is appropriate 

to the task.  MacIntyre (1994) believed that strategy use both results from and leads to increased 
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language proficiency.  This has important implications for instructions of language-learning 

strategies. For example, if the use of strategies is or can be a cause rather than a consequence of 

better performance, then the teaching of strategies will be productive. Green and Oxford (1995) 

also agreed with MacIntyre’s statement, saying that the relationship is best visualized as an 

“ascending spiral” rather than a one-way arrow leading from cause to effect.  As Skehan (1989) 

and Rees-Miller (1993) pointed out, the relationship between strategy use and language 

proficiency is not necessarily causal; it could be bi-directional.  

Beliefs about Language Learning 

 Beliefs about language learning refer to learners’ notions, perceived ideas, insights, 

concepts, opinions, representations, assumptions, or mini-theories of the nature of language or 

language learning (Holec, 1981; Horwitz, 1987; Hosenfeld, 1978; Omaggio, 1978; Wenden, 

1987a).  It is generally agreed that individual language learners hold different beliefs about how 

language is learned.  Individual beliefs about language learning may consciously or 

unconsciously influence learners’ approaches to or behaviors in language learning.  For example, 

learners who embrace the importance of learning grammar would focus on learning the structure 

of a sentence or the patterns of a language in formal language learning.  As Horwitz (1985, 1987, 

& 1999) insisted, it is important to understand learner beliefs to better understand learner 

approaches to language learning, and learners’ use of learning strategies to appropriately plan 

language instruction.  

The Development of the Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory (BALLI) 

The current study used the Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory (BALLI) to 

explore beliefs held by Korean and Korean-Chinese students about language learning; the 

following discussion on the development of the BALLI will provide descriptive background 
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information about the instrument. Although early studies (e.g., Wenden, 1986, 1987b) explored 

and listed learners’ beliefs about language learning, no scale was available that systematically 

measured beliefs of learners concerning language learning until the late 1980s.  Horwitz’s (1985, 

1987, & 1988) seminal research made a major contribution to the research of beliefs about 

language learning, as the first researcher who systematically assessed learners’ beliefs using 

instruments based on scaled systems.    

In a series of studies, Horwitz developed three different instruments to identify teachers 

and students’ perceptions on a variety of issues and controversies related to language learning. 

First, a teacher’s version of the BALLI (1985) was developed to measure instructor’s beliefs in 

four major areas: foreign language aptitude, the difficulty of language learning, the nature of 

language learning, and appropriate language-learning strategies.  It consisted of 27 Likert-scale 

items based on free-recall protocols of 25 language teachers of different cultural backgrounds.  

Teachers were asked to list their beliefs about language learning, other people’s beliefs about 

language learning, and their students’ beliefs about language learning. Horwitz developed the 

second instrument, the ESL/EFL version of the BALLI (1987), to assess students’ beliefs about 

the nature of language and the language learning process. The ESL/EFL BALLI included 33 

items across five major areas: foreign language aptitude, the difficulty of language learning, the 

nature of language learning, learning and communication strategies, and motivations. Horwitz 

(1988) designed another version of the BALLI to assess the beliefs of American students of 

foreign languages about language learning.  These instruments were designed based on 

statements derived from a free-recall activity by university students of foreign languages in the 

United States.   As the case of ESL students, the FL students’ beliefs about language learning 

were assessed across the same five areas.  
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These instruments do not produce a composite score; instead, they provide descriptive 

opinions about teachers’ and students’ views of language learning.  Since their development by 

Horwitz, several studies have been carried out to investigate learner beliefs about language 

learning using the BALLIs. 

  The following sections review and discuss previous studies on investigating learners’ 

beliefs concerning language learning in various contexts as well as comparison studies on 

teachers’ and learners’ beliefs, all of which provide a better understanding of the research 

questions in the current study.  

Studies on Beliefs in an ESL Context 

In a series of studies, Wenden interviewed 34 adult ESL learners and found that learners 

had explicit beliefs about how to learn a language (1986).  In another study (1987b), semi-

structured interviews were given to 25 advance-level adult ESL students in New York City 

asking about the social contexts in which they practiced, heard, and used English.  The studies 

offered several explicit statements representing learners’ beliefs and categorized those beliefs 

into three groups identified as: 1) the importance of an active stance while speaking and listening, 

2) the need to learn about grammar and vocabulary, and 3) the role of personal factors (i.e., 

affective factors, self-concept, and aptitude).  Wenden concluded that the learners’ beliefs 

identified in the studies can be inferred as representing their “theories-in-action.”  This research 

suggested that learners’ beliefs about language learning listed can be used by teachers as a source 

of insight into learners’ difficulties in learning a second language.  

Horwitz (1987) investigated learners’ beliefs about language learning with 32 ESL 

students at the University of Texas at Austin.  Responses to the BALLI revealed the various 

beliefs of learners about language learning.  For example, the ESL students generally agreed with 
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the existence of some sort of foreign language aptitude or special abilities for language learning, 

whereas no one agreed with the statement that people who are good at mathematics are not good 

at learning language.  She explained that various beliefs held by ESL learners might be affected 

by their previous learning experiences and cultural background.   

Studies on Beliefs in an EFL Context 

Kunt (1997) investigated beliefs about language learning and language anxiety and the 

relationship between beliefs and anxiety.  The BALLI was distributed to 882 Turkish-speaking 

university students learning English as a foreign language at two pre-university English 

programs in North Cyprus.  The study identified three categories of beliefs of the Turkish 

students based on the factor analysis: the value and nature of learning English, self-

efficacy/confidence in speaking, and beliefs about social interaction. The results of the study 

reported high instrumental motivation for learning English for both groups, strong beliefs in the 

importance of learning English, and high value placed on guessing and repeating during practice.  

In addition, the study revealed significant correlations between self-efficacy/confidence in 

speaking and foreign language anxiety, indicating that the more confident students are, the lower 

their anxiety.  

In Diab’s (2000) study, in order to describe learner beliefs about language learning, a 

modified version of the BALLI was distributed to 284 Lebanese university students learning 

English and French as foreign languages at three universities in Lebanon. As in the previous 

study, factor analyses identified four categories of beliefs for each language group.  Beliefs held 

by English language students were: integrative motivation, difficulty of speaking and learning 

English, the importance of accuracy in speaking English, and the importance of English in 

Lebanon. Beliefs held by French language students were: motivation/ confidence in speaking 
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French, the nature of learning French, the importance of French in Lebanon, and the importance 

of accuracy in speaking French. The participants reported a variety of beliefs about foreign 

languages, indicating that learning a foreign language seems to be related to the political and 

socio-cultural context of foreign language education in Lebanon.  The study revealed several 

similarities and differences in the beliefs of the two groups.  For example, the majority of the 

participants clearly subscribed to the concept of a language-learning-difficulty hierarchy and 

rated English as an easy or very easy language but rated French as a difficult one.  However, 

more students of French than of English believed that it is best to learn a foreign language in a 

country where that language is spoken. The researcher noted that the differences observed in a 

comparison of the students’ beliefs about learning English and their beliefs about learning 

French may be a result of variation in a particular group’s beliefs about learning a different target 

language.   

Studies on Beliefs in an FL Context 

Horwitz (1988) administrated the BALLI (version 5.0 for foreign language learners) to 

241 foreign language students at the University of Texas at Austin.  Three language-learning 

groups, German, French, and Spanish, were used for comparison.  The study found a similarity 

of beliefs among the different target language groups; the findings did not reveal statistically 

significant differences in beliefs.  However, the responses indicated several small differences in 

beliefs among the groups.  For instance, more students of Spanish (96%) believed that some 

languages are easier to learn than others, while fewer students of French (86%) and German 

(88%) agreed with the concept. Horwitz explained that such small differences among groups 

could result from measurement error, differences in populations (e.g., gender), the special nature 

of learning the target language, or the instructional content of specific classes (p. 291). Horwitz 
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argued that knowledge of learner beliefs may be useful to educators to understand how learners 

approach language learning; the findings may clarify some misconceptions about language 

learning which lead learners to use less effective strategies.   

To investigate beliefs about language learning and foreign language anxiety of students, 

Oh (1996) also administrated the BALLI to 195 first and second-year American university 

students learning Japanese at the University of Texas at Austin.  A factor analysis yielded four 

beliefs concerning Japanese learning: motivation/confidence in speaking Japanese, beliefs about 

importance of formal learning, foreign language aptitude, and beliefs about the importance of 

correctness.  The study found that certain individual background factors, such as having visited 

Japan or ethnicity (e.g., Asian, American), influenced the learners’ beliefs. The researcher 

pointed out that learners’ confidence levels might be affected by their perception of target-

language difficulty, indicating that certain beliefs may be influenced by the specific language 

being learned.   

Studies on Beliefs in a Korean Context 

Second or foreign language studies have looked at both European and Asian languages 

and contexts.  Several have been concerned with the Korean context.  Because of the 

homogeneity of their language use (same language context), ethnicity, culture, and socio-

education environments with those of the participants in the current study, studies exploring 

Korean students’ beliefs about language learning are presented and discussed separately.  One 

study, conducted by Truitt (1995), investigated the beliefs about language learning and foreign 

language anxiety of 204 Korean undergraduate students learning English as a foreign language. 

The study presented the beliefs of the Korean students concerning English learning in five areas: 

the value and nature of learning English, self-efficacy/confidence in speaking, the importance of 
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correctness/formal learning, the ease of learning English, and motivational factors.  Korean 

students felt is was important to speak English well, placing a high value on English proficiency.  

The students held strong instrumental motivation, indicating their focus on learning English for 

rewards (e.g., getting a better job). They also emphasized the importance of pronunciation, 

repeating and practicing, and guessing, but not grammar learning. However, the subjects 

indicated low self-efficacy.  Truitt concluded that in spite of their great desire to learn and speak 

English language, the lack of confidence about their language-learning abilities could hinder 

putting their beliefs into practice.   

In another study of Korean students, Kim-Yoon (2000) distributed the BALLIK, a 

modified version of the BALLI including 15 more items derived from her pilot study, to 

investigate learner beliefs about language learning and the motivational orientation toward the 

language learning of three different groups of EFL learners in Korea: 235 high school students, 

227 university students, and 202 adult EFL learners. In this research, three categories of the 

Korean students’ beliefs about language learning were identified across the three groups: 

confidence in speaking, the value and nature of learning English, and the nature of learning 

English, and formal learning.  Additional beliefs were also identified in each group: motivational 

beliefs for high school students, the importance of spoken language for university students, and 

the importance of aptitude for adult learners. The researcher found that the majority of the 

sample considered English to be a difficult language to learn.  About half of the university 

students and adult learners believed that it is easy to learn writing and reading and it is not easy 

to learn speaking and listening, while more than half of high school students agreed with both 

statements.  The study also reported that the high school students believed strongly about formal 

learning (grammar, vocabulary, and translation), whereas the university students reported greater 
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confidence in speaking, and the adult ESL learners held strong opinions about the existence of  

foreign language aptitude. The research concluded that although the participants of the three 

groups shared the same socio-cultural and educational context, the differences in beliefs about 

language learning existed due to differences in learning situations, learning stages, and previous 

individual experiences among the three groups. 

In sum, Horwitz (1999) stated differences in language learning beliefs among the 

students in the same cultural group can and do exist; Nespor (1987) pointed out that beliefs can 

be influenced or shaped by personal events, episodes, or experiences.  The studies discussed 

above have also suggested that students who share the same culture, language, and socio-

educational settings may hold different beliefs about language learning due to other variables, 

such as their age, learning stages, prior learning experiences, and learning conditions.  

Cross-Cultural Studies on Beliefs 

In order to examine the similarity and differences of learners’ beliefs within and across 

different cultural and educational groups, Tumposky (1991) looked at examined the beliefs about 

language learning of two groups of language learners from different sociolinguistic environments.  

The researcher distributed the BALLI to 36 university students learning English as a foreign 

language in the (then) U.S.S.R. (a multilingual society) and 42 students learning Spanish and 

French at a university in the United States (a monolingual society). While the results revealed 

similarities in beliefs of the two groups, it is the differences between the groups which may 

influence choices or use of language-learning strategies. For example, both groups strongly 

agreed with three statements: language learning is easier for children than for adults (94% for 

both groups); some people have a special ability for learning foreign languages (83% US and 

94% USSR); and they enjoy practicing the target language with native speakers of the language 
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(81% US and 95% USSR).  However, all of the Soviet students (100%) endorsed the high value 

of learning a foreign language in a target language country, while only 61% of American 

students agreed with the notion. Half of the students from the U.S.S.R. reported that they felt 

timid speaking the target language with native speakers; whereas, only a quarter of American 

students felt timid speaking the target language with others.  It appears that Soviet students were 

uncomfortable practicing communicative skills with native speakers even though they enjoyed 

practicing with people who speak the target language.  Tumposky concluded, “it seems that 

culture does contribute to the belief systems of foreign language learners in ways which may 

relate to motivation and strategy selection” (p. 62).  

Horwitz (1999) reviewed seven representative studies conducted with different cultural 

groups (Americans learning foreign languages, and Turkish, Korean, and Taiwanese students 

learning English as a foreign or second language) to examine how learners’ beliefs may differ 

across cultures.  She analyzed the results of the studies by comparing some items listed in the 

BALLI to examine group variation in beliefs about language learning.  She noted that the 

differences within the same cultural group can be explained by the influence of other factors, 

such as the age, stage of life, language-learning situation, or stage of language learning. However, 

in the comparison of culture groups, Horwitz’s analyses contradicted Tumposky’s (1991) 

conclusion. The results of her review across studies revealed no “clear-cut cultural differences.”  

She pointed out that it is not clear whether differences in beliefs across cultural groups should be 

interpreted as cultural differences for several reasons: the degree of similarity of the various 

culture groups, the amount of random variation on each belief item, and the amount of variation 

to be considered for conclusions of cultural differences.  
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Studies of Teachers’ and Students’ Beliefs about Language Learning 

Using teachers’ and foreign language learners’ versions of the BALLI, Kern (1995) 

compared the beliefs of students with those of their teachers of French at the University of 

California, Berkeley.  In order to determine whether students changed their beliefs over the 

course of a 15-week semester, 288 students were asked to complete the BALLI (Horwitz, 1988) 

twice, in the beginning (pretest) and the end of the semester (posttest).  His intent was to identify 

any changes in students’ initial beliefs as a result of influences from the instructor, textbook, 

course content, classroom practice, or peers’ beliefs.  The BALLI (Teacher version) (Horwitz, 

1985) was given to 12 teachers composed of four native speakers of French and 8 non-native 

speakers of French in order to compare the students’ beliefs with those of their teachers.   

The findings indicated the overall similarities between teachers’ and students’ beliefs as 

well as between students’ pre and posttest responses. In the examination of the influence of 

teacher’s beliefs and classroom activities on learners’ beliefs, the study found stability in 

students’ beliefs from the beginning to end of the semester.  In other words, students’ beliefs and 

attitudes were not easily modified through teacher influence.  In the comparison of beliefs 

between students and teachers, the study found relatively few conflicts between the teachers’ and 

students’ beliefs, indicating a stable relationship between their beliefs.   

In a recent study, Siebert (2003) investigated whether there are any differences between 

ESL students’ and teachers’ beliefs about language learning in addition to examining beliefs 

about language learning among ESL students and teachers in three intensive academic English 

language programs.  The ESL/EFL and the Teacher version of the BALLI were given to 156 

ESL students and 25 teachers at the three programs.  The findings indicated that students and 

teachers shared some similarities in beliefs about language learning, saying that they both agreed 
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that some languages are easier to learn than others.  The research, however, found a number of 

mismatched beliefs between students and teachers about language learning between students and 

teachers.  More than 60% of students rated English as a language of medium difficulty, whereas 

more than 70% of teachers perceived English to be a difficult language. Students and teachers 

held opposing beliefs over the idea that translation is most important; students strongly disagreed 

with it.  It appears that students put more stress on structured learning (e.g., grammar, 

translation) than do teachers.  The findings pointed to a discrepancy between the beliefs of 

teachers and students contributing to student frustration, inappropriate study skills, and lack of 

motivation.  Thus, the researcher suggested that discussions on beliefs about language learning in 

classrooms helps students develop more effective approaches to language learning.   

Studies Investigating the Relationship between Beliefs and Strategy Use 

Research has suggested that learners’ beliefs about language learning have an impact on 

their language acquisition and the choice of learning strategies (Abraham & Vann, 1987; 

Horwitz, 1987, 1988; Wenden, 1987a). Many studies focused on learners’ assumptions or beliefs 

underlying their choice of learning strategies. For example, Wenden (1987b) identified 

preliminary evidence of the influence of learners’ beliefs on their language-learning strategy use.  

She interviewed 25 adults ESL learners at the American Language Program (ALP) at Columbia 

University. The students were asked to talk about language learning activities used in the 

classroom and outside and about what they believed about language learning. She noted that 

learners who were concerned about the importance of using the language (e.g., speaking and 

listening) would often use functional or communicative strategies.  Learners who stress the 

importance of learning the language would use cognitive strategies (e.g., memorizing, or 

consulting reference materials).  She concluded that understanding learners’ beliefs about 
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language learning and how they vary is very important to comprehending how individual 

learners approach language learning.   

Yang’s (1999) study investigated the beliefs of Chinese university students about 

language learning using the BALLI, and expored their use of strategies using the SILL.  Yang 

examined the beliefs and strategy use of 505 university EFL students in Taiwan.  She also 

examined the relationship between the language-learning beliefs of the Taiwanese students and 

their selection of strategies. From a factor analysis of the learners’ responses to the BALLI, Yang 

identified four categories of beliefs of the Taiwanese student’s concerning language learning: 

self-efficacy and expectation, value and nature of learning spoken English, foreign language 

aptitude, and formal structure study.  Six categories of strategies used by the students were also 

delineated based on factor analysis of their SILL responses: functional practice strategies, 

cognitive-memory strategies, metacognitve strategies, formal oral-practice strategies, social 

strategies, and compensation strategies. 

Yang’s study revealed that the Taiwanese students reported a strong sense of self-efficacy 

about learning English, placed a high value on learning spoken English, on the importance of 

repetition and practice, and agreed wit the notion of various aptitudes for special abilities for 

foreign language learning. The study also reported on the various strategies.  The Taiwanese 

students used when learning English; the most frequent use was of formal oral-practice and 

compensation strategies while the least frequent use was of cognitive-memory strategies.  Yang 

proposed a close relationship between students’ beliefs and their use of strategies.  For example, 

she maintained that the Taiwanese students’ self-efficacy about learning English was strongly 

related to their use of all types of learning strategies.  Their beliefs about the value and nature of 

learning spoken English were related to their choice or use of formal oral-practice strategies.  
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The students’ beliefs about formal structure studies were negatively related to most strategies, 

meaning that these beliefs were likely to restrain the use of functional practice strategies (e.g., 

writing letters, reading newspapers and magazines). The researcher concluded that a non-

unidirectional relationship existed between beliefs and strategy use, indicating that just as beliefs 

about language learning can affect the use of strategies, learning strategies may also influence 

learners’ beliefs about language learning. 

Park’s study (1995) examined the relationship between beliefs of Korean university 

students and their choice of learning strategies.  Like Yang’s study, the BALLI and the SILL 

were distributed to 332 university students learning English as a foreign language. Four groups 

of beliefs held by the Korean university students were identified. motivational beliefs and beliefs 

about formal English, self-efficacy and beliefs about social interaction, beliefs about learning 

spoken English, and beliefs about foreign language aptitude.  The Korean university students 

reported various learning strategies across 4 areas: independent and interactive practice strategies, 

metacognitive strategies, communication-affective strategies, and memory strategies.  

The study found the Korean students used more metacognitive and memory strategies 

than communication-affective strategies.  The students held a strong desire to have English-

speaking friends and to learn to speak English, which was consistent with the findings of 

Tumposky’s (1991) study. The Park also reported that the relationship between the learners’ 

beliefs and the strategies was moderate to low, and depended on specific types of beliefs and 

strategies.  In other words, some beliefs were more related to learning strategies than other 

beliefs. Park concluded that the major reason for this relationship was due to their fear of making 

mistakes and feeling timid when interacting with native English-speakers or others; the 

participants were reluctant to use interactive practice strategies to learn English in spite of their 
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high desire to learn to speak English. In addition, EFL learning environments provide less 

opportunity for Korean students to practice English with other people in and out of the classroom. 

Similarly, Kim (2001) examined the relationship between use of learning strategies and 

beliefs about language learning. Sixty Korean university students were given the BALLI to 

determine what they believed about learning a language and given the SILL to assess their use of 

learning strategies.  Six categories of learning strategies used by the Korean students in the study 

were identified based on factor analysis: motivational beliefs, formal language learning, self-

efficacy, social interaction, language aptitude, and beliefs about practice.  The Korean students 

held strong motivational beliefs which highlighted their awareness of the importance of learning 

English and societal expectations of high English proficiency in Korea. In the analyses of the 

relationship between strategy use and beliefs, the study reported close relationship between them, 

revealing that Korean students’ beliefs about motivation, self-efficacy, and functional practice 

led to the more frequent use of strategies.  This implies that these beliefs of Korean students 

played an important role in English learning. 

In sum, all of the studies suggested that there might be a possibility of two-way 

directional relationship between beliefs and strategy use, instead of a causal relationship between 

them.  In other words, it is possible that learners’ beliefs may lead to their choice of learning 

strategies, or that the learners’ selection of strategies may influence their beliefs about language 

learning (Horwitz, 1987, 1988; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Yang, 1999). 

Studies on the Comparison of Monolinguals and Bilinguals in Language Learning 
        
 There is a common assumption that bilingual or multilingual language learners may learn 

language in ways that differ when compared to approaches used by monolingual learners, 

earning bilinguals or multilinguals the label of “good language learners.” However, there is very 
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little empirical research to date that supports this assumption.  Studies have offered mixed 

findings of language learning differences between monolinguals and bilinguals.   Some studies 

have reported the advantages of bilingualism in language learning (Lerea & Kohut, 1961; Nation 

& McLaughlin, 1986; Thomas, 1988) while other has suggested monolingual advantages 

(Gathercole, 1997), and still other studies have found no difference in language performance 

between them (Nayak, et. al., 1990).    

 In an early study, Lerea and Kohut (1961) investigated the effects of bilingualism on 

language acquisition and development.  Thirty bilingual school children, comprised of 25 Poles, 

3 Norwegians, and 2 Greeks, and another 30 monolingual school children who were native-

English speakers were given a set of instruments including: a bilingualism questionnaire, the 

Columbia Mental Maturity Scale (CMMS), the Rogers’ Test of Personality Adjustment, and the 

Micro Utterance-Association Test (MU-AT).  The researchers compared the monolinguals and 

the bilinguals on a verbal task, as well as determining the correlation between their verbal 

learning performances and their intelligence and social adjustment.  The study found that 

bilinguals learned and relearned the MU-AT (relearning) task more rapidly than did 

monolinguals. This pointed to the presence of some unique learning potential among bilinguals, 

although the differences in language performance between the two groups were not statistically 

significant.  

Two decades later, with an information-processing approach to discern the existence of 

special skills purported to be held by “good language learners,” Nation and McLaughlin (1986) 

attempted to compare multilingual (expert), bilingual, and monolingual individuals by assessing 

their ability to learn a miniature linguistic system and its inherent rules.  The purpose of the study 

was to determine whether expert language learners (multilinguals) used different strategies and 
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techniques in learning. The study involved fourteen monolinguals speaking only English, 14 

bilinguals (7 English speakers of Mexican, 5 Japanese, and 2 Chinese) and 14 multilinguals 

possessing native-like levels of proficiency in four or more languages.  Each group was given 

two sets of grammatical stimuli composed of strings of letters derived from one of two finite-

state Markov grammars.  The use of such a system allows for control of previous knowledge of 

the “language” being tested. The subjects participated in two phases of the experiment: first, an 

implicit learning task, and then about 10 days later the explicit learning task.  In the implicit-

learning task, the set of 20 grammatical stimuli was shown to the learners for 7 seconds without 

feedback and they were asked to judge whether each grammatical exemplar could be considered 

to be well-formed according to the rules illustrated by the stimuli.  In the explicit learning task, 

the learners were shown a group of artificial “words” and asked to figure out a set of rules 

governing letter order.  They were allowed to scan the set of 20 grammatical stimuli for 7 

minutes and were told that exactly half of the artificial words were considered “well-formed.” 

Next, the learners were asked to judge the “well-formed words.” 

In spite of  what could be considered the limitations of the study in terms of 

generalizability of the learning task  to real-world learning tasks which do have inherent 

referential content (unlike the created grammar) and pattern-recognition-based learning, the 

purpose of the study was to measure inherent language processing skills. The study found that 

the multilingual group showed superior performance to that of the bilingual or monolingual 

group in implicit learning, whereas no differences were found under the explicit learning 

condition.   Nation and McLaughlin suggested that:    

The superiority of the good language learner over other subjects with less experience in   

language learning may be derived, at least in part, from an ability to abstract structural  
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information from linguistic stimuli under conditions where subjects are simply exposed  

to exemplars with no instruction to learn the material or derive underlying rules (1986,  

p.51). 

The study concluded that multilingual learners have strategies that assist them in 

formulating informal rules under implicit learning conditions and processing resources more 

efficiently than monolinguals and bilinguals.   

 Thomas’s (1988) research compared the language performance of 16 bilingual English-

Spanish-speaking college students learning French as a third language with that of 10 English 

monolingual students learning French as a second language. The study also investigated the 

differences in language performance between two separate bilingual groups: 1) bilinguals who 

had received systematic, formal language training related to the target language, and 2) 

bilinguals who had acquired the second language in a natural setting. The researcher’s intent was 

to assess the role of metalinguistic awareness (conscious knowledge of the rules and forms of 

language) of language learners. The tests of French vocabulary and grammar were given to the 

students enrolled in a university French class.  The results indicated that bilingual students 

performed better than did monolingual students on both the vocabulary test (p<0.1) and the 

grammar measure (p<0.05).  The study also found that bilinguals with previous experiences in 

formal training in both languages performed better than bilinguals who acquired a second 

language in a natural setting without formal instruction.   

These findings provided evidence to support the generally held belief that bilinguals will 

have facility for learning a third language.  Thomas pointed out that although bilinguals have a 

potential ability to learn a new language, their performance in the target language may be less 

productive without formal instruction.  She suggested that explicit instruction may promote their 
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grammatical sensitivity and such conscious linguistic knowledge will provide advantages in 

learning a third language.  The study highlighted the importance of formal instruction in 

developing metalinguistic awareness which functions as “a monitor to create acceptable spoken 

or written utterances in a third language” (1988, p. 236).   

While some studies reported superior abilities of bilinguals in language learning, others 

found an outperformance of monolinguals.  Gathercole (1997) compared the acquisition of the 

linguistic mass and count distinction in English between monolingual and bilingual children.  

The study included 36 English-speaking children (monolinguals) and 36 Spanish-English 

speaking children (bilinguals).  Two groups were created; one with 18 7-year-olds, or one with 

18 9-yer-olds. Children using Spanish and English about equally at home and with “good” to 

“excellent” English proficiency were defined as the bilinguals. All children were given novel 

nouns in one of three areas (mass, count, or neutral syntax conditions) to explore how they drew 

information from the linguistic context.  Children were shown novel stimuli with new names and 

were asked to extend the new names to a related concept that was the same shape or substance as 

the original.  Monolingual children of both age groups showed greater extension of the new 

words in both mass and count syntax contexts.   

The study reported that the 9-year-old bilinguals with strong English showed patterns of 

differentiation that were similar to those of the monolingual children.  However, the 7-year-old 

bilinguals with strong English showed little extension in both mass and count condition.  

Garthercole argued three explanations for these results: the possibility of delay in bilinguals’ 

acquisition of many structures in both languages because of limited input of both languages; the 

bilinguals’ difficulties with structures that are distinct in two languages, and the bilinguals’ 

greater flexibilities in switching codes between two languages.  Gathercole concluded that 
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further research needed to be carried out to provide definitive answers on learning differences 

between monolinguals and bilinguals. 

 Among the studies examining the language performance of monolinguals and bilinguals, 

a study by Nayak et al. (1990) investigated the language-learning strategies of monolingual and 

bilingual adults.  The study investigated the general hypothesis that multilinguals perform better 

than monolinguals in learning a language because of their prior knowledge of and experiences in 

language learning.   The study involved 24 monolinguals and 24 multilinguals.  The 

multilinguals had equal proficiency in three or more languages, while the monolinguals were 

native speakers of English with minimal or no proficiency in any other language.  The 

participants were randomly assigned to two different experiments using a created language: a 

memory condition and a rule-discovery condition.  After the participants completed the 

experiments, they took a vocabulary test and a syntax test. 

 No evidence was found that the multilinguals were better at learning the artificial 

linguistic system than were the monolinguals. However, the multilinguals used a greater variety 

of different strategies in the rule-discovery condition than in the memory condition, attributed to 

their flexibility in restructuring and switching strategies.  Interestingly, the multilinguals took 

longer than did the monolinguals in the rule-discovery condition seemingly because of 

“habitually exerting more processing effort” to find the rules as Nation and McLaughlin stated 

(1986, p. 52).  However, Nayak et al’s study found that both groups had great accuracy in 

identifying correct vocabulary items in the memory condition. The multilinguals outperformed 

the monolinguals in learning the rules for syntax (M=68 for monolinguals; M=73 for bilinguals) 

when instructed that such rules existed, while no such difference was found in the memory 

condition.  These findings were contradictory to those of Nation and McLaughlin’s (1986) study 



 64

which reported no language performance differences between monolinguals and multilinguals in 

an explicit learning condition.  Nayak et al. pointed to possible reasons for such a discrepancy in 

findings between the two studies. First, the subjects in this study were instructed to memorize the 

stimuli, which require more effort, while the subjects in Nation and McLaughlin’s study were 

oriented to the materials which require less effort to pay attention. Second, the complex set of 

grammar rules used in this study resulted in more linguistic processing than did the pattern 

recognition procedures used in Nation and McLaughlin’s study.  Nayak, et al. concluded that in 

the long run, multilinguals are expected to outperform monolinguals on language learning 

because of “their superior ability to shift strategies and restructure their internal representations 

of the linguistic system” (p. 242). 

In sum, studies on language-learning behaviors of monolinguals and bilinguals have 

provided some evidence to suggest that bilinguals or multilinguals may have certain strategies 

that enable them to process linguistic input more efficiently and effectively than monolinguals.  

However, researchers also stressed a need for further studies on exploring the language 

performance and behaviors of monolinguals and bilinguals/multilinguals, which may provide 

more empirical evidence to support such findings.   

Summary 

This chapter has outlined findings of previous studies on learners’ strategy use and their 

beliefs about language learning as well as presenting the rationale for this study.  While early 

studies on learning strategies focused on identifying strategic behaviors of good language 

learners, more recent studies have attempted to clarify taxonomies of language-learning 

strategies and classify strategies used by learners.  Furthermore, through numerous studies, 

researchers have found that the choice of learning strategies is associated with such variables as 
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various learner characteristics, learning contexts, learners’ prior learning experiences, language 

proficiency, or cultural and educational backgrounds.  

 A number of studies have demonstrated that language learners from different 

backgrounds and learning experiences hold different ideas about language learning.  Studies in 

second language acquisition have found that beliefs about language learning may constrain or 

facilitate learners’ use of language-learning strategies.  Either way, beliefs about language 

learning have been identified as one variable influencing learners’ choice and use of learning 

strategies.  Because studies have found that strategy use and beliefs influence learners’ success in 

language learning, further research regarding the use and beliefs of learners about language 

learning from varying backgrounds is warranted in order to provide a better understanding of 

language learning for specific groups of learners. 

While most studies on learners’ beliefs and their use of learning strategies have focused 

on monolingual learners in various learning contexts (ESL, EFL, or FL), limited studies have 

been found comparing beliefs and strategy use of monolinguals and bilinguals. Studies have 

suggested that language learning by bilinguals may differ from that of monolinguals due to their 

dual language acquisition, positing bilinguals may have certain strategies or beliefs that enable 

them to approach the process of language learning more effectively than monolinguals.  While 

such research has reported somewhat mixed results, more studies need to be conduct to verify the 

influence of bilingualism in language learning.  

Although some Korean students’ beliefs and strategy use have been reported and 

compared with learners in other cultures and learning contexts, no study has been conducted to 

compare differences in the strategy use and beliefs between monolingual Korean and bilingual 

Korean-Chinese students.  Therefore, there is a clear need for further research addressing how 
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these groups learn English and what they believe about language learning as well as the 

relationship between beliefs and strategy use.  

The following chapter provides the methodology of the current study, which contains the 

research design, participants, the pilot study, instruments, data collection procedures, and data 

analysis. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 The main purpose of this study was to investigate the beliefs and language-learning 

strategy use of monolingual and bilingual students currently engaged in learning a foreign 

language. The second goal was to explore whether any similarities and differences between 

monolinguals and bilinguals exist in terms of their beliefs about language learning and strategy 

use.  The third goal of the study was to investigate the relationship between the learners’ beliefs 

about language learning and their learning strategy use.  Specifically, the study addressed the 

variables of gender, self-rated English proficiency, and academic major to determine any relation 

between the learners’ use of learning strategies and their beliefs about language learning.   

This study addressed the following research questions: 

1. What are the language-learning strategies of monolingual Korean and bilingual  

     Korean-Chinese university students?  Are there any similarities or differences in the  

     use of learning strategies between them? 

2. What are the beliefs of monolingual Korean and bilingual Korean-Chinese university  

     students concerning language learning?  Are there any similarities or differences in  

     beliefs about language learning between them? 

3. What are the relationships between the learners’ beliefs about language learning and  

     their language-learning strategy use? 

4. What are the similarities or differences between the monolinguals and the bilinguals in  

     their choices of language-learning strategies and their beliefs about language learning  

     by gender, self-rated English proficiency, or academic major? 



 

 68

The goal of this chapter is to present the methodology of this study, which 

consists of the research design, a description of the instruments, the pilot study, the 

participants, the data collection procedures, and the data analysis.   

Research Design 

A survey method was employed in order to obtain data from as many subjects as 

possible. In order to gather information related to the aforementioned research questions, 

the researcher distributed three surveys (the SILL, the BALLI, and the IBQ) to 428 

monolingual Korean university students in Korea and 420 bilingual Korean university 

students in China. The questionnaires were translated into Korean. Several statistical 

procedures were used to analyze the quantitative data. Coding techniques were then 

employed for analyzing the qualitative data, the responses from open-ended question. 

Instruments 

Three instruments were used in this study.  Part I was the Strategy Inventory for  

Language Learning (SILL, ESL/EFL 7.0 version) designed by Oxford (1990).  Part II 

was the Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory (BALLI, ESL/EFL version) 

developed by Horwitz (1987).  At the end of both the SILL and the BALLI 

questionnaires, one open-ended question was added in order to elicit any additional 

information or comments from individuals in both two groups about language learning 

beliefs and strategy use. The third instrument was the Individual Background 

Questionnaire (IBQ), which was designed by the researcher to elicit information about 

student demographic characteristics and past language-learning experiences.  The 

researcher designed two slightly different versions of the IBQ because the two target 
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groups- monolingual students in Korea and bilingual students in China- have different 

language-learning backgrounds.  

To ensure greater accuracy of results, all three questionnaires (the SILL, the 

BALLI, and the IBQ) were translated into Korean by the researcher to minimize any 

possible errors from misunderstanding English.  The Korean versions of all the 

instruments were read by two Korean graduate students majoring in education at the 

University of North Texas to ensure translation compatibility of the instruments; the 

Korean versions were translated back into English by two other Korean graduate students 

at the same institute.  Using this process referred to as back translation, the original 

English and the final English versions were then compared for accuracy. 

Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) 

The SILL was originally developed by Oxford to measure the frequency of use of 

the language-learning strategies of adult learners of foreign languages (Oxford, 1990).  

Later, the SILL was revised by Oxford to yield two more versions: 1)The SILL 5.1 

version for English speakers learning a new language (80 items), 2) The SILL 7.0 version 

for speakers of other languages learning English (50 items).  The ESL/EFL SILL (7.0 

version) was used in this study to measure the strategy use of English learners in Korea 

and China.  The SILL is a self-report questionnaire, and the 50 items in the questionnaire 

are grouped into six categories of strategies: memory--storing and retrieving information 

(9 items), cognitive--understanding and producing the language (14 items), 

compensation--overcoming limitations in language learning (6 items), metacognitive--

centering and directing learning (9 items), affective--controlling emotions, motivation (6 

items), and social--cooperating with others in language learning (6 items). In this study, 
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the SILL contained the 50 original items, plus one open-ended item added by the 

researcher, which was used for any additional strategies or comments by the participants 

(see Appendix A). 

The SILL uses a five-point Likert-scale system for each strategy ranging from 1 

to 5 (1= never or almost never true of me, 2= generally not true of me, 3= somewhat true 

of me, 4= generally true of me, and 5= always or almost always true of me). This study 

simplified and modified the wording of the scales for easy understanding of the scale but 

kept the same five-point scale system: 1=never true of me, 2=almost never true of me, 

3=somewhat true of me, 4=almost always true of me, and 5=always true of me.  The 

average scores for groups of strategies on the SILL were interpreted based on the 

reporting scale established by Oxford (1990, p.300).  This divided use into three levels 

and was specifically designed to inform students as to how often they use strategies for 

learning English: 1) ‘High Usage’= Always Used with a mean of 4.5-5.0 or Usually Used 

with a mean of 3.5-4.4; 2) ‘Medium Usage’= Sometimes Used with a mean of 2.5-3.4); 

and 3) ‘Low Usage’= Generally Not Used with a mean of 1.5-2.4 or Never Used with a 

mean of 1.0-1.40.   

The SILL is the most widely used instrument for measuring the language-learning  

strategy use of learners to date.  Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995) estimated that 40-50 

studies have used the SILL, involving approximately 9000 language learners.  A number 

of studies using the ESL/EFL SILL as an instrument have reported the reliability and 

validity of the SILL, using Cronbach’s alpha.  Table 2 presents the summary of reliability 

coefficients for the SILL reported in numerous studies.  Almost all studies reported high 

reliability (above .90) of the SILL.   
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 Table 2 
 
 Summary of the Reported Reliability of the SILL  

Author Year Number of Subjects Cronbach’s 
alpha 

Watanabe 1990 315 Japanese university students .92 

Phillips 1991 141 college ESL students .87 

Yang 1992 505 Taiwanese university students .94 

Park 1997 332 Korean university students .93 

Lee 1998 337 Korean Naval Academy midshipmen .93 

Bremner 1998 149 Chinese students in Hong Kong .92 
 

Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory (BALLI) 

 Given to both teacher and learners, it was designed based on free recall tasks 

asking respondents to list beliefs about language learning. Horwitz (1985) developed the 

BALLI to assess language learners’ beliefs about language learning. Horwitz originally 

designed three different versions of BALLI; one for foreign language teachers (1985) 

with 27 items, another one for ESL students (1987) with 27 items, and a third for U.S. 

students learning a foreign language (1988) with 34 items.   

In this study the ESL/EFL BALLI version was used to identify the beliefs held by 

EFL learners about language learning.  The version of the ESL/EFL BALLI used for this 

study contained 34 items plus 2 additional items: one question concerning the role of 

memorization1 (Yang, 1992) and one open-ended question to collect any additional 

information about beliefs held by the participants (see Appendix B).  The items on the 

BALLI assess learners’ beliefs in five areas: 1) the difficulty of language learning (six 
                                                 
1 Horwitz added Item 35 to the original BALLI (34 items), which deals with the role of memorization in 
language learning. 
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items), 2) foreign language aptitude (nine items), 3) the nature of language learning (six 

items), 4) learning and communication strategies (eight items), and 5) motivation and 

expectations (five items).   

 Among the 36 items in the BALLI, 33 items were scored on a five-point Likert-

scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neither agree nor disagree, 4=agree, 5=strongly 

agree.  Two items have different response scales (4 and 15). Item 4 asks about the 

perceived degree of difficulty of the English language: “English is 1) a very difficult 

language, 2) a difficult language, 3) a language of medium difficulty, 4) an easy language, 

5) a very easy language.”  Item 15 asks about the amount of time needed to learn a 

language: “If someone spent one hour day learning a language, how long would it take 

them to speak the language very well? 1) less than a year, 2)  1-2 years, 3)  3-5 years, 4)  

5-10 years, 5)  you can’t learn a language in 1 hour a day.”  Because the BALLI identifies 

learners’ perceptions about language learning, it does not produce a total composite score 

for the entire instrument.  The responses to individual items are treated separately.   

Based on a review of studies on language learning, the BALLI was determined to 

be the most widely used tool for measuring what learners believe about language learning 

to date.  Since the BALLI was first developed, it has been adapted in numerous studies to 

explore the beliefs of language learners about language learning.  Studies reporting 

reliability on the BALLI ESL/EFL version have noted levels ranging from .59 to .71 

using Cronbach’s alpha coefficients; the reliability of the BALLI reported in previous 

studies is summarized in Table 3. These reliability scores are in the moderate range 

because of the nature of the instrument. Responses to individual items show a wide 

variability, and items were designed to be interpreted individually based on the five-score 
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scales (Diab, 2000; Kim-Yoon, 2000; Park, 1995; Yang, 1992).  Although the validity of 

the ESL/EFL BALLI has not been reported yet, the similarities among the factors of the 

BALLI found in different groups indicate its high potential construct validity (Yang, 

1992). 

 

 Table 3 
 
 Summary of the Reported Reliability of the BALLI 

Author Year Number of Subjects Cronbach’s 
alpha 

Yang 1992 505 Taiwanese university students .69 

Park 1995 332 Korean university students .61 

Truitt 1995 197 Korean university students .63 

554 Turkish-speaking university students .64 
Kunt 1997 

328 Turkish-speaking university students .63 
235 Korean high school students  .71 

227 Korean university students .60 Kim-Yoon 2000 

202 Korean adult English learners .59 
 

Individual Background Questionnaire (IBQ) 

  In order to collect additional information on the individual background of the 

participants, the researcher designed the Individual Background Questionnaire (IBQ).  It 

contains items related to demographic information of the participants (e.g., age, gender, 

academic major, and class year), self-rated language proficiency, language use, previous 

language-learning experiences, years of English study, and TOEFL or TOEIC scores. 

Two different versions of the IBQ were developed and translated into Korean: one for 

monolingual students in Korea and the other for bilingual students in China (see 
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Appendix C). The translation of this instrument followed the same procedures described 

previously. 

Pilot Study 

 A pilot study using the SILL, the BALLI, and the IBQ was conducted to see if 

there were unexpected problems, such as ambiguous or inaccurate translations, to 

determine administration procedures including the anticipated length of time for 

completion, and to test the translation equivalence of the English and Korean versions of 

the instruments.  

             For the pilot study on the SILL, the SILL was distributed to 109 bilingual 

Korean-Chinese students (49 male and 60 female) enrolled at Yanbian University of 

Science and Technology (YUST) in China in August, 2004, and to 30 monolingual 

Korean students (24 male and 6 female) attending Konkuk University (KU) in Korea in 

March, 2005.  Descriptive statistics (frequencies, means, and standard deviations) were 

computed to check the variance and the range of students’ responses to the SILL.  In 

addition, the analyses of variations in use of strategies by gender, grade, and self-rated 

English proficiency were summarized. These data are presented in Appendix D.   The 

reliability of the Korean-Chinese students’ version of the SILL was high at .88, using 

Cronbach’s alpha.  

The pilot study on the BALLI was conducted with 2 bilingual Korean-Chinese 

students (2 male) enrolled at KU in Korea, and 30 monolingual Korean students at KU in 

March, 2005. Descriptive statistics were computed on the students’ responses for only 

monolingual Korean students of BALLI because there were not enough responses from 
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Korean-Chinese students to run descriptive statistics.  Descriptive analyses of the BALLI 

are summarized in Appendix D.   

The IBQ was distributed to the same groups as the SILL and BALLI to verify the 

content validity of the translated version.  After the pilot study, slight changes and 

modifications (e.g., rewording and giving examples) were made on the SILL and BALLI 

in wording to make the instruments more suitable to the context (see Appendix D). 

Participants 

 To compare the learning strategy use and the beliefs about language learning of 

monolingual and bilingual university students, students from two universities, Konkuk 

University (KU) in Korea and Yanbian University of Science and Technology (YUST) in 

China were selected. The students were selected using the method of cluster sampling 

which is a two-stage process. The first step involves identifying naturally occurring group 

units (in this case the universities); the second step is to randomly select groups of 

individuals from within the selected units (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2003).  The students from 

both universities were undergraduate students majoring in various disciplines (i.e., Social 

Sciences, Humanities, Engineering, and Science).  The students ranged in academic years 

from freshmen to seniors.  

Monolingual Students in Korea 

The first group of participants was 428 undergraduate students at the Konkuk University 

in Seoul, Korea, enrolled during the spring semester of 2005.  The university was 

founded in 1946; approximately 19,600 undergraduate students and 4,400 graduate 

students were registered at the university, according to the 2004 enrollment data.  The 

participants are ethnically and culturally homogenous.  Although their official language is 
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Korean, almost all students in Korea have studied Chinese as a written language and 

English since the sixth grade in academic settings.  The participants from KU were 

required by the university to take between 2 and 8 credit hours of English classes (e.g., 

reading comprehension, grammar and writing, speaking) depending on major during the 

first 2 years. In terms of years of formal English study, 92% of Korean students reported 

at least 5 years of English study in a formal school setting and only 8% of them reported 

less than 5 years of formal English education (see Table 4). The results of the IBQ 

revealed that overall, the monolingual participants reported low English proficiency in 

speaking, writing, and grammar, and intermediate proficiency in reading and vocabulary. 

Thus, as mentioned in the previous chapter, while 92% of the Korean sample reported at 

least 6 years of classroom-based formal English language learning, they are best 

described as primarily monolingual.   

Bilingual Students in China 

   The second group of participants was 420 students enrolled at the Yanbian 

University of Science and Technology in Yanbian, China, in the spring semester of 2005. 

The university is one of two higher education institutions in the Yanbian area.  It was 

established in 1992 and had approximately 1,300 enrolled students, according to the 2004 

enrollment data.  Over 90% of the enrolled students are bilingual Korean-Chinese.  This 

bilingual population was the reason for selecting the institution, as the current study 

required a large number of bilingual Korean-Chinese students for comparison purposes 

with the monolingual university students in Korea. 

As mentioned previously, the participants in China use both the Korean and the 

Chinese languages consistently in their daily lives. While children acquire Korean at 
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home as their mother tongue, informal Chinese language education is also begun by 

parents before children enter the elementary school. At this point, children have what  

would be considered basic interpersonal communication skills (BICS) in Chinese 

(Cummins, 1981). Formal classroom-based Chinese language education begins in the 

second grade and continues throughout secondary school.  The bilingual Korean-Chinese 

version of the IBQ lends supporting evidence to the bilingualism essential within this 

Korean-Chinese society (see Table 5).  Participants reported speaking both Korean and 

Chinese fluently both at home and with friends. At home, the majority of bilinguals 

(84%) preferred to use Korean while 16% of students favored Chinese.  Almost an equal 

percentage of the students (80%) reported they usually spoke Korean with friends or at 

school while 20% of the group preferred to use Chinese with friends or at school. 

Bilinguals were 4% more likely to use Chinese with friends than they were to use 

Chinese at home.  Furthermore, as shown in Table 5, the majority of Korean-Chinese 

students rated their Korean proficiency at an advanced level (69%).  More than a third of 

them (41%) rated their Chinese at advanced level. They reported daily use of Korean and 

Chinese with equal or nearly equal fluency and literacy in both languages. Clearly, this 

bilingual sample is very different from the monolingual group used in this study as a 

counterpart in terms of using more than one language in their daily lives. 

Most of the Korean-Chinese students’ experiences in classroom-based foreign 

language learning before entering university are with Japanese and English, which are the 

two major foreign languages offered by high schools in the Yanbian area. Table 5 shows 

that 72% of the bilingual Korean-Chinese students reported at least 5 years of formal 

schooling in English and 38% reported less than 6 years. In order to enhance the English 
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skills of the students with less experience in learning English, all students in the YUST 

were required to take 18 credit hours of English classes for graduation.  Students who did 

not have formal English education in secondary school were required to take an 

additional 20 credit hours of English classes during the their first 2 years. It is expected 

that all participants have had experience learning English as a foreign language at 

Yanbian University because it is mandatory for the students to take English classes in 

order to graduate (Appendix E shows language experience data for all participants). In 

the following section, the detailed demographic information of both groups, including 

their language learning experience, is presented together for effective comparison. 

Demographic Information about the Participants 

As shown in Table 4, the monolingual Korean group was balanced in terms of 

gender with 223 males (52%) and 205 females (48%) who ranged in age from 18 to 28 

with an average age of 22.8.  The bilingual Korean-Chinese students were 182 males 

(43%) and 238 females (57%) and ranged in age from 20 to 28 with an average age of 

22.3.  Participants were fairly balanced across academic year and majors in both groups.  

The monolingual group was comprised of 24% Freshmen (n=105), 24% Sophomores 

(n=102), 26% Juniors (n=111), and 26% Seniors (n=110). The bilingual group consisted 

of 25% Freshmen (n=105), 28% Sophomores (n=117), 28% Juniors (n=116), and 19% 

Seniors (n=82). The academic choices of monolingual subjects consisted of 28% 

Humanities majors (n=120), 27% Science majors (n=114), 23% Social Sciences majors 

(n=101), and 22% Engineering majors (93).  The bilingual group contained 26% Social 

Sciences majors (n=111), 25%Science majors (n=107), 25% Humanities majors (n=103), 

and 24% Engineering majors (n=99). 
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Only 13 bilingual Korean-Chinese students (3%) had visited an English-speaking 

country, while 101 monolingual Korean students (24%) had visited or lived in an 

English- speaking country.  Students from both groups reported that the United States.  

 

 Table 4 
 
 Demographic and Language Experience Information of Participants 

Monolinguals* Bilinguals** Category Description n % n % 
Gender   Male 223 52.1 182 43.3 
   Female 205 47.9 238 56.7 

  19 or under   12   2.8     0   0.0 
  20-21 155 36.2 136 31.4 
  22-23   93 21.7 204 48.6 
  24-25   97 22.6   81     29.3 
  26-27  64 15.0     2       0.5 

Age 

  28 or over    7   1.6     1   0.2 
  Freshman 105 24.5 105     25.0 
  Sophomore 102 23.8 117     27.9 
  Junior 111 25.9 116     27.6 Academic Year 

  Senior 110 25.7   82     19.5 
  Social Sciences  101 23.6 111     26.4 
  Humanities   120 28.0 103     24.5 
  Engineering   93 21.7   99     23.6 Academic Major 

  Science 114 26.7 107     25.5 
  0~2   16   3.7   94 22.4 
  3~4   18   4.2   67 16.0 
  5~6   81 18.9   45 10.7 
  7~8   87 20.3 132 31.5 
  9~10    144 33.6   67 16.0 
11~12   41   9.6   14   3.4 
13~14   28   6.5     1   0.2 

Years of English Study 

15~17   13   3.0     0   0.0 
Yes 157  36.7    5   1.2 Experiences Taking 

English Proficiency Test 
(TOEFL or TOEIC)   No 271     63.3    415     98.8 

   Beginning    229 53.5    163     38.8 
   Intermediate    186 43.5    236  56.2 Self-rated English 

Proficiency    Advanced      13   3.0      21    5.0 
* N=428, ** N=420 
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was the most visited country: 39% of monolinguals and 62% of bilinguals has spent time 

there.  When they were asked about having taken standardized English tests (i.e., TOEFL 

or TOEIC), only 5 Korean-Chinese students (1%) reported that they had taken one of the   

standardized English tests, whereas157 Korean students (37%) had done so.  The results 

reflect the socio-economic and educational differences between the Korean and Korean-

Chinese societies in terms of the importance of English for achieving personal and 

professional goals. The small percentage of Korean-Chinese students (3%) who reported 

visiting an English-speaking country (versus 33% of the Korean sample) indicates 

possible differences in financial support for such endeavors. 

 

 Table 5 
 
 Language-Related Experiences of Bilingual Korean-Chinese Students* 

Category Description n % 
  Korean 354 84.3 Language Use at Home   Chinese   66 15.7 
  Korean 336 80.0 Language Use with Friend   Chinese   84 20.0 
  English  294 70.0 
  Japanese 123 29.3 

Foreign Languages Chosen for 
the College Entrance 
Examination   Other   21   0.7 

  Beginning   23   5.5 
  Intermediate 106 25.2 Self-rated  Overall Korean 

Proficiency   Advanced 291 69.3 
  Beginning   28   6.7 
  Intermediate 219 52.1 Self-rated  Overall Chinese 

Proficiency   Advanced 173 41.2 
      Primary     Middle School  High School 
  n % n   % n % 

 Korean 
 Ethnic 380 90.5 377  89.8 373 88.8 Types of School 
Chinese   40   9.5   43  10.2   47 11.2 

* N=420 
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When asked the reason why they took formal English courses at school, both 

groups identified career or education as most important reason. The second most 

common reason for taking English courses was that it was required for their major (26% 

of monolinguals and 18% of bilinguals).  When asked to rate their English proficiency, 

more than half of monolingual Korean students (54%) considered themselves just 

beginners, while a slightly larger percentage of bilingual Korean-Chinese students (56%) 

considered themselves to be intermediate English learners. As expected, based on the 

pilot study, the majority of the bilingual students in this study reported having attended 

Korean ethnic schools at all three levels before coming to the university: primary (91%), 

middle school (90%), and high school (89%). Regarding language choice for college 

entrance exams, 70% of the bilingual students chose English as their foreign language for 

the test, while 29% of the students selected Japanese.  A complete account of the groups’ 

responses to the IBQ is provided in Appendix E. 

Data Collection 

Before the administration of the instruments, the researcher contacted the 

administrators and class instructors at YUST by telephone and e-mail and the office of 

academic affairs and the instructors at KU by telephone, e-mail, and in person to solicit 

the participation of their students in the study.  Permission from the universities and 

instructors was obtained (see Appendix F for letters of consent).   Additionally, the 

approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the University of North Texas 

(UNT) was obtained for collecting this data (see Appendix G).  Permission from the 

developers of the SILL (R. L. Oxford) and the BALLI (E. K. Horwitz) was also obtained 
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through e-mail before the administration of the questionnaires too place(see Appendix H 

for these consents). 

 The full instructions regarding the procedures of administration were given to 

two instructors by the researcher before the survey (see Appendix I).   The Korean 

version of the three questionnaires (the SILL, the BALLI, and the IBQ) and the Research 

Information Letter (see Appendix J) were administered to intact classes at both 

universities in the spring 2005 semester. The instruments were distributed during class 

time by the instructors of the classes preceded by a brief explanation of the purpose and 

nature of the study. Subjects were informed that they were not required to complete the 

surveys and could refuse to participate without penalty. It was also announced that the 

responses of the questionnaires would not affect their grades.  In addition, the 

confidentiality procedures and the benefits from participating in this study to participants 

were explained. Benefits include a brief opportunity to reflect on their language-learning 

skills and self-perceived beliefs about their language proficiency.  After the completion 

of the instrument, the questionnaires were collected by class instructors and returned to 

the researcher by mail for data analysis.   

Data Analysis 

 The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) for Windows, Version 

11.0 was used for the quantitative data analysis.   

Brief Overview of Quantitative Data Analyses 

 Descriptive statistics, including means, standard deviations, and frequencies were 

calculated to represent demographic information and to summarize the learners’ beliefs 

about language learning and overall strategy use.   
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A principal-component analysis was used to obtain estimates of the initial factors 

and to determine the number of factors for the data. The principal component analysis 

and a scree test (Cattell, 1965a, 1965b) were used to extract the set of variables using a 

criterion of eigenvalues equal to or greater than 1.0. The varimax rotation (uncorrelated 

factor rotation) was run to yield the final factor loadings and to increase interpretability of 

the underlying factors. Factor analyses were also conducted to determine the core 

underlying dimensions of factors, reported by students on the BALLI and the SILL.  The 

factor analysis is a statistical technique used to represent a large set of variables in terms 

of a smaller representative number of factors (Kim & Mueller, 1978).  The factor scores 

were computed for each composite variable of strategies and beliefs to use them as new 

variables in further analyses.  The factor scores are based on the loading of individual 

variables on each factor.  The scores were standardized to a mean of 0 and a standard 

deviation of 1.  The factor score for each case was computed by multiplying the 

standardized value of each observed variable by its respective factor score coefficient and 

summing them. A separate factor score was generated for each factor obtained from the 

factor analyses. The factor scores were computed for use in the correlations and 

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). 

      Pearson r correlations were computed to determine the correlations between 

students’ beliefs about language learning and their use of language-learning strategies. 

Again, factor scores were used in order to determine any correlation between learners’ 

beliefs and strategy use. 

   In order to determine any variations in strategy use related to gender, self-rated 

English proficiency, and academic major, MANOVA was conducted using these factors 
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as independent variables.  MANOVA is a statistical technique for determining whether 

any group differences are statistically significant on more than one dependent variable 

(Gall, et al., 2003). Therefore, in this study six factor scores of the SILL and the four 

factor scores of the BALLI were used as the dependent variables and the following 

factors were used as the independent variables in the MANOVA: gender, academic major, 

and self-rated English Proficiency. A separate MANOVA was conducted for each of the 

background variables for the SILL and the BALLI to determine within-group variation.  

Additionally, the Scheffé post-hoc procedure was used to determine where any 

statistically significant differences in strategy use and beliefs may lie.   

             In order to determine the internal reliability of the two questionnaires (the SILL 

and the BALLI), Cronbach’s alpha test was conducted and the results were compared 

with those of previous studies. 

Qualitative Data 

The responses to the open-ended question were written in Korean.  As a 

preliminary step in data analysis, the responses were translated into English by the 

researcher and were checked by two Korean graduate students at the University of North 

Texas. For the qualitative data analysis, the translated responses to the open-ended 

questions in the SILL and BALLI were grouped by themes, following the guidelines 

presented by Strauss and Corbin (1998) and Flick (2002).  In the initial coding, a the first 

step of the coding process, the responses to the open-ended items on the questionnaires 

were compiled and read over in order to determine any dominant themes or patterns in 

the responses. These responses were used as initial codes for the data. The second phase 

of the coding process involved arranging the responses into any subcategories which 
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emerged from additional reviews of the data after they were grouped for the first time 

(i.e., categorized according to their affinities into general thematic categories). This 

yielded a final list of codes for the data. A second coder was employed in order to assure 

trustworthiness of the coding process. Finally, coded data were grouped by the emerging 

themes and from these themes conclusions and observations were made.  

Summary 

 This chapter presented the methodology which includes the research design, the 

instruments, the descriptive data of participants, the data collection procedures, and the 

data analysis.  Chapter 4 provides the results of the data analysis.  
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CHAPTER 4                                                                                            

 
RESULTS  

 
Introduction 

 
 The purpose of this study was to investigate the beliefs and language-learning strategy 

use of monolingual and bilingual students currently engaged in learning a foreign language. The 

second goal was to explore any similarities and differences between monolinguals and bilinguals 

in terms of their beliefs about language learning and strategy use.  The third goal was to 

investigate the relationship between the learners’ beliefs about language learning and their 

strategy use.  Finally, the current study examines the influence of background variables (i.e., 

gender, self-rated English proficiency, and academic major) on the learners’ beliefs about 

language learning and their use of language-learning strategies. The report of the findings 

contains (1) descriptive analyses (frequencies, means, and standard deviation) from the SILL and 

the BALLI, (2) principal-component and factor analyses of learning strategies and beliefs 

variables, (3) multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) concerning effect of individual 

variables on strategy use and beliefs, (4) Pearson r correlation analyses regarding the 

relationships between strategy use and beliefs, and (5) a qualitative analysis of the open-ended 

data. For the purpose of clarity, the results are sequentially presented using each research 

question as a organizing framework. 

Research Question 1 

What are the language-learning strategies of monolingual Korean and bilingual Korean-

Chinese university students?  Are there any similarities or differences in the use of learning 

strategies between them?
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In order to investigate the learners’ use of language-learning strategies, this study  

used the SILL (ESL/EFL version 7.0).  As mentioned  in the previous chapter, a mean score in 

the range above 3.5 on all SILL items is considered to reflect high use of a given strategy, 2.5 to 

3.4 indicates medium use, and below 2.4 shows low use of a strategy (Oxford, 1990). The results 

of the two groups (monolingual Korean and bilingual Korean-Chinese) are reported together in 

tables for the purpose of effective comparison.   

Descriptive Analyses of the SILL 

 Descriptive statistics of the SILL were computed to answer the first research question 

regarding the profile of strategy use of the monolinguals and the bilinguals and differences in 

strategy use between two groups.  

Overall Strategy Use 

 In Table 6, the responses of participants in each group were categorized into three ranges 

(High, Medium, and Low Usage) based on their overall mean scores and frequency of strategy 

used.  Both groups had fairly frequent use; of the bilinguals, 95% reported medium to high 

(M=3.4 or above) strategy use; of the monolinguals, 81% indicated strategy use in this range.  

 
Table 6 
 
Differences in Overall Means of Reported Strategy Use 

Monolingual Korean Bilingual Korean-Chinese 
Usage 

n % N % 

    High(M≥3.5)   66 15.0   72 17.0 

   Medium (3.4≤ M ≥2.5) 281 66.0 327 78.0 

    Low (M≤2.4)   81 19.0   21   5.0 

    Total 428    100.0 420       100.0 
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In addition to the mean scores for overall strategy use, the following section reports the 

participants’ use of individual strategies by category: memory, cognitive, compensation, 

metacognitive, affective and social. Tables 7 through 12 present the frequencies, means and 

standard deviations of the 50 individual SILL items. The tables show that both monolingual 

Korean and bilingual Korean-Chinese students used a variety of language learning strategies 

when learning English; some strategies were used more frequently than others.   

As seen in Table 7, for memory strategies (Items 1 to 9), 47% of the monolinguals and 

42% of the bilinguals reported that they always or almost always thought about the relationship 

between “what I already know” and “new things I learn in English.”  68% of monolingual and 

53% of bilingual students had never or almost never physically acted out to remember new 

English words. More monolinguals (58%) than bilinguals (39%) stated that they hardly used new 

English words in a sentence to remember them. Finally, while more than half of the monolingual 

learners (58%) reported never or seldom reviewing English lessons, a little less than a third of 

the bilingual learners (32%) infrequently or never reviewed lessons 

 

Table 7 
 
 Memory Strategies: Frequencies (%), Means, and Standard Deviations 

 1* 2 3 4 5 
Item 

        Never           Somewhat      Always 
M SD 

M     1.9† 18.0 32.9 36.2 11.0 3.36   .961. I think of the relationship between what I  
    already know and new things I learn in  

      English. B    6.0 18.1 34.3 35.2   6.4 3.18 1.00
M 13.1 43.5 24.1 15.4   4.0 2.54 1.09  2. I use new English words in a sentence so I  

      can remember them. B   6.7 31.9 33.8 23.6   4.0 2.86   .98

M   5.8 23.8 25.0 32.7  12.6 3.22 1.12  3. I connect the sound of a new English word  
      and an image or picture of the  word to help 
      me remember the word.  B   6.2 22.4 35.5 27.1   8.8 3.10 1.04

(table continued)
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Table 7 (continued) 
 1* 2 3 4 5 

Item 
    Never          Somewhat     Always 

M SD 

M   6.1 24.8 33.2 26.4 9.6 3.09 1.06  4. I remember a new English word by making  
      a mental picture of a situation in which the  
      word might be used. B   4.0 20.0 37.4 31.4   7.1 3.18   .97

M 24.1 43.5 15.7 12.6   4.2 2.29 1.09  5. I use rhymes to remember new English 
      words (e.g., know-no, nail-snail, cat-bat). B 12.1 30.5 34.3 16.9   6.2 2.75 1.07

M 32.7 30.4 17.3 14.3   5.4 2.29 1.21  6. I use flashcards to remember new English  
      words. B 17.4 30.2 26.7 20.0   5.7 2.66 1.15

M 32.5 34.3 17.1 12.4   3.7 2.21 1.14  7. I physically act out new English words. 
B 21.4 31.9 26.9 14.3   5.5 2.50 1.14
M 16.6 40.9 25.7 15.2   1.6 2.44 0.99  8. I review English lessons often. 
B   6.2 25.7 35.2 26.7   6.2 3.01 1.01
M   4.9 18.0 29.2 34.8 13.1 3.33 1.07  9. I remember new English words or phrases by 

      remembering their location on the page, on 
      the board, or on a street sign.  B   3.6 22.4 34.3 31.0   8.8 3.19 1.00
Note.  M=Monolinguals; B=Bilinguals  
1=Never true of me; 2=Almost never true of me; 3=Somewhat true of me; 4=Almost always true of me; 5=Always 
true of me. 
 † The percentages (%) have been rounded to the nearest tenth.  

 

Regarding cognitive strategies (Items 10 to 23), Table 8 shows that a large number of 

students from both groups (62% of the monolinguals and 64% of the bilinguals) responded that 

they always or almost always practiced English by saying and writing new words several times.  

In addition, almost half of the bilinguals (45%) were always or almost likely to start 

conversations in English; whereas, 50% of the monolinguals stated that they were very unlikely 

to do so. Finally, the majority of monolinguals (75%) did not chose to write notes, messages, 

letters or reports in English, while less than half of the bilinguals (41%) reported that they never 

or almost never did.   
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Table 8 
 
 Cognitive Strategies: Frequencies (%), Means, and Standard Deviations  

 1* 2 3 4 5 Item   Never           Somewhat    Always M SD 

M 1.4† 11.7 25.5 36.7  24.8 3.72 1.0710. I say or write new English words several times. B    2.9   7.1 26.7 41.9  21.4 3.72   .97
M    3.3 24.1 28.3 28.7  15.7 3.29 1.1011. I try to talk like native English speakers.  B    2.6 14.3 39.3 26.7  17.1 3.41 1.02
M    3.7 25.9 29.4 26.9  14.0 3.21 1.0912. I practice the sounds of English. B    2.9 16.2 34.0 36.0  11.0 3.36   .97
M    6.3 34.1 36.9 18.7  4.0 2.80   .9513. I use the English words I know in different  

      ways.  B    5.7 29.0 41.2 20.2  3.8 2.87   .93
M    9.6 40.4 25.2 17.8  7.0 2.72 1.0814. I start conversations in English. B    2.9 14.8 37.1 34.0  11.2 3.36   .96

M    5.4 20.6 31.1 30.1 12.9 3.25 1.0915. I watch English language television shows  
      spoken in English or go to movies spoken  
      in English.  B    4.0 18.1 40.7 29.0   8.1 3.19   .96

M    15.7 34.1 27.6 17.5  5.1 2.62 1.1016. I read magazines, books, newspapers, and  
      textbooks written in English. B   8.8 25.0 42.1 19.0  5.0 2.86   .99

M    32.9 41.8 14.3  7.9  3.0 2.06 1.0317. I write notes, messages, letters or reports in 
     English. B   8.1 32.6 37.6 17.4  4.3 2.77   .97

M   7.2 28.7 28.5 24.8 10.7 3.03 1.1218. I first skim an English passage (read over the 
      passage quickly) then go back and read 
     carefully.  B   4.8 26.0 33.1 30.5   5.7 3.06   .99

M   3.3 17.1 33.6 37.4   8.6 3.31   .9619. I look for words in my own language 
     (Korean or Chinese) that are similar to new 
     words in English.  B   4.3 21.2 36.9 29.8  7.9 3.16   .99

M   7.9 22.2 32.5 28.5  8.9 3.08 1.0820. I try to find patterns (grammar) in English. B   3.1 19.3 29.8 35.5  12.4 3.35 1.02
M    12.4 32.0 25.9 23.8   5.8 2.79 1.1221. I find the meaning of an English word by  

     dividing it into parts that I understand.  B   3.8 24.8 37.9 27.1   6.4 3.08   .96
M   5.6 18.9 27.1 33.6  14.7 3.33 1.1122. I try not to translate word-for-word. B   6.2 26.4 33.6 26.4  7.4 3.02 1.04
M   7.2 37.4 32.7 19.2  3.5 2.74   .9723. I make summaries of information that I hear or 

      read in English. B   5.2 30.0 36.7 24.5  3.6 2.91   .94
Note.  M=Monolinguals; B=Bilinguals  
* 1=Never true of me; 2=Almost never true of me; 3=Somewhat true of me; 4=Almost always true of me; 5=Always
true of me.  
† The percentages (%) have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
  

Concerning compensation strategies (Items 24 to 29), 64% of the monolinguala and 48% 

of the bilinguals answered that they always or almost always employed guessing for unfamiliar 

English words for comprehension purposes (As revealed in Table 9).  A large number of both 

monolingual (58%) and bilingual students (58%) always or almost always used synonyms for 



 

 91

unknown English words in expressive contexts.  As the least preferred compensation strategies, 

45% of the monolingual learners responded that they had never or almost never made up new 

words if they did not know the right ones in English, while only 29% of the bilingual learners 

never or almost never had. 

 

Table 9 
 
 Compensation Strategies: Frequencies (%), Means, and Standard Deviations  

  1* 2 3 4 5 Item    Never          Somewhat    Always 
M SD 

M  .9†   9.3 25.5 45.3  18.9 3.72   .9124. To understand unfamiliar English words, I 
      make guesses.  B    3.1 12.3 36.0 36.0  11.7 3.40   .96

M    4.7 18.9 25.9 34.3  16.1 3.38 1.1125. When I can't think of a word during a  
      conversation in English, I use gestures.  B    6.0 20.5 35.0 30.5  8.1 3.14 1.03

M  14.0 31.3 27.3 21.0  6.3 2.74 1.1326. I make up new words if I do not know the 
      right ones in English.  B    4.5 24.5 33.6 29.3  8.1 3.12 1.02

M    5.4 20.8 25.5 34.6  13.8 3.31 1.1127. I read English without looking up every new 
      word.  B  11.9 24.3 31.0 25.2  7.6 2.92 1.13

M    8.9 32.2 30.1 24.5  4.2 2.83 1.0328. I try to guess what the other person will say 
      next in English.  B    4.8 25.7 37.4 24.3  7.9 3.05 1.00

M      .9   9.3 29.9 40.7 19.2 3.68   .9229. If I can't think of an English word, I use a  
      word or phrase that means the same thing. B    1.7 10.5 30.2 46.9 10.7 3.55   .88
Note.  M=Monolinguals; B=Bilinguals  
* 1=Never true of me; 2=Almost never true of me; 3=Somewhat true of me; 4=Almost always true of me; 5=Always
true of me.  
 † The percentages (%) have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

Table 10 shows that in the metacognitive strategy section (Items 30 to 38), more than half 

of the students from each group (55% of the monolinguals and 59% of the bilinguals) always or 

almost always thought about their progress in learning English.  About 54% of the monolinguals 

had never or almost never sought out people to speak with in English, while only 27% of 

bilinguals never or almost never did. In another contrasting pattern, 43% of monolinguals stated 
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that they never or almost never noticed their English mistakes and used that information to help 

them do better, whereas 46% of the bilinguals always or almost always used this strategy. 

 

Table 10 
 
 Metacognitive Strategies: Frequencies (%), Means, and Standard Deviations 

 1* 2 3 4 5 Item    Never           Somewhat     Always M SD 

M  3.7† 32.9 32.2 23.4   7.7 2.98 1.0130. I try to find as many ways as I can to use my 
      English. B    2.6 17.6 38.6 32.1   9.0 3.27   .94

M  10.3 32.7 30.4 18.7   7.9 2.81 1.1031. I notice my English mistakes and use that  
      information to help me do better. B    2.9 20.7 30.5 36.0  10.0 3.30 1.00

M    2.1 18.9 35.0 34.3   9.6 3.30   .9532. I pay attention when someone is speaking  
      English. B    2.4 15.2 35.0 36.7  10.7 3.38   .95

M    3.3 22.0 34.6 26.9  13.3 3.25 1.0533. I try to find out how to be a better learner of 
     English.  B    2.1 12.6 39.0 33.3  12.9 3.42   .94

M    7.2 39.7 30.8 15.7  6.5 2.75 1.0234. I plan my schedule so I will have enough time 
      to study English. B    3.6 24.0 38.8 28.6  5.0 3.07   .93

M    14.3 39.3 24.3 15.0  7.2 2.62 1.1235. I look for people I can talk to in English. 
B    4.8 21.7 41.2 25.2  7.1 3.08   .97

M   6.3 37.1 30.4 18.9  7.2 2.84 1.0436. I look for opportunities to read as much as 
      possible in English. B   4.0 21.9 38.8 26.2  9.0 3.14   .99

M   5.8 30.4 28.3 24.8  10.7 3.04 1.1037. I have clear goals for improving my English 
      skills.  B   2.6 15.0 36.7 33.6  12.1 3.38   .97

M   2.1 12.9 30.6 36.0  18.5 3.56 1.0038. I think about my progress in learning English.     
B   1.7   8.6 30.5 41.9  17.4 3.65   .92

Note. M=Monolinguals; B=Bilinguals  
* 1=Never true of me; 2=Almost never true of me; 3=Somewhat true of me; 4=Almost always true of me; 5=Always
true of me.  
† The percentages (%) have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
 

 As Table 11 reveals, affective strategies (Items 39-44) were the least used of the six 

strategy categories by both groups.  Monolingual learners usually showed higher negative 

responses in affective strategies than did the bilinguals.  For instance, 47% of the monolinguals 
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reported never and almost never trying to relax whenever feeling afraid of using English, while 

only 21% of the bilinguals reported they never or almost never did. More than twice as many 

monolinguals (38%) than bilinguals (18%) indicated they never or almost never rewarded 

themselves when they did well in English. The majority of both monolinguals (85%) and 

bilinguals (66%) revealed that they had never or almost never written down their feelings in a 

language diary.  About one-third of the monolinguals (36%) reported they were always or almost 

always tense or nervous when they were studying or using English; however, more bilinguals 

(46%) felt nervous when studying or using English. 

 

Table 11 
 
 Affective Strategies: Frequencies (%), Means, and Standard Deviations  

 1* 2 3 4 5 Item    Never           Somewhat     Always 
M SD 

M 11.0† 36.0 32.5 17.1 3.5 2.66 1.0039. I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using 
     English. B    1.4 19.8 35.0 29.8 14.0 3.35 1.00

M  11.9 32.9 30.4 19.9 4.9 2.73 1.0640. I encourage myself to speak English even when
      I feel afraid of making a mistake. B   2.9 20.0 35.5 31.9 9.8 3.26   .98

M 10.3 27.8 32.2 25.5 4.2 2.86 1.0541. I give myself a reward or treat when I do well 
      in English. B   3.3 15.0 32.6 35.0 14.0 3.41 1.01

M   6.1 27.8 29.9 24.5 11.7 3.08 1.1142. I notice if I am tense or nervous when I am 
      studying or using English. B   4.0 11.4 38.1 33.8 12.6 3.40   .98

M 47.2 38.6   8.9   4.0  1.4 1.74   .8843. I write down my feelings in a language learning
      diary. B 30.7 35.7 24.5   6.0  3.1 2.15 1.02

M 29.0 29.0 22.2 16.1  3.7 2.37 1.1744. I talk to someone else about how I feel about 
      learning English B 11.2 26.4 38.6 20.5  3.3 2.78 1.00
Note. M=Monolinguals; B=Bilinguals  
* 1=Never true of me; 2=Almost never true of me; 3=Somewhat true of me; 4=Almost always true of me;
5=Always true of me.  
† The percentages (%) have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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In the case of social strategies (Items 45 to 50) (Table 12), students from both groups 

(63% of the monolinguals and 45% of the bilinguals) answered that they always or almost 

always asked the speaker to slow down or say it again when they did not understand something 

in English.  However, more monolinguals (70%) than bilinguals (33%) reported that they had 

never or almost never practiced English with other students or native English-speakers.  Of the 

monolingual learners, 62% of the monolinguals never or almost never asked questions in English 

to other students or native speakers of English, whereas only 28% of bilinguals did not ask 

questions in English to others or native English speakers. 

 

Table 12 
 
 Social Strategies:  Frequencies (%), Means, and Standard Deviations 

 1* 2 3 4 5 Item   Never            Somewhat     Always 
M SD 

M     1.9† 11.0 24.1 46.0  17.1 3.65   .9545. If I do not understand something in English, 
      I ask the other person to slow down or say it 
      again. B    4.5 18.6 31.9 36.2   8.8 3.26 1.01

M    9.6 30.8 29.7 21.7   8.2 2.88 1.1146. I ask English speakers to correct me when I 
      talk.  B    5.0 26.0 35.2 27.4   6.4 3.04 1.00

M  31.3 39.5 16.4 9.3   3.5 2.14 1.0747. I practice English with other students or native 
      speakers of English. B    8.1 32.6 36.2 18.6   4.5 2.79   .99

M  31.5 33.2 18.9 12.1   4.2 2.24 1.15
48. I ask for help from English speakers. 

B    9.5 26.9 34.8 22.4   6.4 2.89 1.06

M  30.4 31.3 19.9 12.9   5.6 2.32 1.1949. I ask questions in English to other students or 
      native speakers of English. B    8.3 19.8 40.2 22.4   9.3 3.05 1.06

M  15.0 22.0 28.3 23.8  11.0 2.94 1.2250. I try to learn about the culture of English 
      speakers.  B   4.8 20.2 39.0 27.1  8.8 3.15 1.00
Note.  M=Monolinguals; B=Bilinguals  
 * 1=Never true of me; 2=Almost never true of me; 3=Somewhat true of me; 4=Almost always true of me;
5=Always true of me.  
† The percentages (%) have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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Monolinguals verses Bilinguals  

The mean scores of overall strategy use and standard deviations were also calculated for 

both the monolingual and the bilingual groups to compare the differences between the 

two groups.  As shown in Table 13, strategy usage means were within the medium range: 

bilingual Korean-Chinese students (M=3.11) reported higher overall strategy use than 

monolingual Korean students (M=2.88) when learning English.  An F-test revealed a statistically 

significant difference (F=45.95, p=.00) in strategy use between the monolinguals and the 

bilinguals.  The Scheffé post-hoc test indicated higher strategy use by bilingual Korean-Chinese 

students than by monolingual Korean students. 

 

The differences in the use of the six categories of strategies between the two groups were 

compared (Table 14).  F-tests were computed using the mean scores, indicating a higher use of 

strategies by bilingual students for all categories of strategies except for compensation strategies 

which showed no significant difference in use between the two groups.  

The individual strategy use by both the monolingual and the bilingual groups, based on 

their responses on the SILL, is shown in Tables 15 through 17.  Table 15 presents strategy  

categories which fell into the high use range. Items 10, 29, and 38 were ranked among the  

 

Table 13 
 
Descriptive Statistics for the Variables and F-tests for Mean Difference of the Strategy Use  

 Variables N Mean SD Min Max F  Sig. Difference* 
Monolinguals 428 2.88 .53 1.64 4.65 
Bilinguals 420 3.11 .43 1.19 4.62 

45.95 .00 B>M 

Total 848 3.00 .48 1.42 4.63       
Note.  M=Monolingual; B=Bilingual 
* p< .05 level (Scheffé post-hoc test) 
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most preferred by both groups and used more than other strategies: a cognitive strategy (Item 10), 

“I say or write new English words several times” (monolinguals and bilinguals: M=3.72); a 

compensation strategy (Item 29), “If I can't think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that 

means the same thing” (monolinguals: M=3.55; bilinguals: M=3.68); and metacognitive strategy 

(Item 38), “I think about my progress inlearning English” (monolinguals: M=3.65; bilinguals: 

M=3.56).  In other words, almost equal numbers of students from both group reported that they 

almost always or always repeated or wrote new English words several times when learning new 

vocabulary, that they used synonyms for unknown words, and that they thought about their 

progress in learning English. 

Two additional strategies were in the high use category for monolingual.  One was a 

compensation strategy (Item 24), “To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses” 

(M=3.73); the other  was a social strategy (Item 45), “If I do not understand something in English, 

I ask the other person to slow down or say it again” (M=3.65).  Many monolingual students 

Table 14 
 
Differences in Means and Standard Deviations of Overall Strategy Use among the Six 
Categories of Strategies on  the SILL 

Variables Group N Mean SD F Sig. Difference* 
M 428 2.75 .63 Memory B 420 2.93 .62 18.51 .00 B>M 

M 428 3.00 .60 Cognitive B 420 3.15 .49 16.99 .00 B>M 

M 428 3.28 .64 Compensation B 420 3.20 .58   3.66 .06 --  

M 428 3.02 .71 Metacognitive B 420 3.30 .58 39.84 .00 B>M 

M 428 2.57 .66 Affective B 420 3.06 .61 126.22 .00 B>M 

M 428 2.70 .83 Social B 420 3.03 .65 42.32 .00 B>M 
Note.  M=Monolinguals; B=Bilinguals 
* p<0.05 (Scheffé post-hoc test) 
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almost always or always made guesses to understand unfamiliar words and asked the speaker to 

slow down or repeat if they did not understand the English.   

 

More strategy uses fell within the medium range for the bilinguals than for the 

monolinguals (Table 16).  Of the bilinguals, 78% of bilinguals employed learning strategies in 

medium amount of usage, while 66% of the monolinguals reported strategy use in the medium 

range.   

 

Table 16 
 
Reported Strategy Use Categorized by Medium Usage (M=2.5 to 3.4) 

Monolingual Korean Bilingual Korean-Chinese 
Category Item Rank Mean Category Item Rank Mean 

     COM 25   6 3.38        MET 33 4 3.42 
     MEM   1   7 3.36        COG 11 5 3.41 
     MEM   9   8 3.33        AFF 41 6 3.41 
     COG 22   9 3.33        COM 24 7 3.40 
     COG 19 10 3.31        MET 32 8 3.38 
     COM 27 11 3.31        MET 37 9 3.38 
     MET 32 12 3.30        COG 12 10 3.36 
     COG 11 13 3.29        COG 14 11 3.36 

(table continues) 

Table 15 
 
Reported Strategy Use Categorized by High Usage (M=3.5 or above) 

Monolingual Korean Bilingual Korean-Chinese  
Category Item Rank Mean Category Item Rank Mean 

     COG 10   1 3.72        COG 10 1 3.72 
     COM 24   2 3.72        MET 38 2 3.65 
     COM 29   3 3.68        COM 29 3 3.55 
     SOC 45   4 3.65     
     MET 38   5 3.56     
Note.  MEM=Memory Strategies; COG=Cognitive Strategies; COM=Compensation Strategies; 
MET=Metacognitive Strategies; AFF=Affective Strategies; SOC=Social Strategies 
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Table 16 (continued). 
Monolingual Korean Bilingual Korean-Chinese 

Category Item Rank Mean Category Item Rank Mean 
     MET 33 14 3.25        AFF 39 12 3.35 
     COG 15 15 3.25        COG 20 13 3.35 
     MEM   3 16 3.22        MET 31 14 3.30 
     COG 12 17 3.21        MET 30 15 3.27 
     MEM   4 18 3.09        SOC 45 16 3.26 
     COG 20 19 3.08        AFF 40 17 3.26 
     AFF 42 20 3.08        MEM   9 18 3.19 
     MET 37 21 3.04        COG 15 19 3.19 
     COG 18 22 3.03        MEM   1 20 3.18 
     MET 30 23 2.98         MEM   4 21 3.18 
     SOC 50 24 2.94        COG 19 22 3.16 
     SOC 46 25 2.88        SOC 50 23 3.15 
     AFF 41 26 2.86        COM 25 24 3.14 
     MET 36 27 2.84        MET 36 25 3.14 
     COM 28 28 2.83        COM 26 26 3.12 
     MET 31 29 2.81        MEM   3 27 3.10 
     COG 13 30 2.80        MET 35 28 3.08 
     COG 21 31 2.79        COG 21 29 3.08 
     MET 34 32 2.75        MET 34 30 3.07 
     COM 26 33 2.74        COG 18 31 3.06 
     COG 23 34 2.74        COM 28 32 3.05 
     AFF 40 35 2.73        SOC 49 33 3.05 
     COG 14 36 2.72        SOC 46 34 3.04 
     AFF 39 37 2.66        COG 22 35 3.02 
     COG 16 38 2.62        MEM   8 36 3.01 
     MET 35 39 2.54        COM 27 37 2.92 
     MEM   2 40 2.54        COG 23 38 2.91 
     MEM   8 41 2.44        SOC 48 39 2.89 

           COG 13 40 2.87 
           MEM   2 41 2.86 
           COG 16 42 2.86 
           SOC 47 43 2.79 
           AFF 44 44 2.78 
           COG 17 45 2.77 
           SOC 50 46 2.75 
           MEM   5 47 2.75 
           MEM   6 48 2.66 
           MEM   7 49 2.50 

Note.  MEM=Memory Strategies; COG=Cognitive Strategies; COM=Compensation Strategies; 
MET=Metacognitive Strategies; AFF=Affective Strategies; SOC=Social Strategies 
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As seen in Table 17, within the low range, the same item was reported as least chosen by 

both groups: an affective strategy (Item 43), “I write down my feelings in a language learning 

diary” (monolinguals: M=2.15; bilinguals: M=1.74). More than three-fourths of the monolinguals 

(86%) and two-thirds (66%) of the bilinguals reported that they almost never or never wrote 

down their feelings in a language learning diary.  The monolingual learners identified other items 

(44, 49, 5, 6, 48, 7, 47, and 17) as being less used and marked low usage (M≤2.4).  It was 

noticeable that the bilingual group reported only the one item (Item 43) that fell within “Low 

Usage” (M= 2.4 or below), while monolinguals reported nine items (44, 49, 5, 48, 7, 47, 17, and 

43) in low use.  

 

 
Reliability of the SILL  
 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was computed to determine an internal consistency 

reliability for both the SILL (50 items) and the BALLI (35 items) responses for each group. The 

reliability for the SILL for monolingual Korean students was .94 on 428 cases; for the bilingual 

Table 17 
 
Reported Strategy Use Categorized by Low Usage (M=2.4 or below) 

Monolingual Korean Bilingual Korean-Chinese  
Categories Items Rank Mean Categories Items Rank Mean 

     AFF 44 42 2.37 AFF 43 50 2.15 
     SOC 49 43 2.32     
     MEM   5 44 2.29     
     MEM   6 45 2.29     
     SOC 48 46 2.24     
     MEM   7 47 2.21     
     SOC 47 48 2.14     
     COG 17 49 2.06     
     AFF 43 50 1.74     
Note.  MEM=Memory Strategies; COG=Cognitive Strategies; COM=Compensation Strategies, 
MET=Metacognitive Strategies; AFF=Affective Strategies; SOC=Social Strategies 
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Korean-Chinese students it was .91 on 420 cases.  The high alpha of the SILL for both groups 

indicated that the responses of both groups were relatively consistent with the SILL items.   

Factor Analyses of the SILL 

The results of the principal-component analyses revealed 11 factors for the monolingual 

group and 15 factors for bilinguals as an initial solution on the SILL.  In order to reduce the 

number of factors for more effective interpretation, a scree plot test revealed six factors for both 

monolinguals and bilinguals, which accounted for the maximum of the total variance.  The 

cumulative percentages of the total variance for the six factors were 48% for the monolingual 

group and 41% for the bilingual group.  After the varimax rotation test, the final factor loading of 

SILL items for the monolingual and bilingual groups was determined and is presented in Tables 

18 and 19, respectively. The detailed results of the principal-components analyses and factor 

analyses for both SILL are presented in Appendix K, including the initial statistics for each 

factor, the scree plots, the factor matrices, and the final factor statistics with communalities in 

each group.    

Table 18 
 
Rotated Factor Structure of the SILL Variables for Monolingual Students 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6
Q49 .79895 .03393 -.02516 .05304 .06773 .09241
Q47 .75129 .11619 .12380 -.05762 .02046 .20700
Q48 .69822 .09486 .11533 -.00905 -.03865 .28315
Q14 .69816 .29577 .18726 .07888 .16497 -.09169
Q46 .66027 .03505 .09784 .29675 -.02597 .20921
Q50 .63534 .13644 .07431 .23002 -.00480 .18402
Q31 .60468 .23241 .12500 .11542 .15421 -.17105
Q35 .55275 .46454 -.00089 .01654 .01812 .13090
Q40 .53989 .32617 .17197 .03195 .09905 .17903
Q17 .52528 .35035 .16699 -.07373 .20569 .09847
Q11 .48238 .25535 .29697 .28386 .12429 -.11389
Q30 .46958 .39010 .22717 .26949 .15227 -.01603
Q15 .42545 .26541 .13108 .15004 .15822 -.07987
Q28 .37217 .11950 .20948 .22923 .28196 -.00664
Q26 .33972 .11196 .11675 .24414 .17514 .31323

(table continued)



 

 101

Table 18 (continued) 
 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6
Q34 .20424 .71183 .11562 -.00817 .07393 .25481
Q37 .26414 .67638 -.04791 .14217 .08702 .08567
Q36 .37545 .65759 .10854 -.05193 .08786 .04937
Q38 .18864 .61854 .12036 .38496 -.04001 .06393
Q33 .26715 .61206 .12373 .18918 .01196 .14175
Q16 .45328 .46850 .15911 -.08298 .29462 -.06810
Q20 -.02757 .45476 .14832 .40774 -.16059 .14825
   
Q4 .29186 -.01240 .65518 .10814 .13419 -.03793
Q3 .05163 -.00508 .65437 .18287 .05199 .07543
Q7 .13061 -.04611 .59765 -.07744 -.14224 .37248
Q5 .07943 .03077 .55987 -.18616 .01400 .22481
Q13 .42342 .16641 .50745 .12029 .25223 -.06585
Q9 .18378 .12882 .48625 .30531 .14340 .06055
Q21 -.04478 .20966 .48447 .18099 .04770 .17283
Q2 .36185 .23728 .44528 .01600 .29972 -.09892
Q8 .11175 .33361 .43861 .14854 -.02722 .20486
Q12 .34263 .34254 .42931 .25087 .00479 -.13476
Q1 .22905 .20566 .37502 .26357 .29657 -.08361
   
Q24 .05341 .19567 .05178 .61197 .33417 .10508
Q29 .24168 .22681 .17104 .58949 .29871 -.09514
Q45 .36784 -.00652 -.02663 .50674 .11647 .10903
Q43 .32693 .18344 .16258 -.48443 .26195 .36342
Q25 .18663 -.13425 .18687 .46890 .03843 .32717
Q32 .21331 .21799 .12646 .46792 .21547 .05982
Q19 .02187 .03890 .39386 .43609 .14816 .00708
Q10 -.06246 .25724 .34128 .40017 -.11315 .11418
Q18 .05008 .28555 .26100 .37132 .25040 .16238
   
Q22 .08267 .03410 .13992 .19720 .69769 -.00153
Q27 .07126 -.08190 -.10130 .12693 .68441 .10312
Q23 .17158 .16611 .28884 .06684 .47328 .10075
   
Q44 .23891 .17487 .03062 .05046 .05729 .57270
Q6 -.10343 .19725 .23344 -.07064 -.12203 .53700
Q42 .04004 .02420 .01876 .15589 .09626 .52555
Q41 .25788 .15080 .30056 .11541 .05588 .40153
Q39 .33690 .33196 .22744 .08236 .12393 .34005
Note.  Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
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Table 19 
 
Rotated Factor Structure of the SILL Variables for Bilinguals Students 
Items      Factor 1     Factor 2    Factor 3    Factor 4  Factor 5  Factor 6
Q37 .63394 .10190 .11010 .19491 -.01382 .08628
Q33 .57330 .11893 .31675 -.02091 .13005 -.07729
Q42 .56336 .08401 -.00569 -.10395 .06904 .13098
Q38 .54527 -.04226 .19826 .03830 .10030 .14144
Q41 .52786 .08614 .04734 .15699 .09647 .09603
Q46 .52339 -.01148 .09267 .33664 .00163 .15163
Q36 .48851 .15852 .03834 .26575 .08098 .12419
Q34 .48094 .35766 .12887 .07684 -.00907 .05856
Q35 .47333 .24453 -.07158 .35348 -.06155 .15667
Q39 .45060 .27440 .04236 .04775 .36399 -.06337
Q32 .44634 .07973 .29042 -.06754 .30601 .03070
Q45 .40239 -.20004 .36582 .13410 .18148 .14935
Q30 .39566 .17617 .26384 .21616 .26899 -.08658
Q31 .39191 .06150 .16996 .25170 .29405 -.08106
   
Q7 .09203 .67208 -.13189 .14417 .05301 .09558
Q6 .04897 .62061 -.05896 .10506 -.05240 .00620
Q8 .13371 .61253 .30742 .01364 -.03944 .01311
Q5 -.05604 .57064 -.01613 .07112 .27168 .17978
Q43 .12597 .52270 -.25683 .29614 .30212 -.20123
Q17 .21951 .49484 -.03930 .19568 .10213 .20224
Q9 .18636 .47323 .36579 .10672 .09439 .09003
Q21 .19446 .45432 .28073 -.09459 .14017 .14639
Q16 -.03108 .40854 .16040 .38296 .10001 .12794
Q18 .16690 .34234 .24222 .13151 .01198 .06296
Q44 .26839 .31083 .14756 .19659 .22045 -.17095
   
Q12 .09887 -.02117 .67772 .22269 -.01622 .19952
Q10 .12074 .10704 .62878 -.11925 .01480 -.12945
Q11 .12365 -.17341 .61700 .22569 .06578 .15103
Q20 .23712 .09712 .56155 -.03910 -.07382 .06099
Q19 -.01182 .22492 .51126 -.02534 .14561 .07131
Q24 .19720 -.03693 .44788 -.18662 .19276 .37384
Q14 .16219 -.08806 .43096 .42098 .00385 .28051
Q13 .08786 .34214 .38763 .24662 -.02582 .05567
Q15 -.00837 -.02089 .37835 .34946 .33803 .17118
Q25 .10029 .05300 .36384 .09617 .29573 .09777
   
Q48 .19697 .22406 -.03263 .65973 -.02061 .01193
Q47 .25118 .32382 -.04018 .58522 .06291 .01748
Q49 .09392 .09748 .07571 .53772 .28364 .08620
Q40 .37196 .09684 .05032 .43433 .16068 .06420
Q50 .11461 .08570 .30510 .42738 .19862 .00377
   

(table continues)
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Table 19 (continued). 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6

Q27 .08406 -.05448 -.14048 .11380 .61334 .25056
Q28 .13747 .14464 .03541 .10385 .54525 .05386
Q29 .19518 -.27444 .33049 .09498 .49084 .09846
Q22 .10640 .19294 .06516 .00478 .45692 .12401
Q26 .02193 .18643 .25153 .25312 .36806 -.10500
   
Q1 .17417 -.00103 .18358 .10580 .03281 .62043
Q2 .08058 .45011 .01196 .23490 .01039 .57617
Q4 .14409 .39125 .11509 .00180 .20453 .50789
Q3 .08190 .14717 .10905 .09338 .13979 .49176
Q23 .18680 .30506 .11806 -.13262 .21792 .35740
Note.  Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

 

The six factors determined for the monolingual and the bilingual groups are presented in 

Table 20. Each factor with its component variables is separately presented in Tables 21 through 

26.  The results of the factor analysis for both groups are presented together in each table.  Since 

the value of ± .40 would be considered statistically significant (Kim & Mueller, 1978; Stevens, 

1986)1, the statements with loading value equal to or greater than (±) .40 are presented in the 

tables and discussed and interpreted.    Although both the monolingual and the bilingual 

Table 20 
 
Six Factors for the SILL in the Monolingual and the Bilingual Groups 
Factor Monolingual M Bilinguals M 

1 Social & Practical Practice 
Strategies 2.69 Metacognitive & Affective 

Awareness Strategies 3.30 

2 Metacognitive Strategies 3.02 Independent Practice Strategies 2.78 
3 Memory Strategies 2.79 Cognitive Strategies 3.39 
4 Compensation Strategies 3.31 Social Strategies 3.03 
5 Cognitive Strategies 3.13 Compensation Strategies 3.14 
6 Affective Strategies 2.65 Memory Strategies 3.08 

                                                 
1  Items with factor loadings below ± .40 in the SILL were excluded from the factor analysis:  Item 28 (0.37217), 
Item 26 (0.33972), Item 1 (0.37502), Item 18 (0.37132), and Item 39 (0.34005) from the monolingual SILL; Item 30 
(0.39566), Item 31 (0.39191), Item 18 (0.34234), Item 44 (0.31083), Item 13 (0.38763), Item 15 (0.37835), Item 25 
(0.36384), Item 26 (0.36806), and Item 23 (0.35740) from bilingual SILL.   
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groups had the same number of extracted factors (six factors), each group had different items 

loaded on the same factors, different factor loadings, and a different distribution of the factors.   

 Table 21 presents the first factor for the monolingual and bilingual groups. This first 

factor for the monolingual group, social and practical practice strategies, indicated monolinguals 

tended to seek or create opportunities to interact actively with native or non-native speakers of 

English and to learn English practically, focusing their attention outward for support.  For 

monolinguals, Factor 1 is highly correlated with items concerning these two strategies; that is, 

social strategies such as asking questions in English to others, practicing English with others, 

asking for help, looking for people to talk to in English, starting conversation in English, and 

starting to learn about the culture of English speakers.  Practical practice strategies, such as 

writing notes, messages, or letters in English, watching English TV shows, and going to a movie 

with English dialogue were also loaded on the first factor.   

For bilinguals, the items loaded on the first factor were metacognitive and affective 

awareness strategies, indicating a strong tendency to focus their energy inward during language 

learning.  Bilinguals tended to control their emotions and attitude through self-monitoring and 

self-evaluation. Factor 1 included metacognitive strategies like monitoring, centering, organizing, 

and evaluating the learning process as well as strategies for controlling emotions and feelings.  

This factor also included goal-setting, seeking methods to become a better English learner, 

thinking about one’s learning process, looking for opportunities to read in English, planning 

one’s schedule to study English, and paying attention when someone is speaking English.  

Giving oneself a reward when doing well in English, and trying to relax when feeling afraid of 

using English were also related to Factor one.   
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Table 21 
 
 SILL Factor 1 
A.  Monolinguals – Social and Practical Practice Strategies 

Item Descriptive Loading M SD 
49. I ask questions in English to other students or native speakers of 
      English. .799 2.32 1.19 

47. I practice English with other students or native speakers of English. .751 2.14 1.07 
48. I ask for help from English speakers. .698 2.24 1.15 
14. I start conversations in English. .698 2.72 1.08 
46. I ask English speakers to correct me when I talk. .660 2.88 1.11 
50. I try to learn about the culture of English speakers. .635 2.94 1.22 
31. I notice my English mistakes and use that information to help me do 
      better. .605 2.81 1.10 

35. I look for people I can talk to in English. .553 2.62 1.12 
40. I encourage myself to speak English even when I feel afraid of 
      making a mistake. .540 2.73 1.06 

17. I write notes, messages, letters or reports in English. .525 2.06 1.03 
11. I try to talk like native English speakers. .482 3.29 1.10 
30. I try to find as many ways as I can to use my English. .470 2.98 1.01 
15. I watch English language television shows spoken in English or go  
      to movies spoken in English. .425 3.25 1.09 
Note.  Standardized item alpha (13 items) =0.91, M=2.69 

 
B. Bilinguals – Metacognitive and Affective Awareness Strategies 

Item Description Loading M SD 
37. I have clear goals for improving my English skills. .634 3.38    .97 

33. I try to find out how to be a better learner of English. .573 3.42    .94 

42. I notice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying or using English. .563 3.40    .98 

38. I think about my progress in learning English. .545 3.65    .92 

41. I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in English. .528 3.41  1.01 

46. I ask English speakers to correct me when I talk. .523 3.04  1.00 

36. I look for opportunities to read as much as possible in English. .488 3.14    .99 

34. I plan my schedule so I will have enough time to study English. .481 3.07    .93 

35. I look for people I can talk to in English. .473 3.08    .97 

39. I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using English. . .451 3.35  1.00 

32. I pay attention when someone is speaking English. .446 3.38    .95 
45. If I do not understand something in English, I ask the other person to 
      slow down or say it again. .402 3.26  1.01 

Not. Standardized item alpha (12 items)=0.82,  M=3.30
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As shown in Table 22, the second factor for the monolinguals was metacognitive 

strategies, which allow learners to coordinate their learning through planning, centering, and 

evaluating.  The factor contains variables such as planning a study schedule, looking for  

 

Table 22 
 
 SILL Factor 2 
A. Monolinguals – Metacognitive Strategies 

Item Description Loading M SD 
34. I plan my schedule so I will have enough time to study English. .712 2.75 1.02 

37. I have clear goals for improving my English skills. .676 3.04 1.10 

36. I look for opportunities to read as much as possible in English. .658 2.84 1.04 

38. I think about my progress in learning English. .618 3.56 1.00 

33. I try to find out how to be a better learner of English. .612 3.25 1.04 
16. I read magazines, books, newspapers, and textbooks written in 
      English. .469 2.62 1.10 

20. I try to find patterns (grammar) in English. .455 3.08 1.08 
Note.  Standardized item alpha (7 items) =0.82, M=3.02 

 
B. Bilinguals – Independent  Practice Strategies 

Item Description Loading M SD 
  7. I physically act out new English words. .672 2.50 1.14 

  6. I use flashcards to remember new English words. .621 2.66 1.15 

  8. I review English lessons often. .613 3.01 1.01 
  5. I use rhymes to remember new English words (e.g.,  know-no,  
      nail-snail, cat-bat). .571 2.75 1.07 

43. I write down my feelings in a language-learning diary. .523 2.15 1.02 

17. I write notes, messages, letters or reports in English. .495 2.77   .97 
9.   I remember new English words or phrases by remembering their  
      location on the page, on the board, or on a street sign. .473 3.19 1.00 
21. I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it into parts that 
      I understand. .454 3.08   .96 
16. I read magazines, books, newspapers, and textbooks written in  
      English. .409 2.86   .99 
Note.  Standardized item alpha (9 items)=0.78, M= 2.78 
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opportunities to read in English, setting goals for improving English skills, trying to find out how 

to be a better English learner, and thinking about progress in learning English.  

Factor 2 for the bilinguals reflected independent learning strategies.   Factor 2 

(independent practice strategies) was the least preferred strategy by bilingual students (M=2.78). 

Independent practice strategies, such as physically acting out new words, and using flashcards or 

rhymes to remember words, assist learners to practice English by themselves.  In the second 

factor, these independent practice strategies were associated with other practical practice 

strategies, such as writing notes, messages, letters or reports in English, watching TV, listening 

to radio programs, and reading (magazines, books, and newspapers) for fun in English as shown 

in Facto 1 (Table 22). The practical practice strategies of the monolingual group were correlated 

with social strategies, indicating the use of practical practice strategies with cooperating or 

interacting with others, whereas bilingual students tended to employ practical practice strategies 

without working with others. 

Factor 3 in Table 23, for the monolingual group reflected items related to memory 

strategies, such as creating sentences, reviewing, making associations, and physically acting out 

vocabulary.  Factor 3 also included items that enable monolingual students to enhance their 

abilities to store and retrieve information, such as connecting the sound of a new English word to 

a mental picture, using rhymes to remember vocabulary, and using new English words in 

sentences.  The heaviest loaded item involved visualization as a memory strategy-- “I remember 

a new English word by making a mental picture of situation in which the word might be used” 

(r= .656).   

In Factor 3, the bilingual groups employed mainly cognitive strategies which involved 

practicing, repeating, and analyzing the language.  Cognitive strategies were the most preferred 
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strategies of the bilingual students (M=3.39), indicating that bilingual students tended to 

manipulate and process the target language by practicing the sounds of English, writing and  

 

Table 23 
 
 SILL Factor 3 
A.  Monolinguals – Memory Strategies  
Item Description Loading M SD 
  4. I remember a new English word by making a mental picture of a 
      situation in which the word might be used. .655 3.09 1.06 
  3. I connect the sound of a new English word and an image or picture  
      of the word to help me remember the word. .654 3.22 1.12 

  7. I physically act out new English words. .598 2.21 1.13 
  5. I use rhymes to remember new English words (e.g., know- no,  
      nail-snail, cat-bat). .560 2.29 1.09 

13. I use the English words I know in different ways. .507 2.80  .95 
  9. I remember new English words or phrase by remembering their  
      location on the page, on the board, or on a street sign. .486 3.33 1.07 
21. I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it into parts that I  
      understand  .484 2.79 1.12 

  2. I use new English words in a sentence so I can remember them. .445 2.54 1.03 

  8. I review English lessons often. .439 2.44  .99 
12. I practice the sounds of English. .429 3.21 1.09 

Note.  Standardized item alpha (10 items) =0.81, M=2.79 
 

B. Bilinguals – Cognitive Strategies 
Item Description Loading M SD 
12. I practice the sounds of English. .678 3.36  .97  
10. I say or write new English words several times. .629 3.72  .97  
11. I try to talk like native English speakers. .617 3.41 1.02  
20. I try to find patterns (grammar) in English. .562 3.35 1.02  
19. I look for words in my own language (Korean or Chinese) that are  
      similar to new words in English. .511 3.16   .99  

24. To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses. .448 3.40   .96  
14. I start conversations in English. .431 3.36   .96  

Note.  Standardized item alpha (7 items)=0.74, M=3.39 
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saying new words several times, trying to find patterns in English, initiating conversations in 

English, and trying to speak as a native English speaker.  

Factor 4 for the monolingual group mainly contained compensation strategies which 

assist in overcoming limited knowledge of English by making guesses, using synonyms as 

substitutes for unknown words, using gestures to continue conversation, and mentally 

referencing the native language for related words (see Table 24). Among the six categories of 

strategies, the compensation strategies were the most frequently used group of learning strategies 

by monolingual students (M=3.31), indicating the learners compensate frequently during target 

language production. Table 24 also reported that Item 43 “I write down my feelings in a 

language learning diary” (r=-.484) was negatively correlated with other items in Factor 4, 

indicating that this item is seldom associated with other items related to compensation strategies.  

  

Table 24 
 
 SILL Factor 4 
A.  Monolinguals – Compensation Strategies 

Item Description Loading M SD 
24. To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses. .612  3.72    .91  
29. If I can't think of an English word, I use a word or phrase  that means 
      the same thing. .590  3.68    .92  

45. If I do not understand something in English, I ask the other person to  
      slow down or say it again. .507  3.65    .95  

43. I write down my feelings in a language learning diary.    -.484  1.74    .88  
25. When I can't think of a word during a conversation in English, I use  
      gestures. .469  3.38  1.10  

32. I pay attention when someone is speaking English. .468  3.30    .95  
19. I look for words in my own language (Korean or Chinese) that are  
      similar to new words in English. .436  3.31    .96  

10. I say or write new English words several times. .400 3.72  1.01  

Note.  Standardized item alpha (8 items) =0.68, M=3.31    

(table continued)
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Table 24 (continued)  
 
B. Bilinguals – Social Strategies    

Item Description Loading M SD 
48. I ask for help from English speakers. .660  2.89  1.06  

47. I practice English with other students or native speakers of English. .585  2.79    .99  
49. I ask questions in English to other students or native speakers of  
      English. .538  3.05  1.06  

40. I encourage myself to speak English even when I feel afraid of  
      making a mistake. .434  3.26    .98  

50. I try to learn about the culture of English speakers. .427  3.15  1.00  
Note.  Standardized item alpha (5 items)=0.71, M=3.03 

 

Factor 4 for bilinguals loaded on items related to social strategies such as working  

or cooperating with others, practicing English with native English speakers, and asking for help. 

As seen in Table 21, social strategies were associated with practical practice strategies in Factor 

1 for the monolingual group. However, for the bilingual group, most strategies loaded in Factor 5 

reflected interactive learning strategies (e.g., asking for help, practicing with others),  

As shown in Table 25, Factor 5 for the monolingual group consisted of only three items  

Table 25 
 
 SILL Factor 5 
A.  Monolinguals – Cognitive Strategies 

Item Description Loading M SD 
22. I try not to translate word-for-word.   .698  2.92  1.11  
23. I make summaries of information that I hear or read in English.    .684  3.05  1.11  
27. I read English without looking up every new word.   .473  3.55    .97  
Note.  Standardized item alpha (3 items) =0.56, M=3.13 

 
B.Bilinguals – Compensation Strategies 

Item Description Loading M SD 
27. I read English without looking up every new word. .613  2.92  1.13  
28. I try to guess what the other person will say next in English. .545  3.05  1.00  
29. If I can't think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that 
      means the same thing. .491  3.55    .88  

22. I try not to translate word-for-word. .457  3.02  1.04  
Note.  Standardized item alpha (4 items)=0.53, M=3.14 
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and reflected cognitive strategies like translating and summarizing.  This group included items  

Such as trying not to translate word-for-word or look up every word, and making summaries of 

information.  Factor 5 for the bilingual group was labeled compensation strategies, and included 

using synonyms, guessing, and using context to supply meaning. 

Factor 6  (see Table 26) for the monolingual group was labeled as affective strategies to 

represent the majority of items such as talking to someone else about one’s feeling regarding 

learning English, noticing nervousness when learning or using English, and giving oneself a 

reward when doing well in English. These strategies help learners to lower their learning anxiety 

by controlling and validating their feelings as well as discussing feelings about language learning.  

However, affective strategies were least frequently used by monolingual students in the current  

 

Table 26 
 
 SILL Factor 6 
A. Monolinguals – Affective Strategies 

Item Description Loading M SD 
44. I talk to someone else about how I feel about learning English.  .573  2.37  1.17  
  6. I use flashcards to remember new English words. .537  2.29  1.21  
42. I notice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying or using   
      English.  .526  3.08  1.11  

41. I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in English. .402  2.86  1.05  
Note.  Standardized item alpha (4 items) =0.53, M=2.65 

 
B.Bilinguals – Memory Strategies 

Item Description Loading M SD 
1. I think of the relationship between what I already knew and  thins I 
    learn in English. .620  3.18  1.00  

2. I use new English words in a sentence so I can remember them. .576  2.86    .98  

4. I remember a new English word by making a mental picture of a 
    situation in which the word might be used. .508  3.18    .97  

3. I connect the sound of a new English word and an image or picture 
    of the word to help me remember the word. .492  3.10  1.04  

Note. Standardized item alpha (4 items)=0.67, M=3.08 
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study, indicating that they tended not to use strategies related to controlling their emotions in the 

process of foreign language learning during language learning. 

As shown in Table 26, the items in Factor 6 for the bilingual group were correlated with 

memory strategies which help learners store and retrieve their knowledge of English.  Factor 6 

included items such as thinking of the relationship between prior knowledge and new input, 

using new English words in a sentence, remembering a new word by making a mental picture of 

a situation, and connecting the sound of a new word and an image of the word. 

Research Question 2 

What are the beliefs of monolingual Korean and bilingual Korean-Chinese university 

students concerning language learning?  Are there any similarities or differences in beliefs about 

language learning between them? 

Descriptive Analyses of the BALLI  

The BALLI was used to examine the learners’ beliefs about language learning.  

Descriptive statistics were computed on the students’ responses to the BALLI items.  Table 27 

through Table 30 illustrates the five major areas of the BALLI using Horwitz’s (1987) originally 

grouping: foreign language aptitude, difficulty of language learning, the nature of language 

learning, learning and communication strategies, and motivation and expectation.  Since the 

BALLI does not produce a composite score of students’ responses, overall frequency (%) on 

each item, means, and standard deviations were computed to compare the monolinguals and the 

bilinguals.  Again, the results for both groups are presented together for easier comparison 

reference.   

Regarding foreign language aptitude (Table 27), both the monolingual Korean and the 

bilingual Korean-Chinese students reported somewhat similar opinions.  For instance, 80% of the 
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monolinguals and 63% of the bilingual felt that it is easier for children than for adults to learn a 

foreign language.  Almost three quarters of both groups believed that some people have a special 

ability for learning foreign language.  However, 47% of the monolingual disagreed they have a 

special ability for learning foreign language, whereas 44% of the bilinguals were neutral about 

the statement. Participants in both groups (67% of the monolinguals and 64% of the bilinguals) 

strongly agreed or agreed that everyone can learn to speak a foreign language.  More than half of 

the bilinguals (51%) and even more monolinguals (64%) agreed that people who already speak a  

 

 

Table 27 
 
Beliefs about Foreign Language Aptitude Reported by Percentage for Monolinguals and 
Bilinguals   

  1* 2 3 4 5 Item 
           SD                                                    SA 

M SD 

M   1.6†  5.1 14.0 44.2 35.0 4.06  .92   1. It is easier for children than adults to 
      learn a foreign language.      B   8.1 13.1 15.7 30.7 32.4 3.66 1.27 

M   3.7 11.0 15.0 44.2 26.2 3.78 1.07   2. Some people have a special ability for 
      learning foreign languages. B   5.7  8.1 13.3 45.7 27.1 3.80 1.10 

M   4.7 21.5 37.6 31.1   5.1 3.11  .95   6. People from my country are good at 
      learning foreign languages. B   1.0 9.8 34.8 36.9 17.6 3.60  .92 

M   2.8 11.2 22.4 43.9 19.6 3.66 1.01 10. It is easier for someone who already 
      speaks a foreign language to learn  
      another one. B   4.8 15.5 29.0 35.0 15.7 3.41 1.08 

M  33.4 32.5 22.7   8.4  3.0 2.15 1.07 11. People who are good at mathematics  
      or science are not good at learning  
      foreign languages. B  15.5 22.6 30.7 21.7  9.5 2.87 1.20 

M 15.2 31.3 36.9 14.5   2.1  2.57   .98 16. I have a special ability for learning  
      foreign languages. B 8.3 21.2 43.6 21.7   5.2  2.94   .99 

M 15.2 22.4 33.6 21.0   7.7  2.84 1.15 19. Women are better than men at learning  
      foreign languages. B 11.0 17.9 27.9 28.8 14.5  3.18 1.21 

M 4.2 10.5 32.2 36.2 16.8  3.51 1.03 30. People who speak more than one  
      language are very intelligent. B 6.2 19.8 31.9 25.7 16.4  3.26 1.14 

M 2.1   7.0 24.3 37.4 29.2  3.85   .99 33. Everyone can learn to speak a foreign  
      language.  B 1.9 10.7 23.6 36.9 26.9  3.76 1.03 
Note.  M=Monolinguals; B=Bilinguals 
*  1=Strongly disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither agree or disagree; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly agree 
 †  The percentages (%) have been rounded to the nearest tenth.
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foreign language can learn another language more easily; however, more bilinguals (20%) than 

monolinguals (14%) did not feel it was easier to learn a new language for someone who already 

speaks a foreign language. 

Only 36% of the monolingual Korean speakers believed that Koreans are good at 

learning foreign languages, whereas 55% of the Korean-Chinese speakers felt that people from 

their country are good at learning foreign languages.  Although 53% of the monolinguals 

believed that people who speak more than one language are very intelligent, fewer bilinguals 

(42%) agreed with this notion.  Interestingly, when asked about the item, “People who are good 

at mathematics or science are not good at learning foreign languages,” 66% of the monolinguals 

strongly disagreed or disagreed with the statement; only 11% agreed.  Bilinguals were more 

balanced about relationship between language learning and other subject ability; only 38% were 

in disagreement, while 32% were in agreement. 

In the area of difficulty of language learning (Table 28), a large number of students (72% 

monolingual and 64% bilingual) in each group agreed that some languages are easier to learn 

than others.  The majority of both the monolinguals (83%) and the bilinguals (71%) believed that 

they will learn to speak English very well. When asked about the degree of difficulty involved in 

learning English, more than a third of the monolingual students (39%) and bilingual students 

(36%) considered English to be a very difficult language to learn; almost half of the 

monolinguals (45%) and more than one-third of bilinguals (36%) considered English to be of 

medium difficulty.  

Many students (36% monolinguals and 38% bilinguals) reported that it would take 3 to 5 

years to speak a language very well with one hour of daily study. Fourteen percent monolinguals 

and 22% bilinguals thought no one could speak the language well in 1 hour of study per day, 
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while 30% of monolinguals and only 17% of bilinguals believed that anyone could learn a 

language within 1 to 2 years with 1 hour of study daily.   With regard to ease of skills, 63% of 

monolinguals felt that understanding was easier than speaking, while only 32% of bilinguals 

disagreed. More bilinguals (34%) than monolinguals (16%) believed that speaking English was 

easier than understanding it.  Students of both groups (40% of the monolinguals and 43% of the 

bilinguals) agreed that it is easier to read and write English than to speak and understand it, 

whereas 31% of the monolinguals and 23% of the bilinguals disagreed with the idea. 

 

 

Table 28 
 
 Beliefs about Difficulty of Language Learning Reported by Percentage for Monolinguals and 
Bilinguals  

 1* 2 3 4 5 Item     SD                                                 SA M SD 

M  3.5†   8.4 16.6 48.6 22.9 3.79 1.00   3. Some languages are easier to learn  
      than others. B  4.8 10.2 21.4 43.3 20.2 3.64 1.06 

M   7.0 38.6 45.3   7.5  1.6 2.58   .80 

  4. English is: (1) a very difficult  
      language, (2) a difficult language,  
      (3) a language of medium difficulty, 
      (4) an easy  language, (5) a very easy 
      language. 

B 5.5 36.2 36.4 17.4  4.5 2.79   .95 

M  .5   8.9 17.5 41.6 31.5 3.95  .94   5. I believe that I will learn to speak  
      English very well. B  .5   7.4 20.7 39.3 32.1 3.95  .93 

M 4.0 29.9 36.2 16.4 13.6 3.06 1.08 

15. If someone spent one hour a day  
      learning a language, how long 
      would it take them to speak the  
      language very well?(1)  less  than a  
      year, (2)  1-2 years, (3) 3-5 years,  
      (4)  5-10 years, (5) you can’t learn a 
      language in 1 hour a day. 

B 4.3 17.1 37.9 19.0 21.7 3.37 1.13 

M 20.8 42.1 20.8 11.7 4.7 2.37 1.08 25. It is easier to speak than understand  
      a foreign language.  B   8.1 24.0 33.8 25.0 9.0 3.03 1.09 

M 10.7 20.6 28.3 26.6 13.8 3.12 1.20 34. It is easier to read and write English 
      than to speak and understand it.   B 5.5 17.4 34.0 30.0 13.1 3.28 1.07 
Note. M=Monolinguals; B=Bilinguals 
*1=Strongly disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither agree or disagree; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly agree 
†  The percentages (%) have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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In the area of the nature of language learning (Table 29), the perceived beliefs of the two 

groups were more varied and somewhat contradictory to each other.  In both groups, the majority 

of  many monolinguals (80%) and bilinguals (70%) believed that knowing about English-

speaking cultures was important to speaking English.  While slightly more bilinguals (72%) 

agreed that language learning involves a lot of memorization, the majority of monolinguals 

(67%) also believed memorization was important.  However, the two groups differed more 

markedly on other beliefs.  For instance, 64% of the monolinguals strongly disagreed or 

disagreed that grammar plays an important role in language learning; only half as many (30%) of 

the bilinguals did.  Only a very small percentage (15%) of the monolingual students strongly 

endorsed grammar as important in language learning; more that twice as many bilinguals (35%) 

did.  Regarding the importance of vocabulary in language learning, fewer monolinguals (47%) 

than bilinguals (60%) supported its importance. Exactly half of the monolingual students (50%)  

strongly disagreed or disagreed that translating to or from English played the most important role 

in English learning; only about a third of the  of bilingual students (32%) voiced any kind of 

disagreement with the statement.  In fact, bilinguals were 30% more likely to agree that 

translation was important to language learning than monolinguals.   

            More than half of the monolingual students (54%) strongly agreed or agreed that learning 

a foreign language was different than learning other academic subjects; 15% felt it was not at all 

different.  Among the bilinguals, 37% agreed that language learning was different than learning 

other subjects, but more than one-third of the bilinguals (38%) believed that learning a foreign 

language was not different.  

Regarding the beliefs about learning and communication strategies (Table 30), the 

majority of students (91% of the monolinguals and 76% of the bilinguals) agreed that it is  
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important to repeat and practice a great deal.  Many from both groups (77% of the monolinguals 

and 79% of the bilinguals) believed excellent pronunciation is important.  The groups were 

equally disposed (76% of the monolinguals and 77% of the bilinguals) toward guessing unknown 

words in English.  However, monolingual students (81%) were much more likely to disagree that 

they should not say anything in English until they can say it correctly, whereas only 48% of the 

bilinguals disagreed, indicating their greater belief in the importance of accuracy. When asked, 

 

Table 29 
 
Beliefs about the Nature of Language Learning Reported by Percentage for Monolinguals and 
Bilinguals   

  1* 2 3 4 5 Item    SD                                              SA 
M SD 

M       .7†   5.4 14.7 46.0 33.2 4.06    .87   8. It is important to know about  
      English-speaking cultures in order  
      to speak English. B 2.1 6.4 21.7 37.4 32.4 3.91 .99

M 1.9 8.9 14.5 38.8 36.0 3.98 1.0212. It is best to learn English in an  
      English-speaking country. B 10.0 15.7 21.4 18.6 34.3 3.51 1.36

M 3.5 16.1 33.2 35.3 11.9 3.36 1.00 17. The most important part of learning  
      a foreign language is learning  
      vocabulary words. B 2.6 12.4 24.8 42.6 17.6 3.60 1.00 

M 22.2 41.8 21.3 10.5 4.2 2.33 1.0623. The most important part of learning 
      a foreign language is learning the  
      grammar. B 5.5 24.5 35.5 28.3 6.2 3.05 1.00

M    2.8 12.4 30.6 39.3 15.0 3.51    .98 
27. Learning a foreign language is  
      different than learning other 
      academic subjects. B 16.4 21.7 25.0 17.6 19.3 3.02 1.35

M   11.7 38.3 33.6 13.3 3.0 2.58   .96 
28. The most important part of learning  
      English is learning how to translate  
      from my language or from my 
      native language to English. 

B   8.1 23.8 33.8 28.6 5.7 3.00 1.04 

M  2.6   7.5 23.1 46.0 20.8 3.75  .96 35.** Language learning involves a lot  
         of memorization. B  1.7   7.1 19.5 39.5 32.1 3.93  .98 
Note.  M: Monolinguals; B: Bilinguals 
*   1=Strongly disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither agree or disagree; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly agree 
**  Item 35 was not the original BALLI item (Horwitz, 1987), but it was adopted from Yang’s study (1992). 
†   The percentages (%) have been rounded to the nearest tenth.
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 “If beginning students are permitted to make errors in English, it will be difficult for them to 

speak correctly later on,” the results showed contradictory findings: only 24% of the 

monolinguals agreed with the idea, while 40% of the bilinguals agreed with the statement. 

In other words, monolingual students felt more accepting of making mistakes in learning English 

than bilingual students did. Monolinguals (44%) were more timid speaking English with other 

people than were bilinguals (37%).  Perhaps more telling is that only 31% of the monolinguals 

reported they enjoy practicing English with native English speakers; in contrast 64% of 

bilinguals did. 

 

Table 30 
 
Beliefs about Learning and Communication Strategies Reported by Percentage for 
Monolinguals and Bilinguals   

  1* 2 3 4 5 Item  SD    SA 
M SD 

M .5† 1.4 7.0 38.3 52.8 4.42  .72 18. It is important to repeat and practice 
      a  lot. B 1.4 9.0 14.0 38.1 37.4 4.01  1.00 

M 1.4 6.5 24.5 44.2 23.4 3.82  .91 26. It is important to practice with  
      cassettes or tapes. B 2.4 9.3 23.8 47.9 16.7 3.67  .94 

M 1.4 7.0 14.7 45.1 31.8 3.99  .94   7. It is important to speak English with  
      an excellent pronunciation. B 1.2 6.4 13.1 31.9 47.4 4.18  .97 

M  45.1 36.2 11.9   3.7   3.0 1.83     .98   9. You shouldn’t say anything in English  
       until you can say it correctly. B  28.3 19.2 23.3 21.9   7.1 2.65  1.60 

M  12.9 27.3 28.5 19.2 12.1 2.90   1.21 13. I enjoy practicing English with the  
      native speakers of English I meet. B    1.7   7.9 26.4 42.9 21.2 3.74    .94 

M      .2 4.4 19.9 48.4 27.1 3.98     .82 14. It’s o.k. to guess if you don’t know  
      a word in English. B 1.0 5.0 17.4 48.6 28.1 3.98     .86 

M 8.2 17.8 30.6 28.3 15.2 3.25  1.16 21. I feel timid speaking English with  
      other people. B 7.4 23.3 32.6 27.9 8.8 3.07  1.08 

M  17.3 30.8 27.8 17.3   6.8 2.65   1.15 
22. If beginning students are permitted to 
      make errors in English, it will be  
      difficult for them to speak correctly  
      later on. 

B 9.3 22.6 27.9 31.0   9.3 3.08   1.13 

Note.  M: Monolinguals; B: Bilinguals 
*  1=Strongly disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither agree or disagree; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly agree 
†  The percentages (%) have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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Finally, in the area of motivation and expectations (Table 31), monolinguals had either 

strong positive or negative opinions, whereas bilinguals tended to show either a neutral or 

positive response.  Monolingual students showed higher agreement for all items compared to the 

bilingual students, except for the goal of learning English in order to know native speakers and 

their cultures better.  Both groups felt strongly about learning English well with only a 16% 

difference. A larger number of Korean students (89%) than Korean-Chinese students (67%) 

believed that people in their country felt that it was important to speak English well. More 

monolinguals (85%) than bilinguals (66%) agreed that they would have better opportunities for a 

good job, if they learned English very well. Most monolingual students (76%) agreed that they 

want to have friends who are native speakers of English, whereas only 66% of bilinguals agreed 

with the idea. 

Table 31 
 
Beliefs about Motivation and Expectations Reported by Percentage for Monolinguals and 
Bilinguals   

  1* 2 3 4 5 Item 
 SD    SA 

M SD 

M .7† 2.8 7.5 36.2 52.8 4.38 .80 20. People in my country feel that it is  
      important to speak English. B 1.9 6.9 24.8 39.8 26.7 3.82 .97 

M 8.6  30.6 31.5 18.7  10.5 2.92  1.1224. I would like to learn English so that I  
      can get to know native speakers of  
      English better and their cultures.    

B 5.5  24.8 28.6 32.9   8.3 3.14  1.06

M   .7    3.3 11.0 42.5  42.5 4.23   .82 29. If I learn English very well, I will have 
      better opportunities for a good job. B 1.7    6.2 26.2 42.6  23.3 3.80   .92 

M   .9     .7   6.8 23.4 68.2 4.57 .73 
31. I want to learn to speak English well. 

B 1.4 6.0  16.4 33.1 43.1 4.10 .98 
M 1.6 4.4  18.0 30.1 45.8 4.14 .97 32. I would like to have friends who are  

      native speakers of English. B  .7 8.8  24.0 37.1 29.3 3.85 .97
Note.  M: Monolinguals; B: Bilinguals 
* 1=Strongly disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither agree or disagree; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly agree 
 †  The percentages (%) have been rounded to the nearest tenth.
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Reliability of the BALLI 
 

A reliability test of the BALLI on both groups revealed moderate consistency, giving an 

alpha of .74 on the 428 monolingual students and an alpha of .77 on the 420 bilingual students.  

This indicated that the students’ responses were moderately consistent to the items on the BALLI. 

In the case of both the least, the alpha levels are well above what is considered an acceptable .60 

alpha level (Landau & Everitt, 2004). 

Factor Analyses of the BALLI 

Based on the principal component analyses, 10 factors each for both the monolingual and 

bilingual groups were found as an initial solution on the BALLI. However, after the application 

of the scree plot test, again to refine the factor dimensions, four factors each for both 

monolinguals and bilinguals were extracted.  These four factors accounted for 35% of the total 

variance for the monolingual group and 36%of the total variance for the bilingual group.  A 

varimax rotation test was applied to make the factors more interpretable.  Tables 32 and 33 

present the final factor loading of the BALLI items for the monolingual and bilingual groups, 

respectively. The detailed results of the principal-components analyses and factor analyses for 

the BALLI are presented in Appendix L, including the initial statistics for each factor, the scree 

plots, factor matrices, and final factor statistics with communalities in each group.    

Tables 34 through 37 present the items that loaded with a value equal to or greater 

than ± .40, the means, the standard deviation, and the internal consistency of each factor, as well 

as the name of each factor and the number and content of the items2.  

                                                 
2 Items with factor loadings below ± .40 in the BALLI were also eliminated from the factor analysis: 12 (0.39487), 
Item 30 (0.30775), Item 11 (0.39080), Item 10 (0.35231), and Item 15 (0.23581) from the monolingual BALLI; Item 
22 (0.36568), Item 15 (-0.19681), Item 27 (0.37328), and Item 6 (0.22803) from bilingual BALLI. 
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Table 32 
 
Rotated Factor Structure of the BALLI Variables for Monolingual Students 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Q18 .70271 .01643 .06327 .05432 
Q31 .69064 -.08679 -.09663 .10240 
Q29 .68380 -.22101 .11346 .15546 
Q20 .59996 -.12146 -.03080 .16457 
Q7 .53525 .16553 .06160 .04915 
Q14 .52371 .28057 -.12503 .01825 
Q8 .48289 .25414 -.10006 .24505 
Q32 .47375 .06636 -.09698 .27853 
Q26 .46546 .06613 .14308 .09272 
Q33 .46128 .31171 -.05168 -.26036 
Q12 .39487 -.03472 .06190 .30449 
     
Q16 .16175 .65167 .03961 .07974 
Q4 -.08103 .55090 .07239 -.22012 
Q21 .10344 -.52004 .33351 -.00231 
Q13 .11989 .51820 -.23346 .30483 
Q6 .06856 .48077 .12826 -.06297 
Q5 .44859 .47528 -.16957 -.06130 
Q25 -.20712 .45543 .19433 -.01968 
Q24 .19061 .44467 .13162 .28458 
     
Q28 -.09687 -.06646 .59294 .04284 
Q23 -.10771 .09047 .54825 .09587 
Q22 -.10867 -.00328 .50605 .13926 
Q17 .21219 .08858 .50281 -.00318 
Q35 .35172 -.25199 .49470 .01284 
Q9 -.41597 .04917 .45427 .18348 
Q34 .07845 .10360 .44964 -.09899 
Q30 .30014 -.10847 .30775 .23859 
     
Q2 .12005 .02469 -.04105 .70461 
Q19 -.12498 .15655 -.01362 .56371 
Q27 .14196 -.09437 .20996 .43778 
Q3 .13632 .00574 .08421 .42720 
Q1 .19260 -.02115 .06819 .40163 
Q11 -.32608 .10493 .33274 .39080 
Q10 .28498 .18716 .02536 .35231 
Q15 .03411 -.10945 -.00784 .23581 
Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
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Table 33 

Rotated Factor Structure of the BALLI Variables for Bilingual Students 

Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Q31 .69519 -.18754 .11774 .17103 
Q18 .68982 -.14312 -.02948 .23330 
Q35 .65150 .09208 -.03752 .00752 
Q32 .62767 .02376 .13859 .02135 
Q20 .60187 -.08218 .08168 .20886 
Q17 .58974 .17798 -.00113 .17242 
Q33 .53831 -.09466 .14515 -.03098 
Q29 .52974 .17661 .10134 .10458 
Q12 .48498 -.21018 -.01237 .39163 
Q7 .46763 -.18158 .23764 .38032 
Q26 .40787 -.01527 .15737 .03517 
     
Q28 -.06227 .65715 -.05706 -.08195 
Q23 -.00571 .55107 -.02929 .00334 
Q9 -.50633 .52932 .06453 .03335 
Q34 .13290 .49973 -.11015 .08824 
Q11 -.35241 .47303 .04790 .21091 
Q24 -.09459 .43494 .32401 .19051 
Q25 -.03401 .43493 .20140 -.09121 
Q21 .03676 .43233 -.39071 .09951 
Q30 .05774 .41723 .27041 .03310 
Q22 -.06835 .36568 .11002 .19020 
     
Q16 .01531 .16275 .61262 -.05283 
Q13 .13339 .20516 .51510 .20315 
Q8 .28080 -.10403 .49086 .18381 
Q14 .34052 .01304 .48005 .22543 
Q10 .14933 .30156 .46480 -.03848 
Q5 .40953 -.11471 .42968 .14958 
Q4 -.39337 -.09108 .40503 .14184 
Q15 .08423 .15102 -.19681 .19263 
     
Q2 .07960 .14186 .11234 .58507 
Q19 -.12973 .21003 .15336 .57509 
Q3 .17107 .05186 .10012 .53027 
Q1 .33444 -.06461 -.03434 .52870 
Q27 .36410 -.02955 -.12355 .37328 
Q6 .15906 .03109 .20986 .22803 
     
Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
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As shown in Table 34, Factor 1 for both monolingual and bilingual groups was  

labeled as motivation for and nature of learning English because many items (18, 31, 29, 20, 7, 

32, 26, and 33) related to motivational beliefs and to the nature of learning English 

 

Table 34 
 
BALLI Factor 1 
A. Monolinguals – Motivation for and Nature of Learning English 

Item Description Loading M SD 
18. It is important to repeat and practice a lot. .703  4.42  .72  
31. I want to learn to speak English well. .691  4.57  .73  
29. If I learn English very well, I will have better opportunities for a 
      good job. .684  4.23  .82  

20. People in my country feel that it is important to speak English. .600  4.38  .80  
  7. It is important to speak English with an excellent pronunciation. .535  3.99  .93  
14. It’s o.k. to guess if you don’t know a word in English. .524  3.98  .82  
  8. It is important to know about English-speaking cultures in order to 
      speak English. .483  4.06  .87  

32. I would like to have friends who are native speakers of English. .474  4.14  .97  
26. It is important to practice with cassettes or tapes. .465  3.82  .91  
33. Everyone can learn to speak a foreign language. .461  3.85  .99  
Note.  Standardized item alpha (10 items) =0.79,  M=4.14 

 
B. Bilinguals - Motivation for and Nature of Learning English 

Item Description Loading M SD 
31. I want to learn to speak English well. .695  4.42  .72  
18. It is important to repeat and practice a lot. .690  4.57  .73  
35. Language learning involves a lot of memorization. .651  4.23  .82  
32. I would like to have friends who are native speakers of  English.  .628  4.38  .80  

20. People in my country feel that it is important to speak English. .602  3.99  .93  
17. The most important part of learning a foreign language is learning 
      vocabulary words. .590  3.98  .82  

33. Everyone can learn to speak a foreign language. .538  4.06  .87  
29. If I learn English very well, I will have better opportunities for a 
     good job. .530  4.14  .97  

12. It is best to learn English in an English-speaking country. .485  3.82  .91  
  7. It is important to speak English with an excellent pronunciation. .468  3.85  .99  
26. It is important to practice with cassettes or tapes. .408  4.42  .72  
Note.  Standardized item alpha (11 items)=0.83, M=3.84 
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were identically loaded for both groups on Factor 1.  Students from both groups agreed on the 

importance of repetition and practice in language learning, desired to learn to speak English well,  

endorsed speaking English with excellent pronunciation, , agreed with the important role of 

English in future employment, and the value of practice with audio media. They also agreed that 

they would like to have friends who are native speakers of English.  However, the monolingual 

group included other additional beliefs in this factor, such as the importance of having a cultural 

knowledge of English-speaking countries and guessing unknown English words.  Bilingual 

students valued the importance of memory strategies and acquiring vocabulary in learning 

English.  They also believed that it is best to learn English in an English-speaking country.   

 Factor 2 for the monolingual and bilingual group had only three items in common (21, 24, 

and 25) which dealt with beliefs about the learners’ confidence in learning English (see Table 

35).  Students from both groups felt very strongly that speaking was easier than understanding a 

foreign language, and were motivated to learn English to get to know native speakers of English 

and their cultures better.   Factor 2 for the monolingual group, self-efficacy and confidence, 

included five items, such as beliefs about having a special ability for learning, beliefs about the 

level of difficulty in learning English, the enjoyment of practicing English with the native 

speakers of English, and beliefs about confidence in learning to speak English very well.  All 

items in Factor 2 were negatively correlated with feeling timid when speaking English with other 

people (r=-.520), meaning that the higher the self-confidence and efficacy, the less uncertain 

monolinguals were when speaking English. Factor 2 for the bilingual group, formal learning 

beliefs, reflected their beliefs in the important roles of translation, grammar in language learning, 

and the importance of correctness.  Item 30, “People who speak more than one language are very 

intelligent,” was moderately related to other items in this factor (r=.417).   



 

 125

 

As shown in Table 36, items loaded on Factor 3 for the two groups were very different; in 

fact, there were no common variables for this factor.  Items for the monolingual group 

consistently reflected formal learning. Monolingual students valued translation, grammar and 

vocabulary learning, and memorization in language learning as well as stringent error correction.  

Items on Factor 3 for bilinguals were heavily correlated with self-efficacy and confidence in 

learning English.  Bilingual students believed they had special ability for learning foreign 

Table 35 
 
 BALLI Factor 2 
A. Monolinguals – Self-Efficacy and Confidence in Learning English 

Item Description Loading M SD 
16. I have a special ability for learning foreign language.   .652 2.57    .98  
  4. English is: (1) a very difficult language, (2) a difficult  language,  
      (3) a language of medium difficulty, (4) an easy language, (5) a very  
      easy language. 

  .551 2.58    .80  

21. I feel timid speaking English with other people. -.520 3.25  1.16  
13. I enjoy practicing English with the native speakers of English I meet.  .518 2.90  1.21  
  6. People from my country are good at learning foreign languages.  .481 3.11   .95  
  5. I believe that I will learn to speak English very well.  .475 3.95   .94  
25. It is easier to speak than understand a foreign language.  .455 2.37  1.08  
24. I would like to learn English so that I can get to know native speakers 
      of English better and their cultures.     .445 2.92  1.12  

Note.  Standardized item alpha (8 items) =0.42, M=2.80 

 
B. Bilinguals –Formal Learning Beliefs 

Item Description Loading M SD 
28. The most important part of learning English is learning how to  
       translate from my language or from my native language to English. .657  3.00  1.04  

23. The most important part of learning a foreign language is learning the 
      grammar. .551  3.05  1.00  

  9. You shouldn’t say anything in English until you can say it correctly. .529  2.60  1.29  
34. It is easier to read and write English than to speak and understand it.   .500  3.28  1.07  
11. People who are good at mathematics or science are not good at 
      learning foreign languages.    .473  2.87  1.20  

24. I would like to learn English so that I can get to know native  
      speakers of English better and their cultures.    .435  3.14  1.05  

25. It is easier to speak than understand a foreign language. .435  3.03  1.09  
21. I feel timid speaking English with other people. .432  3.07  1.08  
30. People who speak more than one language are very intelligent. .417  3.26  1.14  
Note.  Standardized item alpha (9 items)=0.67, M=3.03 
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languages and felt strongly about learning to speak English well.  They enjoyed practicing 

English with native speakers of English.  The item, “It is easier for someone who already speaks 

a foreign language to learn another one,” wasmoderately correlated with other items on Factor 3 

(r=.465).  

 

Table 36 
 
 BALLI Factor 3 
A. Monolinguals –Formal Learning Beliefs 

Item Description Loading M SD 
28. The most important part of learning English is learning how to 
      translate from my language or from my native language to English.  .593  2.58    .96  

23. The most important part of learning a foreign language is learning the 
      grammar.    .548  2.33  1.06  

22. If beginning students are permitted to make errors in English, it will be 
     difficult for them to speak correctly later on. .506  2.65  1.15  

17. The most important part of learning a foreign language is learning 
      vocabulary words.  .503  3.36  1.00  

35. Language learning involves a lot of memorization. .495  3.75    .95  
  9. You shouldn’t say anything in English until you can say it correctly.  .454  1.83    .98  

34. It is easier to read and write English than to speak and understand it.   .450  3.12  1.20  
Note.  Standardized item alpha (7 items) =0.58, M=2.80 

 
B. Bilinguals – Self-Efficacy and Confidence in Learning English 

Item Description Loading M SD 
16. I have a special ability for learning foreign languages. .613  2.94  .99  

13. I enjoy practicing English with the native speakers of English I meet.    .515  3.74  .94  

  8. It is important to know about English-speaking cultures in order to 
      speak English. .491  3.91  .99  

14. It’s o.k. to guess if you don’t know a word in English. .480  3.98  .86  
10. It is easier for someone who already speaks a foreign language to learn 
      another one. .465  3.41  1.07 

  5. I believe that I will learn to speak English very well. .430  3.95  .93  
  4. English is: (1) a very difficult language, (2) a difficult language,  
      (3) a language of medium difficulty, (4) an easy language, (5) a very 
      easy language. 

.405  2.79  .95  

Note.  Standardized item alpha (7 items)=0.62, M=3.53 
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As shown in Table 37, items 2, 19, 3, and 1 were identically loaded on Factor 4,  

foreign language aptitude, for both groups. Both monolinguals and bilinguals believed in 

learners’ special abilities for learning foreign languages, gender superiority in learning language, 

and the relative ease in learning a particular language. They also agreed with children’s 

superiority in language learning abilities, believing in “the- younger-the-better” theory in 

learning a language.  In addition, monolinguals perceived differences between learning a foreign 

language and learning other academic subjects. 

 

 

Table 37 
 
 BALLI Factor 4  
A. Monolinguals – Foreign Language Aptitude 

Item Description Loading M SD 
  2. Some people have a special ability for learning foreign languages. .705 3.78  1.068  

19. Women are better than men at learning foreign languages. .564 2.84  1.152  

27. Learning a foreign language is different than learning other  
      academic subjects. .438 3.51    .983  

  3. Some languages are easier to learn than others. .427 3.79  1.002  

  1. It is easier for children than adults to learn a foreign language. .401 4.06    .918  
Note.  Standardized item alpha (5 items) =0.56, M=3.60 

 
B. Bilinguals - Foreign Language Aptitude 

Item Description Loading M SD 
  2. Some people have a special ability for learning foreign languages. .585  3.80  1.099  

19. Women are better than men at learning foreign languages. .575  3.18  1.207  

  3. Some languages are easier to learn than others. .530  3.64  1.062  

  1. It is easier for children than adults to learn a foreign language.      .529  3.66  1.274  

Note.  Standardized item alpha (4 items)=0.51, M=3.57 
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Research Question 3 

What are the relationships between learners’ beliefs about language learning and   

language-learning strategy use? 

Pearson r Correlation Analyses 

 Pearson r correlation coefficient tests were conducted in order to investigate the 

relationships between the learners’ beliefs and their strategy use.  The intercorrelations of the six 

variables of the learning strategies and four beliefs variables were computed based on the factor 

scores: monolingual strategies (MS1, MS2, MS3, MS4, MS5, and MS6) and beliefs (MB1, MB2, 

MB3, and MB4) and bilingual strategies (BS1, BS2, BS3, BS4, BS5, and BS6)  and beliefs (BB1, 

BB2, BB3, and BB4)3.   

Correlations of Beliefs and Strategy Variables of Monolingual Group 

Table 38 presents the correlations of six factors of the SILL and four factors of the 

BALLI for the monolingual students.  The six categories of strategies and four categories of 

beliefs were significantly correlated with one another with correlation coefficients ranging from -

.11 to .48.  Social and practical practice strategies (MS1) were positively correlated with beliefs 

about self-efficacy and confidence in learning English (MB2) (r= .47) and with beliefs about 

foreign language aptitude (MB4) (r= .27).  In addition, social and practical practice strategies 

had a negative correlation with beliefs about formal learning (MB3) (r=-.19). Metacognitive 

strategies (MS2) showed a moderate correlation with beliefs about self-efficacy and confidence 

in learning English (MB2) (r= .27), and weak correlation with beliefs about motivation for and 

the nature of learning English (MB1) (r= .18) and beliefs about formal learning (MB3) (r= .13).   

                                                 
3 MS1 stands for “monolingual strategies Factor 1,” MB1 for “monolingual beliefs Factor 1,” BS1 for “bilingual 
strategies Factor1,” and BB1 for “bilingual beliefs Factor 1,” and so on. 
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Memory strategies (MS3) had a significant correlation (r=.22,  p<.01) with only one 

belief, that of self-efficacy and confidence in learning English (MB2).  Both of them were 

weakly correlated with beliefs concerning motivation for and the nature of learning English 

(MB1) (r=.12) and they were negatively related to beliefs about foreign language aptitude (MB4) 

(r= -.11, p<.05).  Compensation strategies (MS4) had a fairly strong correlation only with beliefs 

about motivation for and the nature of learning English (MB1) (r=.48).  Cognitive strategies 

(MS5) showed a weak correlation with beliefs about self-efficacy and confidence in learning 

English (MB2) (r= .15).  Finally, affective strategies (MS6) were weakly correlated with two 

beliefs: formal learning (MB3) (r= .18) and foreign language aptitude (MB4) (r= .13).   

In sum, the strongest correlation was found between the monolingual students’ 

compensation strategies and their beliefs about motivation for and the nature of learning English 

(r= .48).  In contrast, the correlation between memory strategies and beliefs about foreign 

language aptitude was the weakest (r=-.11, p<.05) among all the correlations between beliefs and  

 

Table 38 
 
Correlations of SILL and BALLI Factor Scores of Monolingual Group 

 MS1 MS2 MS3 MS4 MS5 MS6 
MB1      .011 .179** .121* .480** .049 .049 
MB2         .472**     .271** .224**   .012   .154**     -.066 
MB3 -.194**     .125**   .034  -.075    -.083   .177** 
MB4   .274**     .025 -.110*    .020      .052   .127** 

Note.  Correlations are significant at ** p<.01, * p<.05 (2-tailed, N=428) 
MS1=monolingual strategies Factor 1; MS2=monolingual strategies Factor 2; MS3=monolingual strategies Factor 
3; MS4=monolingual strategies Factor 4; MS5=monolingual strategies Factor 5; MS6= monolingual strategies 
Factor 6; MB1=monolingual beliefs Factor 1; MB2=monolingual beliefs Factor 2; MB3=monolingual beliefs 
Factor 3; MB4=monolingual beliefs Factor 4.  
BS1=bilingual strategies Factor 1; BS2=bilingual strategies Factor 2; BS3=bilingual strategies Factor 3; 
BS4=bilingual strategies Factor 4; BS5=bilingual strategies Factor 5; BS6=bilingual strategies Factor 6; 
BB1=bilingual beliefs Factor 1; BB2=bilingual beliefs Factor 2; BB3=bilingual beliefs Factor 3; BB4=bilingual 
beliefs Factor 4. 
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strategies. As a whole, monolingual Korean students’ beliefs about self-efficacy and confidence 

in learning English were closely correlated with most strategies (social and practical practice 

strategies, metacognitive strategies, memory strategies, and cognitive strategies), while the other 

three beliefs were correlated with very few.    

Correlations of Beliefs and Strategy Variables of the Bilingual Group 

The results of correlation coefficient tests between six categories of strategies and four 

categories of beliefs of bilingual students are presented in Table 39, indicating low to moderate 

correlations.  As can be seen in the table, the bilinguals’ six strategies and four beliefs about 

language learning were significantly correlated with one another at the p<.01 level.   

Korean-Chinese students’ metacognitive and affective strategies (BS1) had low 

correlations with three beliefs: beliefs about self-efficacy and confidence in learning English 

(BB3) (r= .16) beliefs about motivation for and the nature of learning English (BB1) (r= .11), 

and beliefs about foreign language aptitude (BB4) (r= .12, p<.05).  No significant correlation 

was found between metacognitive and affective strategies and beliefs about formal learning.  

Independent practice strategies (BS2) had a positive and strong correlation with beliefs about 

formal learning (BB2) (r= .44) and  a negative correlation with beliefs about motivation for and                           

the nature of learning English (BB1) (r=-.22).   

Cognitive strategies (BS3) also had a strong correlation with motivation for and the 

nature of learning English (BB1) (r=.47) and a weak correlation with beliefs about self-efficacy 

and confidence in learning English (BB3) (r=.17).  No significant correlation was reported 

between these strategies and beliefs concerning formal learning in learning English (BB2) and 

beliefs about foreign language learning (BB4).  Social strategies (BS4) were moderately 

correlated with beliefs related to self-efficacy and confidence in learning English (BB3) (r=.24).  
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Social strategies had a weak correlation with beliefs about formal learning (BB2) (r=.10) and a 

negative correlation with beliefs concerning motivating and the nature of learning English (BB1) 

(r=-.10) at the p<.05 level.   

For bilinguals, among the six factors, the compensation strategies (BS5) correlated with 

the least number of beliefs, showing a low correlation only with beliefs about self-efficacy and 

confidence in learning English (BB3) (r= .21). Finally, memory strategies (BS6) were weakly 

correlated with beliefs about self-efficacy and confidence in learning English (BB3) (r= .15) and 

beliefs about foreign language aptitude (BB4) (r= .14).  

Overall, the correlation between beliefs of Korean-Chinese students about motivation for 

and the nature of learning English (BB1) and cognitive strategies (BS3) was the strongest 

(r= .47). The weakest correlation,  which was negative, was between beliefs about motivation for 

and the nature of learning English (BB1) and social strategies (BS4) (r=-.10).  In addition, beliefs 

about motivation for and the nature of learning English (BB1) had low to moderate correlations 

with metacognitive and affective strategies (BS1), independent practice strategies (BS2), 

cognitive strategies (BS3), and social strategies (BS4).  Among these strategies, independent 

practice strategies (BS2) and social strategies (BS4) were negatively correlated with beliefs 

about motivation for and the nature of learning English. 

The bilinguals’ beliefs about self-efficacy and confidence in learning English (BB3) were 

closely correlated with five categories of strategies.  In contrast, beliefs about foreign language 

aptitude (BB4) and formal learning (BB2) had the least correlations with any kind of strategies.  

Interestingly, for both bilinguals and monolinguals, the beliefs about self-efficacy and 

confidence in learning English were the most correlated with all the learning strategies. 
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Table 39 
 
Correlations of SILL and BALLI Factor Scores of Bilingual Group 

 BS1 BS2     BS3      BS4    BS5     BS6 

BB1  .105* -.223**  .470** -.097*  .077    .041 
BB2  .033   .438** -.047  .098*  .005    .013 
BB3 .156**   .065  .173**  .241**  .205**   .152** 
BB4   .119* -.043 -.002  .059 -.007   .141** 

Note.  Correlations are significant at ** p<.01, * p<.05 (2-tailed, N=428) 
MS1=monolingual strategies Factor 1; MS2=monolingual strategies Factor 2; MS3=monolingual strategies Factor 
3; MS4=monolingual strategies Factor 4; MS5=monolingual strategies Factor 5; MS6= monolingual strategies 
Factor 6; MB1=monolingual beliefs Factor 1; MB2=monolingual beliefs Factor 2; MB3=monolingual beliefs 
Factor 3; MB4=monolingual beliefs Factor 4.  
BS1=bilingual strategies Factor 1; BS2=bilingual strategies Factor 2; BS3=bilingual strategies Factor 3; 
BS4=bilingual strategies Factor 4; BS5=bilingual strategies Factor 5; BS6=bilingual strategies Factor 6; 
BB1=bilingual beliefs Factor 1; BB2=bilingual beliefs Factor 2; BB3=bilingual beliefs Factor 3; BB4=bilingual 
beliefs Factor 4. 

 

Research Question 4 

What are the similarities or differences between the monolinguals and the bilinguals in  

     their choices of language-learning strategies and their beliefs about language learning  

     by gender, self-rated English proficiency, or academic major? 

Overall Strategy Use by Other Variables 

In order to determine overall strategy use by gender, academic major, and self-rated 

English proficiency, means and standard deviations of strategy use are presented in this section.  

Gender   

The overall strategy use and the differences between males and females within groups are 

compared in Table 40.  Both the monolingual (M=2.94) and bilingual females (M=3.14) reported 

greater strategy use than did the males (monolinguals, M=2.83; bilinguals, M=3.08). The analysis 

of variance (ANOVA) test revealed statistically significant differences in overall strategy use by 

gender with group.  In between-group comparison, the findings reported more overall use of  
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strategies of monolingual females than males (F=4.94, p=0.03); no statistically significant 

differences were found for strategy use by gender in the bilingual group. 

 

Table 41 presents the use of strategy categories by gender for both groups.  Interestingly, 

both the males and the females within the monolingual group favored the use of compensation 

strategies most (M=3.24 and M=3.30, respectively) and reported affective strategies least 

(M=2.49 and M=2.65, respectively).  On the other hand, metacognitive strategies were the most 

preferred by both males and females of the bilingual group (M=3.27 and M=3.32, respectively) 

and memory strategies were the least favored by male and female bilinguals (M=2.92 and 

M=2.94, respectively).  

Table 40 
 
Means and Standard Deviations of Overall Strategy Use by Gender 

Groups Variables N % Mean SD F Sig. Difference* 
Male 223 52.1 2.83  0.52  Monolinguals 
Female 205 43.3 2.94 0.54 

4.94 0.03 F>M 

Male 182 47.9 3.08 0.45 
Bilinguals 

Female 238 56.7 3.14  0.43  
2.21 0.14 -- 

Note: F=Female; M=Male 
* p<0.05 (Scheffé post-hoc test) 

Table 41 
 
Means and Standard Deviations of Overall Use of Six Strategies by Gender 

Monolinguals Bilinguals Variables Male Female Male Female 
  M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Memory 2.64 .62 2.84 .62 2.92 .67 2.94 .57 
Cognitive 2.93 .59 3.07 .60 3.10 .50 3.18 .48 
Compensation 3.24 .63 3.30 .65 3.13 .59 3.24 .57 
Metacognitive 3.02 .68 3.00 .75 3.27 .58 3.32 .58 
Affective 2.49 .67 2.65 .63 3.04 .65 3.06 .57 
Social 2.65 .82 2.73 .84 2.97 .67 3.07 .63 
Total 2.83 .67 2.93 .68 3.07 .61 3.14 .57 
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Academic Major   

Mean scores and standard deviations for overall strategies use by academic major are 

presented in Table 42. Overall, bilingual students, regardless of academic major, reported higher 

use of all the strategies than did the monolinguals.  Monolingual students majoring in the Social 

Sciences (Business, Political Science, or International Trade) reported more use of strategies 

(M=3.01) than other monolinguals. Bilinguals majoring in Humanities (English or Education) 

employed more strategies (M=3.22) than other bilinguals.  Monolingual students majoring in 

Science showed the least strategy use (M=2.79) of all the monolinguals.  Bilingual students 

majoring in Social Science reported the least use of strategies (M=3.06). ANOVA tests revealed 

a statistically significant difference between the two groups in strategy use for three academic 

majors: Humanities (F=22.52, p=0.00), Engineering (F=16.93, p=0.00), and Science (F=18.31, 

p=0.00).   

 

 

The differences across strategy group use by academic major between monolinguals and 

bilinguals are summarized in Table 43. For monolinguals, four academic major groups preferred  

Table 42 
 
Means and Standard Deviations of Overall Strategy Use by Academic Major 

Variables Groups N % M S.D. F  Sig. Difference* 
M 101 23.6 3.01  0.55 

Social Science B 111 26.4 3.06  0.47 0.58  0.45  --  

M 120 28.0 2.91  0.54 
Humanities B 103 24.5 3.22  0.43 22.51  0.00  B>M 

M 93 21.7 2.83  0.45 
Engineering B 99 23.6 3.10  0.44 16.93  0.00  B>M 

M 114 26.6 2.79  0.55 
Science B 107 25.5 3.07  0.40 18.31  0.00  B>M 
Note.  M=monolinguals, B=bilinguals 
* p<0.05 (Scheffé post-hoc test) 
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Table 43 
 
Means and Standard Deviations of Overall Use of Six Strategies by Academic Major 

Subject Social Sciences Humanities Engineering Science 

Variable Monolingual Bilingual Monolingual Bilingual Monolingual Bilingual Monolingual Bilingual 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Memory  2.82 0.67 2.77 0.61 2.80 0.63 3.09 0.57 2.73 0.55 2.98 0.69 2.66 0.65 2.91 0.55
Cognitive 3.08 0.56 3.19 0.49 3.00 0.61 3.17 0.54 2.98 0.50 3.09 0.49 2.92 0.67 3.13 0.46
Compensation 3.33 0.69 3.18 0.62 3.33 0.63 3.22 0.61 3.24 0.56 3.18 0.60 3.19 0.66 3.19 0.49
Metacognitive 3.20 0.69 3.22 0.64 2.98 0.77 3.35 0.56 2.94 0.61 3.34 0.54 2.94 0.73 3.28 0.58
Affective 2.77 0.67 2.96 0.62 2.59 0.62 3.26 0.54 2.48 0.66 3.07 0.67 2.43 0.64 2.94 0.54
Social 2.83 0.83 3.01 0.64 2.73 0.83 3.23 0.61 2.61 0.72 2.90 0.66 2.60 0.91 2.95 0.64

Total 3.01 0.69 3.06 0.60 2.91 0.68 3.22 0.57 2.83 0.60 3.09 0.61 2.79 0.71 3.07 0.54
Note.  Usage Range= Low (M≤2.4), Medium (2.5≤M≥3.4), High (M≥3.5) 
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to use compensation strategies the most (Social Sciences: M= 3.33, Humanities: M=3.33, 

Engineering: M=3.24, and Science: M=3.19). All majors within the bilingual group tended to use 

metacognitive strategies more (Social Sciences: M= 3.22, Humanities: M=3.35, Engineering: 

M=3.34, and Science: M=3.28).  Affective strategies were least preferred by all four academic 

majors of monolinguals (Social Sciences: M= 2.77, Humanities: M=2.59, Engineering: M=2.48, 

and Science: M=2.43), whereas memory strategies were least preferred by three academic majors 

of bilinguals (Social Sciences: M= 2.77, Humanities: M=3.09, and Science: M=2.91). 

Engineering majors were the exception (social strategies: M=2.90).    

 

Self-rated English Proficiency 

 Next, overall strategy use by self-rated English proficiency was calculated for the 

monolingual and bilingual groups.  Group differences are compared in Table 44.  As shown in 

the table, more than half of the monolingual group (53%) evaluated their English proficiency at a 

beginning level.  Bilinguals were most likely to rate themselves at an intermediate level (56%). 

Overall, the results revealed a parallel relationship between self-rated English proficiency and 

strategy use for both groups.  For both groups, the higher both the monolinguals and the 

Table 44 
 
Means and Standard Deviations of Overall Strategy Use by Self-rated English Proficiency 

Variables Groups N % M SD F Sig. Difference* 
M 229 53.5 2.69 0.43 

Beginning 
B 163 38.8 2.98 0.42 

44.93  0.00  B>M 

M 186 43.5 3.09 0.53 
Intermediate 

B 236 56.2 3.17 0.41 
  3.16  0.08  --  

M 13 3.0 3.45 0.69 
Advanced 

B 21 5.0 3.49 0.59 
  0.04  0.84            -- 

Note. M=monolinguals; B=bilinguals 
* p< 0.05 level (Scheffé post-hoc test) 
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bilinguals rated their English proficiency, the more strategies they tended to use. Post-hoc tests 

revealed that beginning level bilinguals used more learning strategies than did the same level of 

monolinguals (F=44.93, p=.00); however, there was no difference in strategy use at the two other 

proficiency levels for either group. 

Table 45 shows means and standard deviations for the six categories of strategies by self-

rated proficiency level for both groups.  Monolingual beginning and intermediate levels 

participants used compensation strategies more than other strategies (M=3.11 and M=3.45, 

respectively), while bilingual beginners and intermediate participants preferred to use 

metacognitive strategies most (M=3.22 and M=3.31, respectively).  The monolingual beginners 

reported the least use of social strategies (M= 2.43), whereas bilingual beginning group reported 

memory strategies as the least preferred strategies (M=2.67).  Monolingual intermediates were 

inclined to use affective strategies least (M=2.64) and bilingual intermediates used social 

strategies least (M=3.07).  Both the advanced monolingual and bilingual groups reported high 

use of metacognitive strategies (M=3.70 in both groups) and least use of memory strategies 

(monolinguals: M=3.17 and bilinguals: M=3.34). 

Table 45 
 
Means and Standard Deviations of Overall Use of Six Strategies by Self-rated English Proficiency 
Subject Beginning Intermediate Advanced 
Variable M B M B M B 

  M  SD  M  SD M SD  M  SD  M  SD  M  SD  
Mem 2.59 .60 2.67 .59 2.91 .60 3.08 .56 3.17 .80 3.34 .59 
Cog 2.75 .49 3.05 .46 3.25 .58 3.19 .49 3.59 .57 3.45 .62 
Com 3.11 .58 3.12 .55 3.45 .66 3.21 .56 3.55 .65 3.50 .83 
Met 2.74 .60 3.22 .58 3.29 .69 3.31 .57 3.70 .91 3.70 .57 
Aff 2.46 .60 2.89 .57 2.64 .66 3.13 .59 3.35 .92 3.38 .71 
Soc 2.43 .68 2.89 .64 2.97 .87 3.07 .61 3.30 1.03 3.56 .76 

Total 2.68 .59 2.97 .57 3.09 .68 3.17 .56 3.44 .81 3.49 .68 
Note. M=monolinguals; B=bilinguals 
Mem=Memory strategies; Cog=Cognitive strategies ; Com=Compensation  strategies; Met=Metacognitive 
strategies; Aff=Affective  strategies; Soc= Social strategies
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Overall, the bilingual group tended to use metacognitive strategies most regardless of 

their English proficiency.  The advanced monolinguals were more likely to use metacognitive 

strategies, whereas beginning and intermediate monolinguals preferred to use compensation 

strategies. 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance 

  A MANOVA was computed to test the effects of individual background variables on the 

SILL and the BALLI factor scores.  The Scheffé post-hoc test was computed to determine where 

any statistically significant differences in strategy use and beliefs may lie.    

Multivariate Comparison in the SILL 

 Table 46 presents the MANOVA results of the SILL for both the monolingual and the 

bilingual groups.  The table shows that there were two sources of within group variation: 

academic major of the bilingual group and self-rated English proficiency of both groups.  The 

MANOVA results reveal that there was no statistically significant difference for the use of 

strategies by gender in either group, indicating no difference between male and female subjects 

in strategy use.  While no statistically significant difference in use of strategies by academic 

major was found in the monolingual group, there were statistically significant differences in 

strategy use by academic major in the bilingual group (F=2.19, p=.003).  The post-hoc test 

revealed that Factor 2 of the bilinguals, “independent practice strategies,” was significant at the 

p<.05 level (p=.004), indicating that independent practice strategies were used more by 

Humanities and Engineering majors than Social Sciences and Science majors.  Cognitive 

strategies (Factor 3) were also significant at p<.05 (p=.002), showing that cognitive strategies 

were used more by Social Science majors than by Humanities and Engineering majors. 
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Table 46 also shows statistically significant differences in the use of strategies in both 

groups (monolinguals: F=6.57, p=.000 and bilinguals: F=3.01, p=.000) when comparing the 

participants by self-rated English proficiency (beginning, intermediate, and advanced).  In the 

monolingual group, the post-hoc test revealed that factors 1, 2, 4, and 5 were significant at p<.05 

(p=0.006, p=0.001, p=0.001, and p=0.000, respectively).  That is, those who defined their 

English proficiency as advanced reported a higher use of social and practical practice strategies 

Table 46 
 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance of the SILL  

Variable  Dependent 
Variables 

F-
Value

Multivariate 
tests of 

Significance† 

Significant 
Univariate  
F-tests†† 

Difference†† 

M 
MS1*, MS2, 
MS3, MS4, 
MS5, MS6 

0.865 p=0.521 None None 

Gender 

B 
BS1**, BS2, 
BS3, BS4, 
BS5, BS6 

0.784 p=0.583 None None 

 M 
MS1, MS2, 
MS3, MS4, 
MS5, MS6 

1.277 p=0.194 None None 

BS2(p=0.004) Hum, Eng>Soc 
  Hum,Eng>Sci 

Academic 
Major 

 B 
BS1, BS2, 
BS3, BS4,  
BS5, BS6 

2.192 p=0.003 
BS3(p=0.002) Soc>Hum, Eng 

 M 
MS1, MS2, 
MS3, MS4, 
MS5, MS6 

6.572 p=0.000 

MS1(p=0.006) 
MS2(p=0.001) 
MS4(p=0.001) 
MS5(p=0.000) 

        A>I>B 
A, I>B 
I>B,A 
A>I>B 

Self-rated 
English 

Proficiency 
  B 

BS1, BS2, 
BS3, BS4, 
BS5, BS6 

3.011 p=0.000 BS2(p=0.000)  
BS6(p=0.007) 

A>I>B  
I>B 

Note.  M= monolingual; B= bilingual 
Hum=Humanities; Eng=Engineering; Soc=Social Sciences; Sci= Science 
A=Advanced; I=Intermediate; B=Beginning 
*   MB1=Beliefs of Monolinguals, Factor 1 
**  BB1=Beliefs of Bilinguals, Factor 1 
†   Multivariate tests of significance include tests of Pillais, Wilks, Hotellings, and Roys.  The value of Wilks’ 
Lambda was used as the F-ratio. 
††   p<.05       
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(Factor 1) and cognitive strategies (Factor 5) than did those who rated their English proficiency 

intermediate or beginning.  The results of post-hoc tests also revealed that metacognitive 

strategies (Factor 2) were used more by the monolingual advanced and intermediate level 

students than the beginning level students. Interestingly, compensation strategies (Factor 4) were 

used more by intermediate learners than by advanced and beginning learners, perhaps due to 

shyness of the beginner students and non-necessary of advanced level students.   

On the other hand, when looking at types of strategies used by self-rated proficiency level 

in the bilingual group, post-hoc tests showed that two factors were significant at p<.05: 

independent practice strategies (p=0.000) and memory strategies (p=0.007).  The current study 

found that those who reported their English proficiency as an advanced level used independent 

practice strategies more than did the intermediate and beginning level leaerners.  Finally, those 

who were at an intermediate proficiency level employed more memory strategies than those at 

the beginning level.   

 Overall, among the Korean-Chinese students, those who were majoring in Humanities or 

Engineering compared to Social Sciences or Science majors were more likely to use independent 

practice strategies, whereas Social Science majors used cognitive strategies more than other 

majors did.  Regarding self-rated English proficiency, the more advanced monolingual students, 

the more social, practical, cognitive, and metacognitive strategies they used.  In the bilingual 

group, the Korean-Chinese students with higher proficiency used independent practice strategies 

more than did those with lower proficiency. 

Multivariate Comparison in the BALLI 

 Table 47 shows the results of a MANOVA using the factors extracted from the BALLI.  

Results indicate within-group variation on two variables: academic major for the bilingual group 
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and self-rated English proficiency for both the monolingual and the bilingual groups.  The results 

of the MANOVA revealed that there was no statistically significant difference in beliefs about 

language learning by gender for either group and in academic major for the monolingual group. 

The table also shows statistically significant differences in beliefs by academic major for the 

bilingual group (F=2.059, p=0.017).  With the variable of academic major, post-hoc tests showed 

that the bilinguals’ beliefs about formal learning (Factor 2) were statistically significant at p<.05 

(p=0.047).Bilingual Humanities and Engineering majors used formal and structured learning 

more than did Social Sciences and Science majors. 

Additionally, statistically significant differences were also found in variables of self-rated 

English proficiency in both the monolingual (F=6.596, p=0.000) and the bilingual groups 

(F=2.728, p=0.006).  Post-hoc tests revealed that beliefs about motivation for and the nature of 

learning English (Factor 1) and beliefs about self-efficacy and confidence in learning English 

(Factor 2) of the monolingual group were significant at p<.05 level (p=0.005 and p=0.000, 

respectively). The findings indicated that monolinguals who defined their English proficiency at 

an intermediate level were more motivated to learn English and showed stronger beliefs about 

the nature of learning English than those who rated their proficiency at a beginning level. Also, 

mnolinguals who rated their English proficiency advanced or intermediate had stronger 

confidence in learning English and sense of self-efficacy than those who saw themselves as 

beginning learners.  

In variables of self-rated English proficiency of the bilingual group, beliefs about formal 

learning (Factor 2) and self-efficacy and confidence in learning English (Factor 3) were 

statistically significant at p<.05 (p=0.040 and p=0.017, respectively). This implies that bilinguals 

who rated their English proficiency as advanced and intermediate had stronger beliefs about the 
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importance of formal learning than those who viewed their proficiency at a beginning level. 

Similarly, Korean-Chinese students who considered themselves as advanced English learners 

were most confident and self efficacious in learning English.   

 

In sum, Korean-Chinese students majoring in Humanities and Engineering majors tended 

to have stronger beliefs in formal and structural learning than did Social Sciences and Science 

majors. Concerning self-rated proficiency, the higher proficiency monolingual students had 

greater confidence in their English learning and feelings about self-efficacy. Likewise, the more  

Table 47 
 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance of the BALLI 

Variable  Dependent 
Variables 

F-
Value 

Multivariate 
tests of 

Significance† 

Significant 
Univariate  
F-tests†† 

Difference†† 

M 
MB1*, MB2, 
MB3, MB4, 
MB5, MB6 

1.941 p=0.103 None None 

Gender 
B 

BB1**, BB2, 
BB3, BB4, 
BB5, BB6 

1.043 p=0.385 None None 

 M 
MB1, MB2, 
MB3, MB4, 
MB5, MB6 

1.362 p=0.179 None None 
Academic 

Major 
 B 

BB1, BB2, 
BB3, BB4, 
BB5, BB6 

2.059 p=0.017  BB2(p=0.047) Hum, Eng>Soc 
Hum, Eng>Sci 

 M 
MB1, MB2, 
MB3, MB4, 
MB5, MB6 

6.596 p=0.000 BB1(p=0.005) 
BB2(p=0.000) 

         I>B 
A>I>B 

Self-rated 
English 

Proficiency 
 

 B 
BB1, BB2, 
BB3, BB4, 
BB5, BB6 

2.728 p=0.006 BB2(p=0.040) 
BB3(p=0.017) 

A,I>B 
A>I>B 

Note.  M= monolingual; B= bilingual 
Hum=Humanities; Eng=Engineering; Soc=Social Science; Sci= Science 
A=Advanced; I=Intermediate; B=Beginning 
*   MB1: Beliefs of Monolinguals, Factor 1 
**  BB1: Beliefs of Bilinguals, Factor 1 
†   Multivariate tests of significance include tests of Pillais, Wilks, Hotellings, and Roys.  The value of  Wilks’ 
Lambda was used as the F-ratio. 
††   p<.05                   
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advanced the bilingual students rated themselves, the stronger their beliefs about the importance 

of formal learning and confidence, the greater confidence and sense of efficacy in learning 

language they had.  

Qualitative Analyses 

 The last items of the SILL (Item 51) and the BALLI (Item 36) were open-ended 

questions designed to elicit any additional strategies used and beliefs held concerning language 

learning.  Eighty-eight monolingual students out of 428 (20%) responded on the SILL while only 

28 bilingual students out of 420 (7%) did.  Forty-one monolingual students (10%) commented on 

beliefs about language learning on the BALLI questionnaire, whereas only 11 bilingual students 

responded to the question (3%).  

Analysis of Open-ended Questions from the SILL  

Through the coding process (see Chapter 3), the responses of the monolingual students to 

the SILL open-ended question were grouped into eight subcategories (practical practice, formal 

practice, memory, cognitive, metacognitive, compensation, social, and others); the responses of 

the bilingual students were grouped into five subcategories (functional practice, memory, 

cognitive, metacognitive, and social). While many students from both groups mentioned using 

learning strategies that were similar to items listed in the SILL, some students reported their own 

learning strategies. The following section presents specific strategies that were not already on the 

SILL. 

As functional and formal practice strategies, four monolingual students commented that 

they practice English by using the Internet to chat with native English-speakers. Several other 

unique learning strategies were reported by monolinguals: listening to English songs and singing 

them as often as possible; writing down dialogue from the movies; attending classes taught by 
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native English speakers; taking online English classes.  When learning vocabulary, one 

monolingual student reported that he made notes on unknown words, defing their meaning in 

Korean.  Only the monolingual group included a compensation strategy use, such as using a 

dictionary when finding unknown words and analyzing the prefix and suffix of the new words. 

Two responses from the monolingual group concerned the ideal environment for learning 

English: studying English in a country where English is spoken as a native language; or getting a 

job at a foreign company to learn English.  Students from both groups commented that they used 

a various memory strategies not listed in the SILL.  Some bilinguals used memory strategies, 

such as memorizing whole sentences from texts, memorizing 50 new words everyday, and 

incorporate two or three newly memorized words in conversation everyday.   

Some metacognitive strategies were also reported by monolinguals, such as monitoring 

the process of English learning and setting a goal in learning English as well as being exposed to 

English as much as possible. Some bilinguals also mentioned that they read instructional books 

about language-learning strategies and thought about the nature of English learning.  Students 

from both groups commented that they tried to practice English everyday on a regular basis.  A 

complete account of the monolinguals’ and bilinguals’ responses to the open-ended question of 

the SILL appears in Appendix M.       

Analysis of Open-ended Questions from the BALLI 
 

The responses to the BALLI questionnaire for the monolingual group fell into the 

following eight subcategories: beliefs about practice and learning strategies, beliefs about 

learning English, the difficulty of learning English, the importance of learning communicative 

language, feelings and attitudes toward learning English, the importance of learning environment, 

motivation and confidence in learning English, and others. Three subcategories were found for 
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the bilingual group: beliefs about practice and learning strategies, feeling and attitudes toward 

learning English, and motivation and confidence in learning English.  

The majority of responses to the BALLI of both groups were found in the category of 

beliefs about practice and learning strategies (13 monolinguals out of 41 and 6 bilinguals out of 

11).  Many students from both groups commented on the importance of memorization and 

repetition in learning English.  Both groups also provided some beliefs that were not listed on the 

BALLI. The monolingual students reported their own beliefs about practice and learning 

strategies, such as the importance of learning grammar to achieve a high proficiency of English, 

practicing English regularly everyday, and the importance of being exposed to English as 

frequently as possible.  One monolingual student believed that learning English helped him to be 

competitive in international society, indicating how important he perceived the role of English in 

grobally as a communication tool. Some bilingual students also emphasized the importance of 

practicing English on a regular basis and using newly-learned vocabulary everyday. 

Concerning beliefs about feelings and attitudes towards learning English, many 

monolingual students commented about having a positive attitude toward learning English, such 

as not fearing to make mistakes in using English, wanting to continue to use English until 

reaching a high proficiency, and studying hard to learn English.  One student stated, “Mastering 

language is the result of 99% effort,” believing that a high level of effort is required to learn a 

foreign language.  Another monolingual student commented, “There is no short-cut to becoming 

a good language learner,” implying that learning a language requires a great deal of time and 

effort. One bilingual student was determined not to give up learning English until achieving high 

proficiency.  One belief about using affective strategies was reported, “[one should] try to 

express one’s feelings in English all the time if possible.” 



 

 146

Regarding beliefs about motivation and confidence in learning English, several students 

from both groups commented that confidence is essential for learning a foreign language.  One 

monolingual student pointed out feeling motivated and confident in learning when saying, “I can 

do it.” 

Some beliefs about language learning were reported by only monolingual students, such 

as beliefs about learning English, the difficulty of learning English, the importance of learning 

communicative language, and the importance of the learning environment.  In related to the 

importance of learning communicative language, one monolingual student commented that the 

English learned in classrooms (e.g., grammar or reading comprehension) was not helpful to 

communicating in learning English in general.  This student believed in learning English by 

using it in daily life (e.g., communicative skills). One student pointed out that following the rules 

(pattern) of English was not important as long as he communicated with others, and another 

monolingual student stated, “The final goal of learning English is to communicate with others,” 

indicating a focus on the “meaning” rather than the “form” when communicating with others. 

Regarding the importance of learning environment, three monolingual students agreed that 

learning environment plays an important role in learning English, stating “learning English in 

English-speaking countries is the best way to learn” and “it is easy to learn English in a natural 

setting.”   

Two responses regarding the opinion about English education in Korea were grouped 

under “others”; one student stated that the Korean government should provide more useful 

information about free English classes and facility for practice English. Another student pointed 

out the need of improved English teaching or learning methods in Korea.  A full list of the 

participants’ responses to the open-ended question of the BALLI is presented in Appendix N.      
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Summary 

      This chapter presented analyses of data and results of the current study.  Monolingual 

Korean and bilingual Korean-Chinese university students reported a medium level of strategy 

usage during language learning as measured by the SILL; however, the bilingual students 

employed more learning strategies than did the monolingual students.  

     A factor analysis using the SILL data determined six factors for both groups. For the 

monolingual group, the factors were (from most to least used):  1) compensation, 2) cognitive, 3) 

metacognitive, 4) memory, 5) social and practical practice strategies, and 6) affective strategies.  

For bilinguals, the factors were (from most to least used): 1) cognitive, 2) metacognitive and 

affective, 3) compensation, 4) memory, 5) social, and 6) independent practice strategies.   

             Monolingual and bilingual students reported holding a variety of beliefs about language 

learning as measured by the BALLI.  A factor analysis using the BALLI data determined four 

factors for both groups. For the monolingual group, the factors were: 1) motivation for and the 

nature of learning English, 2) self-efficacy and confidence in learning English, 3) formal learning 

beliefs, and 4) foreign language aptitude.  For bilinguals, the four factors were: 1) motivation for 

and the nature of learning English, 2) formal learning beliefs, 3) self-efficacy and confidence in 

learning English, and 4) foreign language aptitude. Both similarities and differences existed 

across the groups in their reported beliefs about language learning. 

The results of the Pearson r correlation revealed significant correlations between six 

strategy variables and four beliefs variables of both the monolingual Korean group and the 

bilingual Korean-Chinese group, indicating that some beliefs may constrain or facilitate use of 

certain language-learning strategies.   
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The result of the MANOVA revealed statistically significant influences of the individual 

variables of academic major and self-rated English proficiency on strategy use and beliefs 

concerning language learning.  The choice of academic major was a factor in influencing the 

language learning beliefs of bilingual students, but no significant effect of academic major 

choice of the monolingual students’ beliefs was found.  Overall, Humanities or Engineering 

majors used independent practice strategies more than did Social Sciences and Science majors. 

Cognitive strategies were more used by Humanities or Engineering majors than by Social 

Sciences majors.  Bilingual students majoring in Humanities or Engineering believed more 

strongly in the importance of formal and structured learning than those majoring in the Social 

Sciences or Science.  

Generally, the higher the proficiency level for either group, the more they reported 

applying language-learning strategies. Monolingual and bilingual students with a high English 

proficiency seemed to place great value on the sense of self-efficacy and confidence in learning 

English, both of which are essential in learning language among other beliefs.  However, no 

gender effect on strategy use and beliefs was found in the current study, although females scored 

slightly higher than did males in overall learning strategy use.  

Chapter 5 presents a detailed discussion of the findings, and overall conclusions.  It also 

offers implications of the current study, and recommendations for future research. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Introduction 

     This mixed method study compared the beliefs and learning strategy use of monolingual 

and bilingual university students currently engaged in learning a foreign language. While 

research exists that investigated strategy use during language learning and there is evidence that 

bilingual learners demonstrate more sophisticated insight and ability in language learning than do 

monolingual learners, this study combines those two elements in the context of the two distinct 

groups of students. It also investigated the relationship between the learners’ beliefs about 

language learning and their learning strategy use.  The current study also explored the influence 

of background variables (i.e., gender, academic major, and self-rated English proficiency) on the 

learners’ beliefs about language learning and their use of language-learning strategies.  

       In order to investigate learners’ strategy use and their beliefs, Korean versions of three 

questionnaires were distributed to 428 monolingual Korean and 420 bilingual Korean-Chinese 

university students: The SILL (Oxford, 1990), the BALLI (Horwitz, 1987), and the IBQ. One 

open-ended question was added at the end of both the SILL and the BALLI to elicit any 

additional learning strategies and beliefs. The quantitative data were analyzed by using several 

statistical techniques, such as descriptive analyses, principal-component analyses, factor analyses, 

MANOVA, Pearson r correlation analyses, and Scheffé post-hoc tests.  The responses from the 

open-ended questions were analyzed using coding techniques. This final chapter presents a 

discussion of the findings of the data analyses.  Conclusions, implications for research and 

pedagogy, and recommendations for future research are also discussed.   
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Discussion  

Using the research questions as a framework, the following section presents the 

discussion and interpretation of findings. Each response area offers interpretations of findings 

based upon the analysis of the data sources (SILL, BALLI and the open-ended questions). The 

findings of the current study are then compared with those found in previous research.   

Research Question 1 
 

What are the language-learning strategies of monolingual Korean and bilingual Korean-

Chinese university students?  Are there any similarities or differences in the use of learning 

strategies between them? 

 Monolingual Korean and bilingual Korean-Chinese students employed a variety of 

language learning strategies. In the following section, the use of strategies for both groups is 

provided in descending order from most to least used and gives a possible rationale for the 

results. For monolingual students, the six underlying factors determined to be of the greatest 

significance during the language learning process were compensation strategies, cognitive 

strategies, metacognitive strategies, memory strategies, social and practical practice, and 

affective strategies.  For bilingual learners the factors were cognitive strategies, metacognitive 

and affective strategies, compensation strategies, memory strategies, social strategies, and 

independent practice strategies.    

Among the six categories of strategies for the monolingual group, the compensation 

strategies were the most frequently used by Korean university students. The majority of the 

monolinguals preferred to make guesses, use synonyms  and gestures, and look for words in their 

first language similar to new English words  to understand others or convey their meaning.   

Some of the responses to the open-ended question in the SILL highlighted the use of strategies 
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that would fall into this compensation category, included spontaneously analyzing prefixes and 

suffixes to learn new words, guessing the contents of the text, and using a dictionary in 

vocabulary learning (see Appendix M).  

The preference for these types of strategies may indicate that monolinguals tended to rely 

heavily on compensation strategies to process information due to their lack of overall language 

competence and knowledge.  In addition, the high use of compensation strategies may reflect the 

methods of teaching and ways of learning English in Korea both of which encourage students to 

use translation, gestures, clues, and synonyms in order to process information in the language 

learning classes.  These classrooms are very traditional and didactic in nature, and thus 

considered input-poor environments (Bedell & Oxford, 1996; Kouraogo, 1993). Making 

informed guesses is strongly encouraged because of the test-oriented nature of the learning 

environment. If students are not willing to take risks, or will respond only if they are certain their 

answer is correct, this would likely have a negative impact on their test performance because 

questions would be left unanswered.  

The bilingual students’ most-preferred strategies were cognitive, which involved 

repeating, analyzing, reasoning, and summarizing information.  The majority of bilingual 

students reported that they learn new words by saying or writing them several times. Most tried 

to emulate native speakers’ pronunciation and consciously practiced the sounds of English. 

About three quarters of the Korean-Chinese students tried to find syntactic and linguistic patterns 

in English.  Other methods students reported trying in order to help themselves comprehend and 

produce English were taking notes in English, repeating words several times, correcting their 

pronunciation, and previewing and reviewing the English classes.  Oxford (1990) emphasized 

that cognitive strategies are typically found to be the most popular strategies with language 
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learners and essential in learning a new language because these strategies not only require and 

but also allow for direct and immediate manipulation or use of input.  Oxford’s latter point is 

relevant here and supports the premise that bilingual learners should be capitalizing on their 

greater experience with the language learning process.  That is, these bilinguals have had the 

experience of acquiring two languages since a very early age and have also had formal language 

learning experiences. These opportunities have provided them with enhanced opportunities to 

practice, analyze, and reason about new language input and thus, they may be using these 

strategies with less effort than their monolingual counterparts; it is almost like second nature for 

the bilinguals. 

However, cognitive strategies were the second most preferred for monolinguals. Because 

Korean students do not have the language expertise or natural acquisition experiences of the 

Korean-Chinese students, the cognitive strategies they did select reflect typical instructional 

strategies they likely experienced in their many years of formal language learning. Strategies 

such as translating, taking notes, repeating, and summarizing after reading are instructional 

approaches favored by FL teachers in Korea. It is notable that bilinguals were more likely to use 

higher-level cognitive strategies like analyzing and synthesizing, again possibly due to their 

greater expertise.  

Other research has not always reported the same preferences.  Whereas cognitive 

strategies were the most frequently used by the bilingual group in the current study, in contrast,  

the high use of social strategies by bilingual learners of French and Japanese in Singapore 

(Wharton, 2000) was noted. Though bilingual students in this study have had exposure to a 

multilingual and multicultural learning environment as had the bilinguals in Wharton’s study, it 

is possible that differences in socio-cultural and educational settings between the two cultures 
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(China and Singapore) might affect the use of strategies; as so might the different linguistic 

features of the languages being learned. In addition, monolingual students in other studies also 

reported cognitive strategies to be useful to them (Chang, 2003; Mullins, 1992; Shen, 2005). 

Cognitive strategies seem to be moderately used by most ESL and FL students in the extant 

researhch.   

The next most preferred strategy for bilinguals was the combined dimension of 

metacognitive and affective strategies.  Metacognitive strategies are higher order executive skills 

which involve planning, organizing, monitoring, and evaluating (O’Mally and Chamot, 1990).  

Many bilingual students reported using metacognitive strategies to regulate or to control their 

learning, such as thinking about their progress in learning English, seeking out ways to be a 

better learner, setting clear goals in learning English, and planning their schedule to study 

English. Additional ways that the Korean-Chinese students reported using of metacognitive 

strategies included looking for friends to practice English with, reading books about improving 

one’s learning, and trying to practice English every day.  Korean-Chinese students have faced the 

demands of coordinating and organizing their dual-language learning for a very long time both 

inside and outside of school.  These demands may have helped them to develop their abilities to 

orchestrate their language learning effectively; they have transferred these skills to learning a 

new language--English. As a result, they are more comfortable at using metacognitive strategies 

than are the monolingual Korean students.  

Affective strategy use was highly intercorrelated with metacognitive strategies for the 

bilinguals. Affective strategies involve awareness of emotions and in ability to regulate feelings 

and anxieties that may occur during language learning. Example of this includes being aware of 

their tension or nervousness when using or studying English, rewarding or treating themselves 
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when doing well in English, and trying to relax. The bilinguals students’ success in already 

having acquired a second language may offset any tension they feel (i.e., they may have a sense 

that they will be successful based on their previous success). This would make them more 

comfortable than the monolinguals were when responding and adjusting to their learning anxiety. 

How this relates to metacognition is not entirely clear, but it would seem that more experienced 

learners who have been effective in monitoring their learning would understand that high levels 

of anxiety are not particularly necessary or helpful  (Chou, 2002; Wharton, 2000). 

Metacognitive strategies were the third most favored by the Korean students, whose use 

of them fell within the moderate to high range. The majority of the monolingual group reported 

making efforts to think about their progress in learning English, and to set clear goals for 

improving English skills.  Student comments indicated they also tried to monitor their learning, 

to start conversations in English, and to practice English everyday (one student reportedly trying 

to study English even more than one hour everyday). Of course, due to the nature of the data, 

there is no way to know how effectively students implemented these strategies. While a vast 

majority of Korean-Chinese students reported trying to plan their schedules to study English, 

only about half the monolingual group reported this effort to plan. This may be an indication that 

the Korean-Chinese students were more organized (and successful) in planning language 

learning time because they already had a better understanding of the effort and time language 

learning requires. Thus, even though monolingual Korean and bilingual Korean-Chinese students 

share a similar EFL environment, the language learning expertise of the bilingual students allows 

them to excel in coordinating language learning (self-regulated learning), and to budget their 

time accordingly. These findings seem to articulate with those of previous studies which reported 

a higher usage of metacognitive strategies than other learning strategies by successful language 
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learners (Brauer, 1998; Dreyer & Oxford, 1996; Nisbet, 2002).  The frequent applications of 

metacognitive strategies by the bilinguals may reflect their advanced skills of learning languages.  

A comparison of other studies of Korean students with the findings of the current study, 

reveal differences in strategy use.  Monolingual Korean college students in Park’s (1995) and 

Lee’s (1998 research used metacognitve strategies more than monolinguals in the present study. 

It is possible that may be the imbalance between gender dominant subjects in two studies (91% 

male in Park’s study and all male midshipmen in Lee’s study) and the balanced gender ratio in 

the present study might be the factor that produced a difference in the use of metacognitive 

strategies. This suggests that differences in strategy use may exist in the same cultural group due 

to other associated variables, such as individual background (e.g., age, gender, learning styles, 

attitude, and motivation), differences in learning situations, educational settings, and learning 

stages (Ehrman, Leaver, & Oxford, 2003; McIntyre, 1994) 

 While compensation strategies were most frequently used by the monolingual group, 

these strategies were still occasionally used by bilingual students. This may have had some 

relation to varied years of formal language learning. The monolinguals were more likely to have 

more formal classroom English experience than had the bilingual group. Specifically, more than 

three fourths of the monolingual students reported having seven or more years of formal 

classroom English. Only half of the bilingual group reported seven or more years. The majority 

of the bilingual group had had between one and four years of academic instruction. So, although 

the bilingual students may have higher order executive skills in language learning because of 

greater overall exposure to language learning in informal settings and have better ability to 

organize incoming information, they may still be lacking in the “tools’ for English (i.e., 

vocabulary, syntactic structures, verb conjugation and so on).  Consequently, many bilingual 
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students found that when other strategies did not provide lexical support, compensation strategies 

were useful in overcoming their missing knowledge of English through the use of synonyms, 

guessing, and reading English without looking up every new word.  

 Frequent use of compensation strategies by language learners has been reported not only 

in the current study, but also in some previous studies, mostly in FL and EFL learning settings. 

In all the studies, compensation strategies were never ranked lower than third in terms of learner 

preference. In the FL context, Oxford and Ehrman (1995) found compensation strategies to be 

most popular among their 520 adult learners.  They were the second the most used strategies by 

bilingual university students learning French and Japanese in Singapore (Wharton, 2000).  

Findings were similar for EFL settings in a variety of linguistic contexts: Taiwanese students 

(Bremner, 1998; Chou, 2002; Wang, 1996; Yang, 1992), Thai students (Mullin, 1992), Korean 

students (Kim, 2001; Lee, 1998), and Saudi students (Al-Otaibi, 2004) all reported compensation 

strategies as the most or the second most frequently used set of learning strategies. 

Compensation strategies were also popular within ESL contexts (Osani, 2000; Phillips, 1991). 

Indeed, Chinese students majoring in various subjects at University of Georgia reported using 

compensation strategies more than any other strategy (Chang, 1990).  Thus, the majority of 

studies on strategy use have found high or medium use of compensation strategies of language 

learners, regardless of any differences in sociocultural context or learning environments. This 

may indicate that most language learners seem to feel comfortable about balancing their limited 

knowledge of a target language by making guesses, using synonyms and clues, and getting help.  

 Although students from both groups commented in open-ended questions that 

memorization plays an important role in language learning; memory, social and practical practice 

strategies were less frequently used by both monolingual and bilingual students than any of the 
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strategies stated above.  Previous studies have also found these contradictory findings, attributing 

them to the common assumption that Asian students have strong preferences for memory 

strategies (i.e. rote-memorization) (Al-Otaibi, 2004; Bremner, 1998; Chou, 2002; Wharton, 

2000; Yang, 1992). One reason for these findings might have been that some of the types of 

memory strategies on the SILL may not have been considered appropriate for adult learners, 

such as the participants in this study.  For example, physically acting out new English words or 

making up rhymes, may be strategies preferred by learners at lower grade levels.  

 Social and practical practice strategies were reported as the second least-used strategies 

by the monolinguals. Social strategies by themselves ranked fifth for the bilinguals, using them 

more frequently than the monolinguals. Social strategies often involve interactive learning with 

people such as asking questions, cooperating with others, and empathizing with others.  

Interestingly, while the results reported here revealed a fairly low use of social strategies by both 

groups, there was still a contrast in terms of some of the types of social strategy use between the 

two groups.  For example, many monolingual students reported that they never or hardly ever 

practiced English with other students or native speakers, while over half of the bilingual students 

always or usually always did.  Many monolingual students answered that they never or seldom 

asked for help from native English-speakers; about the same number of bilingual students always 

or usually always did. Clearly, the bilingual students had a much higher comfort level speaking 

English to others than the monolinguals. However, the same number of Korean students and 

Korean-Chinese students reported that they never or rarely asked questions in English, However, 

use of two specific social strategies was about the same for both groups: asking English speakers 

to correct them when they speak and trying to learn the culture of English speakers. 
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A likely explanation for the contrasting finding is that monolingual students may lack 

confidence in speaking the target language to native speakers or even to other students due to 

their fear of making mistakes or being embarrassed. Another explanation may be the input-poor 

EFL environments (Bedell & Oxford, 1996; Kouraogo, 1993) which typically provide less 

opportunity to practice English with native speakers, making social strategies harder to employ. 

While Korean-Chinese students share a similar EFL environment (e.g., input-poor context), they 

tended to enjoy using social strategies, possibly because of the nature of their language learning 

within the Korean-Chinese community. This context provides a rich language learning 

environment for students to interact with both Korean and Chinese speakers in daily life.  It is 

possible that bilingual students may have experienced successful language acquisition through 

conversation with others to improve their skills. This social strategies use of interaction between 

the Koreans and Chinese perhaps made them feel more comfortable and confident in interacting 

with native speakers of Chinese, which may transfer to their new language learning environment. 

Regarding the use of social strategies, ESL students in three studies (Chang, 1990; Osanai, 2000; 

Phillips, 1991) showed a high use of social strategies. In glaring contrast, EFL learners were 

much less likely to report using social strategies (Bremner, 1998; Chang, 2003; Nisbet, 2002).  In 

general, higher use of social strategies is usual for ESL learners (Phillips, 1991; Osanai, 2000) 

because of the ample availability of native speakers and multiple of opportunities to practice 

English in every day life. Such an input-rich environment is not available in EFL learning 

contexts which usually offer few or no opportunities to practice English with native speakers.  

Several Korean students commented on open-ended question about their preferences for 

practical practice strategies, although they reported lower use overall of practical practice 

strategies than other strategies.  These strategies help learners develop implicit knowledge of a 



 

 159

target language through exposure to language (Bialystok, 1978), by watching TV, listening to 

radio programs, songs, and even using Internet chat rooms to practice communicative English.  

Korean students reported that though they seldom wrote notes, messages letters, or reports in 

English, they did choose to use mass media (English TV, radio programs, or movies) in language 

learning. Perhaps the lack of audience or perceived critical reaction to errors in written 

expression was a factor in this choice. Or, students may avoid learning tasks that require 

cognitive thinking and skills (writing or summarizing) unless required, preferring more 

passive/receptive modes of exposure to language. 

Independent and practical practice strategies were the least preferred strategies of the 

bilingual students.  On the open-ended questions, only a few students commented that they 

watched TV programs and movies and wrote notes, letters, or keep a diary for language learning.  

This scant use of practical practice strategies among both the monolingual and bilingual students 

may be a result of having learned in test-driven system of both Korea and the Yanbian Korean-

Chinese community.  In both cultures, social and academic foci place a strong emphasis on more 

formal structured learning, such as book learning, learning grammar and vocabulary, reading 

comprehension, taking classes.  Although university students in both societies are no longer 

required to take national exams (e.g., a college entrance exam) which require a very advanced 

knowledge at grammar and high reading comprehension, they may still be under pressure to 

obtaining high scores on English proficiency tests (e.g., TOEFL, TOEIC) for better career 

opportunities (Kim, 2001; Park, 1997).  Through habit, they may focus on formal practice rather 

than practical practice strategies.  

Whereas affective strategies were the second most used strategies by bilingual along with 

metacognitive strategies, they were the least frequently used strategies by monolingual students.  
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While negative emotions, associated with L2 communication, clearly a factor for monolinguls 

(many reported being tense or nervous when learning or using English), more than half of this 

group never or rarely chose to share those feelings with someone else. The more passively-

oriented learning environments and the conservative culture of Korea may implicitly affect this 

behavior, encouraging Korean students to listen to teachers more rather than expressing their 

feelings about language learning (Kim, 2001; Lee, 1998). If the assumption is true that bilingual 

learners are more advanced in their language learning process, then they may have experienced 

this same fear in the beginning of their own second language learning, but have learned through 

the process of acquiring the second language that fears are not helpful. Also, as the Korean-

Chinese students learned their second language as children in the context of day-to-day activities, 

they would likely not have experienced the same concern about others’ opinions as adults might. 

Their overall comfort level with mistakes, combined with the hindsight of knowing that mistakes 

are a natural part of language learning, may allow bilingual learners to have less anxiety and 

more control. 

The low use of affective strategies by monolinguals in the current study appears to be in 

accord with findings of previous studies.  ESL students in three studies (e.g., Chang, 1990; Osani, 

2000; Phillips, 1991) reported affective strategies as least or second least preferred.  It seems that 

many language learners including the monolingual Korean students in the current study, try to 

avoid reflecting emotions or feelings in language learning regardless of their learning contexts.    

 Based upon extant research findings, as discussed in the literature review, one 

assumption underlying this study was that bilinguals have higher skills and strategy levels for 

learning a new language or have overall superior language learning abilities because of their dual 

language status. Studies on the strategy use of monolingual and bilingual groups have reported 
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more efficient use of learning strategies by bilingual students  (Nation & McLaughlin, 1986), 

better language performance by bilinguals with formal training (Thomas, 1988), and 

outperformance over  monolinguals in learning the rules for grammar (Nayak, et al., 1990).  In 

the current study, the bilingual Korean-Chinese students showed higher use of learning strategies 

than monolingual Korean students when learning English, despite the evidence that the Korean 

students have more experience with classroom-based formal English learning and a much more 

favorable learning environment than that of the Korean-Chinese students. As previous research 

on good language learners have stated, “good” language learners are aware of the learning 

strategies available to them and overall tend to use more learning strategies (Rubin, 1975; Stern, 

1975). Higher strategy use may lead the bilinguals to be more successful in learning languages 

than the monolinguals.   

Research Question 2 

What are the beliefs of monolingual Korean and bilingual Korean-Chinese university 

students about language learning?  Are there any similarities or differences in the beliefs about 

language learning between them? 

 Based on the factor analyses, four dimensions of beliefs concerning language learning 

were found for both the monolingual and the bilingual groups. For monolinguals they were: 

motivation for and the nature of learning English, self-efficacy and confidence in learning 

English, formal learning beliefs, and foreign language aptitude.  For bilinguals they were: 

motivation for and the nature of learning English, formal learning beliefs, self-efficacy and 

confidence in learning English, and foreign language aptitude. 

 

 



 

 162

Motivation and the Nature of Learning English 

 Monolingual Korean and bilingual Korean-Chinese students were in agreement on some 

beliefs regarding the motivation for and the nature of learning English. Both Korean and Korean-

Chinese university students both appear to have strong instrumental motivation for learning 

English, as reported in other studies on EFL students’ motivation (Diab, 2000; Kim-Yoon, 2000; 

Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995).  However, in the current investigation, monolinguals rated all 

motivating areas higher than bilinguals: desiring to learn to speak English well, learning English 

to have better opportunities for a good job; and having friends who are native speakers of 

English.  Although both monolingual Korean and bilingual Korean-Chinese students held strong 

beliefs about instrumental reasons for learning English, this professionally oriented motivation 

was stronger for monolinguals.  As explained in the previous chapter, people in Korea place a 

high value on English proficiency and the role of English in Korean society (e.g., as an asset for 

academic achievement, or getting a better job) than did people in the Yanbian Korean-Chinese 

community.  This idea is supported by the evidence that 89% of the Korean students agreed that 

people in Korea feel that speaking English is important, while a smaller number of bilinguals 

(67%) supported the importance of speaking English in their society.  Although most students in 

the two groups reported some level of importance of speaking English well in their society, there 

is marked difference in responses to this item between two groups, indicating the stronger beliefs 

of the monolingual Korean students about value placed on speaking English in their culture than 

those of the Korean-CHinese.  

 Students from both groups also highly valued certain aspects of the nature of learning 

English such as repetition and practice and the importance of practice with cassettes or tapes. 

About the same percentage of students from each group felt that it is important to speak English 
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with excellent pronunciation. A large number of students from both groups also felt that 

everyone can learn to speak a foreign language. 

Without exception, previous studies noted that all language learners in various learning 

contexts (ESL, EFL, and FL) strongly supported the importance of repetition and practice, the 

value of speaking with excellent pronunciation, and the desire to learn to speak the target 

language well; the Korean and Korean-Chinese students in the present study. Most EFL students 

in previous studies, like those in this study, seemed to have strong instrumental reasons for 

learning rather than integrative reasons (Diab, 2000; Kunt, 1997; Yang, 1992), including students 

in a Korean context (Kim-Yoon, 2000; Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995).  

However, the findings of the current study appear to diverge from those of previous 

studies of ESL and FL learners’ opinions about language learning ability and better job 

opportunities.  While ESL students have showed both instrumental (utilitarian/professional) and 

integrative (interpersonal/social) reasons for learning English (Horwitz, 1987; Siebert, 2003), the 

majority of American students, such as those studying German, French, and Spanish in 

Horwitz’s (1988) research did not commonly report employment opportunities as a motivation 

for their language learning.  They wanted to learn the language to get to know its native speakers 

better (integrative motivation).  The American students of French (Kern, 1995) reported some 

overlap of instrumental and integrative motivation. American students of Japanese were more 

instrumentally motivated and career-oriented in learning Japanese (Oh, 1996). However, the 

different findings between the current study and previous studies of ESL and FL students imply 

that with few exceptions, English is considered a valuable commodity for many living outside 

the United States in terms of career choice.   
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Indeed, while the monolinguals and the bilinguals in the current study as well as those in 

other studies (Diab, 2000; Kim-Yoon, 2000; Kunt, 1997; Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995; Yang, 1992)  

reported social pressures from their home communities to place major importance on  learning 

English (Koreans more than Korean-Chinese), foreign language learners in the United States 

reported no social pressure to speak of , and were less likely to state that learning a target 

language was important (Horwitz, 1988; Kern, 1995). Many American students take classes in a 

foreign language solely to fulfill a high school or university language requirement.  As expected, 

learners of English held stronger beliefs in this statement than American learners of foreign 

language since English language learning is generally perceived to be more important around the 

world than is foreign language learning in the United States.  

 Self-efficacy and Confidence in Learning English 

The students from both groups held somewhat different beliefs about self-efficacy and 

confidence in language learning.  More monolinguals than bilinguals were timid about or 

reluctant to speaking English with other people.  Not surprisingly, many monolingual students 

reported they did not enjoy practicing English with native English speakers, while most bilingual 

students did.  Greater confidence and self-efficacy in English-learning ability on the part of the 

bilinguals regarding their language learning ability is clearly part of these reason as well. A 

fraction of monolinguals agreed that speaking a foreign language is easier than understanding it, 

while more than twice as many bilinguals agreed with this.  Strikingly, 64% of the monolinguals 

endorsed the notion that it is easier for someone who speaks a foreign language to learn another 

one, while about ten percent fewer bilinguals agreed with it. Unexpectedly, more monolinguals 

held stronger beliefs in the benefits of prior experiences in language learning when learning a 

new language than did bilinguals. 
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However, participants agreed on other aspects of self-efficacy and confidence in English 

learning.  About the same number of students from each group judged English to be a difficult or 

very difficult language. About one quarter of the bilingual group felt that English is an easy 

language; very few monolinguals did; regardless of this, a high percentage from both groups said 

they would learn to speak English very well. Both groups responses to the open-ended question 

from both group underscored the importance of self-confidence, stating as summarized in th 

statements that “confidence is the most important element in learning English” and “lack of 

confidence can be a barrier in learning English.”  

The results of the study indicate that the bilinguals were less likely than the monolinguals 

to fear speaking English with native speakers, even though both groups were confident and 

willing to learn to speak English very well.  In addition, the bilinguals were more confident about 

their special ability for language learning.  A possible explanation for this confidence might be 

that the bilinguals’ experiences in dual language learning helped them to be confident about 

learning foreign languages and to have a positive sense of their self-efficacy in English learning 

despite believing that English is a difficult or very difficult language.  

When asked about a potential special ability for learning English, many monolinguals in 

the present study were not confident about having their special ability; while nearly half of 

bilinguals were neutral.  Findings from other studies about this topic are inconsistent. Most ESL 

students were neutral in their responses (Horwitz, 1987; Siebert, 2003). EFL and FL learners 

responses were less balanced with some reporting greater competence (Diab, 2000; Horwitz, 

1988; Kern, 1996), others being neutral (Yang, 1992) and some others actually not believing that 

they had a special ability for learning a language (Kim-Yoon, 2000; Kunt, 1997; Oh, 1996; Park, 

1995; Truitt, 1995). Such varied findings may have much to do with the target language being 
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learned relative to the mother tongue of the speaker, the years of study,the cultural differences 

between the groups, and theindividual differences related to individual self-confidence in 

learning foreign languages. 

Regarding timidity about speaking in English (or a foreign language) with other people, 

many monolingual students in the current study agreed they felt timid speaking English, while 

many bilinguals did not. Related to that, the bilinguals reported that they tended to enjoy 

speaking English with native speakers of English or others more than did monolinguals. These 

findings are in line with most of those of other studies which show that the majority of language 

learners in various learning contexts felt shy when speaking a foreign language with other people, 

with the exception of Lebanese-speaking (Diab, 2000) and Turkish-speaking students (Kunt, 

1997).  

When asked to rate the relative difficulty of the target language being learned, nearly half 

of the monolingual Korean and the bilingual Korean-Chinese students believed English to be a 

difficult  or very difficult language and slightly fewer than half of the students rated English as 

medium in difficulty.  The American students of European languages (German, French, and 

Spanish) in Horwitz’s (1988) and Kern’s (1995) studies and the ESL students in Horwit’s (1987) 

and Siebert’s (2003)  research–with the exception of the American learners of Japanese -judged 

their target language as a language of medium difficulty.  American students of Japanese in Oh’s 

(1996) study felt Japanese to be a difficult language, which makes sense because of the great 

disparity in the written symbol systems used between the native and target languages.  The 

majority of EFL learners in previous studies (Diab, 2000; Kim-Yoon, 2000; Kunt, 1997; Park, 

1995; Truitt, 1995; Yang, 1992) reported that English is a medium difficult to difficult language 

to learn.  
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Formal Learning Beliefs 

Formal learning beliefs were different for the two groups.  A third of the bilinguals 

believed that translation has an important role in learning English; however half of the Korean 

students did not feel the same way.  One-third of the bilinguals felt that grammatical knowledge 

was key to learning English, whereas, again, a large number of monolingual Korean students felt 

grammar was not important. More bilinguals than monolinguals agreed that vocabulary learning 

was integral to language learning success. The majority of monolinguals (81%) felt they would 

be likely to make mistakes when speaking English and only about half the bilinguals agreed. 

Thus, more monolinguals felt it was impossible for them to speak English without making 

mistakes. Korean students’ judgment of errors might reflect their current perception of 

themselves as learners as well as their learning history. Monolinguals tended to attend to discreet 

mistakes, while bilinguals are likely to attend to overall communicative competence. While 

bilingual students may have understood that making mistakes in speaking a second language 

(Chinese) could affect survival in their dual language society, the monolinguals lack “survival” 

real life communication. Less than half of the students from either groups, agreed that it is easier 

to read and write English than to speak and understand it. A likely explanation for the finding is 

that classroom English instruction in both countries may implicitly emphasize reading 

comprehension and writing skills due to their test-oriented English education program although 

new trends in English education in both countries are trying to shift to communicative teaching 

and learning, i.e., more oral practice. 

With respect to opinions about traditional learning, monolinguals dismissed formal 

learning more readily than bilinguals in the current study. Bilinguals were clear about the 

importance of learning vocabulary and using translation when learning a language, although they  
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were neutral about grammar acquisition. Conversely, the data from monolinguals discounted 

grammar learning and translation, but not vocabulary learning.   Other EFL and FL learners have 

tended to agree with the monolinguals in this study, with the exception of the Turkish (Kunt, 

1997) and Lebanese students (Diab, 2000). In an FL setting, beginning students ofJapanese were 

neutral about the item, while an intermediate Japanese learner group agreed with the idea (Oh, 

1996).  

In the research, nost EFL and ESL students, including the participants in the current study, 

agreed with the importance of learning vocabulary, while the responses of American students of 

other foreign languages varied.  Students of French (Horwitz, 1988 and Kern, 1995), German, 

and Spanish (Horwitz, 1988) disagreed with the important role of vocabulary in learning a 

language, while a Japanese group (Oh, 1996) agreed with the idea. Responses to beliefs about 

translation also varied from learner to learner. Most American foreign language learners and 

many ESL learners disagreed about the important role of translation in learning, while most EFL 

learners including the bilinguals in the present study agreed with it, two exceptions are the 

monolingual EFL students in the current study and the Taiwanese EFL students in Yang’s (1992) 

research. 

A wide range of opinions across previous studies and the current study exist as to 

whether or not learners should say anything in a foreign language until they can say it correctly.  

This may indicate that many language learners agree that it is impossible to speak a foreign 

language without making any errors, but some are more inclined to risk it than others. 

Foreign Language Aptitude  

 The current study found that monolingual and bilingual students tended to be positive 

about their foreign language learning aptitude.  The difference between the two groups in this 
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category is that the monolinguals felt more strongly than the bilinguals that people have some 

special ability in language learning, believed in the superior language learning ability of children, 

and in the overall ease of learning a particular language.  Conversely, female superiority in 

language learning was more supported by the bilinguals than the monolinguals. 

The most common belief held by current and past language learners is that children have 

a special aptitude for language learning. This can be the supporting evidence for the common 

assumption about the-early-the-better in language learning.  Conversely, data from most ESL, 

EFL, and FL learners (including the monolingual Korean students in this study) denied belief in 

female language learning advantage, while nearly half of the bilingual Korean-Chinese students 

in the current study agreed.  Previous responses from ESL students (Siebert, 2000), Korean EFL 

students (Kim-Yoon, 2000; Park, 1995), and Lebanese students (Diab, 2000) were, for the most 

part, neutral.  Most language learners in major previous studies endorsed the existence of some 

special ability for foreign language learning, with a great range of agreement (37% to 86%).  

Only the Turkish-speaking students in Kunt’s (1997) study rejected the idea of the existence of 

special ability in learning language. 

Research Question 3 

What are the relationships between learners’ beliefs about language learning and 

language-learning strategy use? 

The current study found a close relationship between the Korean and the Korean-Chinese 

students’ beliefs of concerning language learning and their use of learning strategies. These are 

presented as overall profiles first for the monolingual students and then for the bilinguals 

students. 
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Relationship between Beliefs of Monolinguals and Their Strategy Use 

Monolingual Korean student beliefs about motivation for and the nature of learning 

English are closely related to three categories of strategies: metacognitive, memory, and 

compensation strategies.  Among them, a correlation with compensation strategies was the 

strongest followed by metacognitive and memory strategies.  This result implies that 

monolingual students who were highly motivated and had clear view of the nature of learning 

English tended to employ a variety of learning strategies, with focusing on strategies for 

compensating their language learning by memorizing,and regulating their learning. In other 

words, monolingual students who believed in the importance of repetition, practice, and 

excellent pronunciation, and who learned English for instrumental reasons are more likely to use 

clues, make guess, use gestures, and use synonym for comprehension and production of new 

language.  They are also more likely to memorize the lessons’ contents, plan their schedule, set 

clear goals, and think about their learning process, which appear to be major characteristics of 

good language learners as other researchers have suggested (Stern, 1975; Wenden, 1987b).   

In addition, monolingual Korean student beliefs about self-efficacy and confidence in 

learning English were correlated with four strategies. These beliefs were likely to encourage 

monolingual students to emphasize the use of social and practical practice strategies, 

metacognitive strategies, memory strategies, and cognitive strategies. This may imply that the 

monolinguals’ beliefs about self-efficacy and confidence in learning English are more important 

for foreign language learning than other beliefs, influencing the frequency of strategy use.  In 

other words, monolinguals who had high sense of self-efficacy and confidence in learning 

English tend not only to coordinate their learning and memorize the contents, but also to ask 

questions in English, practice English with native English-speakers, ask for help from native 
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speakers, try to talk like native speakers, watch English-language TV and movies, and choose to 

write notes, messages, letters in English.   

Monolingual Korean students who held a positive attitude toward foreign language 

aptitude were more likely to use social and practical practice strategies and affective strategies. 

In other words, monolinguals who believed in gender and age superiority in language learning, 

and the existence of special ability for language learning liked to learn English through practical 

and interactive practice strategies, focusing on communicative use.  They also tended to control 

their emotions to reduce learning anxiety. However, they were less likely use mnemonic 

strategies. Beliefs about formal and structured learning were negatively correlated with social 

and practical practice strategies.  This implies that monolinguals are likely to reject strategies 

related to asking questions of and cooperating with others because their beliefs about effective 

formal learning were likely to discourage the use of social and practical practice strategies. This 

result appears to accord with similar findings of Yang (1992), who found a close correlation 

among EFL learners between self-efficacy of learning English and the use of functional practice 

strategies. 

Relationship between Beliefs of Bilinguals and Their Strategy Use 

The beliefs of the Korean-Chinese students had significant correlation with all six 

strategy areas; greater use of particular strategies depended on their preexisting beliefs 

concerning language learning. Korean-Chinese students who were instrumentally motivated and 

valued the nature of language learning tended to use metacognitive strategies and cognitive 

strategies more than other strategies. Their beliefs about their motivation for and the nature of 

learning English seemed to discourage the use of independent practice and social strategies.  In 

other words, when bilingual students were motivated by instrumental reasons and believed that 
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language learning involves a lot of repetition and memorization, they were more likely to 

regulate their learning and manipulate the target language and be less likely to seek opportunities 

to cooperate with other people and practice English in a functional way.  

Korean-Chinese students who believed in the efficacy of formal and structured learning 

tended to promote learning English by using independent practice and social strategies. Bilingual 

students who found reading and writing in English easier than speaking in English were more 

likely to read magazines, newspaper, and textbooks in English. Those who valued the importance 

of translation and grammar learning were more likely to review English lessons often and 

memorize the content.  Bilinguals who deemed speaking English to be easier than understanding 

English tended to practice English with native speakers and tried to learn about their cultures. 

Bilinguals’ beliefs about foreign language aptitude paralleled the use of metacognitive, affective, 

and memory strategies.   

Korean-Chinese students who had a higher sense of self-efficacy and confidence in 

learning English were more likely to use a variety of learning strategies, excluding for 

independent strategies.  For instance, bilinguals who believed that English is a language difficult 

to learn would be more likely to make guesses and use clues to compensate for missing 

knowledge, coordinate their learning, interact with people, memorize as much as they could, and 

manipulate new input.  They were more likely to plan their schedule for enough time to study.   

As a whole, both monolingual and bilingual groups conceived that self-efficacy and 

confidence in learning English  was the most important factor in language learning, which 

significantly influenced their frequency of use of learning strategies.  The bilinguals’ beliefs 

about motivation and the nature of learning English discouraged the use of certain strategies such 

as independent and social strategies. Monolinguals’ beliefs about formal learning also 
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discouraged them from use social and practical practice strategies. Just as Horwitz (1988) 

reported that certain learners’ beliefs about language learning would likely restrict or expand the 

range of learning strategies used the current study also found that certain monolingual and 

bilingual students’ beliefs concerning language learning influenced the frequency of learning 

strategy use. 

Research Question 4 

What are the similarities or differences between the monolinguals and the bilinguals in  

their choices of language-learning strategies and their beliefs about language learning by gender, 

self-rated English proficiency, or academic major? 

Strategy Use and Beliefs by Gender 

 Strategy use.  

The majority of findings from previous studies on learners’ strategy use have reported 

female dominance in strategy usage (e.g., Green & Oxford, 1995; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; 

Politzer, 1983).  However, the results of the current study revealed that there was no statistically 

significant difference in strategy use by gender across both groups, indicating no gender effect 

on the frequency of strategy use. Mean scores of each category for females (monolinguals and 

bilinguals) were slightly higher than those for males (except the mean score of metacognitive 

strategies of Korean females which was lower than that of Korean males) Although the absence 

of gender differences in the current study provides contradictory results to the majority of studies, 

it was consistent with some previous studies which reported no significant difference between 

males and females in strategy use (Hashim & Sahil, 1994; Wharton, 2000). Importantly, 

sparticipants of these studies had multicultural and multilingual backgrounds as did the 

bilinguals in this study.  It is possible that bilingualism may affect, in some degree, the frequency 
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of strategy use.  Indeed, other studies conducted in monolingual settings with Koreans (Kim, 

2001)  or Taiwanese university students (Chou, 2002) also reported no gender effect on the 

frequency of strategy use as did the monolingual Korean students in this study. Thus, the 

findings of the current study suggest that differences in learning strategy use are not influenced 

by gender, but by other factors. 

Beliefs.  

Regarding the gender difference in beliefs about language learning, the current study 

found that there was no statistically significant variation in the beliefs between the males and the 

females for either group.  This implies that female and male students in both groups held similar 

beliefs about language learning. This echoes the findings of another study on Korean students 

(Truitt, 1995) which found no statistically significant difference between female and male 

Korean students on beliefs about language learning. Of note, is the result when looking at the 

frequency of use of individual items of the two groups in this study, that monolingual females 

(38%) agreed that they enjoyed practicing English with the native English speakers more than 

did monolingual males (26%). Female monolinguals (50%) also felt less timid speaking English 

with other people than did their male counterparts (37%). In the bilingual group, more bilingual 

females than males reported that one should not say anything in English until one can say it 

correctly.  This implies that bilingual males were less strict about making mistakes, while 

bilingual females were less relaxed about making errors in learning English. 

A previous study of Korean students (Kim, 2001) noted that those males had stronger 

beliefs about self-efficacy and practice than the females, while no significant differences were 

found in terms of the other beliefs.  Conversely, Kunt (1997) found significantly higher mean 

scores of females than males, in a Turkish-speaking group concerning beliefs about self-efficacy 
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and confidence in speaking, the importance of formal learning, and beliefs about social 

interaction; in contrast, he reported significant higher mean scores in beliefs about ease of 

learning English of males than females. 

Not enough research has been carried out make any conclusive statements regarding the 

effects of gender on beliefs concerning language learning. It is possible that gender differences in 

language learning are more obvious and relevant for children than for adults. 

Strategy Use and Beliefs by Academic Major 

Strategy use.  

 In relation to the influences of learners’ academic majors on strategy use and choices, the 

majority of previous research reported differences in strategy use among students with different 

academic majors. While some studies found that academic specialization had a strong effect on 

strategy use (Chang, 1990; Chou, 2002; Mullins, 1992; Osanai, 2000; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; 

Politzer and McGroarty, 1985; Yang, 1992), others reported the absence of any significant 

interaction between academic major and strategy use (Lee, 1998; Wharton, 2000) 

In the current study, statistically significant differences in strategy use across academic 

majors were found among bilingual Korean-Chinese students, but not among monolingual 

Korean students.  That is, the current study revealed a balanced student ratio in all majors in both 

groups, the variation of strategy use by academic major was found only in bilinguals. For 

instance, Humanities and Engineering majors in the bilingual group tended to seek more 

opportunities to practice English functionally and independently through communicative use of 

English, such as writing notes, letters, and reports, reading magazines, books, and newspapers 

than did Social Sciences and Science majors. This finding accords with the majority of previous 

studies which revealed differences in strategy use across students with different academic majors.  
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However, when looking at strategy use by each academic major, the finding of the current study 

is somewhat different from those of previous studies.  For instance, Politzer and McGroarty 

(1985) found that students majoring in Humanities, Social Sciences, and Education used more 

learning strategies than Science and Engineering majors did.  In Oxford and Nyikos’ (1989) 

study, the Humanities, Social Science, or Education majors used practical practice strategies 

more frequently than did those majoring in technical field. Chang (1990) also reported more 

frequent use of overall strategies by Humanities, Social Sciences, or Education majors than by 

Science major. Peacock and Ho (2003) found that English and Education majors reported higher 

overall strategy use than Mathematics, Sciences, Engineering and Computer Science.   

However, in the current study, not only the Humanities and but also Engineering majors 

were found to be the most frequent users of independent strategies, while the consensus of 

previous studies showed less strategy use by Engineering majors.  A possible explanation for the 

finding is that the characteristics of the university in the science and technology fields (that 

which the bilinguals attend) might affect the frequency of use of learning strategies.  That is, 

since the university has strong programs in science and technology, more students with good 

learning skills in general may attend in the university.  Therefore, the students, especially those 

majoring in Engineering, may be advanced in learning English (or a foreign language) and have 

the potential to be good language learners who generally employ more learning strategies. 

Additionally,more Korean-Chinese students majoring in Humanities and Engineering 

than those majoring in Social Sciences used cognitive strategies.  As Oxford (1990) explained, 

cognitive strategies are essential in language learning and are typically the most popular among 

adults. Again, bilingual students majoring in Humanities and Engineering may have strong 

academic skills which lead them to be good language learners with high level of cognitive skills 
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in language learning.  This may influence them to use cognitive strategies more than other 

strategies. Conversely, academic specialization did not affect the frequency of strategy use of the 

monolingual Korean students, which accords with the findings of some previous studies (Lee, 

1998; Wharton, 2000).  A possible reason for the lack of an effect of academic majors on 

strategy use in the monolingual Korean group is that Korean students, regardless of their majors, 

employed a variety of strategies for improving their English proficiency as it is viewed as 

substantially affecting their future job opportunities.  Since English proficiency is an essential 

component for higher education and better job opportunities in Korea, almost all students, no 

matter what they study, put tremendous effort into achieving high level of English proficiency. 

Therefore, among this particular group of monolinguals, the choices of academic majors may not 

be a factor that influences the frequency of use of certain language-learning strategies.  

Beliefs.   

While the current study revealed that there were no significant differences in beliefs 

about language learning by academic major in the monolingual group, academic major was the 

factor influencing beliefs of bilingual Korean-Chinese students concerning language learning.  

According to the findings, Humanities and Engineering majors of bilingual students had more 

regard for formal and structured learning than Social Science and Science majors, showing a 

greater tendency to be concerned about grammar and vocabulary learning, translation in learning 

languages, and agreeing that reading and writing in English is easier than speaking and 

understanding it.   

The findings of previous studies on the variation of beliefs according to academic major 

appear to be varied.  A study of Korean students by Truitt (1995) reported that English majors 

had significantly higher means than premed majors in self-efficacy and confidence in speaking 
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and motivation for learning English.  Similarly, Yang (1992) also found that foreign language 

majors had higher means than other majors (Science, Humanities, and Business) on the beliefs 

about foreign language aptitude.  Another study of Korean learners by Kim-Yoon (2000) found 

that Humanities major had greater confidence in speaking English than Engineering majors, and 

Science majors had a greater tendency to reject the concept of foreign language aptitude than 

other majors.  A possible reason for varied findings on the effect of academic major on beliefs 

about language learning may be the degree of involvement of language (English) in their future 

job or education. 

Strategy Use and Beliefs by Self-Rated English Proficiency 

Strategy use.  

Overall, the results of the current study revealed a linear relationship between strategy 

use and self-rated English proficiency of both monolingual Korean and bilingual Korean-

Chinese groups.  The majority of previous studies on language learning strategies also reported a 

positive relationship between strategy use and language proficiency (Bremner, 1998; Green & 

Oxford, 1995; Griffiths, 2003; Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995; Park, 1997; Sheory, 1999; Wharton, 

2000).  

Meanwhile, when looking at the difference between two groups in the relationship 

between strategy use and self-rated English proficiency, intermediate and advanced levels of 

both groups did not have significant difference in the frequency of strategy use, while beginning 

level of bilingual Korean-Chinese students reported significant use of strategies compared to 

beginning level of monolingual Korean students. This may indicate that monolingual students 

who rated their English proficiency as beginning level may be less experienced in language 
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learning compared to beginning level of bilinguals who were more experienced and possibly 

trained in language learning through their early Korean and Chinese acquisition.   

After a close examination of use of six categories of strategy by two groups, interestingly, 

all three proficiency levels (beginning, intermediate, and advanced) of bilinguals along with the 

advanced level of monolingual students preferred to use metacognitive strategies. Beginning and 

intermediate levels of monolingual group used compensation strategies most.  This support a 

major premise of this study that the more learners are advanced, the more they develop language-

learning skills.  Consequently, more developed language skills may lead to the use of 

metacognitive and cognitive strategies (Oxford, 1990).  Furthermore, frequent use of 

metacognitive strategies by bilinguals regardless of proficiency levels may indicate that early 

acquisition of dual language (bilingualism) affect the frequency of strategy use as well.   

When looking at the difference in strategy use by self-rated proficiency within group, the 

current study found statistically significant use of social and practical practice, metacognitive, 

and cognitive strategies by high proficiency levels of monolinguals, with the exception of 

compensation strategies. However, a variation in the use of compensation strategies of 

monolinguals indicates those who rated themselves as intermediate learners used more 

compensation strategies than advanced and beginning levels. This finding supports similar 

findings of previous studies by Phillips (1991) and Hong and Leavell, (in review) which found a 

curvilinear relationship between English proficiency levels and strategy use.  They found that 

students in intermediate level used learning strategies more than beginning and advanced levels.  

A possible explanation for those findings is that monolingual Korean students in intermediate 

level might the group of learners who are transitioning to a more advanced language learning 

level and may be in a stage where they are more conscious of their language learning skills and 
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what works and what does not. This active language learning may result in heightened awareness 

of the value of learning strategies, yet may mean that learners’ application of the strategies is not 

yet automatic as they would be at an advanced level.  This is supported by Rubin’s research that 

indicated the more advanced the learner, the more subconscious or instinctive the application of 

strategies become during learning (Rubin, 1981).  

Furthermore, a positive relationship between strategy use and proficiency level was also found in 

bilingual group. Independent strategies were used more often by higher proficiency levels of 

bilinguals (advanced and intermediate), while memory strategies were more frequently used by 

bilinguals who consider their proficiency at intermediate level than those who rated their 

proficiency as beginning level.  The findings of positive relationship between strategy use and 

self-rated proficiency in both groups support the results of previous studies (Oxford and Nyikos, 

1989; Wharton, 2000) revealing  more frequent and more effective use of strategies by the 

students with the higher self-rated proficiencies. Studies also reported a linear relationship 

between strategy use and language proficiency (Bremner, 1998; Chou, 2002; Green & Oxford, 

1995; Griffiths, 2003; Park, 1997).  The findings of the current studies appear to accord with the 

results of these previous studies although these studies used standardized tests or placement tests 

to measure learners’ language proficiency. 

Beliefs.  

Another background factor that significantly affects variation of beliefs was self-rated 

English proficiency.  Significant difference in beliefs of monolingual Korean students according 

to self-rated proficiency were found on beliefs about motivation/nature of learning English and 

beliefs about self-efficacy and confidence in learning English. Korean students who considered 

themselves intermediate learners were more motivated to learn English and showed stronger 
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beliefs about the nature of learning than those who thought their proficiency at a beginning level. 

Monolingual students in intermediate levels tended to learn English for instrumental reasons and 

agreed  on the importance of repetition and practice in learning languages, desire to learn to 

speak English well, and would like to have friends who are native speakers of English.  

Furthermore, monolingual students who rated their English proficiency advanced and 

intermediate held stronger sense of self-efficacy and confidence in learning English than those 

who believed they were beginners in language learning. These findings indicate that monolingual 

students in these two levels were more likely to self-talk and have high self-esteem about 

language learning.  They tended to believe in their special ability for foreign language learning, 

enjoy practicing English with the native speakers of English, be conscious about the difficulty of 

English, and feel they would learn to speak English very well.  

On the other hand, significant differences were also found in beliefs of bilingual students 

about formal language learning and self-efficacy and confidence in learning English by self-rated 

proficiency level. The finding implies that bilingual Korean-Chinese students who believed they 

were advanced and intermediate learners than those who rated their proficiency as beginning 

level had stronger beliefs in the importance of formal learning.  Likewise, Korean-Chinese 

students who thought their proficiency at advanced level were more confident and more aware of 

self-efficacy in learning English than those who conceived their proficiency at the levels of 

intermediate and beginning.   

Similar findings were reported in a study of Turkish-speaking students by Kunt (1997).  

The study found that proficiency level had a significant effect on self-efficacy and confidence in 

speaking and beliefs about foreign language aptitude. However, a study investigating the 

influence of proficiency level on beliefs of Lebanese students (Diab, 2000) reported somewhat 
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different findings.  The study found that students with low intermediate proficiency in English 

than students with high intermediate proficiency had higher means on the importance of 

accuracy in speaking English.  

It is hard to draw conclusion about the effect of language proficiency on learners’ beliefs 

due to the paucity of previous studies on this matter. However, students from both groups 

(monolinguals and bilinguals) in the current study and Turkish-speaking students with high 

proficiency level appear to have a tendency to place great value on their sense of self-efficacy 

and confidence in learning English. Similarly, previous studies found the correlation between 

self-efficacy and academic performance (e.g., Bandura, 1977; Meier, McCarthy, & Schmeck, 

1984; Prawer, 1974).  Meier, et al. (1984) found that students’ assessment of their self-efficacy 

with regard to writing were significant predictors of grades on actual composition.  Prawer 

(1974) found a strong positive correlation between feelings of efficacy and foreign language 

grades. As those previous study advocated, beliefs about self-efficacy (“I am capable of success 

in learning a new language”) and confidence are essential in learning language among other 

beliefs.  

Conclusions 

 The current study was the first research attempt to investigate what monolingual Korean 

and bilingual Korean-Chinese university students believe about learning languages and what 

kind of language-learning strategies they use.  This study has presented empirical evidence 

reflecting the interaction between learners’ beliefs about language learning and their self-

reported use of learning strategies.  Additionally, evidence of the relative influence of individual 

background variables (e.g., gender, academic major, and self-rated proficiency) on the frequency 
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of strategy use and learners’ beliefs about language learning has been also provided. Several 

conclusions from the findings are discussed in the following section. 

First, monolingual Korean and bilingual Korean-Chinese EFL students employed a 

variety of language-learning strategies when learning English and reported similarities and 

differences in strategy use. Although the context for formal English education in the Yanbian 

Autonomous Prefecture (Korean-Chinese community) appears to be less favorable than that in 

Korea, bilingual Korean-Chinese students showed higher use of learning strategies than did 

monolingual Korean students, evidence of bilinguals’ greater potential ability to learn a new 

language or superior language learning abilities as previous studies presented (Nation & 

McLaughlin, 1986; Nayiak, et al., 1990; Thomas, 1988).  At this point, although evidence of 

English proficiency (measured by standardized tests) of two groups is not available, higher self-

reported proficiency of bilinguals was reported, which appear to support some evident of the 

assumption of bilingual superior ability to learn a new language. 

In addition, a comparison of the findings of previous studies revealed several similarities 

as well as some interesting differences in the responses to the SILL items between beliefs about 

language learning of the participants of the current study and those of ESL learners (Chang, 

1990; Phillips, 1991; Osanai, 2000), FL learners (Oxford & Ehrman, 1995; Wharton, 2000), EFL 

learners (Al-Otabi, 2004; Bremner, 1998; Chang, 2003; Chou, 2002; Mullins, 1992; Nisbet, 

2002; Wang, 1996; Yang, 1999), and other Korean learners (Kim, 2001; Lee, 1998; Park, 1997). 

Second, the current study reported monolingual Korean and bilingual Korean-Chinese 

students reported holding various opinions about language learning. For instance, students from 

both groups held strong instrumental motivation for learning English, possibly, because of self-

imposed or other-imposed pressures at home, students were motivated to learn English for 
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academic purposes and better job opportunities more so than rather than the purpose of social 

interaction. This study found that not only learning context influenced beliefs of the students in 

this study but also societal trends in language learning regarding the advantages of English 

fluency.  

The difference in language use in daily life in two countries was also a factor that made 

differences in strategy use as well as beliefs of the students. For example, some degree of fluency 

in two languages (Korean and Chinese) for Korean-Chinese students is necessary for survival 

reasons in the community. Dual language acquisition at an early age is encouraged at all social, 

educational, and economic levels in the Korean-Chinese community. This may influence 

opinions of Korean-Chinese students concerning language learning.  In addition, Horwitz’s 

(1987) argument for the significance of previous learning experiences on language learners’ is 

applicable here. The difference in learning experiences of the participants from different socio-

educational learning setting between the two countries could likely have been one of the factors 

that affected beliefs of the students in the current study. In addition, the sacrifice that many 

students have made to come to America to study English and continue their education would 

leave no doubt as to the seriousness of these language learners’ desire to learn English.  

Furthermore, the participant in this study held not only similar but also different beliefs 

concerning language learning from those of American foreign language learners (Horwitz, 1988; 

Kern, 1995; Oh, 1996), ESL university students (Horwitz, 1987; Siebert, 2003), Taiwanese EFL 

university students (Yang, 1992), Korean EFL university students (Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995; 

Kim-Yoon, 2000), Turkish EFL university students (Kunt, 1997), and Lebanese EFL university 

students (Diab, 2000).   Some of contrasting findings across the studies with learners in various 

learning and cultural contexts may support the argument that learners’ beliefs influenced by the 
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different language learning contexts (ESL, EFL, or FL), educational or cultural background, and 

stages of language learning. 

Third, significant correlation between learners’ beliefs concerning language learning and 

their use of learning a strategy indicates that learners’ beliefs about language learning seem to 

relate to their use of learning strategies in parallel and inverse ways, all of which, however, are 

logical relationships. Beliefs of students from both groups concerning self-efficacy and 

confidence in learning English significantly correlated to most learning strategies.  This indicates 

that the higher students’ feelings of efficacy and confidence in learning English, the higher the 

frequency of strategy use as well as a variety of strategy use. This is likely a reciprocal 

relationship, meaning that as ability grows, so does confidence and vice versa.  Beliefs of 

monolinguals about motivation for and the nature of learning English were also significantly 

associated with their use of compensation strategies, while those of bilinguals had significant 

correlation with cognitive strategies.  In addition, some beliefs of students in the present study 

also negatively affected the use of learning strategies, indicating that in some cases students’ 

beliefs may restrict the use of learning strategies (e.g., learners with strong beliefs in importance 

of formal learning are more likely not use social strategies).  However, caution is needed when 

interpreting the relationship between learners’ beliefs about language learning and their use of 

learning strategies.  Similar to findings reported in Yang (1992), a reciprocal correlation between 

learner’s beliefs and strategy use might exist instead of a causal relationship between them.  In 

other words, it is possible that learners’ beliefs may cause their use of strategies, and that 

learners’ use of strategies may lead their use of learning strategies.  

Finally, the findings of the current study have served as a useful reminder that not only 

learners’ beliefs about language learning affect the use of learning strategies, but also individual 
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background variables (e.g., academic major and self-rated English proficiency) influence 

frequency of use and choice of strategy and beliefs about language learning. 

Implications  

The findings of the current study suggest several implications for research on second or 

foreign language teaching and learning and practice of English education in Korea and Korean-

Chinese community in China.  This study found variety in the strategy use and beliefs about 

language learning of these EFL college students as well as a close correlation between their 

beliefs and strategy use (within group).  Theories underpinning learning strategy and beliefs 

research have been linked to a cognitive theory of information processing which supports 

controlling new information by processing, storing, and retrieving the information (Cohen, 1998; 

Ellis, 1994; McLaughlin & Nayak, 1989; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Wenden, 1986).  The 

findings of the present study also suggest that use of learning strategies and learners’ beliefs take 

an important role in information processing in language learning, indicating that flexible use of 

learning strategies of students occurred during the process of restructuring in-taken information 

(McLaughlin, Rossman, & McLeod, 1983).  In the socio-cultural perspective, human knowledge 

is embedded in the social and physical context and implicit and explicit socialization practices of 

learners are involved in constructing language and literacy (Ochs & Schieffelin, 1995; Valsiner 

& van der Veer, 2000).  Studies also emphasize the fact that it is impossible to separate human 

behaviors from its context because any specific behaviors take place in a specific social and 

cultural setting (O’Connor & Michaels, 1996; Rogoff, 1998).  The current study also suggests 

that socio-affective approaches of language learners contribute development and constructing 

new knowledge in language learning. 
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The findings of previous studies in second or foreign language teaching and learning 

suggested interactions between learners’ existing opinions about language learning and their 

choice of strategy use and approaches to learning languages (Horwitz, 1987, 1988; Kim, 2001; 

Park, 1995; Wenden, 1987b; Yang, 1999).  The results of the current study also supported the 

suggestions by providing the empirical evidence of the complicated relationship between 

learners’ beliefs and their strategy use.  Thus, educators and curricula developers in both 

countries should take the account of the findings of the current study when devising curricula 

and placing students in a certain stage of learning.    

Pedagogically, the findings of the current study suggest that teachers should be aware of 

learners’ beliefs of language learning and their strategy use as well as their own beliefs about 

language learning in order to assist less successful language learners to be successful and 

maintain their students’ motivation and confidence in learning language with high self-efficacy.  

The knowledge of learners’ beliefs and learning strategies may help to explain why students hold 

particular notions about language learning and use the strategies. Language teachers in Korean 

and Korea-Chinese communities tend to play the role of transmitters of knowledge of the target 

language in classroom (teacher-centered teaching approach) instead of facilitators in language 

teaching and learning. As most students in the current study reported holding disbeliefs about 

effectiveness of traditional learning (e.g., grammar learning and learning to translate) and low 

use of social and practical practice strategies, the teachers should focus on classroom activities 

based on the concepts of communicative teaching and learning.  Teachers should encourage 

students to use strategies involving practical practice which aid the development of 

communicative competence.  This may cultivate approaches to learner-centered learning in 

learning English in Korean and Korean-Chinese communities. One important note here is the 
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possible lack of understanding that monolinguals evidenced regarding the challenging nature of 

language learning and how much time and effort it can take to develop greater proficiency. 

Teachers (especially those of beginning and intermediate learners) may need to direct students’ 

in their planning and scheduling by offering possible time frames for assignments and suggested 

periods of time for review and practice. 

Socio-cultural implications  focus on attention to the fact that in a bilingual learning 

context such as the Korean-Chinese community, it is important to keep in mind that Korean-

Chinese students come from a variety of different backgrounds, such as different levels of 

proficiency in Korean and Chinese, different types of schooling (Korean ethnic versus Chinese), 

and English learning experience in secondary school (English versus Japanese), which may 

affect their beliefs about language learning and their choice of strategies.  As previous studies 

argued bilinguals’ learning potential and superior abilities in learning language (Bialystok, 2001; 

Lerea & Kohut, 1961; Nation & McLaughlin, 1986; Nayak, et. al., 1990; Thomas, 1988), this 

study also supported the argument of the superiority of the bilinguals as good language learners 

over other subjects (e.g., monolinguals) with less experience in language learning. Therefore, 

foreign language educators and curriculum developers of Korean-Chinese students need to keep 

in mind that a homogeneous language-in-education policy is not likely to succeed in a Korean-

Chinese community where two cultures and languages meet together and several heterogeneous 

groups with different views about foreign language learning and teaching may exist. Any 

attempts to formulate foreign language curricula at the national level should take such factors 

into account. The participants’ distinctive ways of learning languages and their beliefs 

concerning language learning should remind publishers of materials for learning English in both 
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countries for producing effective and appropriate materials, especially for the Korean-Chinese 

students whose bilingual abilities can be merits in learning English. 

This study also suggests examination of beliefs should be combined with strategy training 

conducted in a regular language classroom (e.g., strategies-based instruction) in order to 

ultimately assist students to develop more effective learning strategies and practical ideas for 

their learning.  As previous studies also argued about the effectiveness of appropriate strategy 

training on learners’ autonomous and independent learning (Chamot & Küpper, 1989; Cohen & 

Aphek, 1980; O'Malley, et al., 1985; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Chamot, 1990; Wenden, 1987c), 

strategy training in classroom may contribute to enhance awareness of Korean and Korean-

Chinese students about good learning strategies in the most efficient way, which may improve 

their language abilities overall.  In strategy and beliefs training, teachers should openly address 

issues of effective strategy use and erroneous or unrealistic beliefs about language learning 

through activities such as classroom discussions about learning languages.  After identified the 

students’ beliefs concerning language learning, teacher should implement practical procedures to 

overcome erroneous beliefs and highlight beliefs that facilitate learning.    

Recommendations for Future Research 

Based on the findings of the current study, the current study recommends the following 

areas for future research. 

      The current study provided primary data on learners’ beliefs about language learning and 

their use of strategies through mainly two self-reported questionnaires and one open-ended 

question at one point in time.  Thus, more studies need to be carried out using other methodology 

such as interviews, observation, diaries, or longitudinal procedures in order to provide more 

comprehensive understanding on beliefs of the Korean and Korean-Chinese students in the 
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current study about language learning and their strategy use.   In addition, studies using an 

experimental research design (control vs. experimental groups) need to be conducted.  

Researchers can administer a pre-test before strategy and beliefs training and a posttest after 

completing the training to determine whether they demonstrate significant differences in beliefs 

about language learning and strategy use.  Considering that the majority of previous studies 

involved a large number of learners, case studies of individuals combined with longitudinal 

approach is also recommended to see close look at individuals’ beliefs about language learning 

and strategy use. Studies more clearly linking language learning beliefs and strategies to 

measures of language proficiency would also be helpful. 

      Several previous studies have attempted to ensure the validity and reliability of the 

instruments in the current study.  In order to make the results more generalizable and verify the 

reliability of the instruments used in the current study, this study should be replicated with 

Korean and Korean-Chinese students in other majors and at other universities. In addition, this 

study can be replicated using subjects with different age populations, different language 

background, and different cultures to compare the similarities and differences in learners’ beliefs 

and strategy use.   

      The majority of previous studies on learners’ beliefs and their strategy use were 

conducted with monolingual subjects and in monolingual environments.  However, more studies 

using subjects from bilingual and multilingual contexts in other parts of the world need to be 

carried out to compare similarities and differences in language learning behaviors and thoughts 

between bilinguals (multilingual) and monolinguals. 

      The current study was conducted to determine influence of individual background 

variables, such as gender, academic major, and self-rated English proficiency, on beliefs about 
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language learning and strategy use.  However, studies using variables influencing on learners’ 

beliefs and strategy use other than used in the current study, such as learning styles, different 

cultural background, motivation, anxiety, previous language learning experience, age, and 

language proficiency, need to be carried out for better understanding of individual differences in 

beliefs and strategy use.  

      More studies assessing beliefs about language learning and learning strategies which 

work for particular learning tasks (e.g., grammar, vocabulary, and reading) are also 

recommended.  Finally, studies comparing language teachers’ beliefs about language learning as 

well as their strategy use with those of students need to be carried out.  It would be interesting to 

see how teachers’ beliefs and strategy use match or discrepant from those of students. Such 

studies will provide us with more understanding about influence of teachers’ beliefs and strategy 

use on students.   
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APPENDIX A 
 

STRATEGIES INVENTORY FOR LANGUAGE LEARNING 
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                                                               Part I 
 

Strategies Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) (Oxford, 1990) 
 
 Directions:  Please read carefully each statement and choose one answer (1, 2, 3, 4 or 5) that  
        tells 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. 
 
          1.   Never true of me   
          2.   Almost never true of me.  
          3.   Somewhat true of me.  
          4.   Almost always true of me.  
          5.   Always true of me.  
 
1. I think of the relationship between what I already know and new things I learn in  
    English. 

Never                                            Always 
   1           2           3           4           5 

2. I use new English words in a sentence so I can remember them. 
     1           2           3           4           5 

3. I connect the sound of a new English word and an image or picture of the word to help  
me remember the word.  
    1           2           3           4           5 

4. I remember a new English word by making a mental picture of a situation in which the   
    word might be used. 
         1           2           3           4           5 
5. I use rhymes to remember new English words (e.g., know-no, nail-snail, cat-bat). 

 1           2           3           4           5 
6. I use flashcards to remember new English words. 

 1           2           3           4           5 
7. I physically act out new English words.  

 1           2           3           4           5 
8. I review English lessons often.  
         1           2           3           4           5 
9. I remember new English words or phrases by remembering their location on the page,  
    on the board, or on a street sign.  

 1           2           3           4           5 
10. I say or write new English words several times.  

   1           2           3           4           5 
11. I try to talk like native English speakers.  
         1           2           3           4           5 
12. I practice the sounds of English.  

 1           2           3           4           5 
13. I use the English words I know in different ways.  

 1           2           3           4           5 
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14. I start conversations in English.      
 Never                                              Always 

            1           2           3           4           5 
15. I watch English language television shows spoken in English or go to movies spoken 
      in English.  

    1           2           3           4           5 
 16. I read magazines, books, newspapers, and textbooks written in English. 

    1           2           3           4           5 
 17. I write notes, messages, letters or reports in English.  

    1           2           3           4           5 
18. I first skim an English passage (read over the passage quickly) then go back and read  
      carefully.  

    1           2           3           4           5 
19. I look for words in my own language (Korean or Chinese) that are similar to new  
      words In English.  

    1          2           3            4           5 
20. I try to find patterns (grammar) in English. 

    1          2           3            4           5 
21. I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it into parts that I understand.  

    1          2           3            4           5 
22. I try not to translate word-for-word. 

    1           2           3           4           5 
23. I make summaries of information that I hear or read in English.  

    1           2           3           4           5 
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, I use gestures.  

    1           2           3            4          5 
26. I make up new words if I do not know the right ones in English.  

    1           2           3            4          5 
27. I read English without looking up every new word.  

    1           2           3            4          5 
28. I try to guess what the other person will say next in English.  

    1           2           3           4           5 
29. If I can't think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that means the same thing.  

    1           2           3           4           5 
30. I try to find as many ways as I can to use my English. 

    1           2           3           4           5 
31. I notice my English mistakes and use that information to help me do better. 

     1           2           3           4           5 
32. I pay attention when someone is speaking English. 

     1           2           3           4           5 
33. I try to find out how to be a better learner of English.  

     1           2           3           4           5 
34. I plan my schedule so I will have enough time to study English.  

     1           2           3           4           5 
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35. I look for people I can talk to in English. 
          Never                                              Always 
              1           2           3           4           5 
36. I look for opportunities to read as much as possible in English.  

     1           2           3           4           5 
37. I have 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 
39. I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using English.  

     1           2           3           4           5 
40. I encourage myself to speak English even when I feel afraid of making a mistake.  

     1           2           3           4           5 
41. I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in English. 

     1           2           3           4           5 
42. I notice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying or using English.  

     1           2           3           4           5 
43. I write down my feelings in a language learning diary.  

     1           2           3           4           5 
44. I talk to someone else about how I feel about learning English.  

     1           2           3           4           5 
45. If I do not understand something in English, I ask the other person to slow down or  
      say it again.  

     1           2           3           4           5 
46. I ask English speakers to correct me when I talk.  

     1           2           3           4           5 
47. I practice English with other students or native English speakers. 

     1           2           3           4           5 
48. I ask for help from English speakers. 

     1           2           3           4           5 
49. I ask questions in English to other students or native English speakers. 

     1           2           3           4           5 
50. I try to learn about the culture of English speakers.  

     1           2           3           4           5 
51. Describe any language learning strategies you use other than those listed above. 
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                                                                   Part I 
            

Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) 
(Korean Version) 

 
언어 (영어) 학습을 위한 전략 목록 설문지 

 
 영어 학습을 위한 전략의 각 문항을 읽으시고 귀하에게 해당하는 답을 다섯 개의 예문 중에서 한 
개를 선택하시어 번호에 동그라미 하여 주십시오.  
 
예문:   1     결코 그렇지 않다 

2 보통 그렇지 않다 
3 약간 그렇다 
4 보통 그렇다 
5 항상 그렇다 
 

1. 나는 영어로 새로운 것을 배울 때, 내가 이미 영어로 알고 있는 것과 그 새로 배운 것을 연관 
   지어 생각해 본다. 
   결코 그렇지 않다                                       항상 그렇다 

         1              2              3        4              5 
2. 나는 새로운 단어를 잘 기억하기 위하여 그 단어로 문장을 만들어 사용한다. 

         1              2       3        4              5 
3. 나는 새로운 영어 단어를 잘 기억하기 위하여 그 새로운 단어의 소리 (sound)를 그 단어의 
    이미지나 혹은 그림과 연결 지어 본다. 

         1              2       3        4              5 
4. 나는 새로운 영어 단어가 사용될 수 있는 상황을 머릿속에 그려봄으로써 그 단어를 잘 기억한다. 

         1              2       3        4              5 
5. 나는 새로운 영어 단어를 잘 기억하기 위하여 그 단어의 발음과 비슷한 단어를 연관 지어 본다 
    (예: know-no, nail-snail, cat-bat). 
                 1              2       3        4              5 
6. 나는 새로운 영어 단어를 잘 기억하기 위하여 단어 카드를 사용한다. 

         1              2       3        4              5 
7. 나는 새로운 영어 단어를 잘 기억하기 위하여 단어의 뜻을 몸짓으로 동작을 해본다. 

         1              2       3        4              5 
8. 나는 영어 강의 노트를 자주 복습한다. 

         1              2       3        4              5 
9. 나는 새로운 영어 단어나 구절이 책이나 칠판 혹은 거리의 간판 등에 적혀있던 것을 기억해 
   봄으로써 그 단어를 기억한다. 

       1               2       3        4              5 
10. 나는 새로운 영어 단어를 반복하여 말해 보거나 혹은 여러 번 써 본다. 

       1               2       3        4              5 
11. 나는 영어를 모국어로 사용하는 사람들처럼 말하려고 시도해 본다. 

       1               2       3        4              5 
12. 나는 영어 발음을 연습 (practice) 한다. 
               1               2        3         4             5 
13. 나는 알고 있는 영어 단어를 여러 가지 방법으로 사용해 본다. 

       1               2        3         4             5 
14. 나는 영어로 대화하려고 노력한다.              

       1             2        3         4             5 
15. 나는 영어를 사용하는 TV 프로그램이나 영화를 보거나 한다. 

       1             2        3         4             5 
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16. 나는 영어로 된 전공 서적뿐 아니라, 영어로 쓰여진 책, 신문, 잡지를 읽는다.            
             그렇지 않다                                      항상 그렇다 

             1             2        3        4              5 
17. 나는 편지, 일기, 메모, 보고서, 글을 영어로 써 본다. 

             1             2        3        4              5 
18. 나는 영어 문장을 한번 훑어 본 후 되돌아가서 다시 주의 깊게 읽는다. 

             1             2        3        4              5 
19. 나는 새로운 영어 단어와 비슷한 의미의 우리말의 단어를 생각해 본다. 

             1             2        3        4              5 
20. 나는 영어 문법을 이해하기 위하여 애쓴다. 

             1             2        3        4              5 
21. 나는 영어단어를 익힐 때, 알기 쉽게 그 단어의 어원을 파악하며 익힌다.  

             1             2        3        4              5 
22. 나는 영어로 읽을 때, 모든 단어를 우리말로 번역하지 않는다.  

             1             2        3        4              5 
23.  나는 영어로 듣거나 읽는 내용을 요약해 본다. 

             1             2        3        4              5 
24. 나는 영어로 듣거나 읽을 때, 잘 모르는 단어를 이해하기 위해 추측한다. 

             1             2        3        4              5 
25. 나는 대화 도중 영어로 어떤 표현을 할 수 없을 때, 몸짓을 사용하여 표현해 본다. 

             1             2        3        4              5 
26. 나는 만약 적당한 영어 단어를 모를 경우엔, 새로운 단어를 만들어서 사용한다. 

             1             2        3        4              5 
27. 나는 영어로 읽을 때, 모르는 단어가 나오면 일일이 다 사전을 찾아보지 않는다 

             1             2        3        4              5 
28. 나는 대화 도중 상대방이 다음에 영어로 무엇을 이야기할 것인지 추측해 본다. 
                   1             2        3        4              5 
29. 나는 만약 적당한 단어가 생각나지 않을 경우, 같은 의미의 다른 단어를 사용한다. 

            1              2        3        4              5 
30. 나는 영어를 사용할 수 있는 가능한 많은 방법을 발견하려고 노력한다. 

            1              2        3        4              5 
31. 나는 내가 영어를 사용할 때 실수하는 것을 알아차리며, 영어를 더욱 잘하려고 그러한 
     실수를 두려워하지 않는다. 

            1              2        3        4              5 
32. 나는 어떤 사람이 영어로 말할 때, 중요한 단어에 세심한 주의를 기울인다. 

            1              2        3        4              5 
33. 나는 영어를 더욱 잘 배울 수 있도록 여러 방법을 찾으려 애쓴다. 
                    1              2        3        4              5 
34. 나는 영어를 충분히 공부할 수 있도록 세심한 계획을 세운다. 

            1              2        3        4              5 
35. 나는 영어로 같이 이야기할 수 있는 사람을 찾는다. 

            1              2        3        4              5 
36. 나는 영어로 가능한 많이 읽을 기회를 추구한다. 

            1              2        3        4              5 
37. 나는 영어 실력을 향상 시키기 위한 분명한 목표를 가지고 있다. 
                    1              2        3        4              5 
38. 나는 영어 공부를 하면서 나의 영어 실력 향상에 대해 생각한다. 

            1              2        3        4              5 
39. 나는 영어를 사용하는 것에 대한 두려움을 느낄 때, 여러 가지 방법으로 긴장을 푼다. 

            1              2        3        4              5 
40. 나는 실수하는 것에 대한 두려움을 느낄 때도 영어로 말하도록 내 자신을 격려한다. 

            1              2        3        4              5 
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41. 나는 어떤 것을 영어로 잘했을 때, 내 자신에게 그만한 보상이나 칭찬을 해준다.  
            그렇지 않다                                        항상 그렇다 

            1              2        3         4             5 
42. 나는 영어 공부할 때나 영어를 사용할 때 긴장되거나 예민해지는 심리 상태를 알아차린다. 

            1              2        3         4             5 
43. 나는 영어 공부할 때 느끼는 감정을 일기로 적는다. 

            1              2        3         4             5 
44. 나는 영어 공부를 할 때 느끼는 감정에 관하여 다른 사람에게 이야기 한다. 

            1              2        3         4             5 
45. 나는 만약 상대방이 영어로 하는 말을 이해 할 수 없을 경우, 그 이야기를 천천히 혹은 
      다시 말해 달라고 한다. 
                    1              2        3         4             5 
46. 나는 영어로 말 할 때, 영어를 모국어로 사용하는 사람들이나 친구들에게 잘못된 것을 
      고쳐달라고 말한다. 

            1              2        3         4             5 
47. 나는 영어를 모국어로 사용하는 사람들이나 친구들과 함께 영어를 연습한다. 

            1              2        3         4             5 
48. 나는 영어를 모국어로 하는 사람들에게 영어학습에 관한 도움을 부탁하곤 한다. 

            1              2        3         4             5 
49. 나는 영어로 영어를 모국어로 사용하는 사람들이나 친구들에게 영아로 질문한다. 

            1              2        3         4             5 
50. 나는 영어를 모국어로 사용하는 사람들의 문화에 관하여 배우려고 한다. 

            1              2        3         4             5 
51. 위에 열거된 항목들 외에, 귀하가 사용하는 외국어 학습 전략들이 있으면 적어주십시오. 
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                                                              Part II 

                Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory (BALLI) (Horwitz, 1987) 
 
Directions: Below are some beliefs that people have about learning foreign languages.  Read each   
        statement and then decide if you: (1) strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neither agree nor 
        disagree (4) agree (5) strongly agree.  There are no right or wrong answers.  We are simply  
        interested in your opinions.  Mark each answer on the answer sheet.  Questions 4 and 15 are  
        slightly different and you should mark them as indicated. 
 
REMEMBER: 
     (1) strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neither agree nor disagree (4) agree (5) strongly agree.   
 
 
1.  It is easier for children than adults to learn a foreign language.      
        Strongly disagree                                                       Strongly agree 
                     1                2                 3                  4                 5 
2.  Some people have a special ability for learning foreign languages. 

               1                2                 3                  4                 5 
3.  Some languages are easier to learn than others. 

               1                2                 3                  4                 5 
4.  English is: (1)  a very difficult language 
                       (2)  a difficult language 
                       (3)  a language of medium difficulty 
                       (4)  an easy language 
                       (5)  a very easy language 
5.  I believe that I will learn to speak English very well. 

               1                2                 3                 4                 5 
6.  People from my country are good at learning foreign languages. 

               1                2                 3                 4                 5 
7.  It is important to speak English with an excellent pronunciation. 

               1                2                 3                 4                 5 
8.  It is important to know about English-speaking cultures in order to speak English. 

               1                2                 3                 4                 5 
9.  You shouldn’t say anything in English until you can say it correctly. 

               1                2                 3                 4                 5 
10.  It is easier for someone who already speaks a foreign language to learn another one. 

                1                2                 3                 4                 5 
11. People who are good at mathematics or science are not good at learning foreign  
      languages. 
                     1                2                 3                 4                 5 
12.  It is best to learn English in an English-speaking country. 

               1                2                 3                 4                 5 
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13. I enjoy practicing English with the native English speakers I meet. 
         Strongly disagree                                                          Strongly agree 
                        1                 2                  3                 4                 5 
14. It’s o.k. to guess if you don’t know a word in English. 

                1                 2                  3                 4                 5 
15. If someone spent one hour a day learning a language, how long would it take them to  
      speak the language very well? 
 (1)  less than a year 
 (2)  1-2 years 
 (3)  3-5 years 
  (4)  5-10 years 
 (5)  you can’t learn a language in 1 hour a day. 
16. I have a special ability for learning foreign languages. 

               1               2                 3                4               5 
17. The most important part of learning a foreign language is learning vocabulary words. 

               1               2                 3                4               5 
18.  It is important to repeat and practice a lot. 

               1               2                 3                4               5 
19.  Women are better than men at learning foreign languages. 

               1               2                 3                4               5 
20.  People in my country feel that it is important to speak English. 

               1               2                 3                4               5 
21. I feel timid speaking English with other people. 

               1               2                 3                4               5 
22. If beginning students are permitted to make errors in English, it will be difficult for  
      them to speak correctly later on. 

               1               2                 3                4               5 
23.  The most important part of learning a foreign language is learning the grammar. 

               1               2                 3                4               5 
24. I would like to learn English so that I can get to know native English speakers better  
      and their cultures.      

               1               2                 3                4               5 
25.  It is easier to speak than understand a foreign language.  

               1               2                 3                4               5 
26. It is important to practice with cassettes or tapes. 

               1               2                 3                4               5 
27. Learning a foreign language is different than learning other academic subjects. 

               1               2                 3                4               5 
28. The most important part of learning English is learning how to translate from my  
      native language to English or from English to my native language.   

               1               2                 3                4               5 
29.  If I learn English very well, I will have better opportunities for a good job. 

               1               2                 3                4               5 
30.  People who speak more than one language are very intelligent. 

               1               2                 3                4               5 
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31.  I want to learn to speak English well.       
             Strongly disagree                                                  Strongly agree 
                         1               2                3               4                5 
32.  I would like to have friends who speak English as a native language. 

                   1               2                3               4                5 
33.  Everyone can learn to speak a foreign language.  

                   1               2                3               4                5 
34.  It is easier to read and write English than to speak and understand it.   

                   1               2                3               4                5 
35. Language learning involves a lot of memorization. 

                   1               2                3               4                5 
36. Describe any ideas about learning foreign languages you have other than those listed  
      above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Part II 
 

Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory (BALLI) 
(Korean Version) 

 
외국어 학습에 관한 소신 

                                   

          외국어 학습에 관한 소신(Beliefs)의 각 문항을 읽으시고 귀하에게 가장 잘 해당하는 답을 다섯 

개의 예문 중에서 한 개를 선택하시어 번호에 동그라미 하여 주십시오.  

 

           예문:    (1)     결코 그렇게 생각하지 않는다 (절대 반대) 

                      (2)     그렇게 생각하지 않는다. (반대) 

                      (3)     찬성, 반대 그 어느 쪽도 아니다. 

                      (4)     대체로 그렇게 생각한다. (찬성) 

                      (5)     꼭 그렇게 생각한다. (절대 찬성) 

 

 

1.  어린이들이 성인들 보다 외국어를 잘 배운다 

          절대반대                                               절대찬성 

                1              2              3              4              5 

 2.  어떤 사람은 외국어를 배우는데 타고난 능력이 있다.       

                1              2              3              4              5 

3.  어떤 외국어는 다른 외국어보다 배우기가 쉽다.  

          1              2              3              4               5 

4.  영어는     (1)  매우 어려운 외국어이다. 

                   (2)  어려운 외국어이다. 

                   (3)  쉽지도 어렵지도 않은 외국어이다. 

                   (4)  쉬운 외국어이다. 

                   (5)  매우 쉬운 외국어이다. 

5.  나는 영어를 유창하게 말 할 수 있게 배울 수 있으리라고 믿는다. 

          1             2             3              4              5 

6.  우리나라 사람들은 외국어를 배우는데 능하다. 

          1             2             3              4              5 

7.  영어를 정확한 발음으로 말하는 것은 중요하다. 

          1             2             3              4              5 

8.  영어로 말을 잘하기 위해서는 영어권 사람들의 문화를 아는 것이 필요하다. 

               1             2             3              4               5 

9.  어떤 것을 영어로 정확히 말 할 수 있을 때 까지는 그것을 영어로 말하지 말아야 한다. 

          1            2              3              4               5 

10. 외국어를 이미 하나 배운 사람은 다른 외국어를 더욱 쉽게 배운다. 

          1            2              3              4               5 

11. 수학이나 과학을 잘하는 사람은 외국어를 배우는데 능숙하지 못하다. 

          1            2              3              4               5 

12.  영어를 모국어로 사용하는 국가에서 영어를 배우는 것이 영어를 배우는 가장 좋은 방법이다. 

          1            2              3              4               5 

13. 나는 원 어민과 함께 영어로 연습하는 것을 즐긴다. 

          1            2              3              4               5 
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14. 어떤 영어 단어를 모를 경우엔 그 뜻을 추측하는 것도 괜찮다. 

            절대반대                                                   절대찬성 

                 1            2              3              4               5 

15. 만약에 어떤 사람이 하루에 한 시간씩 외국어 공부를 한다면, 이 사람이 그 외국어를  

     유창하게 말하는 데는 얼마나 걸리겠는가?  

 (1)   1 년 이내 

 (2)   1-2 년 

 (3)   3-5 년 

  (4)   5-10 년 

 (5)   하루에 한 시간씩 공부해서는 외국어를 잘 배울 수 없다. 

 

16. 나는 외국어를 배우는데 있어서 타고난 소질이 있다.          

               1              2                3               4               5 

17. 외국어를 배우는 데는 단어를 배우는 것이 가장 중요하다.  

        1              2                3               4               5 

18. 외국어를 배우기 위해서는 반복과 연습을 많이 하는 것이 가장 중요하다.  

        1              2                3               4               5  

19.  여자가 남자보다 외국어를 잘 배운다. 

        1              2                3               4               5 

20. 우리 나라 사람들은 영어를 잘하는 것이 중요하다고 생각한다. 

        1              2                3               4               5 

21. 나는 다른 사람들과 영어로 말할 때, 자신이 없고 소심해진다. 

        1              2                3               4               5 

22. 만약 영어를 배우는 초기에 영어로 말 할 때 실수 하는 것을 허용한다면, 나중에 그 실수를  

     고치기 어려워 정확히 말하는 것이 어려울 것이다. 

        1              2                3               4                5 

23.  영어를 배울 때 가장 중요한 것은 문법을 배우는 것이다. 

        1              2                3               4                5 

24. 나는 영어권 사람들과 그들의 문화를 더욱 잘 이해하고 싶어서 영어를 배운다.  

        1              2                3               4                5 

25.  외국어는 듣기보다 말하기가 쉽다.  

        1              2                3               4                5 

26. 외국어를 배울 때 카세트나 비디오 테이프로 연습하는 것은 중요하다. 

        1              2                3               4                5 

27. 외국어를 배우는 것은 다른 과목을 배우는 것과는 다르다. 

        1              2                3               4                5 

28. 영어를 배우는 데는 한국어를 영어로 또는 영어를 한국어로 번역하는 것을 배우는 것이 가장  

     중요하다.  

        1              2                3               4                5 

29.  영어를 잘 하면, 더욱 좋은 직업을 얻을 수 있을 것이다.  

        1              2                3               4                5 

30.  한가지 이상의 외국어를 할 수 있는 사람은 똑똑하다.  

        1              2                3               4                5 

31.  나는 영어를 유창하게 말하도록 배우고 싶다.     

             1               2               3               4                5 

32.  나는 영어를 모국어로 말하는 사람들을 사귀고 싶다. 

        1              2                3               4                5 

33.  누구든지 외국어를 잘 배울 수 있다.  

        1              2                3               4                5 
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34.  영어를 읽고 쓰는 것이 말하고 듣는 것보다 더 쉽다.   

        절대반대                                                        절대찬성    

        1              2                3               4                5 

35. 영어를 배우는 데는 많은 암기를 필요로 한다. 

        1              2                3               4                5 

36. 위에 열거된 항목들 외에, 영어나 외국어를 배울 때 느낀 다른 소신 (beliefs)이 있으면  

      적어주십시오. 
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APPENDIX C 
 

 
INDIVIDUAL BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE 
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                                                                    Part III 
 
                                            Individual Background Questionnaire 
                                                              (Korean students) 
 
           Please choose (only one) or write the answer that is most appropriate to you after reading 
each statement. 
 
1. Age: ____________________              2. Sex:   Male _____   Female _____ 
 
3. Academic year: Freshman ____    Sophomore ____      Junior ____       Senior ____ 
 
4. Major field of study: 

         (1) Social Sciences     (2) Humanities        (3) Engineering        (4) Science 

5. How long have you been studying English in a formal setting (school)?   _____________ 
 
6. How many hours do you study English outside of class per day?  

      (1)  Less than 30 minutes         (2) 30 minutes to 1 hour         (3)  1 to 2 hours     
      (4)  2 to 3 hours                        (5) More than 3 hours 
 
7.  Have you ever visited or lived in an English-speaking country? 

       1)  Yes ____       If yes, what country? __________________________________ 

                                  How long were you there? ______________________________ 

       2)  No ____ 
 
8. Have you ever taken either the TOEFL or the TOEIC before? 

         1) Yes  _____         TOEFL score: _____________     TOEIC score: _____________ 

         2) No   _____ 
 
9. What is the main reason for taking English courses at school? 

      (1) To get a grade (required course or easy credit)    

      (2) For future career and education 

      (3) Interested in English language and culture       

      (4) Other ________________________________________________________ 
 
 
10. What do you think is your overall proficiency level in English? 

            (1)  Beginning             (2)   Intermediate             (3)   Advanced 
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11. Please rate ( √  ) yourself in the English skill areas listed below. 
     

 
 
 
 
 
 
                               
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Beginning Intermediate Advanced 

     Speaking    

     Listening    

     Reading    

     Writing    

    Grammar    

    Vocabulary    
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Part III 
 

Individual Background Questionnaire 
(Korean students) 
(Korean Version) 

 
개인 배경 설문 조사 

(한국학생용) 
 

         문항을 읽고 귀하에게 가장 적합한 답을 선택하여 하나만 표시하거나 혹은 설문지에 
기록하여주십시오. 
 
1. 나이: ____________________            2. 성별:   남 _____   여 _____ 
 
3. 학년:       1 학년____         2 학년____         3 학년____         4 학년____ 
 
4. 전공:       사회과학____          인문과학 ____          공학 _____          자연과학 ____ 
 
5. 귀하는 학교에서 영어를 배우신지 얼마나 되었는지 적어주십시오. _________________________. 
 
6. 귀하는 학교수업 외에 하루에 얼마나 영어공부를 하십니까? 

      (1) 30 분 이내                       (2) 30 분에서 한 시간       (3) 1 시간에서 2 시간 
      (4) 2 시간 에서 3 시간             (5) 3 시간 이상                 

7. 영어를 모국어로 하는 나라를 방문하거나 거주한 경험이 있으십니까?  

      예______    아니오______ 

      만약 있으시면, 나라 이름을 적어주세요. ____________________________ 

      그곳에 얼마나 오랫동안 계셨습니까? _______________________________ 
 
8. 귀하가 토플(TOEFL)이나 토익(TOEIC) 시험을 본적이 있습니까? 있으면 시험 점수를 적어  
    주십시오. 

    1) 있다. (토플점수 :                                     토익점수 :                                 ) 

    2) 없다. 

9. 귀하가 학교에서 영어 과목을 수강하는 주된 이유는 무엇입니까? 

1) 학점을 얻기 위하여              

2) 미래의 직업과 대학원 진학을 고려해서 

3) 영어와 영어권의 문화에 관심이 있으므로 

4) 기타 (자세히 적어주십시오) 

  ____________________________________________________________________________. 
 

10. 귀하가 생각하는 귀하의 전체 영어 능력을 아래 항목 중에서 골라 표시하여주십시오. 

        (1) 초급                   (2) 중급                   (3) 고급 
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11. 귀하가 생각하는 귀하의 영어능력을 영역별로 아래 표에 표시 ( √  ) 하여 주십시오 
                          

 
 
 
 
 
 
                               
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 초급 중급 고급 
     말하기(Speaking)    
     듣기(Listening)    
     읽기(Reading)    
     쓰기(Writing)    
     문법 (Grammar)    
     어휘 (Vocabulary)    
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                                                       Part III 

                                        Individual Background Questionnaire 
                                                   (Korean-Chinese students) 
                 
       Please choose (only one) or write the answer that is most appropriate to you after reading 
each statement. 
 
1. Age: ____________________              2. Sex:   Male _____     Female _____ 
 
3. Academic year:   Freshman ____    Sophomore ____      Junior ____       Senior ____ 
 
4. Major field of study:  

           (1) Social Sciences       (2) Humanities       (3) Engineering       (4) Science 
 
5. Language(s) you usually speak at home:   ______________________________ 
 
6. Language(s) you usually speak with your friends:   _____________________________ 
 
7. How long have you been studying English in a formal setting (school)?   _____________ 
 
8. How many hours do you study English outside of class per day?  

      (1)  Less than 30 minutes          (2) 30 minutes to 1 hour           (3)  1 to 2 hours     
      (4)  2 to 3 hours                         (5) More than 3 hours 
 
9. Have you ever visited or lived in an English-speaking country? 
       1)  Yes ____       If yes, what country? __________________________________ 

                                  How long were you there? ______________________________ 
       2)  No ____ 
 
10. Have you ever taken either the TOEFL or the TOEIC before? 

         1)  Yes  _____        TOEFL score: _____________     TOEIC score: _____________ 
 
         2)  No   _____ 
 
11. What is the main reason for taking English courses at school? 

        (1) To get a grade (required course or easy credit)  

        (2) For future career and education 

        (3) Interested in English language and culture       

        (4) Other   
              ____________________________________________________________ 
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12.  What foreign language did you choose for the college entrance examination? 
        (1) Japanese              (2) English                (3) Other  ________________________ 
 
13.  Please mark (√) Elementary, Middle, and High schools you attended. 
 

    
 
 
 

 
 
14. Please rate ( √  ) yourself in the Korean and Chinese skill areas listed below. 

 

 

 

 

 
15. Please rate ( √  ) yourself in overall proficiency level in English, Korean, and Chinese.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Elementary school Middle school High school 
Korean ethnic school    
Chinese ethnic school    

 Beginning Intermediate Advanced 
English    
Korean          

         Chinese    

 Skill areas Beginning Intermediate Advanced 

  Speaking    

  Listening    

  Reading    
Korean 

  Writing    

  Speaking    

  Listening    

  Reading    
Chinese 

  Writing    
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16. Please rate ( √  ) yourself in the English  skill areas listed below. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Beginning Intermediate Advanced 

  Speaking    

  Listening    

  Reading    

  Writing    

  Grammar    

  Vocabulary    



 

Part III 
 

Individual Background Questionnaire 
(Korean students) 
(Korean Version) 

 
개인 배경 설문 조사 

(한국학생용) 
 

         문항을 읽고 귀하에게 가장 적합한 답을 선택하여 하나만 표시하거나 혹은 설문지에 
기록하여주십시오. 
 
1. 나이: ____________________            2. 성별:   남 _____   여 _____ 
 
3. 학년:       1 학년____         2 학년____         3 학년____         4 학년____ 
 
4. 전공:       사회과학____          인문과학 ____          공학 _____          자연과학 ____ 
 
5. 귀하는 학교에서 영어를 배우신지 얼마나 되었는지 적어주십시오. _________________________. 
 
6. 귀하는 학교수업 외에 하루에 얼마나 영어공부를 하십니까? 

      (1) 30분 이내                       (2) 30분에서 한 시간       (3) 1시간에서 2시간 
      (4) 2시간 에서 3시간             (5) 3시간 이상                 

7. 영어를 모국어로 하는 나라를 방문하거나 거주한 경험이 있으십니까?  

      예______    아니오______ 

      만약 있으시면, 나라 이름을 적어주세요. ____________________________ 

      그곳에 얼마나 오랫동안 계셨습니까? _______________________________ 
 
8. 귀하가 토플(TOEFL)이나 토익(TOEIC) 시험을 본적이 있습니까? 있으면 시험 점수를 적어  
    주십시오. 

    1) 있다. (토플점수 :                                     토익점수 :                                 ) 

    2) 없다. 

9. 귀하가 학교에서 영어 과목을 수강하는 주된 이유는 무엇입니까? 

1) 학점을 얻기 위하여              

2) 미래의 직업과 대학원 진학을 고려해서 

3) 영어와 영어권의 문화에 관심이 있으므로 

4) 기타 (자세히 적어주십시오) 

  ____________________________________________________________________________. 
 

10. 귀하가 생각하는 귀하의 전체 영어 능력을 아래 항목 중에서 골라 표시하여주십시오. 

        (1) 초급                   (2) 중급                   (3) 고급 
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    3) 영어와 영어권의 문화에 관심이 있으므로 

       4) 기타 (자세히 적어주십시오) _______________________________________________________. 
 

   
12. 귀하는 대학입학 시 선택한 외국어 과목을 표시해주세요. 

       (1) 영어 ________       (2) 일어 ________  (3) 기타 _____ 
 
13. 귀하가 다녔던 소학교, 중등학교, 고등학교를 아래 분류표에 표시 ( √  ) 하여 주십시오. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
14. 귀하가 생각하는 귀하의 전체 언어 능력을 아래 항목 중에서 골라 표시( √  ) 하여 주십시오. 

 
 
 

 

 

15. 귀하가 생각하는 귀하의 영어능력을 영역별로 아래 표에 표시( √  )하여 주십시오. 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 소학교 중등학교 고등학교 
             조선족 학교    
             한족 학교    

 초급 중급 고급 
           영어    
           조선어    
           한어    

 초급 중급 고급 
    말하기(Speaking)    
    듣기(Listening)    
    읽기(Reading)    
    쓰기(Writing)    
   문법 (Grammar)    

   어휘 (Vocabulary)    
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16. 귀하가 생각하는 귀하의 조선어와 한어능력을 영역 별로 아래 표에 표시( √  ) 하여 주십시오. 

  

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 영역 초급 중급 고급 

말하기    

듣기    

읽기    
조선어 

쓰기    

말하기    

듣기    

읽기    
한어 

쓰기    
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APPENDIX D 
 

PILOT STUDY RESULTS 
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                                                       Pilot Study Results 
 
1. The Results of the Bilingual Korean-Chinese Students’ Responses to the SILL  

 
            
 
 
 
 

Table 48  
Demographic Summary of Bilingual Korean-Chinese Students 

  Descriptions n % 
Male  49 45.0    Gender Female 60 55.0 
Freshman 27       24.8 
Sophomore 46 42.2 
Junior 23 21.1    School Year 

Senior 13 11.9 
Korean 96 88.1 
Chinese  9   8.2     Language at Home 
Korean+Chinese  4   3.7 
Korean 87 79.8 
Chinese 14 12.8     Language with Friends 
Korean+Chinese  8   7.4 
A 33 30.3 
B 42 38.5 
C 25 22.9 
D  6   5.5 

    Grade 

F  3   2.8 
Beginning  5   4.6 
Intermediate 31 11.9     Korean Self-Rated  

    Proficiency Advanced 91 83.5 
Beginning  4   3.7 
Intermediate 61 56.0     Chinese Self-Rated  

    Proficiency Advanced 44 40.3 
Beginning 62 56.9 
Intermediate 45 41.3     English Self-Rated  

    Proficiency Advanced  2   1.8 
 Primary Middle High 
 

  
  n % n % n % 

Korean Ethnic 104 95.4 104 95.4 105 96.3       
     Schools 
 Chinese    5   4.6    5   4.6    4   3.7 
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Table 49 
Descriptive Statistics for the Variables and F-tests for Mean Difference of the Six Strategy 
Categories 

Variable M SD Min Max Rank F  Sig. Difference* 
Memory 2.76  0.55  1.11  4.33  6  
Cognitive 3.15  0.59  1.71  4.79  4  
Compensation 3.36  0.65  1.67  5.00  1  
Metacognitive 3.29  0.70  1.44  5.00  2  
Affective 2.92  0.63  1.17  4.33  5  
Social 3.20  0.68  1.50  4.67  3  

14.09  0.00  

 
Mem<Cog,Com, 
           Met,Soc 
   Aff<Com, Met 

Total 3.11  0.67  1.11  5.00          
Note. Mem=Memory strategies; Cog=Cognitive strategies; Com=Compensation strategies; Met=Metacognitive 
strategies; Aff=Affective strategies; Soc=Social strategies 
*  p< .05 level (Scheffé post-hoc test) 

Table 50 
Summary of Variation in Use of Strategy Categories for Gender 
  Male Female 

Variables   M SD Rank      M SD Rank F Sig. Difference* 

Memory 2.67  0.61  6  2.84  0.48 6  2.74  0.10    
Cognitive 2.95  0.58  4  3.31  0.55 3  10.67  0.00  M<F 
Compensation 3.24  0.62  1  3.46  0.66 2  3.24  0.07    
Metacognitive 3.07  0.72  3  3.47  0.63 1  9.63  0.00  M<F 
Affective 2.81  0.71  5  3.01  0.55 5  2.72  0.10    
Social 3.09  0.76  2  3.29  0.61 4  2.36  0.13    

Total 2.97  0.69    3.23  0.62   25.32  0.00  M<F 
Note.  M= Male; F= Female 
* p<.05 level (Scheffé post-hoc test) 
  

Table 51  
Summary of Variation in Use of Strategy Categories for Self-rated English Proficiency 

Beginning Intermediate** Variable M SD Rank M SD Rank F Sig. Difference* 

Memory 2.59  0.54  6  3.00 0.46 5  17.95  0.00  B<I 
Cognitive 3.02  0.64  4  3.31 0.47 4  7.08  0.01  B<I 
Compensation 3.26  0.61  1  3.51 0.67 1  4.13  0.04  B<I 
Metacognitive 3.18  0.73  2  3.43 0.64 2  3.64  0.06    
Affective 2.88  0.62  5  2.97 0.65 6  0.51  0.48    
Social 3.09  0.67  3  3.33 0.69 3  3.44  0.07    

Total 3.00  0.67    3.26 0.63   24.92  0.00  B<I 
Note. B=Beginning; I= Intermediate 
**  2 Advanced were included. 
*     p< .05 level (Scheffé post-hoc test) 
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Table 52 
 Summary of Variation in Strategy Use by Grade (English Proficiency) 
  Grade A Grade B Grade C Grade D/F 

Variables   M SD Rank   M SD Rank   M SD. Rank   M SD Rank
F Sig. Difference*

 Memory 2.98 0.47 6 2.74 0.52 6 2.71 0.49 6 2.24 0.70 6 5.20 0.00   D/F<A 

 Cognitive 3.46 0.59 4 3.17 0.51 3 2.89 0.39 4 2.59 0.73 4 8.98 0.00   D/F<A,B 
  C<A 

Compensation 3.57 0.63 2 3.39 0.64 1 3.25 0.53 1 2.81 0.77 1 3.80 0.01   D/F<A 
Metacognitive 3.58 0.64 1 3.31 0.70 2 3.04 0.68 3 2.79 0.52 2 4.93 0.00   D/F,C<A 
Affective 3.01 0.53 5 2.94 0.62 5 2.88 0.75 5 2.63 0.68 3 0.87 0.46        -- 
Social 3.49 0.66 3 3.16 0.63 4 3.11 0.63 2 2.57 0.69 5 5.21 0.00   D/F<A 

Total 3.35 0.64  3.12 0.64  2.98 0.61  2.61 0.69  22.59 0.00 D/F<A,B,C 
B,C<A 

* p< .05 level (Scheffé post-hoc test) 
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Table 53 
Demographic Summary of Monolingual Korean Students  

Variables Descriptions n % 
              Male  24 80.0    Gender 
              Female   6 20.0 
              Freshman 10 33.3 
              Sophomore   5 16.7 
              Junior   5 16.7 

   School Year 

              Senior 10 33.3 
              Beginning 18 60.0 
              Intermediate 11 36.7    English Self-Rated  

   Proficiency 
              Advanced   1   3.3 

2. The Results of the Monolingual Korean Students’ Response of the SILL  
 
Table 54 
Descriptive Statistics for Mean Difference of  the Six Strategy Categories 

Variables M SD Min Max Rank 
        Memory  3.0 1.05 2.0 4.0 4 
        Cognitive  3.2 1.02 2.0 4.0 3 
        Compensation  3.3 1.04 2.5 4.0 1 
        Metacognitive  3.3 1.03 3.0 3.7 1 
        Affective  2.7 0.98 1.6 3.0 6 
        Social  2.8 1.05 2.1 3.3 5 
                     Total 3.1 1.03  2.2  3.7  
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3.  The Results of the Monolingual Korean Students’ Responses to the BALLI   
 
Table 55 
The Difficulty of Language Learning  

    1*(%) 2   3 4    5 Questions 
   SD                                                     SA 

M SD 

3. Some Languages are easier to learn  
    than others.    6.8 10.0 26.6 43.3 13.3 3.47 1.07 

4. English is 1) a very difficult    
     language, 2) a difficult language,  
     3) a language of medium difficulty,  
     4) an easy language, 5) a very easy  
     language. 

  0.0 53.3 40.0   6.7 0.0 2.53 0.63 

 5. I believe that I will ultimately learn  
     to speak this language very well.   0.0 10.0 13.4 43.3 33.3 4.00 0.95 

15. If someone spent one hour a day  
      learning a  language, how long  
      would it take them to speak the  
      language very well? (1)  less than  
      a year, 2) 1-2 years, 3)  3-5 years,  
      4)  5-10 years, 5) you can’t learn  
      a language in 1 hour a day. 

10.0 23.3 6.7 13.3 16.7 3.03 1.22 

25. It is easier to speak than understand  
      a foreign  language. 10.0 53.3 20.0 13.4 3.3 2.47 0.97 

34. It is easier to read and write English  
      than to speak and understand it.   6.6 36.7 16.7 23.3 16.7 3.07 1.26 

*  1=Strongly disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither agree or nor disagree; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly agree 
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Table 56 
Foreign Language Aptitude 

  1*(%) 2   3 4  5 Questions 
SD    SA 

M SD 

1. It is easier for children than adults to  
    learn a foreign language.   0.0   0.0 16.7 50.0 33.3 4.17   .69 

2. Some people have a special ability for 
learning foreign languages.   0.0   3.4 30.0 43.3 23.3 3.86   .82 

6. People from my country are good at 
    learning foreign languages.   10.0 30.0 20.0 30.0  10.0 3.0 1.20 

10. It  is easier for someone who already 
      speaks a foreign language to learn  
      another one. 

    0.0 13.4 30.0 43.3  13.3 3.56   .89 

11. People who are good at mathematics 
      or science are not good at learning  
      foreign languages. 

23.3 46.7 13.3 13.3  3.4 2.26 1.08 

16. I have a special ability for learning  
      foreign languages. 10.0 26.7 50.0 13.3   0.0 2.66   .84 

19.Women are better than men at learning  
     foreign languages. 10.2 23.8 32.6 26.7   6.7 3.03 1.16 

30. People who speak more than one  
      language are very intelligent.   0.0 10.0 13.3 46.7 30.0 3.97   .93 

33. Everyone can learn to speak a foreign 
      language.  3.3 10.0 23.3 46.7 16.7 3.63   .99 

* 1=Strongly disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither agree or nor disagree; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly agree 
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Table 57 
Learning and Communication Strategies 

 1*(%) 2   3 4  5 Questions 
SD    SA 

M SD 

Learning: 
   18.It is important to repeat and 
        practice a lot.      0.0  0.0 13.3 30.0 56.7 4.43   .73

   26.It is important to practice with  
       cassettes or tapes.    0.0  3.4 

 
13.3

 
53.3  30.0 4.10   .76

Communication:  

  7. It is important to speak English  
      with excellent pronunciation.    0.0 13.3

 
13.3

 
36.7  36.7 3.96 1.03

  9. You shouldn’t say anything in  
      English until you can say it  
      correctly. 

  30.0 50.0 16.7   3.3    0.0 1.93   .78

 13. I enjoy practicing English with  
       the native speakers of English I  
       meet. 

    3.3 26.7 36.7 26.7   6.7 3.07   .98

 14. It’s o.k. to guess if you don’t  
       know a word in English.   0.0   3.3 23.3 46.7  26.7 4.06  .74 

 21. I feel timid speaking English with 
       other people.   0.0 10.0 33.3 50.0    6.7 3.53  .77 

 22. If  beginning students are  
       permitted to make errors in  
      English, it will be difficult for  
      them to speak correctly later on. 

  16.7 33.3 26.7 20.0 3.4 2.60 1.1 

* 1=Strongly disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither agree or nor disagree; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly agree 
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Table 58 
Motivation and Expectations 

 1*(%) 2   3 4  5 Questions 
SD    SA M SD 

20. People in my country feel that it is 
      important to speak English.  0.0   0.0   6.7 20.0 73.3 4.67   .61 

24. I would like to learn English so that 
      I can get  to know Americans better.  6.7  

 
20.0 

 
36.7 30.0  6.7 3.10 1.03 

29. If I learn English very well, I will  
      have better opportunities for a good  
      job. 

0.0  0.0  6.7 40.0 53.3 
 

 4.47 
 

  .63 

31. I want to learn to speak English well.    0.0  0.0   0.0 16.7  83.3  4.83   .38 
32. I would like to have American  
      friends.    3.4  0.0 10.0 33.3  53.3  4.33   .92 
* 1=Strongly disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither agree or nor disagree; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly agree 

4. Changes in the SILL and the BALLI after the Pilot Study 
 
Table 59 
Changes in the SILL from Oxford (1990) 
Item Oxford Modification  
  5 No example “(e.g., know-no, nail-snail, cat-bat)” 
15 “TV” “Television” 

16 “I read for pleasure in English” “I read magazines, books, newspaper, and  
 textbooks written in English” 

19 “in my own language” “in my own language (Korean or Chinese)” 
 (Korean-Chinese students version only) 

20 “patterns” “patterns (grammar)” 
47 “with other students” “with others students or native  English speakers” 

49 “I ask question in English” “I ask question in English to other students  
 or native English speakers”  
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Table 60  
Changes in the BALLI from Horwitz (1987) 
Item Horwitz Modification 
13  “Americans” “native English speakers” 
24 “Americans” “native English speakers and their cultures” 

“from my native language to English, or from    
  English to my native language“  
  (Korean students version only) 28 “from my native language “ 

 “from Korean or Chinese to English, or from English  to 
Korean or Chinese” (Korean-Chinese students version 
only) 

32 “Americans friends” “friends who speak English as a native language” 
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APPENDIX E 
 

RESULTS OF THE INDIVIDUAL BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE 
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1. Results of the Individual Background Questionnaire for both Monolingual and     
    Bilingual Students 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

Table 61 
Age 

 Korean  Korean-Chinese  Age 
n % n % 

18 or under   1   0.2     0   0.0 
     19 11   2.6     0   0.0 
     20 81 18.9   26  6.2 
     21 74 17.3 106            25.2 
     22 46 10.8 112            26.7 
     23 47 11.0   92            21.9 
     24 52 12.1   74            17.6 
     25 45 10.5     7 1.7 
     26 41   9.6     2 0.5 
     27 23   5.4     0 0.0 
     28 or over   7   1.6     1 0.2 

Total           428         100.0 420         100.0 

Table 62 
Gender 

Korean  Korean-Chinese  Gender 
n % n % 

   Male 223 52.1 182 43.3 
   Female 205 47.9 238 56.7 
   Total 428         100.0 420          100.0 

Table 63 
Academic Year 

Korean  Korean-Chinese  Academic year 
n % n % 

      Freshman 105 24.5 105 25.0 
      Sophomore 102 23.8 117 27.9 
      Junior 111 26.0 116 27.6 
      Senior 110 25.7   82 19.5 
      Total 428     100.0 420       100.0 
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Table 64 
Academic Major 

Korean  Korean-Chinese  Major 
n % n % 

   Social Sciences      101 23.6 111 26.4 
   Humanities   120 28.0 103 24.5 
   Engineering   93 21.7   99 23.6 
   Science 114 26.7 107 25.5 
   Total 428     100.0 420        100.0 

Table 65 
Years of English Study 

Korean  Korean-Chinese  
Year 

n % n % 
0~2 16   3.7 94 22.4 
3~4 18   4.2 67 16.0 
5~6 81 18.9 45 10.7 
7~8 87 20.3 132 31.4 
9~10           144 33.7   67 16.0 
11~12 41   9.6   14   3.3 
13~14 28   6.6     1   0.2 
15~17 13   3.0     0   0.0 
Total           428          100.0            420         100.0 

Table 66 
Hours of Daily English Study  

Korean  Korean-Chinese  
Hours 

n % n % 
  Under 30 minutes 288 67.3  58 13.8 
  30 min. ~ 1 hr.  70 16.3 102 24.3 
  1 ~ 2 hrs.  58 13.6 157 37.4 
  2 ~ 3 hrs.  11   2.6   55 13.1 
  Over 3 hrs.             1   0.2   48 11.4 
  Total         428       100.0 420         100.0 
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Table 67 
Experience Living/Visiting English-Speaking Country and Visited Countries 

Korean  Korean-Chinese Response 
n % n % 

    Yes 101 23.6   13   3.1 
    No 327 76.4 403 96.9 
    Total 428     100.0 420        100.0 
Countries n % n % 

Australia  16 15.8   
Canada 20 19.8   2 15.4 
England 15 14.9   2 15.4 
Ireland   1   1.0   
New Zealand   1   1.0   
Philippine   3   3.0   
Singapore   6   5.9   
South Africa    1  7.7 

    U.S.A. 39         38.6  8          61.5 

Table 68 
Experiences Taking English Proficiency Test (TOEFL or TOEIC) 

Korean Korean-Chinese Responses 
n % n % 

      Yes 157 36.7     5  1.2 
      No 271 63.3 415          98.8 
      Total 428       100.0 420        100.0 

Table 69 
Reasons for Taking English Courses 

Korean Korean-Chinese 
Reasons 

n % n % 
   Required 109 25.5   75 17.8 
   For future career or  
   education 178 41.6 265 63.1 

   Interested 103 24.0   44 10.5 
   Other*   38   8.9   36   8.6 
   Total          428     100.0 420         100.0 
*  This indicates the responses from individuals expressing their own specific reasons to study 
 English.  Responses may vary. 
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Table 70 
Self-Rated English Proficiency 

Korean Korean-Chinese 
Proficiency Levels 

n % n % 
   Beginning 229 53.5 163 38.8 
   Intermediate 186 43.5 236 56.2 
   Advanced   13  3.0   21  5.0 
   Total         428      100.0 420             100.0 

Table 71 
Self-Rated English Proficiency in Six Skills 

Korean Korean-Chinese 
B I A B I A English 

Skills n % n % n % n % n % n % 
Speaking 319 74.5 92 21.5 17   4.0 177 42.1 215 51.2 28 6.7 
Listening 166 38.8 224 52.3 38   8.9 137 32.6 244 58.1 39 9.3 
Reading 98 22.9 287 67.1 43 10.0 115 27.4 250 59.5 55 13.1 
Writing 290 67.8 125 29.2 13   3.0 152 36.2 248 59.0 20   4.8 
Grammar 257 60.0 142 33.2 29   6.8 147 35.0 230 54.8 43 10.2 
 Vocabulary 186 43.5 215 50.2 27   6.3 149 35.5 244 58.1 27   6.4 
Note. B= Beginning;  I= Intermediate; A= Advanced 
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2. Results of the Individual Background Questionnaire only from Korean-Chinese  
    Bilinguals 
 
 
Table 72 
Language Use at Home 

Language n % 
  Korean 354 84.3 
  Chinese   66 15.7 
  Total                       420                         100.0 

 
 
 
Table 73 
Language Use with Friends 

Language n % 
  Korean 336 80.0 
  Chinese   84 20.0 
  Total                       420                         100.0 

 
 
 
Table 74 
Foreign Languages Chosen for the College Entrance Examination 

Language n % 
  English  294 70.0 
  Japanese 123 29.3 
  Other    3   0.7 
  Total                       420                         100.0 
 
 
 
Table 75 
Self-rated Overall Korean and Chinese Proficiency 

Korean Chinese Proficiency Level n % n % 
Beginning   23   5.5   28   6.7 
Intermediate 106 25.2 219 52.1 
Advanced 291 69.3 173 41.2 
  Total          420       100.0 420            100.0 
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Table 76 
Self-rated Korean and Chinese Proficiency in Four Skills 

Korean  Chinese  
B I A B I A Language Skill 

n % n % n % n % n % n % 
Speaking  28 6.7 93 22.1 299 71.2 33 7.9 220 52.4 167 39.7 
Listening 10  2.4 72 17.1 338 80.5 24 5.7 132 31.4 264 62.9 
Reading 21 5.0  67 16.0 332 79.0 21 5.0 162 38.6 237 56.4 
Writing 33 7.9 114 27.1 273 65.0 33 7.8 214 51.0 173 41.2 
  Note. B= Beginning; I= Intermediate; A= Advanced 

Table 77 
Types of School  

Primary Middle School High School School Type n % n % n % 
Korean Ethnic 380  90.5 377  89.8 373 88.8 
Chinese   40    9.5   43  10.2   47 11.2 
  Total       420     100.0       420     100.0  420     100.0 
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                                           Permission Letters from the Instructors 
 
1. Permission Letter from the Yanbian University of Science & Technology 
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2. Permission Letter from the Konkuk University 
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APPROVAL LETTER FROM INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB) 
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Approval Letter from Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
University ofNorth Texas (UNT) 
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Request and Permission Letters for Use of Questionnaire  
 
1. Request Letter to Dr. Oxford 
 
Kyungsim ‘Kay’ Hong 
2300 Wildwood Ln. 
Denton, TX. 76210 
Phone: 940) 483-8969 
Email: kayhong2@yahoo.com 
 
March 17, 2005 
Dr. Rebecca L. Oxford 
Second Language Education Program 
College of Education 
University of Maryland 
College Park, MD 20742 
Email: ro38@umail.umd.edu 
 
Dear Dr. Oxford: 
 
 I am a doctoral student at the University of North Texas and in partial fulfillment of the 
requirement for the Doctor of Philosophy degree.  My reason for writing to you is to request your 
permission to use your survey instrument, the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL, 
ESL/EFL 7.0 version).  The tentative title of my dissertation is “Beliefs about Language 
Learning and Language Learning Strategy Use in an EFL Context: A Comparison Study of 
Monolingual Korean and Bilingual Korean-Chinese University Students.”  This study will 
identify beliefs about language learning and language learning strategy use of Korean students in 
Korea and Korean-Chinese students in China, and find out whether there are any differences in 
their beliefs and strategy use. 

I would greatly appreciate your consent to my request.  Any question can be directed 
above address, telephone, and e-mail.  I look forward to hearing from you at your convenience, 
regarding providing permission to use your instrument in my dissertation. Any suggestions and 
information will be appreciated.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kayungsim ‘Kay’ Hong 
Teacher Education and Administration 
College of Education 
The University of North Texas 
P.O. Box 310740 
Denton, TX, 76203 
2. Permission Letter from Dr. Oxford 
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Dear Kay, 
 
You have my permission to use the SILL as long as you 
will send me a copy of the dissertation. Would you be 
willing to do this? If so, you could send it by email 
attachment or to my address: 
 
Dr. R. Oxford 
2311 Benjamin Building 
University of Maryland 
College Park, MD 20742 
USA 
 
All best wishes, 
Dr. Oxford 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Date: Tue, 29 Mar 2005 22:55:37 -0800 (PST) 

From: 
 "Rebecca Oxford" <rebecca_oxford@yahoo.com>  Add to Address Book 

Yahoo! DomainKeys has confirmed that this message was sent by yahoo.com. Learn more 

Subject: Re: Reguesting requesting your permission --Kay Hong 

To: "Kay Hong" <kayhong2@yahoo.com> 
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3. Request Letter to Dr. Horwitz 
 
Kyungsim ‘Kay’ Hong 
2300 Wildwood Ln. 
Denton, TX. 76210 
Phone: 940) 483-8969 
Email: kayhong2@yahoo.com 
 
March 17, 2005 
   
Dr. Elaine K. Horwitz 
Curriculum and Instruction 
Foreign Language Education 
University of Texas 
Austin, TX.  78712 
 
Dear Dr. Horwitz: 
 
 I am a doctoral student at the University of North Texas and in partial fulfillment of the 
requirement for the Doctor of Philosophy degree.  My reason for writing to you is to request your 
permission to use your survey instrument, the Beliefs About Language Learning (BALLI 
ESL/EFL version).  The tentative title of my dissertation is “Beliefs about Language Learning 
and Language Learning Strategy Use in an EFL Context: A Comparison Study of Monolingual 
Korean and Bilingual Korean-Chinese University Students.”  This study will identify beliefs 
about language learning and language learning strategy use of monolingual Korean students in 
Korea and bilingual Korean-Chinese students in China, and find out whether there are any 
differences in their beliefs and strategy use. 
 

I would greatly appreciate your consent to my request.  Any question can be directed 
above address, telephone, and e-mail.  I look forward to hearing from you at your convenience, 
regarding providing permission to use your instrument in my dissertation. Any suggestions and 
information will be appreciated.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kayungsim ‘Kay’ Hong 
Teacher Education and Administration 
College of Education 
University of North Texas 
P.O. Box 310740 
Denton, TX, 76203 
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4. Permission Letter from Dr. Hortwiz 
 
 

Date: Mon, 21 Mar 2005 15:37:29 -0600 

To: "Kay Hong" <kayhong2@yahoo.com> 

From: "Elaine K. Horwitz" <horwitz@mail.utexas.edu>  View Contact Details  

Subject: Re: Regarding requesting your permission 

 
Thank you for your interest in my work. Subject to the usual requirements for acknowledgment, I am 
pleased to grant you permission to use the Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory in your 
research.  Specifically, you must acknowledge my authorship of the BALLI in any oral or written reports of 
your research.  I also request that you inform me of your findings. 
 
Best wishes on your project. 
 
Sincerely, 
Elaine K. Horwitz 
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APPENDIX I 
 

GENERAL INSTRUCTION TO ADMINISTRATORS 
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                                          General Instructions to Administrators 
 

Please read the following instructions carefully and follow the directions when 
administering the questionnaires. 
 
1. Make sure each package of instruments has three parts of questionnaires: 

        Part I   : Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) 

        Part II  : Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory (BALLI) 

        Part III  : Individual Background Questionnaire (IBQ) 

2. Before distributing the questionnaires, explain to students that the questionnaires assess  

    learners’ use of language learning strategies and their beliefs about language learning.   

    Remind students that the confidentiality will be secured, there are no right and wrong  

    answers, and the event does not affect their grades.  

3. Distribute the questionnaires to students and ask them to read the Research Information  

    Letter before answer the questionnaires.  

4. Allow approximately 40 minutes for students to complete, and then ask them to raise  

   their hands if they have any questions about the questionnaires. 

5. Make sure all students complete each student completes the questionnaires and gather the  

    questionnaires after students complete them. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                              



 

General Instructions to Administrators 
(Korean Version) 

 
설문지 배포 안내서 

 
설문지를 배포하기 전에 아래설명서에 적힌 주의사항을 잘 읽고 확인하여 주시기 바랍니다.   
 

1.  각 패키지에는 다음과 같이 3 개의 설문지가 들어 있는지 확인하여 주십시오. 

        Part I     : 언어(영어) 학습을 위한 전략  
                      Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) 

        Part II    : 외국어 학습에 관한 소신 
                        Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory (BALLI) 

        Part III  : 개인 배경 설문 조사 

                  Individual Background Questionnaire (IBQ) 

2.   설문지를 배포하기 전에 학생들에게 이 설문지는 외국어 (영어)를 배우는 학습자들의  

      학습전략과 외국어 학습에 관한 소신을 알아보기 위한 것임을 설명한 후, 본 설문지에 기재된  

     내용은 외부로 절대로 유출이 되지 않으며 각 문항에 대한 정답이나 오답은 없으며 본 설문지는  

    학교 성적과는 아무런 관계가 없음을 학생들에게 설명하여 주십시오. 

3.  학생들에게 설문지를 배포한 후 학생들이 설문지를 작성하기 전에 영어학습 설문지에 대한 연구  

    설명서(The Research Information Letter)를 먼저 읽게 하십시오. 

4. 설문지 작성 시간은 대략 40 분 정도 주고, 설문지 작성시 학생들이 질문이 있을 경우 손을 들도록  

     요구하고 의문 난 사항을 답하여 주십시오. 

5. 설문지 작성이 끝나면, 모든 항목이 체크 되었는지 확인한 후 설문지를 걷어 주십시오. 
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RESEARCH INFORMATION LETTER 
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                                                  Research Information Letter 
 
You are invited to participate in a study on foreign language learning.  This research investigates 
how learners’ beliefs about language learning influence their language learning strategy use. This 
study is in partial fulfillment of the requirements for my doctoral degree. 

 
You are asked to complete three questionnaires.  This usually takes about 40 minutes total to 
complete.  This is an anonymous questionnaire, so you won’t be individually identified.  All data 
will remain confidential. There are no foreseeable risks or discomforts anticipated. You may 
withdraw at any time if you choose to do so by not submitting the questionnaire.  You are under 
no obligation to participate in the study.  You may contact me within the next year if you would 
like information regarding results of the study. 
 
This project has been reviewed and approved by the UNT Institutional Review Board (940-565-
3940). This study is administered under the supervision of Kyungsim Hong.  In case of questions, 
feel free to contact me or Dr. Alexandra G. Leavell, College of Education, UNT (940-565-3397). 
 
The benefits you will receive from participating in this study are to think about what you believe 
about language learning, the nature of language learning strategies, and how you go about 
learning English.  Thank you for your time and support. 

 
 
 
 

 
Kyungsim Hong         
 
Doctoral student 
Teacher Education and Administration 
College of Education 
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영어학습 설문지에 대한 연구 설명서 

 

 

          외국어(영어) 학습 연구에 관한 설문지 응답에 참가 하여 주셔서 감사 드립니다.  이 

연구는 학습자의 언어학습 소신이 그들의 영어 학습 전략 사용에 미치는 영향을 조사하는 데 그 

목적이 있습니다. 이 설문조사는 박사학위 논문의 자료수집과정의 일부입니다. 

 

귀하는 세 개의 설문지를 받게 될 것이며, 작성하는데 약 40 분 정도 소요될 것으로 

예상됩니다. 귀하의 개인 정보는 철저히 보안 될 것이며, 설문지 작성시 이로 인한 어떠한 

불편함이나 위험은 없을 것입니다.  귀하는 원하시면 언제든지 설문지 작성을 포기 할 수 

있습니다.   

 

이 연구는 UNT Institutional Review Board (940-564-3940)의 허가 아래, 북 텍사스 

주립 대학 (University of North Texas)의 박사 과정에 재학 중인 홍 경심에 의해 진행 되고 

있습니다. 이 연구 결과나 의문사항이 있으신 경우엔 본 연구자 나 Dr. Alexandra Leavell (940-

565-3397)에게 연락하여 주십시오.   

 

 이 설문지 조사에 참가함으로써 귀하는 귀하의 언어(영어) 학습에 대한 소견이나, 

귀하가 어떤 언어 (영어) 학습 전략을 얼마나 자주 사용하는지, 언어(영어)를 배우기 위하여 

귀하가 어떻게 행동하고 계시는지 생각해 보게 되는 좋은 기회를 갖게 될 것입니다. 
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Doctoral student                         
Teacher Education and Administration 
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P.O. Box 310740 
Denton, TX. USA   76203                  
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APPENDIX K 

RESULTS OF THE PRINCIPAL-COMPONENTS ANALYSES AND FACTOR ANALYSIS 

FOR THE SILL 
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Results of the Principal-Components Analyses and Factor Analysis for the SILL  

1. Monolingual Group 

Table 78 
Principal Components Analysis (Initial Statistics) of the SILL (M) 

 Total Variance Explained Variables Communality  Factor Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % 
S1 1.00000 * 1 13.29003 26.58 26.58 
S2 1.00000 * 2 3.05266 6.11 32.69 
S3 1.00000 * 3 2.43127 4.86 37.55 
S4 1.00000 * 4 2.11031 4.22 41.77 
S5 1.00000 * 5 1.68367 3.37 45.14 
S6 1.00000 * 6 1.40445 2.81 47.94 
S7 1.00000 * 7 1.29489 2.59 50.53 
S8 1.00000 * 8 1.25109 2.50 53.04 
S9 1.00000 * 9 1.14310 2.29 55.32 
S10 1.00000 * 10 1.03294 2.07 57.39 
S11 1.00000 * 11 1.01674 2.03 59.42 
S12 1.00000 * 12 .94536 1.89 61.31 
S13 1.00000 * 13 .90701 1.81 63.13 
S14 1.00000 * 14 .87322 1.75 64.87 
S15 1.00000 * 15 .84381 1.69 66.56 
S16 1.00000 * 16 .79355 1.59 68.15 
S17 1.00000 * 17 .76722 1.53 69.68 
S18 1.00000 * 18 .74988 1.50 71.18 
S19 1.00000 * 19 .74080 1.48 72.66 
S20 1.00000 * 20 .72076 1.44 74.11 
S21 1.00000 * 21 .70097 1.40 75.51 
S22 1.00000 * 22 .67749 1.35 76.86 
S23 1.00000 * 23 .64216 1.28 78.15 
S24 1.00000 * 24 .62595 1.25 79.40 
S25 1.00000 * 25 .60411 1.21 80.61 
S26 1.00000 * 26 .58831 1.18 81.78 
S27 1.00000 * 27 .56914 1.14 82.92 
S28 1.00000 * 28 .54031 1.08 84.00 
S29 1.00000 * 29 .52521 1.05 85.05 
S30 1.00000 * 30 .51993 1.04 86.09 
S31 1.00000 * 31 .48449 .97 87.06 
S32 1.00000 * 32 .47908 .96 88.02 
S33 1.00000 * 33 .46287 .93 88.95 
S34 1.00000 * 34 .45260 .91 89.85 
S35 1.00000 * 35 .44062 .88 90.73 
S36 1.00000 * 36 .40791 .82 91.55 
S37 1.00000 * 37 .39837 .80 92.34 
S38 1.00000 * 38 .38468 .77 93.11 
S39 1.00000 * 39 .36396 .73 93.84 
S40 1.00000 * 40 .36245 .72 94.57 
S41 1.00000 * 41 .34654 .69 95.26 
S42 1.00000 * 42 .34153 .68 95.94 
S43 1.00000 * 43 .31646 .63 96.58 
S44 1.00000 * 44 .30239 .60 97.18 
S45 1.00000 * 45 .27605 .55 97.73 
S46 1.00000 * 46 .25750 .52 98.25 
S47 1.00000 * 47 .23892 .48 98.73 
S48 1.00000 * 48 .22692 .45 99.18 
S49 1.00000 * 49 .21598 .43 99.61 
S50 1.00000 * 50 .19436 .39 100.0 
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Table 79 
Rotated Factor Matrix(M) 

Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 
S49 .79895 .03393 -.02516 .05304 .06773 .09241 
S47 .75129 .11619 .12380 -.05762 .02046 .20700 
S48 .69822 .09486 .11533 -.00905 -.03865 .28315 
S14 .69816 .29577 .18726 .07888 .16497 -.09169 
S46 .66027 .03505 .09784 .29675 -.02597 .20921 
S50 .63534 .13644 .07431 .23002 -.00480 .18402 
S31 .60468 .23241 .12500 .11542 .15421 -.17105 
S35 .55275 .46454 -.00089 .01654 .01812 .13090 
S40 .53989 .32617 .17197 .03195 .09905 .17903 
S17 .52528 .35035 .16699 -.07373 .20569 .09847 
S11 .48238 .25535 .29697 .28386 .12429 -.11389 
S30 .46958 .39010 .22717 .26949 .15227 -.01603 
S15 .42545 .26541 .13108 .15004 .15822 -.07987 
S28 .37217 .11950 .20948 .22923 .28196 -.00664 
S26 .33972 .11196 .11675 .24414 .17514 .31323 

S34 .20424 .71183 .11562 -.00817 .07393 .25481 
S37 .26414 .67638 -.04791 .14217 .08702 .08567 
S36 .37545 .65759 .10854 -.05193 .08786 .04937 
S38 .18864 .61854 .12036 .38496 -.04001 .06393 
S33 .26715 .61206 .12373 .18918 .01196 .14175 
S16 .45328 .46850 .15911 -.08298 .29462 -.06810 
S20 -.02757 .45476 .14832 .40774 -.16059 .14825 

S4 .29186 -.01240 .65518 .10814 .13419 -.03793 
S3 .05163 -.00508 .65437 .18287 .05199 .07543 
S7 .13061 -.04611 .59765 -.07744 -.14224 .37248 
S5 .07943 .03077 .55987 -.18616 .01400 .22481 
S13 .42342 .16641 .50745 .12029 .25223 -.06585 
S9 .18378 .12882 .48625 .30531 .14340 .06055 
S21 -.04478 .20966 .48447 .18099 .04770 .17283 
S2 .36185 .23728 .44528 .01600 .29972 -.09892 
Q8 .11175 .33361 .43861 .14854 -.02722 .20486 
S12 .34263 .34254 .42931 .25087 .00479 -.13476 
S1 .22905 .20566 .37502 .26357 .29657 -.08361 

S24 .05341 .19567 .05178 .61197 .33417 .10508 
S29 .24168 .22681 .17104 .58949 .29871 -.09514 
S45 .36784 -.00652 -.02663 .50674 .11647 .10903 
S43 .32693 .18344 .16258 -.48443 .26195 .36342 
S25 .18663 -.13425 .18687 .46890 .03843 .32717 
S32 .21331 .21799 .12646 .46792 .21547 .05982 
S19 .02187 .03890 .39386 .43609 .14816 .00708 
S10 -.06246 .25724 .34128 .39889 -.11315 .11418 
S18 .05008 .28555 .26100 .37132 .25040 .16238 

S22 .08267 .03410 .13992 .19720 .69769 -.00153 
S27 .07126 -.08190 -.10130 .12693 .68441 .10312 
S23 .17158 .16611 .28884 .06684 .47328 .10075 
S44 .23891 .17487 .03062 .05046 .05729 .57270 
S6 -.10343 .19725 .23344 -.07064 -.12203 .53700 
S42 .04004 .02420 .01876 .15589 .09626 .52555 
S41 .25788 .15080 .30056 .11541 .05588 .40153 
S39 .33690 .33196 .22744 .08236 .12393 .34005 
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Table 80 
Final Statistics (M) 

 Total Variance Explained 
Variables Communality  Factor Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % 
S1 .39981 * 1 13.29003 26.58 26.58 
S2 .48538 * 2 3.05266 6.11 32.69 
S3 .47273 * 3 2.43127 4.86 37.55 
S4 .54574 * 4 2.11031 4.22 41.77 
S5 .40610 * 5 1.68367 3.37 45.14 
S6 .41235 * 6 1.40445 2.81 47.94 
S7 .54134 *     
S8 .38093 *     
S9 .40425 *     
S10 .37150 *     
S11 .49509 *     
S12 .50015 *     
S13 .54691 *     
S14 .65181 *     
S15 .32256 *     
S16 .54859 *     
S17 .48399 *     
S18 .37911 *     
S19 .36929 *     
S20 .44359 *     
S21 .34557 *     
S22 .55324 *     
S23 .37908 *     
S24 .54104 *     
S25 .41616 *     
S26 .32997 *     
S27 .51720 *     
S28 .32877 *     
S29 .58488 *     
S30 .52036 *     
S31 .50163 *     
S32 .37796 *     
S33 .51731 *     
S34 .63225 *     
S35 .53906 *     
S36 .59802 *     
S37 .56467 *     
S38 .58654 *     
S39 .41321 *     
S40 .47032 *     
S41 .35725 *     
S42 .31231 *     
S43 .60233 *     
S44 .42240 *     
S45 .41829 *     
S46 .57926 *     
S47 .63986 *     
S48 .59157 *     
S49 .65605 *     
S50 .51459 *     
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2. Bilingual Group 

Table 81 
Principal Components Analysis (Initial Statistics) of the SILL (B) 

 Total Variance Explained Variables Communality  Factor Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % 
S1 1.00000 * 1 9.79508 19.59 19.59 
S2 1.00000 * 2 3.47021 6.94 26.53 
S3 1.00000 * 3 2.21725 4.43 30.97 
S4 1.00000 * 4 1.77831 3.56 34.52 
S5 1.00000 * 5 1.66587 3.33 37.85 
S6 1.00000 * 6 1.52714 3.05 40.91 
S7 1.00000 * 7 1.34313 2.69 43.59 
S8 1.00000 * 8 1.32597 2.65 46.25 
S9 1.00000 * 9 1.25301 2.51 48.75 
S10 1.00000 * 10 1.18165 2.36 51.12 
S11 1.00000 * 11 1.16394 2.33 53.44 
S12 1.00000 * 12 1.12301 2.25 55.69 
S13 1.00000 * 13 1.09211 2.18 57.87 
S14 1.00000 * 14 1.05423 2.11 59.98 
S15 1.00000 * 15 1.00167 2.00 61.99 
S16 1.00000 * 16 .94998 1.90 63.89 
S17 1.00000 * 17 .91561 1.83 65.72 
S18 1.00000 * 18 .88131 1.76 67.48 
S19 1.00000 * 19 .83889 1.68 69.16 
S20 1.00000 * 20 .80349 1.61 70.76 
S21 1.00000 * 21 .76291 1.53 72.29 
S22 1.00000 * 22 .76181 1.52 73.81 
S23 1.00000 * 23 .74523 1.49 75.30 
S24 1.00000 * 24 .70432 1.41 76.71 
S25 1.00000 * 25 .68682 1.37 78.09 
S26 1.00000 * 26 .67265 1.35 79.43 
S27 1.00000 * 27 .62666 1.25 80.68 
S28 1.00000 * 28 .60061 1.20 81.89 
S29 1.00000 * 29 .57396 1.15 83.03 
S30 1.00000 * 30 .56190 1.12 84.16 
S31 1.00000 * 31 .54482 1.09 85.25 
S32 1.00000 * 32 .52998 1.06 86.31 
S33 1.00000 * 33 .51568 1.03 87.34 
S34 1.00000 * 34 .49456 .99 88.33 
S35 1.00000 * 35 .46971 .94 89.27 
S36 1.00000 * 36 .45230 .90 90.17 
S37 1.00000 * 37 .44494 .89 91.06 
S38 1.00000 * 38 .43077 .86 91.92 
S39 1.00000 * 39 .42514 .85 92.77 
S40 1.00000 * 40 .40483 .81 93.58 
S41 1.00000 * 41 .39363 .79 94.37 
S42 1.00000 * 42 .37554 .75 95.12 
S43 1.00000 * 43 .36163 .72 95.84 
S44 1.00000 * 44 .33847 .68 96.52 
S45 1.00000 * 45 .33628 .67 97.19 
S46 1.00000 * 46 .30452 .61 97.80 
S47 1.00000 * 47 .30066 .60 98.40 
S48 1.00000 * 48 .28023 .56 98.96 
S49 1.00000 * 49 .26253 .53 99.49 
S50 1.00000 * 50 .25504 .51 100.00 
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Table 82 
Rotated Factor Matrix(B) 
Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 
S37 .63394 .10190 .11010 .19491 -.01382 .08628 
S33 .57330 .11893 .31675 -.02091 .13005 -.07729 
S42 .56336 .08401 -.00569 -.10395 .06904 .13098 
S38 .54527 -.04226 .19826 .03830 .10030 .14144 
S41 .52786 .08614 .04734 .15699 .09647 .09603 
S46 .52339 -.01148 .09267 .33664 .00163 .15163 
S36 .48851 .15852 .03834 .26575 .08098 .12419 
S34 .48094 .35766 .12887 .07684 -.00907 .05856 
S35 .47333 .24453 -.07158 .35348 -.06155 .15667 
S39 .45060 .27440 .04236 .04775 .36399 -.06337 
S32 .44634 .07973 .29042 -.06754 .30601 .03070 
S45 .40239 -.20004 .36582 .13410 .18148 .14935 
S30 .39566 .17617 .26384 .21616 .26899 -.08658 
S31 .39191 .06150 .16996 .25170 .29405 -.08106 

S7 .09203 .67208 -.13189 .14417 .05301 .09558 
S6 .04897 .62061 -.05896 .10506 -.05240 .00620 
S8 .13371 .61253 .30742 .01364 -.03944 .01311 
S5 -.05604 .57064 -.01613 .07112 .27168 .17978 
S43 .12597 .52270 -.25683 .29614 .30212 -.20123 
S17 .21951 .49484 -.03930 .19568 .10213 .20224 
S9 .18636 .47323 .36579 .10672 .09439 .09003 
S21 .19446 .45432 .28073 -.09459 .14017 .14639 
S16 -.03108 .40854 .16040 .38296 .10001 .12794 
S18 .16690 .34234 .24222 .13151 .01198 .06296 
S44 .26839 .31083 .14756 .19659 .22045 -.17095 

S12 .09887 -.02117 .67772 .22269 -.01622 .19952 
S10 .12074 .10704 .62878 -.11925 .01480 -.12945 
S11 .12365 -.17341 .61700 .22569 .06578 .15103 
S20 .23712 .09712 .56155 -.03910 -.07382 .06099 
S19 -.01182 .22492 .51126 -.02534 .14561 .07131 
S24 .19720 -.03693 .44788 -.18662 .19276 .37384 
S14 .16219 -.08806 .43096 .42098 .00385 .28051 
S13 .08786 .34214 .38763 .24662 -.02582 .05567 
S15 -.00837 -.02089 .37835 .34946 .33803 .17118 
S25 .10029 .05300 .36384 .09617 .29573 .09777 

S48 .19697 .22406 -.03263 .65973 -.02061 .01193 
S47 .25118 .32382 -.04018 .58522 .06291 .01748 
S49 .09392 .09748 .07571 .53772 .28364 .08620 
S40 .37196 .09684 .05032 .43433 .16068 .06420 
S50 .11461 .08570 .30510 .42738 .19862 .00377 

S27 .08406 -.05448 -.14048 .11380 .61334 .25056 
S28 .13747 .14464 .03541 .10385 .54525 .05386 
S29 .19518 -.27444 .33049 .09498 .49084 .09846 
S22 .10640 .19294 .06516 .00478 .45692 .12401 
S26 .02193 .18643 .25153 .25312 .36806 -.10500 

S1 .17417 -.00103 .18358 .10580 .03281 .62043 
S2 .08058 .45011 .01196 .23490 .01039 .57617 
S4 .14409 .39125 .11509 .00180 .20453 .50789 
S3 .08190 .14717 .10905 .09338 .13979 .49176 
S23 .18680 .30506 .11806 -.13262 .21792 .35740 
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Table 83 
Final Statistics(B) 

 Total Variance Explained Variables Communality  Factor Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % 
S1 .46124 * 1 9.79508 19.59 19.59 
S2 .59650 * 2 3.47021 6.94 26.53 
S3 .31035 * 3 2.21725 4.43 30.97 
S4 .48687 * 4 1.77831 3.56 34.52 
S5 .44022 * 5 1.66587 3.33 37.85 
S6 .40485 * 6 1.52714 3.05 40.91 
S7 .51028 *     
S8 .48950 *     
S9 .42089 *     
S10 .45260 *     
S11 .50412 *     
S12 .55919 *     
S13 .33962 *     
S14 .47571 *     
S15 .40934 *     
S16 .36663 *     
S17 .38421 *     
S18 .22512 *     
S19 .33905 *     
S20 .39169 *     
S21 .37306 *     
S22 .27697 *     
S23 .33470 *     
S24 .45258 *     
S25 .25150 *     
S26 .30907 *     
S27 .48168 *     
S28 .35205 *     
S29 .48228 *     
S30 .38377 *     
S31 .34265 *     
S32 .38906 *     
S33 .46648 *     
S34 .38525 *     
S35 .44224 *     
S36 .35784 *     
S37 .47001 *     
S38 .36994 *     
S39 .41892 *     
S40 .36884 *     
S41 .33148 *     
S42 .35719 *     
S43 .57451 *     
S44 .30689 *     
S45 .40897 *     
S46 .41898 *     
S47 .51631 *     
S48 .52588 *     
S49 .40108 *     
S50 .33568 *     
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APPENDIX L 

RESULTS OF THE PRINCIPAL-COMPONENTS ANALYSIS AND FACTOR ANALYSIS 

FOR THE BALLI 
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Results of the Principal-Components Analyses and Factor Analysis for the BALLI  

1. Monolingual Group 

 Table 84 
Principal Components Analysis (Initial Statistics) of the BALLI (M) 

 Total Variance Explained Variables Communality  Factor Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % 
B1 1.00000 * 1 4.94637 4.95 14.13 
B2 1.00000 * 2 2.86009 4.95 22.30 
B3 1.00000 * 3 2.51894 7.20 29.50 
B4 1.00000 * 4 1.73101 4.95 34.45 
B5 1.00000 * 5 1.39809 3.99 38.44 
B6 1.00000 * 6 1.27369 3.64 42.08 
B7 1.00000 * 7 1.14540 3.27 45.35 
B8 1.00000 * 8 1.09051 3.12 48.47 
B9 1.00000 * 9 1.04222 2.98 51.45 
B10 1.00000 * 10 1.01993 2.91 54.36 
B11 1.00000 * 11 .99404 2.84 57.20 
B12 1.00000 * 12 .93790 2.68 59.88 
B13 1.00000 * 13 .92557 2.64 62.53 
B14 1.00000 * 14 .90082 2.57 65.10 
B15 1.00000 * 15 .83476 2.39 67.48 
B16 1.00000 * 16 .81478 2.33 69.81 
B17 1.00000 * 17 .78442 2.24 72.05 
B18 1.00000 * 18 .73702 2.11 74.16 
B19 1.00000 * 19 .70804 2.02 76.18 
B20 1.00000 * 20 .68495 1.96 78.14 
B21 1.00000 * 21 .67413 1.93 80.06 
B22 1.00000 * 22 .64351 1.84 81.90 
B23 1.00000 * 23 .62335 1.78 83.68 
B24 1.00000 * 24 .61226 1.75 85.43 
B25 1.00000 * 25 .58216 1.66 87.10 
B26 1.00000 * 26 .55027 1.57 88.67 
B27 1.00000 * 27 .52453 1.50 90.17 
B28 1.00000 * 28 .50987 1.46 91.62 
B29 1.00000 * 29 .49951 1.43 93.05 
B30 1.00000 * 30 .48766 1.39 94.45 
B31 1.00000 * 31 .45487 1.30 95.74 
B32 1.00000 * 32 .41498 1.19 96.93 
B33 1.00000 * 33 .40852 1.17 98.10 
B34 1.00000 * 34 .35217 1.01 99.10 
B35 1.00000 * 35 .31365 .90 100.00 
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Table 85 
Rotated Factor Matrix(M) 
Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
B18 .70271 .01643 .06327 .05432 
B31 .69064 -.08679 -.09663 .10240 
B29 .68380 -.22101 .11346 .15546 
B20 .59996 -.12146 -.03080 .16457 
B7 .53525 .16553 .06160 .04915 
B14 .52371 .28057 -.12503 .01825 
B8 .48289 .25414 -.10006 .24505 
B32 .47375 .06636 -.09698 .27853 
B26 .46546 .06613 .14308 .09272 
B33 .46128 .31171 -.05168 -.26036 
B12 .39487 -.03472 .06190 .30449 

B16 .16175 .65167 .03961 .07974 
B4 -.08103 .55090 .07239 -.22012 
B21 .10344 -.52004 .33351 -.00231 
B13 .11989 .51820 -.23346 .30483 
B6 .06856 .48077 .12826 -.06297 
B5 .44859 .47528 -.16957 -.06130 
B25 -.20712 .45543 .19433 -.01968 
B24 .19061 .44467 .13162 .28458 

B28 -.09687 -.06646 .59294 .04284 
B23 -.10771 .09047 .54825 .09587 
B22 -.10867 -.00328 .50605 .13926 
B17 .21219 .08858 .50281 -.00318 
B35 .35172 -.25199 .49470 .01284 
B9 -.41597 .04917 .45427 .18348 
B34 .07845 .10360 .44964 -.09899 
B30 .30014 -.10847 .30775 .23859 

Q2 .12005 .02469 -.04105 .70461 
B19 -.12498 .15655 -.01362 .56371 
B27 .14196 -.09437 .20996 .43778 
B3 .13632 .00574 .08421 .42720 
B1 .19260 -.02115 .06819 .39910 
B11 -.32608 .10493 .33274 .39080 
B10 .28498 .18716 .02536 .35231 
B15 .03411 -.10945 -.00784 .23581 
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Table 86 
Final Statistics (M) 

 Total Variance Explained 
Variables Communality  Factor Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % 
B1 .20147 * 1 4.94637 4.95 14.13 

B2 .51318 * 2 2.86009 4.95 22.30 

B3 .20821 * 3 2.51894 7.20 29.50 

B4 .36375 * 4 1.73101 4.95 34.45 

B5 .45963 *     

B6 .25625 *     

B7 .32010 *     

B8 .36783 *     

B9 .41547 *     

B10 .24101 *     

B11 .38078 *     

B12 .25367 *     

B13 .43032 *     

B14 .36896 *     

B15 .06881 *     

B16 .45877 *     

B17 .30570 *     

B18 .50102 *     

B19 .35808 *     

B20 .40274 *     

B21 .39237 *     

B22 .28730 *     

B23 .32956 *     

B24 .33237 *     

B25 .28846 *     

B26 .25009 *     

B27 .26479 *     

B28 .36721 *     

B29 .55347 *     

B30 .25349 *     

B31 .50434 *     

B32 .31583 *     

B33 .38040 *     

B34 .22887 *     
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2. Bilingual Group 

Table 87 
Principal-Components Analysis (Initial Statistics) for the BALLI(B) 

 Total Variance Explained Variables Communality  Factor Eigenvalues % of Variance Cumulative % 
B1 1.00000 * 1 5.94391 16.98 16.98 

B2 1.00000 * 2 3.29265 9.41 26.39 

B3 1.00000 * 3 1.86104 5.32 31.71 

B4 1.00000 * 4 1.39808 3.99 35.70 

B5 1.00000 * 5 1.34833 3.85 39.55 

B6 1.00000 * 6 1.26876 3.63 43.18 

B7 1.00000 * 7 1.17226 3.35 46.53 

B8 1.00000 * 8 1.08731 3.11 49.64 

B9 1.00000 * 9 1.03755 2.96 52.60 

B10 1.00000 * 10 1.02870 2.94 55.54 

B11 1.00000 * 11 .96206 2.75 58.29 

B12 1.00000 * 12 .92165 2.63 60.92 

B13 1.00000 * 13 .90689 2.59 63.51 

B14 1.00000 * 14 .84959 2.43 65.94 

B15 1.00000 * 15 .84089 2.40 68.34 

B16 1.00000 * 16 .81150 2.32 70.66 

B17 1.00000 * 17 .77680 2.22 72.88 

B18 1.00000 * 18 .74333 2.12 75.00 

B19 1.00000 * 19 .72412 2.07 77.07 

B20 1.00000 * 20 .67399 1.93 79.00 

B21 1.00000 * 21 .66388 1.90 80.90 

B22 1.00000 * 22 .63939 1.83 82.72 

B23 1.00000 * 23 .61683 1.76 84.48 

B24 1.00000 * 24 .60373 1.72 86.21 

B25 1.00000 * 25 .56917 1.63 87.84 

B26 1.00000 * 26 .54364 1.55 89.39 

B27 1.00000 * 27 .53799 1.54 90.93 

B28 1.00000 * 28 .48779 1.39 92.32 

B29 1.00000 * 29 .45333 1.30 93.61 

B30 1.00000 * 30 .44321 1.27 94.88 

B31 1.00000 * 31 .42500 1.21 96.10 

B32 1.00000 * 32 .39661 1.13 97.23 

B33 1.00000 * 33 .34787 .99 98.22 

B34 1.00000 * 34 .31561 .90 99.12 

B35 1.00000 * 35 .30654 .88 100.00  
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Table 88 
Rotated Factor Matrix(B) 
Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

B31 .69519 -.18754 .11774 .17103 
B18 .68982 -.14312 -.02948 .23330 
B35 .65150 .09208 -.03752 .00752 
B32 .62767 .02376 .13859 .02135 
B20 .60187 -.08218 .08168 .20886 
B17 .58974 .17798 -.00113 .17242 
B33 .53831 -.09466 .14515 -.03098 
B29 .52974 .17661 .10134 .10458 
B12 .48498 -.21018 -.01237 .39163 
Q7 .46763 -.18158 .23764 .38032 
B26 .40787 -.01527 .15737 .03517 
 
B28 -.06227 .65715 -.05706 -.08195 
B23 -.00571 .55107 -.02929 .00334 
B9 -.50633 .52932 .06453 .03335 
B34 .13290 .49973 -.11015 .08824 
B11 -.35241 .47303 .04790 .21091 
B24 -.09459 .43494 .32401 .19051 
B25 -.03401 .43493 .20140 -.09121 
B21 .03676 .43233 -.39071 .09951 
B30 .05774 .41723 .27041 .03310 
B22 -.06835 .36568 .11002 .19020 
 
B16 .01531 .16275 .61262 -.05283 
B13 .13339 .20516 .51510 .20315 
B8 .28080 -.10403 .49086 .18381 
B14 .34052 .01304 .48005 .22543 
B10 .14933 .30156 .46480 -.03848 
B5 .40953 -.11471 .42968 .14958 
B4 -.39337 -.09108 .40503 .14184 
B15 .08423 .15102 -.19681 .19263 
 
B2 .07960 .14186 .11234 .58507 
B19 -.12973 .21003 .15336 .57509 
B3 .17107 .05186 .10012 .53027 
B1 .33444 -.06461 -.03434 .52870 
B27 .36410 -.02955 -.12355 .37328 
B6 .15906 .03109 .20986 .22803 
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Scree Plot

Component Number

35 33 31 29272523211917151311 9 7 5 3 1 

Eigenvalue 

7 

6 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

0 



 

 267

 

 

 

 

 

Table 89 
Final Statistics (B) 

 Total Variance Explained Variables Communality  
Factor Eigenvalues % of Variance Cumulative % 

B1 .39673 * 1 5.94391 16.98 16.98 

B2 .38138 * 2 3.29265 9.41 26.39 

B3 .32317 * 3 1.86104 5.32 31.71 

B4 .34720 * 4 1.39808 3.99 35.70 

B5 .38787 *     

B6 .12230 *     

B7 .45277 *     

B8 .36440 *     

B9 .54183 *     

B10 .33076 *     

B11 .39472 *     

B12 .43291 *     

B13 .36648 *     

B14 .39738 *     

B15 .10574 *     

B16 .40482 *     

B17 .40920 *     

B18 .55164 *     

B19 .41519 *     

B20 .41929 *     

B21 .35081 *     

B22 .18668 *     

B23 .30458 *     

B24 .33940 *     

B25 .23920 *     

B26 .19259 *     

B27 .28805 *     

B28 .44569 *     

B29 .33302 *     

B30 .25163 *     

B31 .56157 *     

B32 .41420 *     

B33 .32076 *     

B34 .28731 *     

B35 .43439 *     
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RESPONSES TO THE OPEN-ENDED QUESTION ON THE SILL 
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Responses of to the Open-ended Question on the SILL 

Q 51. Describe any language learning strategies you use other than those listed above. 

Table 90  
Responses of the Monolingual Group (Korean)  

Blank 340 
Functional Practice Strategies  16 
  I practice communicative skills by watching movies and TV shows in English. 4 

  I read books written in English, watch movies, and play video games spoken in 
English. 1 

  When I watch the movies, I listen to the dialogue and write it down without  
   using captions. 2 

  I read English newspapers and pay attention to the structure of sentences. 2 
  I watch cartoons written and spoken in English. 1 
  I listen to English radio programs. 1 
  I listen to English songs and sing them as often as I can. 1 
  I try to use English in daily life, and use the Internet to chatt for practicing 
  English. 4 

Formal Practice Strategies 17 
  I try to read, write, and be exposed to English as much as I can. 3 
  I take classes taught by native English speakers.  1 
  It is best to learn English by learning grammar before writing, and then  
  you practice speaking English.  1 

  I listen to online English classes and listen to the tapes in English regularly. 4 
  I listen to language tapes and write the dialogues. 4 
  I listen to language tapes for 30 minutes everyday and try to mimic the native 
pronunciation. 3 

  I try to practice English by focusing on activities for improving listening skills  
(e.g., listening to tapes). 

1 

  I listen to tapes and try to familiarize myself with the sounds and meaning of the 
contents. 

1 

Memory Strategies 17 
  I memorize vocabulary as much as possible. 8 
  I try to memorize words and sentences as much as possible, and use them in  
conversation all the time. 

6 

  I memorize words that are useful for daily life rather than learning grammar.  1 
  The best way to learn English is memorization, and then it helps me to get better 
in understanding English. 

1 

  I sing pop songs repeatedly and try to memorize the song. 1 
Cognitive Strategies 10 
 It is important to write in English and summarize after reading. 1 

(table continues)
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Table 90 (continued).  

I listen to the tapes or instructional CDs in English repeatedly, and translate the 
words or sentences that I hear.  

1 

I practice English by translating my language (Korean) to English. 2 
I take note of unknown words and their meaning in Korean. 1 
I try not to translate from English to my language (Korean) when listening and 
  reading, and try to understand the meaning.   1 

I try to practice English by using simple words and sentences everyday. 2 
I try to listen to language tapes and to be exposed to English as much as possible. 1 
The best way to learn English is repetition. 1 
  Metacognitive Strategies 11 
I monitor my learning and set goals in learning English. 1 
I study English very hard until I understand the contents and have proficiency  
  in English. 1 

I practice English every day on a regular basis. 3 
I study English more than 1 hour every day. 1 
I try to start conversations in English when I meet native English speakers. 4 
I try to be exposed to English as much as I can and to talk like native English 
speakers. 1 

Compensation Strategies 4 
I practice English in conversation and I use the dictionary when I encounter 
unknown words. 1 

I listen to tapes in English and then try to guess the contents. 1 
I try to focus on studying synonyms when learning new words.   1 
I learn new words by studying the prefix and suffix of the new words. 1 
Social Strategies   11 
I practice English with friends who reside in English-speaking countries and have 
native like fluency (e.g., Korean-American). 3 

I practice speaking English with native English speakers and learn daily 
conversation from them. 3 

I would like to have friends who are native English-speakers. 3 
I practice English with my friends and practice communicative skills. 2 
Other Strategies 2 
I study English abroad where English is spoken as the native language. 1 
The best way to learn English is by getting a job at a foreign company. 1 
Total 88 
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Table 91 
Responses of the Bilingual Group (Korean-Chinese)  

Blank  393 
Functional Practice Strategies   4 
I read books and magazines, and even textbooks in English as much as possible.  2 
I watch English movies.   1 
I try to read books in English.  1 
Memory Strategies  9 
I remember and memorize the expressions in the movies, and use them in 
conversation. 

 1 

I remember a new word by making a connection to the words that I already know, 
and by making a sentence with the new word. 

 1 

The best way to learn English is memorization.  1 
I memorize whole sentences in text and try to use them.  2 
I memorize new vocabulary as much as possible.  2 
I memorize 50 new words everyday.  1 
I try to memorize new words and use 2-3 words in conversation everyday that I 
learned.  

 1 

Cognitive Strategies  9 
I listen to tapes in English repeatedly.  4 
I take notes in English in classes.  1 
When I learn a new word, I first try to correct my pronunciation, to remember the 
written form of it, to write it down several times, and finally to understand the 
meaning of it.  

 1 

It is important to preview before English classes and review after the classes.  1 
I make a connection with what I have learned before with new things that I am 
learning now, and it helps make me less tense or nervous.  1 

Repetition is the best way to learn English, and one can reach a high proficiency 
level in 3 years by doing so. 

 1 

 Metacognitive Strategies  5 
I believe that using English in daily life (in a natural setting) as much as possible is 
the best to way to learn English, and by doing so, learners will obtain good 
proficiency gradually. 

 1 

I look for friends I can practice English with.  1 
I try to think about the nature of learning a foreign language.  1 
I read instructional books about language learning strategies.  1 
It is important to practice English everyday on a regular basis.  1 
Social Strategies    1 
I practice with native English speakers as much as possible.  1 
Total   27 
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Responses of to the Open-Ended Question on the BALLI 

Q 36. Describe any ideas about learning foreign languages you have other than those  
          listed above. 

Table 92 
 Responses of the Monolingual Group (Korean)  

Blank 387 
Beliefs about Practice and Learning Strategies   14 
The best way to learn English is memorization.  1 
The best way to learn English is repetition.   3 
I believe that learning grammar helps learners achieve a high proficiency of English.  1 
It is important to become familiar with the native pronunciation through listening to and 
repeating after tapes.    1 

I believe that practice makes perfect.  1 
It is important to remember new words incidentally, and memorize them by 
understanding their meaning in the sentences.  1 

I memorize vocabulary as much as possible.  1 
The best way to learn English is practice regularly.  1 
It is important to obtain knowledge about the English language and practice English in 
daily life at the same time.  1 

The best way to learn English is by being exposed to English as frequently as possible.  1 
It is very important to practice speaking English as much as possible.  1 
It is important to use English in daily life.  1 
It is very important to be exposed to English as often as possible and to practice speaking 
English with native speakers. 

 1 

Beliefs about Learning English  2 
Learning English can help us be competitive in global society.  1 
The final goal of learning a foreign language is to communicate with others.  So, learning 
English that can be useful in daily conversation is most important. 

 1 

The Difficulty of Learning English  2 
Mastering a foreign language is not easy and usually takes a long time, so it is very 
important to learn English at a steady pace. 

 1 

Speaking in English is more difficult than learning grammar.   1 
The Importance of Learning Communicative Language  3 
It is not important to follow the rules of English grammar when speaking as long as there 
is no problem in communication.  1 

I believe that using English in daily life is the best way to learn English.  I find that the 
expressions or dialogue I learned in classes or textbook are not helpful in real 
conversations.  

 1 

The best way to learn English is to practice speaking English with native English 
speakers. 1 

Feelings and Attitudes towards Learning English  8 
(table continues) 
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Table 92 (continued).  
When you learn a foreign language, it is very important to learn about its culture and 
experience it.  1 

I believe that achievement level in learning English can be dependent on how you 
approach learning English (e.g., learning methods).  1 

It is not easy to overcome the beliefs that English is very difficult to learn.  1 
I believe that spending a certain amount of time, effort, and money is required to be a 
good English learner.  There is no short cut to being a good language learner.  1 

You should not fear making mistakes in using English, and continuously use or speak 
English until you reach a certain level of proficiency.  1 

One should study hard to do well in English.  1 
Mastering language is the result of 99% effort.  1 
It is best to learn a foreign language as you acquired your first language.  1 
The Importance of the Learning Environment  3 
Learning a foreign language requires a good learning environment and self-effort to learn 
it.  1 

Learning English in English-speaking countries is the best way to learn English.  1 
It is easy to learn English when we use English in a natural setting.  1 
Motivation and Confidence in Learning English  7 
Confidence in learning English is the most important element in learning.  5 
Lack of confidence can be a barrier in learning English, but it is not easy to be confident 
when one feels timid in using English.  1 

I feel motivated and confident when I keep telling myself, “I can do it.”  1 
Other Strategies  2 
I believe that the Korean government should provide more information about places 
(facilities) where Koreans can learn and practice English or get information about 
learning English for free (e.g., classes). 

 1 

The English teaching and learning methods in Korea are not effective and successful. I 
believe that transmitting only the knowledge of English language (e.g., grammar) to 
students is not working any more. 

 1 

Total   41 
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Table 93 
Responses of Bilingual Group (Korean-Chinese)  

Blank   419 
Beliefs about practice and Learning Strategies    6 
I can remember a new word for a long period time when I use it as often as I can.   1 
It is more important to memorize sentences than vocabulary, and to read in English 
and listen to tapes as much as possible.   1 

It works best when one studies English everyday on a regular basis and work 
steadily.    1 

The best and fastest way to learn English is to practice English by listening to 
favorite songs, watching favorite movies and TV cartoons, and read favorite books.    1 

It is very important to practice speaking English with native English-speakers.   1 
I believe that the best way to learn English is using it in every day life and practicing 
with native English-speakers rather than learning it in classroom.   1 

Feelings and Attitudes toward Learning English   3 
I believe that Chinese can speak English as well as other people in Asia.    1 
It is very important not to give up learning English because one will achieve the 
high proficiency level if he keeps practicing English everyday.   1 

In order to reach high fluency in English, it is important to use English everyday, 
and try to express ones’ feelings in English all the time if possible.   1 

Motivation and Confidence in Learning English   2 
It is important to have self-confidence and motivation in learning English.   1 
It is very important to have confidence in learning English.   1 
Total     11 
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