View metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk brought to you by fCORE

provided by Repository Universitas Negeri Makassar

THE CORRELATION BETWEEN LANGUAGE LEARNING STRATEGIES AND
PROFICIENCY LEVEL OF ENGLISH DEPARTMENT STUDENTS
IN UNIVERSITAS NEGERI MAKASSAR (UNM)

Hubungan antara Strategi Belajar Bahasa dan Tingkat Kecakapan Mahasiswa
Jurusan Bahasa Inggris di Universitas Negeri Makassar (UNM)

RISMAYANA
ABSTRACT

This research was conducted to: (1) identify the frequently language learning
strategies used by English department students in UNM, (2) identify proficiency level of
English department students in UNM based on TOEFL score, (3) investigate the correlation
between language learning strategies and proficiency level of English department students
in UNM.

The research applied correlational research. The sample of this research was the
fourth semester students in academic year 2013/2014. They were from three majors of
study program at English department in UNM. Those were English education, English
literature and business English. The sample was chosen by using stratified random
sampling where the researcher chose the students represented three majors of study
program who took TOEFL test provided by internal language services in English
department namely CLS (Centre for Language Services). The sample consisted of 39
students from English education, 20 students from English literature and 18 students from
business English. The data were collected through SILL guestionnaire and documentation
of TOEFL score. The data were analyzed by using descriptive and inferential statistic
through SPSS 21.0 version.

The research result showed that (1) metacognitive and social strategies were the
most frequently language learning strategies used by the English department students in
UNM. This was proven by mean score 3.75 and 3.65 respectively. It was classified as high
category of usage, range from 3.5-5.0 score, (2) based on TOEFL score, the proficiency
level achieved by the English department students was classified into waystage level (basic
user). It was showed by mean score 445.81, range from score interval 337-459, and (3)
there was correlation between language learning strategies and proficiency level based on
TOEFL score with F = 2.288. It showed that the value of Feount= 2.288 was greater than
Ftable= 2.23 (Fcount > Ftavle), or p= 0.045 was lower than a= 0.05 (p <a)). Therefore, the result
indicated that language learning strategies of English department students had correlation
with proficiency level.

Keywords: Language learning strategies, proficiency level, correlation


https://core.ac.uk/display/156904235?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1

I. INTRODUCTION

There are a number of factors contributing to the success of students in learning a
foreign language, particularly in learning English. Those factors are divided in two major
factors, namely external and internal factors. The external factors cover some elements,
such as teacher, method, media, and learning facilities. Meanwhile, the internal factors
involve students’ internal factor which consist of age, cognitive, affective and personality.
In other words, it can not be denied that students play important and influential role for the
success in learning a language.

Starting from an assumption what makes students successful and more effective in
learning than others, recently many researchers are interested in conducting researches that
focus on investigating students as one of the factors in determining the successful or
unsuccessful in learning. In the field of language learning research, learning strategies
employed by the students have been seen as notable area. Chamot (2004) highlighted the
importance of identifying students’ language learning strategies that enable teachers to
discover their students’ learning strategies prior to teaching. By investigating students’
language learning strategies and its relationship with their language proficiency, it may
facilitate a greater understanding of their learning problems. Therefore, understanding of
language learning strategies can give useful information how to choose the best way in
learning a foreign language and also help students to be more independent in learning. So it
is very important for teacher/lecturer to introduce language learning strategies that can

increase students’ proficiency.
Il. LITERATURE REVIEW

A. The Concept of Language Learning Strategies
1. Theories of Learning
There are three sets of learning theories as follows:
a. Behaviorism Learning Theories
Behaviorism equates learning with changes in either the form or frequency of
observable performance. Learning is accomplished when a proper response is

demonstrated following the presentation of a specific environmental stimulus.



2.

Behaviorism focuses on the importance of the consequences of those performances and
contends that responses that are followed by reinforcement are more likely to recur in
the future. The learner is characterized as being reactive to conditions in the
environment as opposed to taking an active role in discovering the environment
(Ertmer and Newby, 1993).
b. Cognitive Learning Theories

Cognitive theories stress the acquisition of knowledge and internal mental
structures and, as such, are closer to the rationalist end of the epistemology continuum
(Bower & Hilgard, 1981). Learning is equated with discrete changes between states of
knowledge rather than with changes in the probability of response.
c. Constructivism

Constructivism is a theory that equates learning with creating meaning from
experience (Bednar et al., 1991). Even though constructivism is considered to be a
branch of cognitivism (both conceive of learning as a mental activity), it distinguishes
itself from traditional cognitive theories in a number of ways. Most cognitive
psychologists think of the mind as a reference tool to the real world; constructivists
believe that the mind filters input from the world to produce its own unique reality
(Jonassen, 1991).
Information Processing in Learning

According to Atkinson and Shiffrin (1968), the stage theory information process

model recognizes three types or stages of memory: sensory memory, short-term or working

memory, and long-term memory. Those stages are represented in the figure below.
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Figure 1: Information Processing Model of Human Learning.



3. The Definition of Language Learning Strategies

“Strategy” comes from the ancient Greek term strategia refers to generalship or the
art of war. It involves the optional management of troops, ships, or aircraft in a plan battle.
The basic characteristics of strategy imply planning, competition, conscious manipulation
and movement toward a goal. Gradually, the concept of strategies has become influential in
education (Oxford, 1990: 7-8). Furthermore, Oxford (1990) defined learning strategies as
specific actions taken by the learner to make learning faster, more enjoyable, more
effective, and more transferrable to new situations.
4. Factor Affecting Choosing Language Learning Strategies

According to Gavriilidou and Psaltou-Joycey (2009), there are some factors that can

affect learning strategies choice. They are as follows:

a. Proficiency level f.  Field of study/career orientation
b. Age g. Culture

c. Gender h. Beliefs

d. Motivation i. Task requirements

e. Learning style j.  Language teaching method

5. Oxford’s Classification of Language Learning Strategies
There are six major groups of second language learning strategies that have been
identified by Oxford. According to oxford (1990), second language learning strategies
consists of two major categories as follows:
a. Direct Strategies
Direct strategies are defined as “strategies involving mental process and directly
influencing the target language,” (Oxford 1990: 14). Direct strategies is composed of
memory strategies for remembering and retrieving new information, cognitive
strategies for understanding and producing the language, and compensation strategies
for using the language despite knowledge gaps.
b. Indirect Strategies
Indirect strategies are those supporting and managing language without directly
involving the target language. Indirect strategies consist of metacognitive strategies,

affective strategies, and social strategies.



6. Method for Identifying Language Learning Strategies
According to Gavriilidou and Psaltou-Joycey (2009), there are four ways for
identification learning strategies choice. The four ways are:
a. Interview
b. Diaries and Journals
c. Think-aloud Protocols
d. Questionnaires
B. The Concept of Proficiency
Definition of Language Proficiency
Briere cited in Farhady (2010) states that the term ‘proficiency’ may be defined as
the degree of competence or the capability in a given language demonstrated by an
individual at a given point in time independent of a specific textbook, chapter in the hook,
or pedagogical method. Clark cited in Farhady (2010) defines language proficiency as the
language learner’s ability to use language for real-life purposes without regard to the
manner in which that competence was acquired.
2. Measuring Language Proficiency
The TOEFL test is an internationally accepted standard of English that measures the
academic English proficiency of a non-native speaker of English. The TOEFL test is
available in two ways as follows:
a. International Testing Program is divided into TOEFL CBT (computer-based or
IBT) and TOEFL P&P (paper based).
b. Institutional Testing Program, there are two types of institutional testing program;
they are Pre TOEFL (paper based) and TOEFL ITP (paper based).

I1l. RESEARCH QUESTIONS
1. What language learning strategies are frequently used by English department students
in UNM?
2. What is proficiency level of English department students in UNM based on TOEFL
score?
3. Is there any correlation between language learning strategies and proficiency level of

English department students in UNM?



IV. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

A. Population and Sample

The population of the research was English department students in UNM academic
year 2013/2014.They were the fourth semester English department students They were 158
students of English education, 68 students of English literature and 115 students of
Business English. The total of population was 341 students.

This research applied stratified random sampling. Stratification is used when the
population reflects imbalance on characteristic of a sample. In this research the researcher
divided the sample into three groups represented three majors in English department.

B. Instruments

In this research, the researcher utilized two instruments. They were questionnaire
and TOEFL score. SILL (Strategy Inventory for Language Learning) questionnaire was
used to get data about students’ language learning strategies. The researcher distributed
SILL to identify language learning strategies of the students. The second instrument was
TOEFL score. The TOEFL score was used to get information about students’ language
proficiency level.

C. Data Collection

The students were given TOEFL test by CLS. The time allotted to answer the test
was 115 minutes. The students of English education were the first respondents that were
tested on July 5™, 2014, followed by English literature on July 12% 2014, and business
English on July 19", 2014. Then, the researcher took the TOEFL score of the students after
distributing the questionnaire. It was collected from CLS. The last step, the researcher gave
questionnaire to students after TOEFL test took place. The time allotted to answer the
questionnaire was 20 minutes. The questionnaire was completed by the students and the
researcher analyzed and interpreted it.

D. Data Analysis
1. The SILL Result Analysis
a. After collecting the data from questionnaire, the students’ results were tabulated in
the table 3.4.



Table 3.4 Students’ SILL Result
Part A Part B Part C Part D Part E Part F Whole SILL

1..... I...... I..... 1..... I..... I...... SUM Part A
2. 2...... 2...... 2. 2...... 2..... SUM Part B
3. 3..... 3..... 3. 3..... 3..... SUM Part C
Etc. Etc. Etc. Etc. Etc. Etc. Etc.

SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM ....

+9= +6= +9= +6= 6= +50=__
(Overall
Average)

b. After being identified, the averages of the students’ SILL score were interpreted
into three categories; they were low category use, moderate category use, and high
category use.

Table 3.5 Category of Strategies Use

Category Statement Score
i Always or almost always used 45t05.0
i
i Usually used 3.5t04.4
Moderate | Sometimes used 251034
Generally not used 15t0 2.4
Low
Never or never almost used 10to 1.4

2. Correlational Analysis

After collecting the data from analysis of questionnaire and ELTIC score, the data
was analyzed by using statistical package for the social sciences (SPSS 21). Descriptive
statistics, such as frequencies, means and standard deviation was used to investigate the
most frequently language learning strategy used by the fourth semester English department
students in UNM. Then, the researcher also used inferential statistics. The researcher
applied multiple regression test. According to Gay et al. (2006:369), multiple regression
equation uses variables that are known to predict (correlate with) the criterion variables. In
order to identify the degree of correlation, the interpretation of correlation coefficient is

presented in the table 3.6 as follows:



Table 3.6 The Interpretation of Correlation Coefficient

Coefficient interval Degree of correlation
0.00 - 0.199 Very Low
0.20 - 0.399 Low
0.40 - 0.599 Moderate
0.60 - 0.799 High
0.80 - 1.000 Very High

(Sugiyono: 2007)
V. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
1. The Students’ Language Learning Strategies
The findings of the research deal with research questions which were collected
through questionnaire and TOEFL score. Language learning strategies consist of six
categories. Those are memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective, and
social strategies. There are three majors of study that are elaborated, namely English
education, English literature and business English. The data obtained from the SILL
questionnaire were analyzed by using descriptive statistics with SPSS 20 version for
windows .The research results are presented as follows The table 1 shows the mean,
standard deviation (SD), degree, rank of language learning strategies.

Table 1. Mean Score,Standard Deviation and Rank of Language Learning Strategies
English Education, English Literature and Business English

English Education English Literature Business English

Strategies Mean | SD |Rank | Mean | SD |Rank | Mean | SD | Rank

Memory 3.27 .59 3 3.25 .50 5 3.17 .56 4

Cognitive 325 | .60 4 3.21 61 6 3.25 .60 3
Compensation | 3.16 | .58 6 3.34 79 3 3.01 .82 6
Metacognitive | 3.78 .66 1 3.67 15 2 3.80 .70 1

Affective 3.18 .76 5 3.25 .67 4 3.14 .53 5

Social 3.54 12 2 3.91 71 1 3.62 g4 2

Total Score 3.36 A7 341 41 3.34 49




As shown in table 1 th the mean score of English Education (M= 3.78) and English
Bussiness students (M=3.80) indicated that metacognitive strategies as the high frequently
used strategies while for English Literature students hey prefer social strategies as the high
frequenstly strategies used(M=3.91). Furthermore the table 1 revealed that the least
frequently used strategy was different .The lowest mean score for English Education
(M=3.16) and Business English Students (M=3.01) showed that the strategies ranked as
lowest is compensation strategies with mean score .Moreover for English Literature
students, cognitive strategies (M=3.21) is the least frequent strategies that were used by the
English Literature students.

In this research, it can be concluded that the metacognitive and social strategies
were the most frequently strategies that were used by the English department students in
UNM with high frequency of usage .Meanwhile, compensation strategies was the least
frequently used strategies that was used in medium frequency of usage. None of the six
strategies placed in low frequency of usage. This study produced similar results to previous
related finding of the language learning studies, especially in Indonesian context which was
conducted by Weda (2005) who found that social strategies and metacogntive strategies
were the most frequently used strategies , and compensation strategies was the least
frequently used strategies. Moreover, the researcher was consistent with the previously
studies (e.g Radwan,2011 ; Salahshour et al. ,2012) which reported that metacognitive and
social strategies were the most frequently used strategies, meanwhile compensation and
affective strategies were the least frequently used strategies. However, the result of this
research where social strategies as one of the highest frequently used strategies did not
match with the findings of Chamot (2004) who reported that Asian second language
learners tended to use more rote learning and language rules and less communicative
strategies. Furthermore, the result of this current research was not fitted to some former
results found by Ling-Wu (2008) and Yilmaz (2010). They reported that compensation
strategies were mostly frequently used strategies. These previous results were inconsistent
with this current research where the compensation strategies were the least frequently used

strategies.



2. The Students’ Proficiency Level

The data collected from the result of TOEFL score by English department students from
three majors of study program is presented in table 2 .1t is showed the mean score and
standard deviation (SD).

Tabel .2 Proficiency Level of English Education, English Literature and Business
English Students

Level Eng.Education | Eng.Literature | Buss.English Total
F % F % F % F %
Effective
Operational 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| o
Proficiency
(Proficient User)
Vantage
(Independent 3 7.69 0 0 0 0 3 | 390
User)
Threshold
(Independent 17 43.59 8 40 4 22,22 | 29 | 37.66
User)
Waystage 19 | 4872 | 12 60 | 14 | 77.78 | 45 |58.44
(Basic User)
Total 39 100 20 100 18 100 77 | 100

As shown in table 4.28, from the total sample of three majors of study program,
there was no student who got score in two highest level based on ETS classification score
namely Effective Operational Proficiency and Vantage Level. Inthe next level, there were
only 3 students who were in vantage level or they can be classified as independent users.
Those were from English education students whereas from two other majors there was no
student who can achieve score in the vantage level. Next, in threshold level, there were 29
students (37.66%) who got score in this level. It consisted of 17 students from English
education, 8 students from English literature and 4 students from business English. In the
waystage level, more than half of the total sample or 45 students (58.44%) can achieved
score in this level .They can be classified as Basic Users. There were 19 students from
English education, 12 students from English literature, and 14 students from business



English .1t indicated that most of English department students in UNM were in the
waystage level of proficiency based on score obtained in TOEFL.

3.The Correlation between Language Learning Strategies and Proficiency Level
The researcher used inferential statistic to investigate the correlation between

students’ language learning strategies and proficiency level. Its result proved the hypothesis
of the research. The result of correlation between two variables can be seen in the tables:
The correlation analysis using IBM SPSS version 21.0 of English Department

students showed in the table 3 and 4.
Tabel 3 . ANOVA

Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 28546,941 6 4757,823 2,288 ,045P
1 Residual 145575,137 70 2079,645
Total 174122,078 76

a. Dependent Variable: Proficiency

b.Predictors: (Constant), Social, Compensation, Memory, Metacognitive, Affective, Cognitive

The researcher compared the value of Fcount and F taple, or probability values and o=
0.05. It refers to the interpretation if Feount > Frable OF p < @, it can be concluded that there is
correlation. Meanwhile, if Feount < Ftaple or p > a, it means that there is no correlation or
relationship or those six language learning strategies simultaneously correlated to
proficiency level. From the result of data analysis, it showed that the value of Feount = 2 .29
was greater than Fraple= 2.23 (Fcount > Ftanle), or p= 0.045 was lower than o= 0.05 (p < ).
Therefore, the result indicated that the null hypothesis (Ho) was rejected or it can be

concluded that hypothesis (H1) was accepted.
Tabel 4. Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the Durbin-Watson
Square Estimate
1 ,4052 ,164 ,092 45.60312 ,887




Based on the result in the table above, it revealed R = 0.405. It can be interpreted
that degree of correlation between language learning strategies and proficiency level was in
moderate level. The Anova result in Table 3 showed the simultaneous correlation between
language learning strategies as predictor variable and proficiency level as criterion
variable. Meanwhile coefficient result revealed the partial correlation of each language
learning strategy and proficiency level.

In Indonesian context, the result of this research was contradictory to the result
findings of the research which was conducted by Maulina (2013). She reported that there
was not significant correlation between language learning strategies used by both
successful and unsuccessful male and female students and their English achievement.

On the other hand, this current research had similar result with the others which
were found by Griffiths (2003), Ling-Wu (2008) Mohammadi (2009), and Chi and Tam
(2013). These researches found that there is a positive correlation between language
learning strategies and proficiency. Therefore, it can be considered that the students’
English proficiency level was influenced by other factors that might come from students’
factors such as language learning strategies applied by the students whether inside or
outside of the classroom. Regarding to result of proficiency test, this research revealed that
compensation strategies had partial correlation with the students’ proficiency level that the
students achieved in TOEFL test. This may be due to the application of compensation
during doing the test .The compensation strategies help the students making up for missing
knowledge (e.g., guessing from the context in listening and reading; using synonyms). In
doing test with limited time and a number of questions such as TOEFL, making up for
missing knowledge such as guessing from the context and the using of synonym can

become a clue to answer the question.

VI. CONCLUSION
This research concluded that based on the result of language learning strategies
employed by English department students from three majors of study program, the high
frequently used strategies were metacognitive strategies and social strategies. Then, it was
followed by medium frequently used strategies. Those were cognitive strategies, memory
strategies, affective strategies, and compensation strategies. This leads to conclude that the



English department students in UNM were high to medium category users of language
learning strategies. Based on the data analysis of the total sample from three majors of
study program in English department, the mean score of TOEFL (M=445.81) showed that
English department students’ proficiency level was in the waystage level with the range
score 337-459.

There was correlation between students’ language learning strategies and their
proficiency level. The data analysis showed that the value of reount= 2.2° was greater than
Ftable= 2.23 (Fcount> Ftable), OF p= 0.45 was lower than a= 0.05 (p < a). This result indicated
that the null hypothesis (Ho) was rejected. This leads to conclude that there was correlation

between language learning strategies and proficiency level.
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