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ABSTRACT
This study was to explore non-English speaking EFL pre-service teachers’ English
language learning strategies and beliefs toward EFL teaching methodologies. In addition,
the relationship between these pre-service teachers’ English language learning strategies
and beliefs toward EFL teaching methodologies was also investigated.
Among approximately 750 pre-service teachers enrolled in the post-baccalaureate
EFL teacher education programs in Taiwan, total 321 pre-service teachers participated in
the research. They read and responded to a paper-and-pencil self-report Chinese
questionnaire, which includes the individual background, Oxford’s (1989) Strategy
Inventory for Language Learning (SILL), and Beliefs toward EFL Teaching
Methodologies (BETM). ANOVAs, t-tests, Pearson’s correlations, and non-parametric
tests were used to analyze the data.
Concerning English language learning strategies, the results indicated that these preservice teachers used language learning strategies to learn English almost high frequently
(M=3.36). Also, the results indicated pre-service teachers in the study preferred
Communicative Language Teaching to the Audiolingual Method. However, these preservice teachers would mix methodologies to help students reach communicative
competence. As for the relationship between language learning strategies and teaching
beliefs, the results showed that there were low correlations.
In sum, this study provided information for researchers and teacher educators to
understand how non-English native speaking EFL pre-service teachers learned English,
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how they would use EFL teaching methodologies to teach their future students, and how
these teachers’ learning practices and teaching beliefs connected each other.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter introduces the research study. First, background information of the
study is provided. Then, current pre-service teacher education in Taiwan is introduced.
Next, the issues and findings of current ESL/EFL teacher education research related to
the research are discussed. Finally, the research questions are identified, followed by
definitions of specific terms in the research.

1.1 Background of the Research
English as a second language (ESL) / English as a foreign language (EFL) education
has been developed for many decades all over the world. In Asian countries, in order to
become a member of the global village and increase their international competitive ability,
EFL/ESL education is highly stressed. For instance, in Taiwan, extending EFL education
from junior high school level to elementary school level has become a national policy.
However, while ESL/EFL education is highly emphasized all over the world, ESL/EFL
teacher education has been discussed or studied very little (Freeman & Johnson, 1998;
Richards, 1998; Schulz, 2000; Johnston & Irujo, 2001; Vélez-Rendón, 2002). In the
TESOL Journal, from 2000 to 2003, among 258 articles, 1 there were just ten articles
related to ESL/EFL teacher education; in the 2002-2003 period, especially, only two
articles discussed about teacher education/ professional concerns (TESOL Journal, 2003).
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Regarding ESL/EFL teacher education, Jack Richards and David Nunan (1990) in
their book Second Language Teacher Education indicated that the ESL/EFL field has
been mainly focusing on how to deliver language teaching and learning methodologies to
the pre-service teachers rather than how to assist them to develop their own theories and
to understand their individual learning-to-teaching processes. Richards further (1998)
argued that ESL/EFL teacher education needs not only to engage ESL/EFL teachers in
teaching skills but also to assist them to explore their “ knowledge, beliefs, attitudes, and
thinking” (p.xiv) and also to develop their own teaching theories and practices. He
proposed that anyone who was involved in the pre-service ESL/EFL teacher education
should study issues such as theories, research, and practice in the field of second
language teacher education (SLTE), appropriate knowledge base for pre-service and inservice teachers, the influences of language teachers’ beliefs and principles on teaching
practices, experiences in language teachers’ professional development, the relationship
between the teacher education program and teaching practices of its graduates, and so on.
In sum, research in ESL/EFL teacher education has rarely been done. Issues, such as
experiences in language teachers’ professional development, the teacher education
program’s influences on teaching practices of its graduate, and influences of language
teachers’ beliefs and principles, need to be further explored and discussed.

1.2 Current Pre-service Teacher Education in Taiwan
EFL elementary education is an important issue in Taiwan because, according to the
2002 survey of the King Car Education Foundation, 98% of school principals attest to the
importance of English education, 2 and beyond following the nation’s educational policies,
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almost 71% of elementary schools have asked students to learn English since the first
grade (江昭青, 2002).
As for national policies, in a hearing of the Legislature's Education Committee on
the 22nd of November, 2002, Taiwan’s Minister of Education, Huang Jong-Tsun (黃榮
村), reported that extending English education further to include the third grade3 will
become a national policy and be executed in Fall 2005 (李美婷, 2003). Furthermore, in a
speech delivered in Pingtung, Taiwan, on March 2nd 2004, Vice Minister of Education,
Fan Sun-Lu (范巽綠), mentioned that there will be approximately 4,000 EFL elementary
teacher positions available in 2005 (黃鈺文, 2004).
With the purpose of extending English education further to include the third grade, a
great number of EFL elementary teachers are needed for this policy. Taiwan’s Ministry
of Education authorizes some normal or research universities to hold pre-service EFL
teacher education programs and train EFL pre-service teachers for their professional
development, providing one source for EFL elementary teachers. In 2003 these normal or
research universities offered 770training positions4 for people who have obtained
bachelor’s degrees, achieved the minimum requirement of the Computer-based Test of
English as a Foreign Language (TOFEL) with scores 213, and are interested in EFL
teaching (中教司, n.d.).
In sum, the EFL elementary education in Taiwan will be extended to the third grade
and there will be a big need for EFL teachers. While numerous training positions of EFL
teacher education programs are provided, how to assist these future EFL elementary
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teachers to have better quality in their language teaching through their learning-toteaching process will be an important issue.

1.3 The Issues and Findings Related to the Research
In the following, issues concerning current language teacher education research are
discussed from the perspectives of the relationships between pre-service teachers’
learning practices and teaching beliefs, non-English native speaking EFL teachers’ needs
toward English learning, and teachers’ beliefs toward English language teaching
methodologies are discussed. These issues are important because they decide the success
of EFL education and are rarely explored (Richards, 1998) and because they are related
to the research.

1.3.1

Relations between Pre-service Teachers’ Learning and Teaching Beliefs

Does the learning practice of language teachers influence the formation and beliefs
of their language teaching? Several studies (Bailey et al., 1996; Moran, 1996; Numrich,
1996; Wang, 2002; Sugiyama, 2003) have supported and ensured it.
By analyzing seven teacher-learners’ autobiography assignments and journal entries,
Bailey et al. (1996) concluded that pre-service teachers’ teaching beliefs had been shaped
by their language learning experiences from their previous teachers and from the learning
process in teacher education programs.
In Moran’s study (1996), through understanding a female Spanish teacher’s
internship experience via analyzing five papers, three classroom observations, and six
hour-long interviews based on the grounded theory, he found that there were interactive
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relationships among three variables--learning Spanish, teaching Spanish, and learning to
teach Spanish. In other words, each variable affected each other variable reciprocally.
The training of the female Spanish teacher within her teacher education program
influenced her own teaching. Also, her teaching experience pushed her to pursue different
Spanish language learning strategies.
Numrich (1996) conducted her study to investigate student teachers’ beliefs by
reflecting their second language learning. After analyzing the language learning history,
diary entries, and diary analysis of 23 female and three male English native speaking
student teachers during a ten-week period, it was found that their feelings toward
previous language learning experiences impacted their teaching practice in positive or
negative ways.
In Wang’s (2002) case study, which was based on a program that adopted David
Hunt’s inside-out approach and C-R-E-A-T-E cycle, it was found that nine high school
Taiwanese in-service teachers’ first-hand learning experiences have helped them to build
up their own teaching knowledge. In addition, their previous experiences also affected
their implied theories toward their professions.
Based on the in-depth interview of four Japanese EFL teachers who accepted
training from an American TESOL graduate program, Sugiyama (2003) found that these
Japanese EFL teachers were affected by their learning process in the program and
transformed their beliefs from teacher-centered teaching to learner-centered teaching.
In sum, although the above studies have shown that the learning practices or
experiences of ESL/EFL teachers influence their teaching philosophies, these studies
were all qualitative research on a small scale. Therefore, with the intention of verifying
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the above qualitative studies, a large scale statistical investigation to study how EFL preservice teachers’ learning practices manipulate their teaching beliefs may be necessary.

1.3.2

Non-English Native Speaking EFL Teachers’ Language Learning Needs

Because of the deficiency of native English speaking EFL teachers, non-native
English speaking EFL teachers are still the main group involved in their nation’s
ESL/EFL education (Richards & Rodgers, 2001; Cruickshank & Newell, 2003).How to
increase their own English ability while they teach English to others has become an
important issue among these teachers for their professional development (Buyukyavuz,
1999; Su, 2002; Cruickshank & Newell, 2003).
In Buyukyavuz’s study (1999), through the methodology of questionnaire,
structured interview, and data analysis, Turkish EFL teachers’ perceptions about
language learning skills and perceptions concerning pre-service education were
investigated. She found that these teachers were not satisfied with their speaking,
listening, and writing skills. In addition, these teachers commented that the pre-service
education programs did not provide appropriate courses to improve their language skills.
By investigating three Taiwanese English teachers who studied in American
universities and returned to Taiwan to teach in Taiwan, Su (2002) found that English
proficiency is one of the factors influencing the success of using Communicative
Language Teaching (CLT) to teach students. Therefore, she proposed the need to reform
pre-service teacher education in Taiwan.
In Austria, Cruickshank and Newell (2003) used a content-based program to provide
English language support to 110 immigrant teachers from 27 different language
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backgrounds through small group tutorials/support, tutoring/mentoring, and self-directed
learning. After executing the program, they found that these immigrant teachers were
more confident to teach in Australian classrooms.
In sum, it is known that non-English native speaking EFL teachers need to increase
their own English ability. However, few articles have discussed EFL teachers’ uses of
language learning strategies to increase their English ability. Therefore, there is a need to
explore how non-English native speaking EFL teachers’ language learning strategies
work.

1.3.3

Language Teachers’ Beliefs toward English Language Teaching Methodologies

Delivering teaching methodologies is the mainstream in ESL/EFL teacher education
programs (Richards & Nunan, 1990; Richards, 1998). Although some scholars (e.g.,
Richards & Nunan, 1990; Holliday, 1994) criticized that teaching methodologies may
limit ESL/EFL teachers’ creativity and cause inappropriate teaching, there are still some
benefits of delivering teaching methodologies to ESL/EFL teachers. Diane LarsenFreeman (2000), in the prologue of her second edition book Techniques and Principles in
Language Teaching, writes to the teacher educator that studying methods is invaluable
for ESL/EFL teachers because of several resources: First, methods can assist teachers in
“bringing to conscious awareness the thinking that underlies their actions” (p. viiii).
When they are exposed to and respond to these methods, they can understand more
clearly “why they do what they do” (p. viiii). Second, by being more aware of their
teaching position, teachers can select “to teach differently from the way they were
taught” (p. viiii). Third, teachers can share information with other teachers because they
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all have the similar knowledge base of methodologies. Fourth, by sharing information,
teachers’ teaching will become alive. Finally, the knowledge of methodologies extends a
teacher’s repertoire of teaching skills and techniques.
While there are many studies related to methodologies, most of these studies discuss
teaching or learning techniques (e.g., reading skills). Only a few articles discuss teachers’
beliefs toward methodologies. Furthermore, even though these articles discuss teachers’
beliefs toward methodologies, they mainly focus on one specific method, especially on
Communicative Language Teaching (e.g., Thompson, 1996; Saengboon, 2002). Little
research compared how these methodologies were formed and evaluated in the ESL/EFL
teachers’ minds or discussed what factors influence ESL/EFL teachers’ beliefs toward
methodologies.
In sum, based on the above discussion, it is known that a large scale of statistical
investigation is needed to understand how non-English native speaking EFL teachers use
language learning strategies to increase their English ability, to explore what English
language teaching methodologies EFL teachers hold in their mind, and to analyze what
relations are between non-English native speaking EFL teachers’ language learning
strategies and teaching beliefs toward English language teaching methodologies.

1.4 Research Objectives and Questions
1.4.1

Research Objectives
There were four research objectives in the research:

1. To understand how non-English native speaking EFL teachers utilize English
language learning strategies to increase their English language ability.
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2. To explore what non-English native speaking EFL teachers’ teaching beliefs are
toward English language teaching methodologies.
3. To analyze the relationships between non-English native speaking EFL teacher’s
English language learning strategies and teaching beliefs toward English language
teaching methodologies.
4. To examine whether or not some factors, such as gender, education level, major,
experiences abroad, TOFEL scores, and confidence of English ability, will
influence their adoptions of language learning strategies, their teaching beliefs
toward English language teaching methodologies, and relations between language
learning and teaching beliefs.

1.4.2

Research Questions
Based on the above objectives, the research questions were:

1. How do non-English native speaking EFL teachers use English language learning
strategies to increase their English language ability? Is their use of English
language learning strategies influenced by gender, education level, major,
experiences abroad, TOFEL scores, and confidence of English ability, and so on?
2. What beliefs do non-English native speaking EFL teachers hold toward English
language teaching methodologies (the Audiolingual Method and Communicative
Language Teaching)? Are their beliefs toward English language teaching
methodologies influenced by gender, education level, major, experiences abroad,
TOFEL scores, and confidence of English ability, and so on?
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3. What are the relationships between non-English native speaking EFL teachers’
English language learning strategies, and their beliefs toward English language
teaching methodologies? If there are statistically significant relationships
between non-English native speaking EFL teachers’ English language learning
strategies, and their beliefs toward English language teaching methodologies, are
these relationships influenced by gender, education level, major, experiences
abroad, TOFEL scores, and confidence of English ability, and so on?

1.5 Significance of the Research
This study might benefit:
1. Teacher educators: They can recognize their pre-service teachers’ characteristics
more and, based on the results of this study, adjust their courses and programs to
fit the needs and backgrounds of these pre-service teachers.
2. Pre-service teachers: They will better realize their own language learning
strategies and teaching beliefs through this study. By knowing these, they can
promote their own English learning to increase their English ability and expand
their teaching styles to fit the needs of their future students.
3. Researchers in ESL/EFL field: They can comprehend non-English native
speaking pre-service teachers’ English learning-teaching relationships more.
Adding onto this study, they can explore more issues on teacher education and
teacher development.
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1.6 Definitions of Specific terms in the Research
Teacher education: A program involving pre-service teachers in “developing [their
own] theories of teaching, understanding the nature of teacher decision-making, and
strategies for critical self-awareness and self-evaluation” (Richards & Nunan, 1990, p. xi).
English as a foreign language (EFL): EFL means that English learners, very often
from the same culture, learn English only in the classroom or at school, not in the
community where the learners lives.
Pre-service teachers: The term pre-service teacher is used because the participants
in this study have entered the post-baccalaureate teacher education programs and are
preparing for becoming a full-time teacher, although many other similar terms, such as
teacher-learners (e.g., Bailey et al., 1996), novice teachers (e.g., Markee, 2002), and
student teachers (e.g., Numrich, 1996; Tang, 2003), are used in the field of TESOL
research.
Language learning strategies: Language learning strategies are external skills that
language learners have the clear goal of improving learning (Reid, 1998; Cohen, 2001;
Oxford, 1989). In this study, language learning strategies described in Oxford’s (1990)
SILL are used to investigate pre-service EFL teachers’ learning practice.
Methodology: Methodology is defined as the systematic application of certified
theories/principles to practical frameworks (Brown, 2000, 2002).

1.7 Summary of Chapter 1
This chapter has provided the general background of the study. In the following
chapters, Chapter Two will discuss the literature review of English language learning
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strategies and EFL teaching methodologies (i.e., the Audiolingual Method and
Communicative Language Teaching), Chapter Three will explicate the methodology of
this research, Chapter Four reveals the outcomes of the study, and Chapter Five
summarizes the study and makes a conclusion.
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Footnotes
1. The number of articles was calculated by the researcher on May 29, 2004 based
on cumulative indexes of TESOL Journal, vols. 9 & 10, 2001-2002, and TESOL Journal,
vols. 11 & 12, 2002-2003.
2. The term English education is directly translated from the Chinese term 英語教育.
However, it is defined as English as a Foreign Language education in the study. Please
see definitions of terms in this chapter.
3. Although the Ministry of Education (MOE) decided to start EFL courses from 3rd
grade, schools may decide to start EFL courses from as early as 1st grade.
4. The number was calculated by the researcher based on the MOE’s data on the
Website (http://140.111.1.192/high-school/download.htm.).
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, current research is discussed from the perspectives of English
language learning strategies and English teaching methodologies.

2.1 English Language Learning Strategies
In the following, review starts with the definitions of language learning strategies.
The classification of language learning strategies follows. Then, current studies are
synthesized based on factors that influence the use of language learning strategies.

2.1.1 Definitions of Language Learning Strategies
Since the 1970s, language learning strategies have been cross-culturally explored
within the field of second language acquisition (e.g., Oxford, 1996; Sheorey, 1998;
Cohen, 2001; Hsiao & Oxford, 2002; Griffiths, 2003). In the following, language
learning strategies are discussed from the 1970s to present in chronological order.

As Background in the 1970’s
According to Larsen-Freeman and Long (1991), an earliest use of the term strategy,
which has been widely used in current research, can perhaps be tracked to Rubin’s study
(1975). Strategy was defined by Rubin as “the techniques or devices which a learner may
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use to acquire knowledge” (1975, p.43). Later, from the view of cognitive psychology,
Rigney (1978) defined learning strategies as operations to help the learner to acquire,
store, retrieve, and use information. Rigney’s definition was adopted by major
researchers in the ESL/EFL field (Oxford, 1990; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990). For
example, O’Malley and Chamot (1990) defined learning strategies as “the special
thoughts or behaviors that individuals use to help them comprehend, learn, or retain new
information” (p.1).

Time Dimensions: 1980’s
On the one hand, continuing the perspective of cognitive psychology, Weinstein and
Mayer (1986) viewed learning strategies as “behaviors and thoughts that a learner
engages in during learning that are intended to influence the learner’s encoding process”
(p. 315). In addition, Mayer (1988) explained learning strategies in particular as
“behaviors of a learner that are intended to influence how the learner processes
information” (p.11). Furthermore, Wenden (1987) attempted to set six criteria to clarify
the definition of the term strategies (as cited in Yang, 1992, p.19):
1. Strategies “refer to specific actions or techniques.” They are “not characteristics
that describe a learner’s general approach.”
2. Strategies are not always observable.
3. Strategies are “problem oriented” and are utilized to “respond to a learning need.”
4. Strategies refer to language learning behaviors that contribute directly or
indirectly to learning.
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5. Sometimes strategies may be “consciously deployed.” But in other times, they can
“become automatized and remain below consciousness or potentially
conscious.”
6. Strategies are “amenable to change.”
On the other hand, from linguistic and socialinguistic views, Tarone (1983)
identified language learning strategies as “an attempt to develop linguistic and
sociolinguistic competence in the target language – to incorporate these into one’s
interlanguage competence” (p.67). Also, Rubin (1987) indicated that language learning
strategies are “strategies which contribute to the development of the language system
which the learner constructs and affect learning directly” (p.22). In addition, Brown
(1987) classified language learning strategies as learning strategies, which were related
“to processing, storage, and retrieval”, and communication strategies, which illustrated
“how we express meaning in the language” and “how we act upon what we already know
or presume to know” (p.91). According to Yang (1992), the later term was replaced as
compensation strategies by Oxford (1990). The term compensation strategies means the
actions for “overcoming the limitations in existing knowledge” (Ehrman & Oxford, 1990,
p.312).
In brief, in the 1980s, there were two points of view toward language learning
strategies. On the one hand, from the perspective of cognitive psychology, language
learning strategies were defined as the learner’s behaviors and thoughts to facilitate him
to acquire, store, retrieve, and use information. One the other hand, from the perspective
of social linguistics, language learning strategies were defined as the learner’s attempts to
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help him to develop his linguistic and sociolinguistic competence in the language he
wants to learn.

Time Dimensions: 1990’s to Present
Oxford (1989) adopted Rigney’s (1978) view and defined language learning
strategies as “the often-conscious steps or behaviors used by language learners to enhance
the acquisition, storage, retention, recall, and use of new information” (p.3). In addition,
Oxford (1990) also adopted the sociolinguist’s view and proposed that the first key
feature of language learning strategies was to help the learner toward the wide-ranging
goal of communicative competence: grammatical competence or accuracy,
sociolinguistic competence, discourse competence, and strategic competence.
Furthermore, she expanded the above definition by stating “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).
In other words, she advocated that language learning strategies could help learners
increase their learning autonomy and improve their language learning (Ehrman & Oxford,
1990; Scarecella & Oxford, 1992; Oxford, 1994; Ehrman & Oxford, 1995; Oxford, 1996).
In the recent research or articles, the consciousness of using techniques or tools to
learn a language has become the key point to distinguish learning styles and learning
strategies. For example, Reid (1998) defines learning styles as “internally based
characteristics, often not perceived or consciously used by learners, for the intake and
comprehension of new information” and learning strategies as “external skills often used
consciously by students to improve their learning” (p. ix). However, both Lessard-
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Clouston (1997) and Griffiths (2003) pointed out that the conscious choice factor has led
Cohen (1990, 1998) and Oxford (1990, 1996) to have divergent definitions toward
language learning strategies. Cohen (1998, p 4) asserted, “[T]he element of consciousness
is what distinguishes strategies from those processes that are not strategic.” In other
words, unlike Oxford who interpreted that language learning strategies are often
conscious, in Cohen’s viewpoint, only conscious strategies are language learning
strategies.
In sum, based on the definitions from the 1970s to present, language learning
strategies can be defined as specific behaviors, steps, techniques, or actions that are
consciously or often consciously used by language learners to process and use
information with the purpose of increasing their linguistic and socialinguistic competence.

2.1.2 Classification of Language Learning Strategies
Classifying language learning strategies means to group similar strategies into the
same category. It is important because a good language learning strategy classification
can benefit learners to clearly understand their tendency of using language learning
strategies. In addition, a good classification can help researchers to analyze
characteristics of learners’ uses of language learning strategies and to share information
with other researchers on the basis of the same knowledge repertoire.
In the mid seventies, researchers were devoted to classifying language learning
strategies while they were defining these strategies. For example, Oxford (1994, p.4)
stated that language learning strategy classification systems can be subgrouped into the
following five groups:
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1. systems related to successful language learners (Rubin, 1975);
2. systems based on psychological functions (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990);
3. linguistically based systems dealing with guessing, language, monitoring, formal
and functional practice (Bialystok, 1981) or with communication strategies like
paraphrasing or borrowing (Tarone, 1983);
4. systems related to separate language skills (Cohen, 1990)
5. systems based on different styles or types of learners (Sutter, 1989)
However, as Oxford (1994) indicated that the main problem in the research field of
language learning strategies is “lack of a coherent, well accepted system for describing
these strategies” (p. 4), until today, researchers are still trying to find a better system to
classify language learning strategies (e.g., Hsiao & Oxford, 2002; Griffiths, 2003). In the
following, language learning strategy classification is discussed by comparing major
classification systems (i.e., Rubin’s direct/indirect strategies classification system,
O’Malley and Chamot’s classification of three strategies, and Oxford’s strategies
classification system) related to the research. In the end, a better language strategy
classification is discussed with the intention of being chosen as a basis to interpret the
research results.

Rubin’s Direct/indirect Strategies Classification System
Rubin (1981) divided language learning strategies into two categories: direct
strategies and indirect strategies. Direct strategies were cognitive strategies that played a
direct role in language learning process. Then, Rubin stated six direct language learning
strategies: (1) classification/verification, (2) monitoring, (3) memorization, (4)
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guessing/inductive inferencing, (5) deductive reasoning, and (6) practice. Indirect
strategies were non-cognitive language learning strategies that contributed indirectly to
language learning. Two indirect strategies were identified: (1) creating opportunities for
practice and (2) using production tricks (e.g., communicative strategies). However,
O’Malley et al. (1985) reported that Rubin’s classification could not “produce mutually
exclusive categories” (p.32). Some strategies may exist in more than an individual
grouping. Later, Robin (1987) reexamined her former research and proposed three types
of strategies: learning strategies, social strategies, and communication strategies.

Oxford’s Strategies Classification System versus Rubin’s Direct/indirect Strategies
Classification System
The concept of Rubin’s (1981) direct/indirect strategy classification system was
embraced into Oxford’s classification system (1990) along with Dansereau (1985)’s work
and others (Hsiao & Oxford, 2002). According to Oxford (1990), her language learning
strategy system can be divided into two major classes: direct and indirect. The first
includes memory, cognitive, and compensation strategies; the latter is composed of
metacognitive, affective and social strategies. The six strategies are identified by Oxford
(1990) as: First, memory strategies: Learn a language by using mental linkages (e.g.,
embedding new vocabulary into a context), images and sounds (e.g., memorizing new
words with sounds), reviewing (e.g., reviewing new information in planned intervals),
and action (e.g., acting out a new phrase). Second, cognitive strategies: Learn language
by practicing (e.g., repeating), receiving and sending messages (e.g., quickly getting a
new idea), analyzing and reasoning (e.g., analyzing contrastively), and creating structure
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for input and output (e.g., taking notes). Third, compensation strategies: Learn language
by guessing intelligently (e.g., using clues) and overcoming speaking and writing
limitations (e.g., getting help). Fourth, metacognitive strategies: Learn language by
centering learning (e.g., paying attention only to listening), arranging and planning
learning (e.g., setting goals), and evaluating learning (e.g., self-monitoring). Fifth,
affective strategies: Learn language by lowering anxiety (e.g., using music), encouraging
the learner self (e.g., rewarding self), and taking self’s emotional temperature (e.g., using
a checklist). Sixth, social strategies: Learn language by asking questions (e.g., asking for
correction), cooperating with others (e.g., working with peers), and empathizing with
others (e.g., developing cultural understanding).
On one hand, Oxford (1990) adopted Rubin’s direct/indirect strategy dichotomy. On
the other hand, Hsiao and Oxford (2002) argued that there were some main differences
from the start between Oxford’s (1990) and Rubin’s (1981) direct/indirect strategies. For
example, they argued that Rubin viewed classification/verification and monitoring
strategies as direct strategies while Oxford (1990) classified them as indirect social
strategies. In addition, Oxford (1990) stated that her strategy classification was a mutual
support system. In other words, She stressed that her “direct and indirect strategies
support each other and the six strategy groups (three direct and three indirect) interact
with and help each other” (Oxford, 1990, p.14).
However, the direct/indirect classification system was criticized by Cohen (2001).
He stated, “[T]he reality is that the distinction [direct/indirect classification system] can
become blurred and may not be that useful” (2001, p.9). In other words, the
direct/indirect classification system is not so functional to help researchers to do studies.
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Furthermore, in research practice, Oxford did not put the direct/indirect classification
system into her questionnaire -- Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) -because she perceived that the classification was not detailed enough to fit her needs to
analyze her data (Hsiao & Oxford, 2002). Also, Hsiao and Oxford (2002)’s study found
direct/indirect dichotomy was less inconsistent than other classification systems.
In brief, the direct/indirect dichotomy have been criticized and proven that it is not a
good classification for studying language learning strategies. Therefore, the
direct/indirect classification system is not adopted in the research.

O’Malley and Chamot’s Classification of Three Strategies Versus Oxford’s
Strategies Classification System
While Oxford (1989, 1990) was developing her language learning strategy
classification system, O’Malley et al. (1985, 1989, 1990) were developing their language
learning strategy classification system too. Based on the cognitive psychological thoughts
from Brown and Palincsar’s (1982) and Anderson’s (1985)’s works, O’Malley and
Chamot and their colleagues (1985, 1989, 1990) gradually developed their strategy
classification system after conducting a series of research related to second-language
learning strategies in the United States. O’Malley, Chamot, and their colleagues (1985)
identified three strategy categories and 26 language learning strategies after analyzing
data from interviewing beginning and intermediate ESL students. The first category is
meta-cognitive strategies. It includes advance organizers, direct attention, selective
attention, self-management, functional planning, self-monitoring, self-evaluation, and
delayed production. The second category is cognitive strategies. It consists of repetition,
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resourcing, translation, grouping, note taking, deduction, recombination, imagery,
auditory representation, keyword, contextualization, elaboration, transfer, and inferencing.
The third category is social-affective strategies. It is composed of cooperation, question
for clarification, and self-talk.
Hsiao (1995) compared the similarities and differences between O’Malley and
Chamot’s and Oxford’s classification systems. Based on Hsiao’s (1995) comparison,
Hsiao and Oxford (2002) stated that the two systems exist many differences though they
overlap extensively. In their point, Oxford’s memory and cognitive strategies roughly
correspond to O’Malley and Chamot’s cognitive strategies. However, Oxford’s memory
strategies are separated from the category of cognitive strategies because, unlike other
cognitive strategies, memory strategies do not serve deep processing of language
information. According to Ehrman (1996), deep processing is a vigorous procedure of
“making associations with material that is already familiar, examining interrelationships
within the new material, elaborating the stimulus through associations with it and further
development of it, connecting the new material with personal experience, and considering
alternative interpretations” (p.173).

Furthermore, Oxford (1990) viewed compensation

strategies, which were defined as techniques used by the learner to search for missing
information, as one group of strategies. However, in O’Malley and Chamot’s
classification, communication strategies are not particularly incorporated into their
system. Also, Oxford separated affective strategies from social strategies while O’Malley
and Chamot put the two categories of strategies as one category – social-affective
strategies.
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In brief, although O’Malley and Chamot’s classification of three strategies and
Oxford’s strategies classification system have many similarities, many differences also
exist between them. The main differences are that Oxford viewed compensation
strategies, affective strategies, and memory strategies respectively as independent
strategy groups.

A Better Language Learning Strategy Classification System
In order to find a better language learning strategies classification system, Hsiao and
Oxford (2002) set up fifteen models and seven hypotheses to find out the better language
learning strategy classification system by using the SILL to investigate 517 Taiwanese
students. After comparing the direct/indirect classification system, O’Malley and
Chamot’s classification system, Oxford’s classification system of six language learning
strategies, and other models, the study showed that Oxford’s language learning strategy
classification was better to explain learning strategies than other models although it may
need to be slightly revised for a better classification.
In sum, issues related to language learning strategy classification have been studied
and discussed for many years. Although scholars have different points of view toward the
classification of language learning strategies, they all agree that classifying language
learning strategies can facilitate learners to recognize their learning ways and benefit
them to acquire language. According to Hsiao and Oxford’s (2002) research, although
Oxford’s classification system of six language learning strategies needs to be a slightly
revised for a better classification, so far, it is the better classification system toward
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language learning strategies. Therefore, in the research, Oxford’s classification system of
six language learning strategies will be used as the basis to interpret the research results.

2.1.3 Factors that Influence Language Learning Strategies
Studying how factors influence the learner’s use of language learning strategies is
important because, for a teacher, he can adjust his teaching to fit the needs of language
learners and inspire language learners to expand their language learning strategies to
facilitate their learning (Oxford, 1990). In the following, factors that influence the use of
learners’ language learning strategies are discussed from the perspectives of gender,
language performance, age, academic major, and the length of time in English-speaking
countries.

Gender
The influence of gender on using language learning strategies is controversial
although most of studies show that female learners reported a higher use of language
learning strategies than male learners. Ehrman and Oxford (1989) investigated 78
subjects to discuss how the gender factor influences the use of language learning
strategies. The results showed that females had significant advantage in using general
strategies, seeking authentic language use, searching for and communicating meaning,
and taking self-management strategies. Later, in the study investigating around 1,200
students by Oxford & Nyikos (1989), female learners significantly use language learning
strategies more frequently and extensively than male learners.
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Through investigating the language learning strategy use of 255 high school
students in Jordan by using the SILL, Kaylani (1996) reported that it is statistically
accepted that male and female learners use different language learning strategies although
the factor of gender only explained 11% of total variation in all SILL strategies.
Especially, female learners use more cognitive compensation, affective strategies, and
memory strategies than males.
By using t-test to analyze 179 female and 126 male Afrikaans freshmen, Dreyer
and Oxford (1996) reported that male and female learners use different strategy patterns.
Females used more strategies and employed strategies more frequently, especially
iregarding learning with others and social strategies. However, they also reported that the
results of using learning with others/social strategies might show the female’s wish for
good results and for social support.
In a recent study, after examining the language learning strategy use of 1,261
Indian college students by using the ANOVA procedures, Sheorey (1999) found that
female college students reported more frequent uses than male students in the following
strategy categories: cognitive-memory, metacognitive, and social strategies. Moreover,
this study also showed that female students used more individual strategies than male
students.
Similar results also have been found in Lee’s study (2001). After investigating the
language learning strategy use of 817 high school students in Korea by using the SILL
and the ANOVA procedures, Lee found that females reported a greater learning strategy
use than males.
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However, between males and females, some studies show that there are no
significant differences in the language strategy use. For a recent study, Griffiths (2003)
stated that there were no statistically significant gender differences regarding the use of
language learning strategy after she studied the language learning strategy use of 348
foreign students from 21 different countries in a private language school in New Zealand.
Also, by using Oxford’s (1990) SILL questionnaire to investigate language learning
strategies of 168 third-year college students in China whose majors are English, Nisbet
(2003) found that there were no significant differences between males and females on
language learning strategy preferences. In addition, in investigating differences in
language learning strategies use between males and females, of 147 Asian and Latino
ESL college students in the southeastern United States, Osanai (2001) reported that no
statistically significant gender-difference in language learning strategy use as a whole has
been found though the data also show females use more individual strategies and some
specific strategies such as social and affective strategies.
In brief, gender is a factor that may influence the learner’s use of language learning
strategies. Most of studies showed females use language learning strategies more
frequently than males. However, in some studies, it was shown the gender factor did not
influence learners’ uses of language learning strategies.

Language Performance
Studies in appropriate learning strategies and success in language learning have been
devoted to investigating the relationships between language learning strategies and
language performance. The Oxford and Nyikos’ study (1989) showed that language
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proficiency self-ratings influenced the use and choice of language learning strategies. In
considering four language skills, self-rated speaking proficiency had a significant effect
on the choice of functional practice strategies, resourceful, independent strategies,
general study strategies, and conversational input elicitation strategies; self-rated listening
proficiency affected the choice of resourceful, independent strategies and conversational
input elicitation strategies; self-rated reading proficiency influenced formal rule-related
practice strategies, functional practice strategies, general study strategies, and
conversational input elicitation strategies.
By investigating 305 Afrikaans college students, Dreyer and Oxford (1996) found
that all the strategy categories in the SILL had highly significant correlation with the
score of TOEFL in all sections (r=.73, p<.0001). Particularly, metacognitive strategies
can well predict a learner’s reading/vocabulary in TOEFL Section 3 (r=.64, p<.001),
listening in TOEFL Section 1 (r=.55, p<.001), and structures in TOEFL Section 2 (r=.54,
p<.001).
Sheory (1999) investigated the relationships between strategy use and English
proficiency by applying three different measures: (1) medium of instruction (English
versus vernacular) at school; (2) self-rated English proficiency; and (3) self-reported test
results on a Board-administered examination. All three measures showed that significant
differences in language learning strategy use exist between students with high proficiency
in English and those with low English proficiency. In other words, students with high
English proficiency use language learning strategies more frequently than those with low
English proficiency.
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Similar results have also been found in recent studies. For example, Lee (2001)
found Korean high school students with higher performance on the nationwide College
Scholastic Ability Test (CSAT) use learning strategies in more complicated levels.
Griffiths’ research (2003) stated that advanced-level students in the language school used
language learning strategies more frequently than elementary-level students. In Nisbet’s
study (2003), it is indicated that there is a statistically significant correlation between
language learning strategies and scores on the ITP-TOEFL.
In brief, it is shown that there is a positive relationship between langue learning
strategies and English proficiency. Language learners with higher performance
application use strategies more frequently and constructively.

Age
It is a very common belief that children have more advantage than adults to learn a
foreign language. By synthesizing eight studies all related to a questionnaire –the
“Beliefs About Language Learning Inventory (BALLI)”, Horwitz (1999) stated that
almost all groups (83-96%) support the belief that children are superior to adults in
language learning though only 67% American instructors of French in Kern’s study
(1995) supported the belief. Also, Ehrman and Oxford (1995) indicated that age is an
important factor relating to the success of language learning. They stated that younger
learners have an advantage in obtaining fluency and native-like pronunciation, while
older learners have greater language learning context and a better understanding in
grammatical system.

30
As for the use of language learning strategies, Griffiths (2003) tried to understand
how age affects language learning strategies by investigating 348 ESL students, ages 1464, in a private language school in Auckland, New Zealand. She found that there were no
statistically significant differences according to age.
In brief, people believe that the age factor is important for the success language
learning. However, for the use of language learning strategies, Griffiths’ study (2003)
showed that there are no significant differences according to age.

Academic Major
Studies showed that academic majors may affect the use of language learning
strategies. Oxford and Nykios’ study (1989), investigating 1,200 foreign language
students’ language learning strategy use within an academic setting in the USA, reported
that humanities/social science/education majors use resourceful, independent strategies
more often than did other majors and practice functional, practice strategies more
frequently than did technical majors.
By investigating 505 college students from six public and private universities and
colleges in Taiwan, Yang’s study (1992) showed that students with a Foreign Language
major utilized language strategies more frequently than students from other majors.
In brief, academic majors may affect the use of language learning strategies.
Students with foreign language major or social science/education majors use language
learning strategies more frequently than other majors.
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The Length of Time in English-speaking Countries
Few studies have been done to discuss the relationships between language learning
strategies and the length of time spent in English-speaking countries. In a study
investigating bilingual school-aged children in Australia, aged 9 to 12, Purdie and Oliver
(1999) indicated that there was a statistically significant relationship between the use of
language learning strategies and the length of time spent in Australia. They stated that
bilingual students who had been in Australia for 4 or more years used more cognitive
strategies and remembering strategies more effectively than did students who had been
there for 3 years or less.

In sum, factors play an important role in the use of language learning strategies.
Some factors, such as academic major, language performance, and the length of time in
English-speaking countries, seemed deeply to influence the use of language learning
strategies. As for gender, some studies showed that gender is also the one factor that
influences learners’ uses of language learning strategies, though few studies show the
opposite results. As to age, although many scholars believe that age is highly related to
the success of language learning Griffiths’ study (2003) showed that there were no
statistically significant differences according to the age of the learner.

2.2 English Teaching Methodologies
Since the study of analyzing the grammar of classical Latin and translating it into
English in the sixteenth century, the Grammar-Translation Method has dominated the
field of foreign language teaching for over five hundred years (Richards & Rodgers,
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2001). However, the innovations of language teaching methodologies were not started
until the nineteenth century for some scholars (i.e., Marcel, Prendergast, Berlitz and
Gouin) who were devoted to innovating language teaching methodologies (Richards &
Rodgers, 1986; Richards & Rodgers, 2000).
In the following, the development of EFL teaching methodologies in Taiwan, the
Audiolingual Method, Communicative Language Teaching, and the Comparisons of the
Audiolingual Method and the Communicative Language Teaching are discussed.

2.2.1 Development of EFL Teaching Methodologies in Taiwan
English as a Second/Foreign Language (ESL/EFL) teaching in Taiwan followed the
ESL/EFL teaching trends in the world, especially in the United States. In the following,
the development of EFL teaching methodologies is discussed based on the chronological
order: the Grammar Translation Method, the Audiolingual Method, and Communicative
Language Teaching.

The Grammar-Translation Method
The Grammar-Translation method was first adopted into the system of EFL
education by the Tun Wen Kuan in 1862 (Chen, 2001). Since then, the GrammarTranslation Method has dominated the EFL teaching in Taiwan until today (Yang, 1992;
Chen, 2001).
The Grammar-Translation Method is widely used in Taiwan because it well-matches
the traditional Taiwanese educational pedagogy (Chen, 2001; Yang, 1992). The
traditional classroom in Taiwan is dominated by the teacher. Usually, teachers use
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lecturing style as the main teaching activity. Similarly, lecturing and teacher-centered
teaching activities are widely used by the Grammar-Translation Method (Richards and
Rogers, 2001). In addition, the Grammar-Translation Method is compatible with the
traditional educational culture in Taiwan. Repetition and memorization were traditionally
viewed as the basic ways to learn for most Taiwanese (Chyu and Smith, 1991). Likewise,
the Grammar-Translation Method “views language learning as consisting of little more
than memorizing rules and facts” (Richards and Rogers, 2001, p.5). Furthermore, the
Grammar-Translation Method fits the needs of teachers. In the early stage of EFL
education in Taiwan, there were not enough “English-fluent” teachers to interact with
students in English. Therefore, using the student’s native language as the medium of
instruction in the Grammar-Translation Method was favored by most native teachers
(Richards and Rogers, 1986).

The Audiolingual Method
In the 1970s, along with the needs of international trade, English oral and aural
abilities were highly stressed in Taiwan (Chen, 2001). Therefore, the Audiolingual
Method, which adopted theories from behaviorism and focused on listening and speaking
abilities, was introduced into Taiwan and became popular. The other reason that the
Audiolingual Method could be integrated into the Taiwan’s educational system was
because, like the Grammar- Translation Method, the focus on teacher-directed classroom,
drills, and repetition in the Audiolingual Method was once again compatible well with the
traditional educational culture and pedagogy in Taiwan.
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Communicative Language Teaching
However, in the 1990s, the low English proficiency performance of students caused
criticism toward the adoption of the Grammar-Translation Method and the Audiolingual
Method and recognition of the need for innovating teaching methodologies (Chen, 2001).
Hence, the concept of communicative competence from Communicative Language
Teaching was soon introduced into Taiwan (Chen & Huang, 1999; Wang 2000).
Especially, with the island-wide extension of English education into the elementary
schools in 2001, a new curriculum with the objective of increasing students’
communicative competence was advocated (Ministry of Education [MOE], 2005).
In sum, the development of Taiwan’s EFL education has followed the world’s
ESL/EFL teaching trends. Recently, along with globalization and the needs of
international trades, English communicative competence has been more stressed.
Nevertheless, it is wondered, what kind of beliefs toward teaching English are held by the
pre-service teachers, who were deeply influenced and trained by the GrammarTranslation Method and the Audiolingual Method. In other words, how do they accept
the concept of Communicative Language Teaching? Therefore, there is a need to study
the teaching beliefs of English teachers in Taiwan.

2.2.2 The Audiolingual Method
The Audiolingual Method originated from the Army Specialized Training Program
(ASTP), also known as the “Army Method” (Brown, 2000; Richards and Rodgers, 2001).
Before the World War II, most teachers of foreign language in the United States were
convinced that rapid silent reading was the best way to learn a foreign language. In other
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words, a reading-based approach dominated the field of foreign language teaching in the
United States in the 1930s and the early 1940s (Brown, 2000). However, due to the
Second World War, the United States needed many soldiers to attain foreign languages in
conversational proficiency level; hence, an oral-based approach started to be stressed.
Through a series of innovations, started from some noted universities-- the University of
Michigan, Yale, Cornell, etc.-- the Army Method “came to be known in the 1950s as the
Audiolingual Method” (Brown, 2000, p.74) and hit its highest point in the United States
in the 1960s (Cook, 2002; Celce-Murcia, 2001; Richards and Rodgers, 2001). In the
following text the Audiolingual Method will be discussed from theories of
language/language learning and curriculum design.

Theories of Language and Language Learning
The Audiolingual Method adopted theories from structural linguistics and
behavioral psychology (Celce-Murcia, 2001; Brown, 2000; Richards and Rodgers, 2001;
Larsen-Freeman, 2000). For structural linguistics, structural linguists viewed language as
a structural system, which included the phonemic, morphological, and syntactic systems.
According to Richards and Rodgers (2001), this language system had the following
characteristics:
1. Elements in a language were thought of as being linearly produced in a ruledgoverned (structured) way;
2. Language samples could be exhaustively described at any structural level of
description (phonetic, phonemic, morphological, etc);
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3. Linguistic levels were thought of as systems within systems – that is, as being
pyramidally structured; phonemic systems led to morphemic systems, and these in
turn led to the higher-level systems of phrases, clauses, and sentences. (p.55)

In other words, in the Audiolingual Method, learning a language was viewed as
learning the vocabulary of the language and its structures (Cook, 2002). When the learner
learns the language, he must learn how to construct the language elements linearly into
words, phrases, and sentences (Richards & Rodgers, 2001).
In addition to the theory of the structures of the language, structural linguists also
argued that language is not writing but speech, since people learn to listen and speak
before they learn to read and write, and since many languages only have an oral form and
do not have a writing system (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). When the learner learns the
language, he must learn listening and speaking first, and then reading and writing (Cook,
2002; Celce-Murcia, 2001; Richards and Rodgers, 2001).
Structural linguists (e.g., William Moulton) also highly stressed the point that the
learner should speak as native speakers of the target language speak and should not speak
what he thinks he ought to say (Rivers, 1964). In order for learners to speak like the
speech of native speakers of the target language, the Audiolingual methodologists
emphasized the importance of accuracy. Thus, they adopted the theories of behavioral
psychology to achieve this goal (i.e., Skinner, 1957). In other words, they viewed
learning as the repeated process of stimulus, organism, response, and reinforcement. In
addition, learning a language effectively means to produce correct responses to stimuli
and finally to form a good set of language habits (Brown, 2000).
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In sum, for theories of language and language learning, the audio-lingual
methodologists assumed:
1. Learning a foreign language is like a mechanical process of forming habits.
2. The learner can learn a foreign language more effectively if he learns the spoken
form first.
3. Analogy assists foreign language learning more effectively than analysis.
4. The meanings of words that the native speakers possess in their mind can be
learnt only in the linguistic and cultural circumstances (Rivers, 1964).

Curriculum Design
For curriculum design, Audiolingual methodologists (i.e., Brooks, 1964) stressed
that the long-term goal of an Audiolingual program was to have learners in the
Audiolingual program be able to use the target language as the native speakers speak or
use it. In order to achieve this goal, the following eleven curriculum-designing principles
were emphasized in the Audiolingual Method:
First, increasing the learner’s oral proficiency should be the main point.
Audiolingual methodologists defined oral proficiency as the learner’s “accurate
pronunciation and grammar and the ability to respond quickly and accurately in speech
situations” (Richards & Rogers, 2001, p58).
Second, the native language of the learner will have negative influence to the learner
on acquiring the target language. Therefore, the learner’s native language should not be
allowed in the classroom (Larsen-Freeman, 2000).
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Third, the four languages skills should be taught in the following sequences:
speaking, listening, reading, and writing (Celce-Murcia, 2001; Richards & Rogers, 2001).
Although reading and writing may be taught, they depend on the prior oral ability
(Richards & Rogers, 2001). In addition, in initial stages, reading and writing should be
postponed (Celce-Murcia, 2001; Richards & Rogers, 2001).
Fourth, lessons have to start with dialogues (Celce-Murcia, 2001). Dialogues should
be repeated, mimicked and memorized by the learner because dialogues provide both
structural and cultural facets of the target language (Larsen-Freeman, 2000; Richards &
Rogers, 2001).
Fifth, various kinds of drills and pattern practices are the main activities in the
classroom (Larsen-Freeman, 2000; Richards & Rogers, 2001). For example, in repetition
drill, the learner is asked to repeat an utterance (e.g., I am a student.) until he is familiar
with the whole utterance (Richards & Rogers, 2001). Then, he can add words (e.g., at the
Pennsylvania State University) to make his expression more clearly (i.e., I am a student at
the Pennsylvania State University). Other drills used in the Audiolingual Method include
chain drill, single-slot substitution drill, multiple-slot substitution drill, transformation
drill, question-and answer drill, use of minimal pairs, complete the dialog, and so on
(Larsen-Freeman, 2000).
Sixth, the teacher should make a great effort to prevent the learner’s errors in order
to form the learner’s good habits of learning a language (Celce-Murcia, 2001). In other
words, the learner is not encouraged to start interaction because this may lead to errors
(Richards & Rodgers, 2001).
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Seventh, the teacher has to play a central and active role in the classroom. The
teacher’s responsibility is to “model the target language, control the direction and pace of
learning, and monitor and correct the learners’ performance (Richards & Rodgers, 2001).
Therefore, the interactions in the classroom are teacher-directed.
Eighth, the purpose of using instructional materials is to assist the teacher to enhance
the learners’ oral proficiency. Hence, tape recorders and audiovisual equipment often
play main roles in the Audiolingual Method (Brown, 2000). For written materials, in the
initial stages, learners are not expected to be exposed to the written materials because
they may interfere the aural input (Richards & Rodgers, 2001).
Ninth, vocabulary should be limited in early stages of the course (Brown, 2000;
Celce-Murcia, 2001). In addition, new vocabulary should be learnt from dialogues
(Larsen-Freeman, 2000).
Tenth, grammar should not be deductively explained in the classroom. Instead, it
should be taught inductively (Brown, 2000; Celce-Murcia, 2001). Learners learn
grammar through structural patterns, which are accessible from dialogues (Cook, 2002).
Eleventh, the typical procedures for an audiolingual lesson would be like: the
learners hear a model dialogue and then repeat every line of the dialogue first. Then,
structural patterns from the dialogue are selected for different pattern drills. After learners
are familiar with dialogues, follow-up reading, writing, vocabulary or other activities are
introduced (Richards & Rodgers, 2001).
In sum, based on structural linguistics, the Audiolingual Methods focuses on
linguistic competence. In other words, the learner needs to understand the structure of the
target language. In addition, influenced by behaviorism, to pursue accurate language
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behaviors is highly stressed in the Audiolingual Method. Therefore, drills and errorcorrection activities are often utilized in the teacher-centered Audiolingual classroom.

2.2.3 Communicative Language Teaching
Communicative Language Teaching, the representative of communicative
approaches, originated from the critics among the British applied linguists toward the
Situational Language Teaching, a concurrent British approach with and similar to the
Audiolingual Method (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). British applied linguists argued that
pursuing the mechanical learning in the Situational Language Teaching was invalid, and
language teaching and learning needed to be returned to the language teaching traditional
concept where “utterances carried meaning in themselves and expressed the meanings
and intentions of the speakers and writers who created them” (Howatt, 1984, p.280).
Therefore, adopting from British functional linguists’ work, work of American
socialinguistics, and other work in philosophy, the British applied linguists proposed that
increasing the learner’s communicative proficiency should be the aim for language
teaching (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). The concept of communicative proficiency was
then gradually extended to the concept in the model of Communicative Language
Teaching: communicative competence. Currently, Communicative Language Teaching
has become the most popular approach all over the world. In the following, the
Communicative Languages Teaching is discussed from the theories of language/language
learning and curriculum design.
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Theories of Language and Language Learning
Communicative Language Teaching started from adopting a theory of “language as
communication” (Richards & Rodgers, 2001, p. 159). Its goal is to develop the learner’s
communicative competence (Richards & Rodgers, 2001; Savignon, 1997, 2001; 2002;
Larsen-Freeman, 2000). The term communicative competence, first coined by Hymes
(1972), consists of four dimensions: grammatical competence, sociocultural competence
(Canel and Swain (1980) used the term sociolinguistic competence), discourse
competence, and strategic competence (Canel & Swain,1980; Savignon, 2001; 2002).
According to Savignon (2001), the four dimensions of communicative competence are
defined as:
1. Grammatical competence refers to sentence-level grammatical forms,
the ability to recognize the lexical, morphological, syntactic, and
phonological features of a language and to make use of these features
to interpret and form words and sentences…grammatical competence
not by stating a rule but by using a rule in the interpretation, expression,
or negotiation of meaning.
2. Discourse competence is concerned not with isolated words or phrases
but with the interconnectedness of a series of utterances, written words,
and/or phrases to form a text, a meaningful whole…
3. Socialcultural competence extends well beyond linguistic forms and is
an interdisciplinary field of inquiry having to do with the social rules of
language use. Sociocultural competence requires an understanding of
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the social context…the roles of the participants, the information they
share, and the function of interaction…
4. [Strategic competence is linked to] the copying strategies that we use
within unfamiliar contexts, with constraints due to imperfect
knowledge of rules or limiting factors in their application such as
fatigue or distraction. (pp. 17-18)
Furthermore, Savignon (1997) indicated that communication competence has the
following characteristics: First, communicative competence is dynamic on the negotiation
of meaning between people. Second, communicative competence applies to all kinds of
language systems (e.g., written, spoken, symbolic systems). Third, communicative
competence needs appropriate choices in an infinite variety of situations and participants.
Forth, communicative competence is different from communicative performance because
competence is “what one knows” while performance means “what one does” (p.15). Fifth,
communicative competence is relative and depends on the cooperative involvement of all
the participants.
Also, Richards and Rodgers (2001) offered their points toward the characteristics of
language theory of Communicative Language Teaching:
1. Language is a system for the expression of meaning.
2. The primary function of language is for interaction and communication.
3. The structure of language reflects its functional and communicative uses.
4. The primary units of language are not merely its grammatical and structural
features, but categories of functional and communicative meaning as exemplified
in discourse. (p. 71).
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Although theorists and methodologists of Communicative Language Teaching
provided numerous articles in Communicative Language Teaching literature discussing
communicative competence, unlike the Audiolingual Method, little has been discussed
about language learning theories (Cook, 2002; Richards & Rodgers, 1986, 2001).
However, on the one hand, Richards and Rodgers (1986, 2001) stated that three
elements may provide the theory of language learning in Communicative Language
Learning: First, communication principle- activities involving real communication
advance learning. Second, task principle- activities in which language performs
meaningful tasks advance learning. Third, meaningfulness principle- language which is
meaningful to the learner advances learning.
On the other hand, some scholars (e.g., Savignon, 1983; Brown, 2000) proposed
language acquisition theories as a resource of language learning. The main difference
between learning and acquisition is that learning is a conscious activity to acquire
language but acquisition is an unconscious language development. Like social
constructivists’ point, the language learner acquires language from interactive
communication with others, not from learning skills (Brown, 2000; Savignon, 2002).
In sum, communicative competence is viewed as the paramount goal of
Communicative Language Learning. In order to learn or acquire a language, it will be
necessary in Communicative Language Teaching to develop the learner’s grammatical
competence, discourse competence, sociocultural competence, and strategic competence.
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Curriculum Design
Based on communicative competence, Communicative Language Teaching stresses
that the goal of language teaching is to enable the learner to communicate in the target
language (Larsen-Freeman, 2000; Celce-Murcia, 2001). Therefore, the design of
curriculum must reflect the particular language needs of the target learners (Savignon,
1997, 2001, 2002; Richards & Rodgers, 1986, 2001). The following ten principles of
Communicative Language Teaching for curriculum design were stressed:
First, classroom goals should be focused on all four dimensions of communicative
competence and not constrained to grammatical or linguistic competence (Brown, 2000;
Celce-Murcia, 2001). Also, Piepho (1981, p.8, as cited in Richards& Rodgers, 2001,
p.162) indicated five levels of the objectives in a communicative approach were: a. an
integrative and content level (language as means of expression); b. a linguistic and
instrumental level (language as a semiotic system); c. an affective level of interpersonal
relationships and conduct (language as a means of expressing values and judgments about
oneself and others); d. a level of individual learning needs (remedial learning based on
error analysis); e. general educational level of extra-linguistic goals (language learning
within the school curriculum).
Second, the teacher plays a role as a facilitator to promote communication between
all participants in the classroom and between these participants and the activities and
texts designed for the participants (Larsen-Freeman, 2000; Richards & Rodgers, 2001).
For other roles, the teacher may need to be an advisor to answer learners’ questions
(Larsen-Freeman, 2000), a needs analyst to understand the learner’s learning style and his
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learning goals (Savignon, 1997), and a group process manager to organize the activities
and monitor learners’ performance (Littlewood, 1981; Richards & Rodgers, 2001).
Third, instructional materials had better be authentic for real communication
(Savignon, 1997; Larsen-Freeman, 2000). Larsen-Freeman (2000) indicated, for a higher
level class, language materials related to the life of native speakers of the target language,
such as real newspaper articles, a live radio, or television broadcast can be used in the
classroom. For a lower level class, realia that do not have a lot of language, such as
menus and timetables, are possible for use as long as these realia can generate a lot of
discussion.
Forth, learning and teaching activities in Communicative Language Teaching are
unlimited as long as these activities are able to encourage learners to communicate, share
information, negotiate meaning, and interact with other learners (Richards & Rodgers,
2001). Therefore, information-gap tasks (e.g., language games), problem-solving tasks
(e.g., picture strip story), and social interaction activities (e.g., role play) are traditional
classroom activities in Communicative Language Teaching (Larsen-Freeman, 2000).
Fifth, errors are tolerated and are viewed as the natural product of the evolution of
communication skills (Larsen-Freeman, 2000). Correction of errors may be rare
(Richards & Rodgers, 2001). The teacher provides correction of errors only when the
meanings that learners want to deliver are not clear or understood (Crookes & Chaudron,
2001).
Sixth, the grammar and vocabulary that learners learn should come from “the
function, situational context, and the roles of the interlocutors” (Larsen-Freeman, 2000,
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p128). Grammar is important and learners learn it best when it is linked to their
communicative needs and experiences (Savignon, 2001).
Seventh, fluency and accuracy are complementary principles. However, in order to
keep learners in meaningful communication, sometimes fluency may be more important
than accuracy in the language learning/teaching process (Brumfit, 1984; Brown, 2000).
Eighth, four language skills are integrated into language learning activities from the
initial stages of the course (Celce-Murcia, 2001). In other words, the learner may learn
listening, speaking, reading, and writing spontaneously as long as there is a need to do it.
Ninth, the native language of the learner is not prohibited in the classroom
(Finocchiaro and Brumfit, 1983). Although the goal of Communicative Language
Learning is to learn to use English or even to use English to learn it, the native language
of the learner may be acceptable when it can facilitate the meaningful communication.
Tenth, an example of procedures for a Communicative Language Teaching lesson
would be:
Pretask activities
Learners first take part in a preliminary activity that introduces the topic,
the situation, and the “script” that will subsequently appear in the role-play
task. Such activities are of various kinds, including brainstorming, ranking
exercises, and problem-solving tasks…Learners then read a dialogue on a
related topic…
Task activity
Learners perform a role play. Students work in pairs with a task and cues
needed to negotiate the task.
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Posttask activities
Learners then listen to recordings of native speakers performing the same
role-play task…compare differences between the way they expressed
particular functions and meanings… (Richards & Rodgers, 2001, p.238)
In sum, the goal of Communicative Language Teaching is to assist the
learner to develop his communicative competence based on his needs. Therefore,
activities that can facilitate the learner to communicate with his peers, such as
information-gap activities and task-based activities, are often practiced in the
learner-centered Communicative Language Learning classroom.

2.2.4 The Comparison of the Audiolingual Method and CLT
For the comparison of the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language
Teaching, Finocchiaro and Brumfit (1983, p. 91-93) have contrasted the differences
between the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching. Although
Finocchiaro and Brumfit’s work (1983) has almost exhaustively done the comparison,
some issues (e.g., evaluation, instructional materials, teacher’s quality, etc.) that
Finocchiaro and Brumfit (1983) did not mention in their work have been more stressed
recently. In the following, based on Fincchiaro and Brumfit’s (1983) work and some
other methodologists’ works (e.g., Larsen-Freeman, 2000; Richards & Rodgers, 1986,
2001; Cook, 2002; Celce-Mercia, 2000; Brown, 2000; Savignon, 1983, 1997, 2001,
2002), the comparison of the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language
Teaching is reorganized and listed by the researcher under theories of language/language
learning and curriculum design. The information in Table 2.2.1 shows the differences of
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the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching from the perspective
of theories of language/language learning.

Table 2.2.1
Comparison of the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching under
Theories of Language/Language Learning
The Audiolingual Method

Communicative Language
Teaching

01

Language is a series of structured

Language is composed of its

systems (e.g., phonetics, phonology,

structural, notional, functional,

morphology, and syntax) (Richards &

and communicative features

Rodgers, 1986, 2001).

(Richards & Rodgers, 1986,
2001).

02

Language is speech (Richards &

Language includes verbal and

Rodgers, 1986, 2001).

nonverbal features (Savignon,
1997).
(table continues)
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Table 2.2.1 (Continued)
Comparison of the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching under
Theories of Language/Language Learning
The Audiolingual Method

Communicative Language
Teaching

03

“Language is a set of habits, just like

Language is created by the

driving a car” (Cook, 2002, p.208).

individual (Finocchiaro &
Brumfit, 1983).

04

Language is what its native speakers

Language is created by the

say, not what a person thinks he ought

individual to express his

to say (Richards & Rodgers, 1986,

meanings and intentions

2001).

(Richards & Rodgers, 1986,
2001).

05

Attends to structure and form more

Meaning is paramount

than meaning (Finocchiaro & Brumfit,

(Finocchiaro & Brumfit, 1983).

1983).
06

07

Language learning is learning

Language learning is learning to

structures, sounds, or words

communicate (Finocchiaro &

(Finocchiaro & Brumfit, 1983).

Brumfit, 1983).

Mastery, or “over-learning,” is sought

Effective communication is

(Finocchiaro & Brumfit, 1983).

sought (Finocchiaro & Brumfit,
1983).
(table continues)
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Table 2.2.1 (Continued)
Comparison of the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching under
Theories of Language/Language Learning
The Audiolingual Method

Communicative Language
Teaching

08 The target linguistic system will be

The target linguistic system will

learned through the overt teaching of the

be learned best through the

patterns of the system (Finocchiaro &

process of struggling to

Brumfit, 1983).

communicate (Finocchiaro &
Brumfit, 1983).

09 Intrinsic motivation will spring from an

Intrinsic motivation will spring

interest in the structure of the language

from an interest in what is being

(Finocchiaro & Brumfit, 1983).

communicated by the language
(Finocchiaro & Brumfit, 1983).

The information in Table2.2.2 shows the distinctions between the Audiolingual
Method and Communicative Language Teaching from the perspective of curriculum
design. The following 25 issues have been contrasted: (1) curriculum goal, (2)
contextualization, (3) variety of language, (4) pronunciation, (5) fluency/accuracy, (6)
language skills--listening and speaking, (7) language skills-- listening and speaking, (8)
grammar, (9) translation, (10) the learner’s native language, (11) students’ feelings, (12)
errors, (13) sequence of units, (14) dialogues, (15) drills, (16) activities, (17) teacher’s
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role, (18) teacher’s expectation, (19) teacher’s quality, (20) student’s role, (21) teacher’s
book, (22) classroom style, (23) instructional materials, (24) evaluation, and (25) culture.

Table 2.2.2
Comparison of the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching
from the Perspective of Curriculum Design
Issue

The Audiolingual Method

Communicative Language
Teaching

01

Curriculum goal

Linguistic competence is

Communicative competence

the desired goal

is the desired goal (i.e., the

(Finocchiaro & Brumfit,

ability to use the linguistic

1983).

system effectively and
appropriately) (Finocchiaro &
Brumfit, 1983).

02

Contextualization

Language items are not

Contextualization is a basic

necessarily contextualized

premise (Finocchiaro &

(Finocchiaro & Brumfit,

Brumfit, 1983).

1983).
03

Variety of

Varieties of language are

Linguistic variation is a

language

recognized but not

central concept in materials

emphasized. (Finocchiaro

and methodology

& Brumfit, 1983).

(Finocchiaro & Brumfit,
1983).

04

Pronunciation

Native-speaker-like

Comprehensible

pronunciation is sought

pronunciation is sought

(Finocchiaro & Brumfit,

(Finocchiaro & Brumfit,

1983).

1983).
(table continues)
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Table 2.2.2 (Continued)
Comparison of the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching from
the Perspective of Curriculum Design
Issue

The Audiolingual Method

Communicative Language
Teaching

05

Fluency/

Accuracy, in terms of

Fluency and accuracy are

accuracy

formal correctness, is a

complementary principles. At

primary goal (Finocchiaro

times, fluency is more

& Brumfit, 1983).

important than accuracy when
learners communicate
meaningfully (Brown, 2000).

06

Language Skills:

In the early stage, only

Four language skills, that is,

listening and

listening and speaking are

listening, speaking, reading,

speaking

focused (Richards &

and writing, are focused from

Rodgers, 2001).

the beginning (LarsenFreeman, 2000).

07

Language Skills:

Reading and writing are

Reading and writing can start

reading/writing

deferred till speech is

from the first day, if desired

mastered (Finocchiaro &

(Finocchiaro & Brumfit,

Brumfit, 1983).

1983).
(table continues)
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Table 2.2.2 (Continued)
Comparison of the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching from
the Perspective of Curriculum Design
Issue

The Audiolingual Method

Communicative Language
Teaching

08

Grammar

Grammatical explanation

Any device that helps the

is avoided (Finocchiaro &

learners is accepted –varying

Brumfit, 1983).

according to their age,

Grammar is taught

interest, etc. (Finocchiaro &

inductively rather than

Brumfit, 1983).

deductively (Brown,
2000).
09

Translation

Translation is forbidden at

Translation may be used

early levels (Finocchiaro

where students need or benefit

& Brumfit, 1983).

from it (Finocchiaro &
Brumfit, 1983).

10

The learner’s

The use of the student’s

Judicious use of native

native language

native language is not

language is accepted where

allowed

feasible

(Larsen-Freeman, 2000).

(Larsen-Freeman, 2000).
(table continues)
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Table 2.2.2 (Continued)
Comparison of the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching from
the Perspective of Curriculum Design
Issue

The Audiolingual Method

Communicative Language
Teaching

11

The feelings of

No principles were

The teacher gives every

students

mentioned. (Larsen-

learner an opportunity to

Freeman, 200)

express his/herself on a
regular basis (LarsenFreeman, 200).

12

13

Errors

“Language is habit” so

Language is created by the

errors must be prevented

individual, often through trial

at all cost (Finocchiaro &

and error (Finocchiaro &

Brumfit, 1983).

Brumfit, 1983).

Sequence of

The sequence of units is

Sequencing is determined by

Units

determined solely by

any consideration of content,

principles of linguistic

function, or meaning that

complexity (Finocchiaro

maintains interest

& Brumfit, 1983).

(Finocchiaro & Brumfit,
1983).

14

Dialogues

Demands memorization of

Dialogues, if used, center

structure-based dialogues

around communicative

(Finocchiaro & Brumfit,

functions and are not

1983).

normally memorized
(Finocchiaro & Brumfit,
1983).
(table continues)
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Table 2.2.2 (Continued)
Comparison of the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching from
the Perspective of Curriculum Design
Issue

The Audiolingual Method

Communicative Language
Teaching

15

16

Drills

Activities

Drilling is a central

Drilling may occur, but

technique (Finocchiaro &

peripherally (Finocchiaro &

Brumfit, 1983).

Brumfit, 1983).

Communicative activities

Attempts

only come after a long

may be encouraged from the

process of rigid drills and

very beginning (Finocchiaro

exercises (Finocchiaro &

& Brumfit, 1983).

to

communicate

Brumfit, 1983).
17

Teacher role

The teacher controls the Teachers help learners in any
learners and prevents them way that motivates them to
from doing anything that work with the language
conflicts with the theory (Finocchiaro & Brumfit,
(Finocchiaro & Brumfit, 1983).
1983).
(table continues)
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Table 2.2.2 (Continued)
Comparison of the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching from
the Perspective of Curriculum Design
Issue

The Audiolingual Method

Communicative Language
Teaching

18

Teacher’s

The teacher is expected to

The teacher cannot know

expectation to

specify the language that

exactly what language the

learners’ use of a

students are to use

students will use (Finocchiaro

language

(Finocchiaro & Brumfit,

& Brumfit, 1983).

1983).
19

Teacher quality

“The teacher must be

“The teacher should be able

proficient only in the

to use the target language

structures, vocabulary, etc.

fluently and appropriately”

that he or she is teaching

(Celce-Mercia, 2000, p.8).

since learning activities
and materials are carefully
controlled” (Celce-Mercia,
2000, p.7).
(table continues)
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Table 2.2.2 (Continued)
Comparison of the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching from
the Perspective of Curriculum Design
Issue

The Audiolingual Method

Communicative Language
Teaching

20

21

Student role

Teacher’s book

Students are expected to

Students are expected to

interact with the language

interact with other people,

system, embodied in

either in the flesh, through

machines or controlled

pair and group work, or in

materials (Finocchiaro &

their writings (Finocchiaro &

Brumfit, 1983).

Brumfit, 1983).

The teacher follows the

The teacher may design the

teacher’s book that

syllabus by himself or with

consists of the structured

learners based on the interests

sequence of lessons and

and needs of learners

practice activities, such as

(Savignon, 1997).

drills and dialogues.
( Richards & Rodgers,
1986, 2001)
22

Classroom style

Teacher-controlled

Learner-centered classroom

classroom (Cook, 2002).

(Cook, 2002).
(table continues)
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Table 2.2.2 (Continued)
Comparison of the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching from
the Perspective of Curriculum Design
Issue

The Audiolingual Method

Communicative Language
Teaching

23

Instructional

At the early stage, printed

Textbooks supporting

materials

materials and textbooks

Communicative Teaching

may be not considered

(Richards & Rodgers, 1986,

desirable (Richards &

2001). Authentic materials

Rodgers, 1986, 2001).

such as menus and newspaper
(Larsen-Freeman, 2000). No
textbook. The teacher
provides “a corpus of
language activities”.
(Savignon, 1983, p.139).

24

Evaluation

“Not obvious.” If there

Formal and informal

was, it would be discrete-

evaluation. (Larsen-Freeman,

point. Students might be
asked to distinguish

2000.)
Integrative tests (Larsen-

between words in a
minimal pair, for
example” (Larsen-

Freeman, 2000; Savignon,
1983,1997).

Freeman, 2000, p.47).
(table continues)
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Table 2.2.2 (Continued)
Comparison of the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching from
the Perspective of Curriculum Design
25

Culture

“Culture is not only

“Culture is the everyday

literature and the arts, but

lifestyle of people who use

also the everyday behavior

the language. There are

of the people who use the

certain aspects of it that are

target language. One of the especially important to
teacher’s responsibilities is communication – the use of
to present information

nonverbal behavior, for

about that culture.”

example.”

(Larsen-Freeman, 2000,

(Larsen-Freeman, 2000,

p.45).

p.131).

In sum, the main differences between the Audiolingual Method and
Communicative Langauge Learning are their goals and theories they adopted. The
Audiolingual Method viewed linguistic competence as its goal while Communicative
Language Learning stressed the importance of communicative competence (LarsenFreeman, 2000). In addition, the Audiolingual Method adopted theories from behavioral
psychology and structural linguistics while Communicative Language Teaching used
theories from socialinguistics and functional linguistics (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). Due
to the different goals and theories, they developed curriculum in different ways. The
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Audiolingual Method is more teacher-centered while Communicative Language Teaching
prefers learner-centered (Cook, 2002).

2.3 Summary of Chapter 2
This chapter discussed two issues: (1) language learning strategies, and (2) teaching
methodologies, especially the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language
Teaching. For language learning strategies, the definitions of language learning strategies
and factors influencing the use of language learning strategies were discussed. For
teaching methodologies, the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language
Teaching were introduced first. Then, the two methodologies were compared from the
perspective of language theories and curriculum design. In the next chapter, the
methodology and design of this research are explicated.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

The purposes of the study were to explore: (1) pre-service EFL teachers’ uses of
language learning strategies, (2) pre-service EFL teachers’ beliefs toward EFL teaching
methodologies (especially the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language
Teaching), and (3) the relationships between their uses of language learning strategies
and beliefs toward EFL teaching methodologies.
This chapter describes the research methodology of the study, which is composed of
(1) the participants in the research, (2) the instruments for data collection, (3) data
collection procedures, and (4) data analysis.

3.1 Participants in the Research
Approximately 755 pre-service teachers enrolled in the year 2004 post-baccalaureate
EFL teacher education programs at 13 universities and colleges in Taiwan were the target
population of the study (see Table 3.1.1).
According to Isaac and Michael (1996), the sample size for 5% sample error (t=1.96)
for the population of 750 is 254. In this study, a cluster random sampling, based on
geographic diversity, college system (teachers college system versus non-teachers college
system), and day/night class, was used to collect survey data. A class with approximately
45 pre-service teachers was the unit of sampling.
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Table 3.1.1
Class and Student Numbers of Post-Baccalaureate EFLTeacher Education
Programs in the Year 2004 a
Colleges/Universities

Number/Type of

Number of

Region

Class

Student

National Pingtung Teachers College* b

1

45

Southern

Wenzao Ursuline College of Languages

1

45

Southern

I-Shou University

1

45

Southern

National University of Tainan*

3

135

Southern

(2-daytime; 1-nighttime)

Chung Jung Christian University

1

45

Southern

Southern Taiwan Univ. of Technology

1

45

Southern

National Chiayi University*

1

45

Southern

National Taitung University*

1

45

Eastern

National Hualien Teachers College*

1

45

Eastern

National Taichung Teachers College*

1

45

Middle

National Hsin-Chu Teachers College*

2

90

Middle

(1-daytime; 1-nighttime)

Taipei Municipal Teachers College*

1

45

Northern

National Taipei Teachers College*

2

80

Northern

(1-daytime; 1-nighttime)

Total

17

755

Note. a. The information was collected and reorganized by the researcher based on the following two
websites. The actual student number may be less than the
(1) http://www.get.com.tw/goldensun/teacher/ele_english/form.htm
(2) http://chienhua.com.tw/examinfo/dailynews/9305/93051805.htm
b. * represents that the school is or was the teachers college.
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The pre-service teachers in the study were in their first semester of the teacher
education programs. They read and responded to a paper-and-pencil Chinese version
questionnaire in an hour. Among 361 questionnaires that were sent, total 321 cases from
9 classes were collected (see Table 3.1.2). After the researcher identified and discarded
unfinished samples, total 293 cases were used for analysis.

Table 3.1.2
Distribution of Participants in the Post-Baccalaureate EFL Teacher Education
Programs
Colleges/Universities

Class

Participant

Number/type

Number

National Pingtung Teachers College

1/Day

42

Southern

Wenzao Ursuline College of Languages

1/Day

29

Southern

National University of Tainan

2/Day

83

Southern

National University of Tainan

1/Night

35

Southern

National Taitung University

1/Day

45

Eastern

National Hualien Teachers College

1/Day

31

Eastern

National Taipei Teachers College

1/Day

39

Northern

National Taipei Teachers College

1 /Night

17

Northern

9

321

Total

Region

3.2 Instrumentation
3.2.1 Questionnaire
The questionnaire is a self-report questionnaire. Although self-report questionnaires
were criticized for their accuracy and varying interpretations of or identifications toward
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the same term, the biggest advantage of the self-report questionnaire is that the researcher
can obtain quantitative data for analysis (Cohen, 1998; Ellis, 1994). The questionnaire in
the study consists of three measures: (1) The Individual Background; (2) Strategy
Inventory for Language Learning (Version 7.0 for ESL/EFL, Oxford, 1990); and, (3)
Beliefs toward English Teaching Methodologies (the Audiolingual Method and
Communicative Language Teaching) which was designed by the researcher.

Section I: The Individual Background
The first section of the questionnaire was to obtain the participant’s background
information (see Appendix A). Ten items were included in this section to deal with the
participants’ age, gender, marital status, education level, major, studying or staying
experiences in English-speaking countries, TOFEL scores, confidence of English ability,
English teaching experiences, and familiarity to EFL teaching methodologies. The ten
items are independent variables and were used to analyze how these variables influence
participants’ use of language learning strategies, beliefs toward EFL teaching
methodologies, and the relationships between the use of language learning strategies and
beliefs toward English teaching methodologies.
Among the ten items, Items 2, 3, 4, 5 are nominal variables. The participants needed
to choose the answer best describing their status of gender, marital status, education level
for Items 2, 3, and 4. For Item 5, the participants needed to fill in their academic majors
under the highest education level. In addition, their majors were further recoded based on
English/ Non-English Major or other classifications for the purpose of analysis. Items 1,
6, 7, 8 are interval variables. However, they might be treated as nominal variables if it is

65
helpful for data analysis. For these items, the participants needed to fill in their age,
highest TOFEL score, the accumulated length of studying or staying abroad, and the
accumulated length of teaching English to children at elementary level. For the last two
items, Items 9 and 10, the participants chose the number which represents their situation
best on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5 for their confidence toward English
and familiarity with teaching methodologies. Furthermore, for Item 9, the participants’
confidence toward English ability was subdivided into the confidence toward English
listening, speaking, reading, writing, and grammar.

Section II: Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL)
This section was adapted from the 7.0 version of Strategy Inventory for Language
Learning (SILL, Oxford, 1989, 1990) for ESL/EFL learners (see Appendix A). The
purpose of the SILL is to measure the frequency of the language learner’s strategy use. It
is composed of six parts and totals 50 items. According to Oxford (1990), the six parts
describe six categories of language learning strategies: memory strategies (remembering
more effectively, nine items), cognitive strategies (using all your mental processes, 14
items), compensation strategies (compensating for missing knowledge, six items), metacognitive strategies (organizing and evaluating your learning, nine items), affective
strategies (managing your emotion, six items), and social strategies (learning with others,
six items). The 50 items are all statements, such as “I use new English words in a
sentence so I can remember them.” Participants needed to, according to their selfevaluation, rate the statements on a five-point Likert Scale ranging from 1 (never or
almost never) to 5 (always or almost always).
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The 50 items were translated into Chinese by the researcher. In addition, in order to
have clear Chinese meanings, some of the items were rewritten by the researcher. For
example, Item 50 “I try to learn about the culture of English speakers.” was written as “I
try to learn about the cultures in English countries.”

Section III: Beliefs Toward EFL Teaching Methodologies (BETM)
This section was to investigate participants’ beliefs toward two EFL teaching
methodologies: the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching (see
Appendix A). The questionnaire items in this section were created by the researcher.
There are two parts in this section. One is teaching beliefs toward language and language
learning theories; the other is teaching beliefs toward curriculum design. Each part had 13
items, including six statement items describing the Audiolingual Method, six statement
items describing Communicative Language Learning, and an open-ended question. For
statement items, participants needed to rate the statements on a five-point Likert Scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). For the open-ended question,
participants needed to answer the question: “As a teacher, please describe your beliefs
regarding how you should help children acquire or learn English.”

3.2.2 Pilot Study
The questionnaire was developed through the following stages:
Stage One: The questionnaire items of the measure “Beliefs toward EFL Teaching
Methodologies” (BETM) were written based on the concepts of the following
books (in the alphabetical order of last names of authors):
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Brown, H.D. (2001). Principles of language learning and teaching (3rd ed.)
New York: Longman.
Celce-Murcia, M. (ed.) (2001).Teaching English as a second or foreign
language (3rd ed.). Boston, MA: Heinle & Heinle.
Cook, V. (2002). Second language learning and language teaching (3rd ed).
London: Arnold.
Finocchiaro, M., & Brumfit, C. (1983). The functional-notional approach:
From theory to practice. New York: Oxford University Press.
Larsen-Freeman, D. (2000). Techniques and principles in language teaching.
New York: Oxford University Press.
Littlewood, W. (1981). Communicative language teaching: An introduction.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Richards, J. C., & Rodgers, T.S. (1986). Approaches and methods in language
teaching: A description and analysis. London: Cambridge.
Richards, J. C., & Rodgers, T.S. (2001). Approaches and methods in language
teaching: A description and analysis (2nd ed.). London: Cambridge.
Savignon, S. J. (1983). Communicative language teaching: Theory and
classroom practice: Texts and contexts in second language learning.
Reading, Massschusetts: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company.
Savignon, S. J. (1997). Communicative language teaching: Theory and
classroom practice: Texts and contexts in second language learning (2nd
ed.). New York: The McGraw-Hill Companies, Inc.
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Stage Two: The first version of the BETM was reviewed by a statistical expert and three
ESL/EFL methodology experts in the field. The statistical expert is Dr.
Yoder of The Pennsylvania State University. The three ESL/EFL
methodology experts are Dr. Yawkey of The Pennsylvania State University,
Dr. Tang of TESL Program at New York University, and Dr. LarsenFreeman of the University of Michigan.
Stage Three: After the first version of the BETM was revised based on the advice of the
above experts, the whole questionnaire including three sections (the
individual background, the SILL, and the BETM) was reviewed by the
committee members (in the alphabetical order): Dr. Nicely, Dr. Tippeconnic,
Dr. Yawkey, and Dr. Yoder.
Stage Four: The final English version questionnaire was revised based on the
committee’s advice and was approved by Dr. Yawkey and Dr. Yoder. After
that, the English questionnaire was translated into Chinese by the researcher.
Subsequently, compared to the English version, the Chinese version was
reviewed by a Chinese-English bilingual college teacher. The Chinese
version was revised by the researcher based on the teacher’s advice.
Stage Five: In the stage, both the English and revised Chinese version questionnaires
were responded by ten Chinese-English bilingual graduate students studying
in the College of Education at the Pennsylvania University. Pearson’s
correlations were used to examine the relationships between English and
Chinese items. For those items where correlation was lower (r<.50), the
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researcher discussed the items with these graduate students and revised the
Chinese questionnaire for clarity and accurateness.
Stage Six: Again, in order to have participants in the study understand the Chinese
questionnaire items easily and accurately, the Chinese questionnaire items
were reviewed by a pre-service teacher of Chinese and a pre-service teacher
of English in training. After their advice was taken by the researcher, the
revised Chinese version was used for the research (see Appendix B).

3.2.3 Validity and Reliability
The SILL: The validity and reliability of the ESL/EFL SILL are very high,
especially across cultural groups. According to Oxford and Burry-Stock’s report in 1995
by examining Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient, a measure for internal consistency,
they stated:
With the ESL/EFL SILL, Cronbach alphas have been: .94 using the Chinese
translation with a sample of 590 Taiwanese University EFL learners (Yang,
1992); .92using the Japanese translation with 255 Japanese university and
college EFL students (Watanabe, 1990); .91 using the Korean translation
with 59 Korean university EFL learners (Oh, 1992); .93 using the
researcher-revised Korean translation with 332 Korean university EFL
learners (Park, 1994); and .91 using the Puerto Rican Spanish translation
with 374 EFL learners on the island of Puerto Rico. (p.6)
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The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of the score generated by the
instrument was .94. In other words, the measure is well accepted in social science
research.
For validity, based on collecting statistical data from a number of studies, Oxford
and Burry Stock (1995) stated the SILL is highly related to content validity, criterionrelated validity, and construct validity. For content validity, as determined by experts in
the field, two experts reached a .99 agreement for the SILL items against a taxonomy of
over 200 possible language learning strategies. For criterion-related validity, indicating
the predictive or coexisting relationships between two variables, the SILL has a high
relationship with language performance, which is measured by language achievement,
proficiency self-rating, language proficiency tests, grades in a language course, and so on.
For construct validity, concerning how well a theoretical construct is, statistical tools,
such as analysis of variance (ANOVA), multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA),
factor analysis, and multidiemensional scaling are used in the studies related to the SILL
(for details, see Oxford and Burry Stock, 1995).
The BETM: For the reliability of the BETM, examining Cronbach’s alpha
reliability coefficient, it was found that the Cronbach’s alpha of the measure (a=.80) was
acceptable in social science research.

3.3 Data Collection Procedures
The data was collected in November, 2004. The researcher contacted school
authorities via an email or a letter, on the phone, or in person. The school authorities were
informed of purposes of the questionnaire and the wishes of investigating the pre-service
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teachers in their programs. After obtaining the approval of the school authorities, the
researcher administered the survey in person in most classes. During the survey
administration, the researcher complied with the following procedures:
1. Inform the participants in Mandarin that the survey is research-used only.
2. Tell the participants the purposes of the survey are to understand how they learn
English and how they think of teaching English.
3. Introduce the content of the questionnaire. Tell them that there are three sections of
the questionnaire.
4. Interpret the procedures of finishing the questionnaire. Especially, the researcher
reminds them that there is an open-ended question in the third section.
5. After participants finish and hand in the questionnaire, briefly review the
questionnaire. If some items are left blank, the researcher informs the participant who
has some items left blank.
After the data were collected, all data were keyed into computer. Statement items
were keyed into the database of SPSS 10.0 for Windows. For the open-ended question,
the Chinese responses were keyed into Word files. Later, the Chinese responses were
translated into English by the researcher. Then, the English responses were stored in the
software Nvivo Program for further analysis.

3.4 Data Analysis
Both quantitative analysis and qualitative analysis were employed in the study.
Quantitative Analysis
For quantitative analysis, two procedures were used:
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1. Descriptive analysis: Mean, standard deviation, frequency and percentage of each
item, except the open-ended question, were analyzed by using the SPSS 10.0 for
Windows.
2. Inferential analysis: Multiple regression, ANOVAs, t-tests, and non-parametric tests
were used to investigate the relationships between language learning strategies/
teaching beliefs toward EFL methodologies (dependent variables) and factors of
individual background (independent variables; such as age, gender, and so on). In
addition, effect sizes were computed in the current study. Cohen (1988) states that it
is a small effect size when r<.3 or eta2 <.09, a medium effect size when r ≧.3 and <.5
or eta2≧.09 and <.25, and a large effect size when r≧.5 or eta2≧.25.

Qualitative Analysis
The open-ended question in Section Three was used to explore more pre-service
teachers’ beliefs toward EFL teaching methodologies. Among 321 surveys collected, 304
participants answered the question. Of the 304 responses, 75 were written in English and
229 were responded in Mandarin. The Chinese responses were translated into English by
the researcher. The software --Nvivo program-- was employed to code data and calculate
frequency. During the data analysis process, Creswell’s data analysis strategies (1998)
were used in the study.
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3.5 Summary of Chapter 3
The purposes of the study were to explore: (1) pre-service EFL teachers’ uses of
language learning strategies, (2) pre-service EFL teachers’ beliefs toward EFL teaching
methodologies (especially the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language
Teaching), and (3) the relationships between their uses of language learning strategies
and beliefs toward EFL teaching methodologies. The participants were the non-English
native speaking pre-service teachers in Taiwan. A paper-and-pencil Chinese version
questionnaire was filled by these pre-service teachers. After the data were collected,
SPSS 10.0 was used to analyze the statement items for quantitative analysis and Nvivo
2.0 was used to code and analyze the data of the open-ended question for qualitative
analysis. In Chapter Four, the results of the study are revealed.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

In this chapter, the results of the current study are presented. First, the summation of
the individual background information from 293 cases is provided in order to more
completely understand the pre-service teachers in the study. Then, the results related to
the three research questions are presented and discussed.

4.1 Summation of Individual Background Information
After examining 293 cases collected in the study and based on the factors of gender,
age, children, degree, major, study experience in English countries, and teaching
experience (see Appendix C), it was found that these participants had homogeneous
backgrounds. Two hundred fifty cases out of 293 (85.3%) were at or under the age of 30.
Two hundred sixty three cases (89.9%) were female. Two hundred seventy six cases
(94.2%) showed that they did not have child(ren) who live with them. Two hundred
seventy five participants (93.9 %) reported that they obtained a bachelor’s degree. Two
hundred thirty seven cases (80.9%) indicated they had English-related majors. Two
hundred twenty two participants (75.8%) did not have any study experiences in Englishspeaking countries. Two hundred fifty five participants (87.0%) informed they had
experience in teaching English to children. In further analysis, it indicated over half of
these cases were females (167 cases, 57.0%) that had a bachelor’s degree for the English-
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related major, did not have child(ren) who live with them, and did not ever study in
English countries.
As for their English ability, two items were designed to understand the English
ability of the participants. One item was related to TOFEL scores, and the other item was
their self-evaluation regarding five language skills (i.e., listening, speaking, reading,
writing, and grammar). For TOFEL scores, only 75 out of 293 cases reported TOFEL
scores. The average TOFEL score of the 75 cases was 220.55 as shown in Table 7 of
Appendix C. Regarding their self-evaluation of five English language skills, based on 293
cases reporting using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (very low ability) to 5 (very
high ability), the total average mean of the five language skills was 3.19 and the
respective means of the five language skills in the order from highest to lowest were 3.31
in reading, 3.29 in grammar, 3.22 in listening, 3.13 in speaking, and 3.02 in writing as
indicated in Table 9 of Appendix C.
In order to test whether or not the respective means of the five language skills are
significantly different from each other, a one-way within-subjects ANVOA was
conducted. The results for the ANOVA pointed out the statistically significant differences
among these means, Wilk’s Λ= 0.73, F(4,289)= 26.26, p<.001, multivariate η2 =.27.
Furthermore, through conducting pairwise comparisons among the means of the five
language skills by using the Holm’s sequential Bonferroni procedure (Holm, 1979) to
control for familywise error rate at the .05 level, it showed that eight out of ten
comparisons are statistically significant though the comparisons between grammar and
listening (p=.077) and between grammar and reading (p=.623) were not significant (See
Table 4.0.1). In short, the pre-service teachers in the study viewed their English reading,
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grammar, and listening abilities were slightly better than their speaking and writing
abilities.

Table 4.1.1
Paired Comparisons for the Self-Evaluation of Five English Language Skills (n=293)
Paired Differences
Comparison

M

SD

01.Listen-Read

-.10

0.64

02.Listen-Grammar

-.08

03.Listen-Write

t

df

p

.037

-2.56

292

.011

0.76

.044

-1.78

292

.077

.19

0.67

.039

4.92

292

.000

04.Listen-Speak

.09

0.56

.033

2.62

292

.009

05.Read-Grammar

.02

0.59

.035

0.49

292

.623

06.Read-Write

.29

0.55

.032

8.84

292

.000

07.Read-Speak

.18

0.67

.039

4.65

292

.000

08.Grammar-Write

.27

0.57

.033

8.15

292

.000

09.Grammar-Speak

.16

0.71

.041

3.96

292

.000

-.11

0.64

.037

-2.83

292

.005

10.Write-Speak

SE of M

Note. Holm’s sequential Bonferroni procedure (1979) was used here to examine the p-values. First, the
above the p-values in the ten (K) tests were ranked from the smallest (p=.000) to the largest (p=.623). Then,
the smallest p-value (p=.000) was compared to a/k (.05/10), the second smallest p-value (p=.000) was
compared to a/k-1 (.05/9), and then the procedure was continued until it failed to reject the null hypothesis.

Table 10 of Appendix C presents the frequencies of participants’ familiarity with
EFL teaching methodologies. Based on 293 cases reporting on a five-point Likert scale
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ranging from 1 (very unfamiliar) to 5 (very familiar), 55 cases (18.8%) reported that they
were unfamiliar or very unfamiliar with EFL teaching methodologies. One-half of the
participants (148 cases, 50.5%) reported their moderate familiarity to EFL teaching
methodologies. Ninety cases (30.7%) showed that they are familiar with EFL teaching
methodologies. However, no cases indicated they are very familiar with the
methodologies. In short, although no one indicated they were very familiar with EFL
teaching methodologies, more participants showed their familiarity to teaching
methodologies than those who showed their unfamiliarity.
In sum, the sample size of this study (293 cases) represented over one-third of the
population (approximately 750 people) in the current post-baccalaureate pre-service
teacher programs. In addition, the sample size of this study was bigger than the sample
size of 254 cases that is needed for 5% sample error (t=1.96) for the population of 750 as
Isaac and Michael (1996) indicated. Therefore, it could be inferred that the population of
pre-service teachers in the current post-baccalaureate pre-service teacher programs in
Taiwan was fairly homogeneous. The population is basically female, at or under the age
of 30, with an English-related major, with English teaching experience at the elementary
level, but without children who lived with them and without study experiences in English
countries. For their English language abilities, these EFL pre-service teachers were
generally slightly more confident in reading/grammar/listening than in speaking/writing.
As for EFL teaching methodologies, the number of per-service teachers who were
familiar with EFL teaching methodologies was greater than the number of those who
were not. In the following, the research questions are answered based on the results of the
study.
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4.2 Research Question 1: Results
Q1: How do non-English native speaking EFL pre-service teachers use English
language learning strategies to increase their English language ability? Is their use of
English language learning strategies influenced by gender, education level, major,
experiences abroad, TOFEL scores, and confidence of English ability, and so on?

The non-English native speaking EFL pre-service teachers’ use of English language
learning strategies was discussed in two steps. In the first step, the overall use of
language strategies of EFL pre-service teachers in the study was explored through
descriptive statistical analysis (i.e., means, standard deviation, percentages, etc.). In the
second step, the factors that may influence their uses of language learning strategies were
examined via inferential statistical analysis (i.e., one-way ANOVA, independent samples
t-test, etc.).

4.2.1 General Use of Learning Strategies of EFL Pre-service Teachers
The overall use of language strategies of EFL pre-service teachers was discussed
based on Oxford’s strategy classification and her definition for the usage levels of
language learning strategies. Oxford’s strategy classification has been explicated in
Chapter Two. For the definition for the usage levels of language learning strategies,
according to Oxford (1990), the use of English language learning strategies can be
divided into three levels: (1) high frequency level (mean= 3.5 or above), (2) medium
frequency level (mean=2.5 to 3.4), (3) low frequency level (mean= 2.4 or below).
Although Vann and Abraham (1990) questioned the above definition as being
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oversimplified, it has been used and viewed meaningful in most language learning
strategy research (e.g., Griffiths, 2003; Sheorey, 1999). Therefore, it was used here also.
From Table 4.2.1, the results of the study indicated that the mean across overall
strategy use was 3.36 (SD= 0.50). Among the six strategy groups, compensation
strategies were most frequently used (M=3.53; SD=0.60) while memory strategies were
least frequently used (M= 3.08; SD=0.58). The others in the order of frequency of use
were meta-cognitive strategies (M=3.47; SD=0.65), cognitive strategies (M=3.44;
SD=0.56), social strategies (M=3.42; SD=0.70), and affective strategies (M=3.20;
SD=0.69). Although only compensation strategies were at the high frequency level as
defined by Oxford (1990), no one strategy was at the low frequency level. In other words,
the pre-service teachers used language learning group strategies at a medium frequency
level and almost equally.

Table 4.2.1
Mean and Standard Deviation of Six Group Language Learning Strategies
Strategy

Items

# of items

M

SD

Memory Strategies

L01-09

9

3.08

0.58

Cognitive Strategies

L10-23

14

3.44

0.56

Compensation Strategies

L24-29

6

3.53

0.60

Meta-cognitive Strategies

L30-38

9

3.47

0.65

Affective Strategies

L39-44

6

3.20

0.69

Social Strategies

L45-50

6

3.42

0.70

Overall Strategies

L01-50

50

3.36

0.50

Note. The range of the average means of the 50 items was from 2.28 to 4.41 on a five-point Likert scale.
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For each individual strategy item (see Table 4.2.2), the results revealed that Item 29
(M= 4.35; SD= 0.76), one of the compensation strategies, was the strategy most
frequently used whereas Item 43 (M= 2.23; SD= 1.08), one of affective strategies, was
least frequently used by pre-service teachers in the study. In addition, the results also
revealed that 20 strategies (Items L1, L3, L10, L11, L12, L15, L18, L21, L22, L24, L25,
L29, L30, L31, L32, L33, L40, L45, L48,L50) were used at a high frequency level, and
only four strategies (Items L5, L7, L26, L43) were used at the low frequency level. For
further analysis, among these high frequently used strategies, seven items were out of
the14 cognitive strategies (50% of cognitive strategies), three were from the six
compensation strategies and three were from the six social strategies (50% of
compensation strategies and social strategies), four were out of the nine meta-cognitive
strategies (44% of meta-cognitive strategies), two were from the nine memory strategies
(22% of memory strategies), and one was from the six affective strategies (17% of
affective strategies). On the other hand, for low frequently used strategies, two were in
the nine memory strategies, one was from the compensation strategies, and one was out
of the affective strategies. In other words, from the perspective of the percentage of high
and low frequently used strategies, it was found that compensation, cognitive, social
strategies, and meta-cognitive were more frequently used than memory and affective
strategies. The result was similar to the previous one that was compared by average mean
of group strategy.
In sum, pre-service teachers in the study used language learning group strategies at a
medium frequency level and almost equally. In addition, they use compensation, meta-
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cognitive, cognitive, and social strategies more frequently than affective and memory
strategies.

Table 4.2.2
Percentage, Mean, Standard Deviation of Individual Language Learning Strategies
Item

Item Description

1a

2

3

4

M

SD

3.92

.81

8.5

3.02

1.04

3.4 15.0 30.4 28.7 22.5

3.52

1.10

5.8 20.1 34.8 28.0 11.3

3.19

1.06

Never
b

L01

I think of relationship between what I

0

5
Always

4.1 24.9 45.7 25.3

already know and new things I learn
in English.
L02

I use new English words in a sentence so

5.8 26.3 36.2 23.2

I can remember them.
L03

I connect the sound of a new English
word and an image or picture of the
word to help me remember the word.

L04

I remember a new English word by
making a mental picture f a situation in
which the word might be used.

c

L05

I use rhymes (e.g., old, cold, hold) to

19.5 37.9 26.3 11.9

4.4

2.44

1.07

17.4 27.6 31.4 16.4

7.2

2.68

1.15

19.8 37.9 28.7 10.6

3.1

2.39

1.02

2.0 15.7 46.4 25.6 10.2

3.26

.92

4.8 18.8 34.8 27.3 14.3

3.28

1.07

remember new English words.
L06

I use flashcards to remember new
English words.

L07

I physically act out new English words.

L08

I review the English that I have learned
often.

L09

I remember new English words or
phrases by remembering their location
on the page, on the board, or on a street
sign..

(table continues)
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Table 4.2.2 (Continued)
Percentage, Mean, Standard Deviation of Individual Language Learning Strategies
Item

Item Description

1

2

3

4

Never

5

M

SD

Always

L10

I say or write new English

1.4 11.9 27.0 41.3 18.4

3.63

.96

L11

I try to talk like native English

0.7

9.2 25.3 34.1 30.7

3.85

.99

4.8 20.8 37.9 35.8

4.03

.91

speakers (e.g., Americans, the
English.)
L12

I practice the sounds of English.

0.7

L13

I use the English words I know in

2.0 18.1 40.3 31.1

8.5

3.26

.92

11.9 40.6 29.7 12.3

5.5

2.59

1.03

7.5 27.6 31.7 31.7

3.85

1.00

8.5

2.82

1.09

6.5 20.1 38.2 24.9 10.2

3.12

1.05

3.1 12.3 25.6 33.8 25.3

3.66

1.08

4.4 14.0 30.7 33.4 17.4

3.45

1.07

different ways.
L14

I start conversation in English while
learning English.

L15

I watch TV shows spoken in English

1.4

or go to movies spoken in English, or
listen to radio spoken in English.
L16

I read for pleasure in English.

L17

I write notes, messages, letters, or

10.9 28.7 36.2 15.7

reports in English.
L18

I first skim an English passage (read
over the passage quickly) then go back
and read carefully.

L19

I look for words in Mandarin that are
similar to new words in English.

L20

I try to find patterns in English.

4.1 17.1 33.4 28.0 17.4

3.38

1.08

L21

I find the meaning of an English word

2.0

8.9 22.9 36.9 29.4

3.83

1.02

2.0 11.6 29.4 36.9 20.1

3.61

1.00

6.8 21.2 39.9 21.5 10.6

3.08

1.06

by dividing it into parts that I
understand (e.g., divide classmate as
class and mate).
L22

I try “not to” translate word-forword.

L23

I make summaries of information that I
hear or read in English.

(table continues)
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Table 4.2.2 (Continued)
Percentage, Mean, Standard Deviation of Individual Language Learning Strategies
Item

Item Description

1

2

3

4

Never

L24

To understand unfamiliar English

5

M

SD

Always

1.0

8.2 24.2 40.3 26.3

3.83

.95

1.0

4.1 17.7 37.5 39.6

4.11

.91

5.1

2.34

1.17

6.5 12.6 29.7 29.7 21.5

3.47

1.15

9.6 20.5 31.1 27.6 11.3

3.11

1.14

words, I make guesses.
L25

When I can’t think of a word during a
conversation, I use gestures.

L26

I make up new words if I don’t know the

29.0 30.4 22.9 12.6

right ones in English.
L27

I read English without looking up every
new word.

L28

I try to guess what the other person will
say next in English.

L29

If I can’t think of an English word, I

.3

1.4 11.3 36.9 50.2

4.35

.76

1.4

4.8 35.5 35.2 23.2

3.74

.91

0.7

3.8 26.3 45.4 23.9

3.88

.84

0

1.7 15

41.6 41.6

4.23

.76

0.7

4.8 20.5 33.8 40.3

4.08

.93

use a word or phrase that means the
same thing.
L30

I try to find as many ways as I can to
use my English.

L31

I notice my English mistakes and use
that information to help me do better.

L32

I pay attention when someone is
speaking English.

L33

I try to find out how to be a better
learner of English.

L34

I plan my schedule so I will have enough

11.3 28.3 38.9 15.4

6.1

2.77

1.04

time to study English.
L35

I look for people I can talk to in English.

9.2 31.4 34.5 16.4

8.5

2.84

1.08

L36

I look for opportunities to read as much

2.4 18.8 42.0 24.6 12.3

3.26

.98

4.4 17.7 39.9 25.9 11.9

3.23

1.02

as possible in English.
L37

I have clear goals for improving my
English skills.

(table continues)
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Table 4.2.2 (Continued)
Percentage, Mean, Standard Deviation of Individual Language Learning Strategies
Item

Item Description

1

2

3

4

M

SD

5.1 17.7 37.2 29.4 10.6

3.23

1.03

3.1 14.7 35.8 31.4 15.0

3.41

1.01

1.7

9.9 35.5 28.3 24.6

3.64

1.01

4.8 21.2 29.0 25.6 19.5

3.34

1.15

7.8 15.4 27.6 33.4 15.7

3.34

1.15

3.8

2.23

1.08

6.8 19.1 32.1 27.3 14.7

3.24

1.13

0.3

4.1 16.0 43.7 35.8

4.11

.84

6.8 25.3 38.9 17.7 11.3

3.01

1.08

Never

L38

I think about my progress in learning

5
Always

English.
L39

I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of
using English.

L40

I encourage myself to speak English
even when I am afraid of making a
mistake.

L41

I give myself a reward or treat when I do
well in English.

L42

I notice if I am tense or nervous whenＩ
am studying or using English.

L43

I write down my feelings in a language

29.7 34.5 23.2

8.9

learning diary.
L44

I talk to someone else about how I feel
when I am learning English.

L45

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

L46

I ask English speakers to correct me
when I talk.

L47

I practice English with other person(s).

9.6 32.1 35.8 13.3

9.2

2.81

1.08

L48

I ask for help from English speakers

3.1 11.9 29.4 27.3 28.3

3.66

1.10

or people who understand English
while learning English.
L49

I ask questions in English.

5.5 20.1 32.8 27.6 14.0

3.25

1.10

L50

I try to learn about the culture of

3.1 11.3 24.9 33.1 27.6

3.71

1.08

English countries (e.g., America,
England).

Note. a. 1= Never or almost never true of me, 2= Usually not true of me, 3= Somewhat true of me, 4=
Usually true of me, and 5= Always or almost always true of me. b. Bold items present strategies used at
the high frequency level. c. Italic items present the strategies used at the low frequency level.
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4.2.2 Factors that Influence the Use of Language Learning Strategies
In the following, the factors of gender, age, children, degree, major, study
experience in English countries, teaching experience, self-evaluation toward English
ability, and familiarity toward EFL teaching methodologies were used to analyze how
language learning strategies were applied by the non-English native speaking EFL preservice teachers. The factor of TOFEL scores was excluded because there were only 75
cases.
For procedures, first, a multiple linear regression analysis was used to examine how
the factors in the study influenced the overall use of language learning strategies. Next,
because these language learning strategies were normally distributed, ANOVAs and
independent samples t-test were operated to examine how different groups of pre-service
teachers, in terms of the above factors, used group strategies distinctively. If the
significances of group strategies could not be found, individual strategies would be
explored.

Factors Influencing Overall Language Strategy Use
Thirteen factors (i.e., age, gender, children, teaching experience, study abroad
experience, major, degree, familiarity to EFL methodologies, self evaluation respectively
to reading, writing, grammar, listening, and speaking1) were used to evaluate how the
above factors could explain the overall strategy use through multiple linear regression
analysis. Using the stepwise method, a significant model with five significant predictor
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factors (see Table 4.2.3) (R2=.287, adjusted R2 =.275, F (5, 287) = 23.12, p <.001) could
account for 28% of the variance in the overall strategy use level.

Table 4.2.3
Standardized Beta Coefficients and p Value of Significant Predictor Factors toward
Language Learning Strategies
Predictor Factor

Standardized Beta Coefficient

p

Listening Ability Level

.220

.001

Methodology Familiarity

.210

<.001

Speaking Ability Level

.178

.005

Reading Ability Level

.113

.042

-.099

.049

Children (1=living with; 2=living without.)

Note. The criteria of using the stepwise method: Probability-of-F-to-enter <= .050, Probability-of-F-toremove >= .100. Factors of age, gender, children, teaching experience, study abroad experience, major,
degree, familiarity to EFL methodologies, self evaluation respectively to reading, writing, grammar,
listening, and speaking were used.

The information in Table 4.2.4 indicated the relative strength of the five factors,
familiarity to EFL teaching methodologies, children, speaking, reading, and listening
abilities. Bivariate and partial correlations were used to evaluate the relationship between
each factor and the overall language learning strategy use. Results indicated that the
correlations between the five factors and overall language learning strategy use were
significant although the relative effects, which were based on each predicator and the
overall strategy use controlling for all other predictors, were small (r<.3), according to
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Cohen (1988). In addition, it showed that familiarity to EFL teaching methodologies,
confidence to listening, speaking, and reading abilities were positive predictors. Although
the factor of children was a negative predicator, it could be explained that pre-service
teachers without children living with them would use language learning strategies less
frequently than those with children living with them, because “with children living with
you” was dummy coded as 1 and “without children living with you” as 2.

Table 4.2.4
Summary Correlations Between Each Predictor Factor with Overall Language Learning
Strategy Use
Predictor Factor

Correlation between

Correlation between each

each predicator and the

predictor and the overall

overall strategy use

strategy use controlling
for all other predictors

Listening Ability Level

.431**

.202*

Methodology Familiarity

.341**

.230**

Speaking Ability Level

.407**

.166**

Reading Ability Level

.301**

.120*

Children (1=living with; 2=living without.)

-.141*

-.116*

Note. *p<.05. ** p<.01.

In short, among the thirteen factors, five factors, familiarity to methodology,
child(ren), listening, speaking, and reading abilities were significant factors in explaining
the use of overall language learning strategies. Pre-service teachers who had child(ren)
living with them, reported to use language learning strategies more frequently than those
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who did not. Pre-service teachers who viewed they had higher English ability, especially
in listening, speaking, and reading levels, reported more frequent use of language
learning strategies. Finally, pre-service teaches who announced their high familiarity
toward EFL teaching methodologies used language learning strategies more frequently
than those who were not familiar with EFL teaching methodologies. In the following,
how factors affected group strategies or individual strategies were discussed.

Gender
Two hundred sixty three females and 30 males participated in the study. One-way
ANOVA using univariate linear model was used to explore whether or not females and
males use language learning strategies differently. After one-way ANOVA using
univariate linear model was applied, although results showed that there were no
significant differences in the overall strategy use and the uses of the six strategy groups,
for some individual strategies (Items L8, L20, L21, L30, L49), there were significant
differences (p<.05). The results in Table 4.2.5 showed that males used these individual
language learning strategies statistically more frequently than females although the effect
sizes were between small and medium. Therefore, it could be interpreted that, compared
with their female counterparts, male pre-service teachers more like to learn English by
using their logistic intelligence (i.e., find English patterns and figure out the meaning of
an English word by dividing it into parts), reviewing what they have learned more often,
and asking people of questions in English.
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Table 4.2.5
ANOVA Results for Individual Strategy Use Examined by Gender
Items

Male (n=30)
M

Female (n=263)

SD

M

F (1,291)

η2

p

SD

L8

3.60

.89

3.22

.91

4.59

.016

.033

L20

3.87

.82

3.32

1.10

7.01

.024

.009

L21

4.20

.71

3.78

1.04

4.58

.015

.033

L30

4.07

.69

3.70

.93

4.30

.039

.039

L49

3.67

1.09

3.20

1.09

5.00

.017

.026

Age
In the study, 138 participants were between the ages of 20 and 25, 112 were between
the ages of 26 and 30, and 43 were older than 30. One-way ANOVA was used to analyze
the data. If the item was significant in one-way ANOVA and its test of homogeneity of
variances was not significant (p>.05), the Scheffe post-hoc test was used to complete
further analysis. If the item was significant in one-way ANOVA and its test of
homogeneity of variances was significant (p<.05), the Dunnett C post-hoc test was used.
The results appear in Table 4.2.6.
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Table 4.2.6
Post Hoc Comparison Tests of Language Learning Strategies among Age Groups
Item

Test

Age(I)

Age(J)

Mean Diff.

Std. Error

η2

p

(I-J)
L8

Dunnett C

<25

26-30

-.33

.11

.045

<.05

<25

>30

-.49

.16

.045

<.05

L34

Scheffe

<25

>30

-.49

.18

.025

.024

L37

Scheffe

<25

>30

-.55

.18

.030

.008

Based on Table 4.2.6 information, it could be concluded that the older the preservice teachers were, the more often they reviewed what they have learned (Item L8). In
addition, compared with pre-service teachers at the age of 25 or under, pre-service
teachers over the age of 30 preferred to set learning goals (L37) and plan schedules (L34).

Children
In the current study, only 17 pre-service teachers had child(ren) living with them.
Two hundred seventy six pre-service teachers did not. Although one-way ANOVA using
univariate linear model was applied here, it should be noted that one-way ANOVA using
univariate linear model needs at least 25 cases for a robust statistical test (Yoder, 2003)2.
The results appear in Table 4.2.7.
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Table 4.2.7
ANOVA Results for Group Strategy Use Examined by the Factor of Child
Strategy

Lived With Child

Lived Without

(n=17)

Child (n=276)

F (1,291)

η2

p

M

SD

M

SD

Memory

3.36

.69

3.06

.57

4.31

.015

.039

Cognitive

3.73

.61

3.42

.55

4.90

.017

.028

Meta-

3.93

.60

3.44

.64

9.12

.030

.003

cognitive

From the information in the above table, it could be concluded that pre-service
teachers with child living with them used more memory strategies and cognitive
strategies to learn English. In addition, they knew better how to manage their learning
(meta-cognitive strategies).

Academic Degree
In this study, 275 cases reported they had a bachelor’s degree and only 18 expressed
they had a higher degree than a bachelor’s degree. One-way ANOVA using univariate
linear model was employed here. The results appeared in Table 4.2.8. It indicated that,
pre-service teachers with a bachelor’s degree preferred to memorize a new word by
connecting the sound of the new word and its picture (L3), compared to pre-service
teachers with a higher degree. However, pre-service teachers with a higher degree used as
many ways as they can to learn English (L30), especially the culture of English (L50).
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Table 4.2.8
ANOVA Results for Individual Strategy Use Examined by Academic Degree
Items

Bachelor(n=275)

Graduate (n=18)

F (1,291)

η2

p

M

SD

M

SD

.

L3

3.56

1.10

2.94

1.00

5.31

.018

.022

L30

3.71

.91

4.17

.92

4.21

.014

.041

L50

3.67

1.08

4.33

.97

6.48

.022

.011

Academic Major
Majors were classified as English-related majors and non-English-related majors
here. There were 237 cases for English-related majors and 56 cases for non-Englishrelated majors in the study. One-way ANOVA using univariate linear model was used to
reveal the results as shown in Table 4.2.9. The results indicated that, compared to preservice teachers holding an English-related major, pre-service teachers with a nonEnglish related major more frequently used the strategies of starting conversation in
English (L14), watching English TV programs or movies (L15), and looking for people
they can talk with in English (L35). It seemed that pre-service teachers with a nonEnglish related major were more active to learn English.
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Table 4.2.9
ANOVA Results for Individual Strategy Use Examined by Academic Major
Items

English (n=237)

Non-English

F (1,291)

η2

p

(n=56)

M

SD

M

SD

.

L14

2.51

0.99

2.89

1.14

6.23

.021

.013

L15

3.78

1.02

4.13

0.88

5.33

.018

.022

L35

2.77

1.07

3.13

1.10

5.03

.017

.026

Study Experience in English Countries
Concerning the factor of study experience in English countries, pre-service teachers
were classified as those without study experience in English countries (222 cases) and
those with study experience in English countries (71cases). After one-way ANOVA using
univariate linear model was employed, the results were shown in Table 4.2.10.
The results showed that, compared to pre-service teachers without experience
studying in an English country, who tried to use English words in different ways (L13),
pre-service teachers with experience studying in an English country more frequently
made guesses (L24), made English summaries (L23), wrote English letters or reports
(L17), read English without looking up every new word (L27), and learned the cultures of
English countries (L50). In other words, it seemed that pre-service teachers with
experience studying in an English country were more confident using English in their
daily life. In addition, perhaps influenced by their study experience in English countries,
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pre-service teachers with experience studying in an English country had a higher
intention to learn English culture.

Table 4.2.10
ANOVA Results for Individual Strategy Use Examined by Study Experience in English
Countries
Items

Studying Abroad

No Studying

(n=222)

Abroad (n=71)

F (1,291)

η2

p

M

SD

M

SD

L13

3.32

0.95

3.06

0.79

4.60

.016

.033

L17

3.05

1.03

3.34

1.11

3.96

.013

.048

L23

3.00

1.03

3.31

1.13

5.02

.015

.034

L24

3.77

0.98

4.01

0.82

3.73

.013

.050

L27

3.38

1.18

3.76

1.01

6.03

.020

.015

L50

3.60

0.97

4.06

1.10

9.89

.033

.002

English Teaching Experience
The factor of teaching experience was examined through analyzing the differences
of language learning strategy use between pre-service teachers without English teaching
experience (38 cases) and those with English teaching experience (255 cases) by using
one-way ANOVA using univariate linear model. Furthermore, how different types of
English teaching experience (i.e., tutor, private teacher, and substitute teacher) influenced
the use of language learning strategies was further explored through one-way ANOVA.
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Table 4.2.11 summarized the results for differences in the use of language learning
strategies between pre-service teachers without English teaching experience and those
with experience. Results indicated that pre-service teachers with teaching experience
more frequently used new English words (L2) or rhymes (L5) to remember new words
than those without experience. In addition, they were more willing to share their feeling
of learning English with others (L44). On the contrary, compared to those with teaching
experience, pre-service teachers without teaching experience preferred to learn English
by practicing English repeatedly (L10).

Table 4.2.11
ANOVA Results for Individual Strategy Use Examined by Teaching Experience
Items

Without (n=38)

With (n=255)

F (1,291)

η2

p

M

SD

M

SD

.

L02

2.68

0.96

3.07

1.04

4.76

0.016

.030

L05

2.05

0.96

2.50

1.08

5.83

0.020

.016

L10

3.92

0.85

3.59

0.97

3.91

0.013

.049

L44

2.84

1.20

3.30

1.11

5.49

0.019

.020

Among different types of teaching experience, three different types of teaching
experience, tutor (29 cases), private English teacher (117 cases), and substitute teacher
(75 cases), were further analyzed using one-way ANOVA (see Table 4.2.12). The results
showed that there were two significant differences of language learning strategy use
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between tutors and substitute teachers. First, compared to those with teaching experience
as a tutor, pre-service teachers with teaching experience as a substitute teacher preferred
to use gestures when they cannot say a word during an English conversation (L25). On
the contrary, pre-service teachers with teaching experience as a tutor wished someone to
correct their English during a conversation more so than did those with teaching
experience as a substitute teacher (L46).

Table 4.2.12
Results of Post Hoc Comparisons for Strategy Use Examined according to Teaching
Experiences
Item

Post hoc
Test

Teaching

Teaching

Experience(I) Experience(J)

Mean

Std.

Diff.

Error

η2

p

(I-J)
L25

Scheffe

tutor

substitute

-0.69

.19

.06

.002

L46

Scheffe

tutor

substitute

0.60

.23

.03

.037

Listening Ability
The factor of self-evaluation toward listening ability was examined through one-way
ANOVA using univariate linear model. In order to have a more meaningful interpretation,
the five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (very low ability) to 5 (very high ability) was
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recoded as three levels: low ability, medium ability, and high ability. The results, in Table
4.2.13, indicated that the differences in the uses of all the six strategy groups existed
among pre-service teachers who viewed their listening abilities differently. In addition, it
was also shown that there were medium effects, between η2 =0.065 and η2 =0.161.

Table 4.2.13
ANOVA Results for Use of Group Strategy Examined by English Listening Ability Level
Group Strategy

Low

Medium

High

(n=23)

(n=187)

(n=83)

M

SD

M

SD

M

F(2, 290)

η2

p

SD

Memory

2.63

.53

3.02

.53

3.34

.58

18.59

.114

<.001

Cognitive

2.98

.60

3.36

.52

3.75

.48

26.35

.154

<.001

Compensation

3.05

.72

3.45

.78

3.85

.46

23.70

.140

<.001

Meta-cognitive

2.80

.65

3.41

.61

3.80

.54

27.76

.161

<.001

Affective

2.82

.71

3.14

.69

3.44

.58

10.07

.065

<.001

Social

2.95

.74

3.33

.66

3.77

.63

19.56

.119

<.001
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Table 4.2.14
Results of Post Hoc Comparisons for Strategy Use Examined by English Listening Ability
Level
Group

Test

Strategy

Listening

Listening

Mean

Std.

Ability(I)

Ability (J)

Diff.

Error

p

(I-J)
Memory

Cognitive

Compensation

Scheffe

Scheffe

Scheffe

Meta-cognitive Scheffe

Affective

Social

Scheffe

Scheffe

low

medium

-0.39

.12

.006

low

high

-0.71

.13

<.001

medium

high

-0.32

.07

<.001

low

medium

-0.39

.11

.004

low

high

-0.78

.12

<.001

medium

high

-0.39

.07

<.001

low

medium

-0.40

.12

.005

low

high

-0.80

.13

<.001

medium

high

-0.40

.07

<.001

low

medium

-0.62

.13

<.001

low

high

-1.00

.14

<.001

medium

high

-0.38

.08

<.001

low

medium

-0.32

.15

.100

low

high

-0.62

.16

<.001

medium

high

-0.31

.09

.003

low

medium

-0.38

.14

.034

low

high

-0.82

.15

<.001

medium

high

-0.44

.09

<.001

The post hoc test results (see Table 4.2.14) further indicated pre-service teachers
who viewed their listening ability as low used the group strategies, except affective
strategies, less frequently than those who viewed their listening ability as medium.
Similar results existed between pre-service teachers who evaluated their listening ability
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as medium and those who evaluated their listening ability as high. In sum, the higher the
pre-service teachers viewed their listening ability, the more frequently they used language
learning strategies.

Speaking Ability
The factor of self-evaluation toward speaking ability was examined through oneway ANOVA using univariate linear model. In addition, the five-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (very low ability) to 5 (very high ability) was recoded as three levels: low
ability, medium ability, and high ability. The results shown in Table 4.2.15 indicated that
pre-service teachers with different speaking ability levels significantly used the six group
strategies differently. The effect sizes were between η2 =0.079 and η2 =0.161.

Table 4.2.15
ANOVA Results for Use of Group Strategy Examined by English Speaking Ability Level
Group Strategy

Low

Medium

High

(n=32)

(n=194)

(n=67)

M

SD

M

SD

M

F(2, 290)

η2

p

SD

Memory

2.83

.47

3.02

.56

3.37

.57

13.49

.085 <.001

Cognitive

3.09

.47

3.39

.55

3.76

.47

20.01

.121 <.001

Compensation

3.26

.68

3.47

.59

3.85

.46

14.60

.091 <.001

Meta-cognitive

3.05

.72

3.41

.61

3.86

.53

22.60

.135 <.001

Affective

2.92

.76

3.13

.67

3.53

.57

12.51

.079 <.001

Social

3.00

.56

3.33

.67

3.90

.59

27.82

.161 <.001
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For the post hoc tests (see Table 4.2.16), similar to the results for listening ability
toward the use of group strategy, it was found that pre-service teachers who evaluated
their speaking ability as high used group strategies more frequently than those who
evaluated their speaking ability as low. So did pre-service teachers evaluating their
speaking ability as high when compared to those evaluating their speaking ability as
medium. However, for memory, compensation, and affective strategies, there were no
differences for the group strategy use between low speaking ability level and medium
speaking ability level.

Table 4.2.16
Post Hoc Test Results When Examining Group Strategy Use by Levels of Speaking Ability
Group Strategy

Post hoc

Speaking

Speaking

Mean

Std.

Test

Ability(I)

Ability (J)

Diff.

Error

p

(I-J)
Memory

Cognitive

Compensation

Scheffe

Scheffe

Dunnett C

low

high

-0.54

.12

<.001

medium

high

-0.35

.08

<.001

low

medium

-0.30

.10

.013

low

high

-0.67

.11

<.001

medium

high

-0.37

.07

<.001

low

high

-0.58

.12

<.050

medium

high

-0.37

.08

<.050

(table continues)
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Table 4.2.16 (Continued)
Post Hoc Test Results When Examining Group Strategy Use by Levels of Speaking Ability
Group Strategy

Post hoc

Speaking

Speaking

Mean

Std.

Test

Ability(I)

Ability (J)

Diff.

Error

p

(I-J)
Meta-cognitive

Affective

Social

Scheffe

Scheffe

Scheffe

low

medium

-0.36

.12

.008

low

high

-0.81

.13

<.001

medium

high

-0.45

.09

<.001

low

high

-0.61

.14

<.001

medium

high

-0.41

.09

<.001

low

medium

-0.33

.12

.028

low

high

-0.90

.14

<.001

medium

high

-0.57

.09

<.001

Note. Dunnett C was used for compensation strategies because the test for homogeneity of variance was
significant (p=.018).

Reading Ability
The factor of self-evaluation toward reading ability was also examined through oneway ANOVA with the univariate linear model, and reading ability was recoded as three
levels (low, medium, high). The results (see Table 4.2.17) indicated that pre-service
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teachers in different reading ability levels used the six group strategies significantly
differently, although the effect sizes were smaller, between η2 =0.024 and η2 =0.111.

Table 4.2.17
ANOVA Results for Use of Group Strategy Examined by English Reading Ability Level
Group Strategy

Low

Medium

High

(n=16)

(n=171)

(n=106)

M

SD

M

SD

M

F(2, 290)

η2

p

SD

Memory

2.74

.57

3.02

.55

3.23

.60

7.73

.051

.001

Cognitive

3.17

.54

3.34

.56

3.65

.50

12.83

.081

<.001

Compensation

3.32

.47

3.45

.66

3.70

.49

6.65

.044

.002

Meta-cognitive

3.05

.49

3.34

.68

3.75

.52

18.15

.111

<.001

Affective

3.07

.70

3.12

.72

3.34

.62

3.63

.024

.028

Social

3.40

.63

3.30

.69

3.63

.66

3.75

.053

<.001

With the post hoc tests (see Table 4.2.18), it was found that pre-service teachers who
evaluated their reading ability as high used group strategies more frequently than those
who evaluated their reading ability as medium. However, there were no significant
differences between the low reading ability group and the medium reading ability group.
For the comparisons between low reading ability group and high reading ability group,
only the uses of affective and social strategies were not significantly different.
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Table 4.2.18
Post Hoc Test Results When Examining Group Strategy Use by Levels of English
Reading Ability
Group Strategy

Post

Reading

Reading

Mean Diff.

Std.

hoc

Ability(I)

Ability (J)

(I-J)

Error

low

medium

-0.28

.15

.167

low

high

-0.49

.15

.006

medium

high

-0.22

.07

.001

low

medium

-0.17

.14

.492

low

high

-0.48

.15

.005

medium

high

-0.31

.07

<.001

low

medium

-0.13

.15

>.050

low

high

-0.37

.16

<.050

medium

high

-0.02

.07

<.050

low

medium

-0.29

.16

>.050

low

high

-0.70

.16

<.050

medium

high

-0.40

.08

<.050

low

medium

-0.05

.18

.963

low

high

-0.27

.18

.346

medium

high

-0.22

.08

.037

low

medium

0.10

.17

.852

low

high

-0.24

.18

.428

medium

high

-0.34

.08

<.001

p

Test
Memory

Cognitive

Compensation

Meta-cognitive

Affective

Social

Scheffe

Scheffe

Dunnett C

Dunnett C

Scheffe

Scheffe

Note. Dunnett C was used for compensation strategies (p=.025) and meta-cognitive strategies (p=.008)
because their tests of homogeneity for variance were significant.
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Writing Ability
The factor of self-evaluation regarding writing ability was also examined using oneway ANOVA with the univariate linear model, and writing was recoded as three levels
(low, medium, high). Table 4.2.19 results indicated that, except for affective strategies
(p= 0.067), the uses of other group strategies were found to be significantly different
among pre-service teachers who evaluated their writing abilities differently. In addition,
the effect sizes were between small (η2 =0.01) and medium (η2 =0.09), according to
Cohen (1988).

Table 4.2.19
ANOVA Results for Use of Group Strategy Examined by English Writing Ability Level
Group Strategy

Low

Medium

High

(n=43)

(n=199)

(n=51)

M

SD

M

SD

M

F(2, 290)

η2

p

SD

Memory

2.80

.52

3.08

.58

3.28

.52

8.70

.057

<.001

Cognitive

3.21

.50

3.41

.56

3.74

.49

11.82

.075

<.001

Compensation

3.52

.54

3.48

.62

3.75

.52

4.09

.027

.018

Meta-cognitive

3.23

.66

3.43

.65

3.83

.49

11.91

.076

<.001

Affective

3.05

.69

3.18

.70

3.38

.61

2.73

-

.067

Social

3.35

.65

3.37

.69

3.71

.71

2.59

.037

.004

The post hoc test results (see Table 4.2.20) indicated that significant differences
existed in the use of memory strategies between teachers with low writing ability and
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teachers with medium or high writing ability. Pre-service teachers reporting high writing
ability used cognitive strategies more frequently than those reporting low or medium
writing ability. Furthermore, pre-service teachers reporting high writing ability used
compensation strategies more frequently than those reporting medium writing ability. In
addition, pre-service teachers reporting high writing abilities used meta-cognitive and
social strategies more frequently than those reporting low or medium writing ability.

Table 4.2.20
Post Hoc Test Results When Examining Group Strategy Use by English Writing Ability
Group Strategy
Memory

Cognitive

Compensation

Meta-cognitive

Social

Post hoc

Writing

Writing

Mean Diff.

Std.

Test

Ability(I)

Ability (J)

(I-J)

Error

Scheffe

low

medium

-0.28

.09

.014

low

high

-0.48

.12

<.001

medium

high

-0.20

.09

.068

low

medium

-0.20

.09

.091

low

high

-0.53

.11

<.001

medium

high

-0.33

.09

.001

low

medium

.04

.10

.917

low

high

-0.23

.12

.190

medium

high

-0.27

.09

.018

low

medium

-0.20

.11

.157

low

high

-0.60

.13

<.001

medium

high

-0.40

.10

<.001

low

medium

-0.02

.12

.983

low

high

-0.37

.14

.036

medium

high

-0.35

.11

.006

Scheffe

Scheffe

Scheffe

Scheffe

p
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Grammar Ability
Like the previous self- evaluation factors, the factor of self-evaluation regarding
grammar ability was also examined through one-way ANOVA using a univariate linear
model, and grammar ability was recoded as three levels. The differences in the uses of
the four group strategies (i.e., memory, cognitive, meta-cognitive, and social strategies)
were significant, though compensation (p= 0.215) and affective strategies (p= 0.069)
were not (see Table 4.2.21). The effect sizes among the four significant group strategies
were small, between η2 =0.043 and η2 =0.067.

Table 4.2.21
ANOVA Results for Use of Group Strategy Examined by English Grammar Ability Level
Group Strategy

Low

Medium

High

(n=18)

(n=178)

(n=97)

M

SD

M

SD

M

F(2, 290)

η2

p

SD

Memory

2.80

.54

3.02

.56

3.23

.58

6.56

.043

.002

Cognitive

3.21

.48

3.36

.58

3.63

.50

9.98

.064 <.001

Compensation

3.56

.54

3.49

.64

3.61

.52

1.54

.011

Metacognitive

3.22

.52

3.37

.68

3.71

.54

10.39

Affective

2.99

.44

3.15

.72

3.32

.65

2.70

.018

.069

Social

3.31

.61

3.32

.69

3.63

.69

6.47

.043

.002

.215

.067 <.001

The post hoc test results (see Table 4.2.22) indicated that pre-service teachers
reporting high grammar ability used memory and meta-cognitive strategies more
frequently than those reporting low or medium grammar ability, pre-service teachers
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reporting high grammar ability used cognitive strategies more frequently than those
reporting low grammar ability, and pre-service teachers reporting high grammar ability
used social strategies more frequently than those reporting their medium grammar ability.

Table 4.2.22
Post Hoc Test Results When Examining Group Strategy Use by Levels of English
Grammar Ability
Group Strategy

Post

Grammar

Grammar

Mean Diff.

Std.

Hoc

Ability(I)

Ability (J)

(I-J)

Error

low

medium

-0.21

.14

.319

low

high

-0.43

.15

.015

medium

high

-0.21

.07

.013

low

medium

-0.15

.13

.534

low

high

-0.43

.14

.010

medium

high

-0.15

.16

.635

low

medium

-0.15

.16

>.050

low

high

-0.48

.16

<.050

medium

high

-0.33

.08

<.050

low

medium

-0.01

.17

.999

low

high

-0.31

.18

.206

medium

high

-0.30

.09

.002

p

Test
Memory

Cognitive

Meta-cognitive

Social

Scheffe

Scheffe

Dunnett C

Scheffe

Note: Dunnett C was used for meta-cognitive strategies because the test of homogeneity of variance for
meta-cognitive strategies was significant (p=.007).
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Familiarity to EFL Teaching Methodologies
For the factor of familiarity toward EFL teaching methodologies, differences in each
of the six group strategies were examined using one-way ANOVA with a univariate
linear model. In addition, in order to have a meaningful explanation and met one-way
ANOVA’s assumptions, EFL methodology was recoded as three levels: (1) unfamiliarity
to EFL teaching methodologies, (2) medium familiarity to EFL teaching methodologies,
and (3) familiarity to EFL teaching methodologies. The results in Table 4.2.23 showed
that the factor significantly influenced the uses of group language learning strategies
among these pre-service teachers. The effect sizes were small or medium, between η2
=0.047 and η2 =0.176.

Table 4.2.23
ANOVA Results for Use of Group Strategy Examined by EFL Teaching Methodologies
Group Strategy

Low

Medium

High

(n=55)

(n=148)

(n=90)

M

SD

M

SD

M

F(2, 290)

η2

p

SD

Memory

2.77

.51

2.98

.54

3.42

.52

30.96

.176 <.001

Cognitive

3.21

.47

3.38

.55

3.69

.54

15.90

.099 <.001

Compensation

3.37

.53

3.45

.63

3.77

.51

11.07

.071 <.001

Meta-cognitive

3.21

.63

3.43

.66

3.70

.58

11.10

.071 <.001

Affective

2.98

.68

3.15

.71

3.40

.60

7.45

.049

.001

Social

3.20

.57

3.39

.68

3.62

.74

7.08

.047

.001
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Results of the post hoc tests (see Table 4.2.24) indicated that pre-service teachers
reporting their high familiarity toward EFL teaching methodologies used the six group
strategies more frequently than those reporting low or medium familiarity. As for the
comparisons between groups with low familiarity and groups with medium familiarity,
the analysis showed there were no significant differences in the uses of most group
strategies, except memory strategies that pre-service teachers reporting medium
familiarity used more frequently than those reporting unfamiliarity.

Table 4.2.24
Post Hoc Test Results When Examining Group Strategy Use by EFL Methodology
Familiarity
Group Strategy

Post

Methodologies

Methodologies

Mean

Std.

hoc

(I)

(J)

Diff.

Error

(I-J)

Test
Memory

Cognitive

Scheffe

Scheffe

p

low

medium

-0.21

.08

.045

low

high

-0.64

.09

.000

medium

high

-0.44

.09

.000

low

medium

-0.16

.08

.152

low

high

-0.48

.09

.000

medium

high

-0.31

.07

.000

(table continues)
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Table 4.2.24 (Continued)
Post Hoc Test Results When Examining Group Strategy Use by EFL Methodology
Familiarity
Group Strategy

Post

Methodologies

Methodologies

Mean

Std.

hoc

(I)

(J)

Diff.

Error

Test
Compensation

Meta-cognitive

Affective

Social

Scheffe

Scheffe

Scheffe

Scheffe

p

(I-J)
low

medium

-0.07

.09

.699

low

high

-0.40

.10

.000

medium

high

-0.32

.08

.000

low

medium

-0.22

.10

.093

low

high

-0.49

.11

.000

medium

high

-0.27

.08

.006

low

medium

-0.18

.11

.257

low

high

-0.42

.12

.001

medium

high

-0.25

.10

.022

low

medium

-0.19

.11

.215

low

high

-0.43

.12

.002

medium

high

-0.24

.09

.036

4.2.3 Summary for Research Question 1
The results of Research Question One indicated that non-English native speaking
EFL pre-service teachers in the current study generally used language learning strategies
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at a medium frequency level. Among the six strategy groups, compensation strategies
were used at a high frequency level and other strategies were used at a medium frequency
level. Memory strategies were least frequently used by the pre-service teachers. In
addition, factors of self-rated English ability, familiarity toward EFL teaching
methodologies, and living with children were significant factors influencing pre-service
teachers’ strategy use.

4.3 Research Question 2: Results
Q2. What beliefs do non-English native speaking EFL teachers hold toward English
language teaching methodologies (the Audiolingual Method and Communicative
Language Teaching)? Are their beliefs toward English language teaching methodologies
influenced by gender, education level, major, experiences abroad, TOFEL scores, and
confidence of English ability, and so on?

For this research question, two steps were followed to discuss the beliefs that nonEnglish native speaking EFL pre-service teachers held. In the first step, the overall beliefs
about teaching were explored through descriptive statistical analysis (means, standard
deviation, percentages, etc.). In the second step, the factors that may influence their
beliefs were examined via inferential statistical analysis, such as regression, ANOVAs, ttest, etc.
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4.3.1 The Teaching Beliefs of Non-English Speaking EFL Pre-service Teachers
The teaching beliefs of EFL pre-service teachers were discussed based on 28
statements and an open-ended question in the third section of the questionnaire. The 28
statements were discussed comparing means of the statements. Then, the responses for
the open-ended questions were coded and discussed.

Results of the 28 Questionnaire Statements concerning Teaching Beliefs
The information of Table 4.3.1 indicated that the overall mean of the 28
questionnaire statements for teaching beliefs was 3.90(SD =0.34). When the total average
mean of the 14 items of the Audiolingual Method (M=3.52, SD=0.41) was compared to
the total average mean of the 14 items of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) (M=
4.28, SD=0.38), using a two-way repeated-measures ANOVA, it was found that the
difference was significant, Wilk’s Λ= 0.20, F(1,292)= 1142.44, p<.001, multivariate η2
=.80. In other words, these EFL preservice teachers considerably preferred CLT to the
Audiolingual Method. When the two methodologies were further analyzed in terms of
language theories and curriculum design, the differences between the Audiolingual and
CLT were also significant, for language theories, Wilk’s Λ= 0.36, F(1,292)= 517.53,
p<.001, multivariate η2 =.64, and for curriculum design, Wilk’s Λ= 0.30, F(1,292)=
681.67, p<.001, multivariate η2 =.70. In other words, from the perspectives of language
theories and curriculum design, these pre-service teachers also would like CLT rather
than the Audiolingual Method.
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Table 4.3.1
Mean and Standard Deviation of the Audiolingual Method and CLT
Methodologies

Items

Audiolingual--

n

M

SD

14

3.52

0.41

Language theories

T1-6

6

3.73

0.51

Curriculum Design

T13-19&27

8

3.37

0.48

14

4.28

0.38

Communicative-Language theories

T7-12

6

4.42

0.44

Curriculum Design

T20-26&28

8

4.17

0.43

T1-28

28

3.90

0.34

Overall Beliefs

In the analysis of the belief in each item (see Table 4.3.2), it was found that the
means in 16 items (in the order of the means from highest to lowest: T7, T8, T12, T11,
T23, T20, T24, T25, T9, T26, T3, T6, T16, T22, T18, T19) were above 4.00 (agree) and
3 items (in the order of means from lowest to highest: T17, T15, T13) was below 3.00
(moderately agree). In terms of frequency, the range of frequency of the 16 items which
mean was above 4.00 was from 84% to 97%. The range of frequency of the 3 items
which mean was below 3.00 was between 52% and 70%. Item T 07, “The primary
function of language is to allow interaction and communication”, was agreed by most
pre-service teachers (97.2%), and the statement of Item T17, “Learner’s native language
will affect their English teaching, and therefore native language is not allowed in the
classroom.” was disagreed by 70% of the pre-service teachers.
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When the 16 items that pre-service teachers agreed were examined, it was found that
these teachers held the beliefs of both the Audiolingual (five items) and CLT (eleven
items). However, for the three items that they disagreed, they all belonged to the
Audiolingual Method. The above 19 items (16 items for agreement and three for
disagreement) were discussed below from perspectives of language theories and
curriculum design.
For language theories, they thought language was a series of structured systems (T6),
which is one of the Audiolingual language theories, and had functional features (T9) for
interaction and communication (T5) to express real meaning (T8), which belong to CLT.
In addition, although they believed language learning was a process of creative
construction involving trial error (T12) and could be promoted through meaningful
interaction (T11), they also held the belief that language learning was like a process of
habit formation (T3), which is one of the main learning theories of the Audiolingual
Method.
Concerning curriculum design, these teachers believed that the goal of English
teaching was to help the learner to increase their communicative competence (T20).
Therefore, when designing a curriculum, they thought they should analyze learners’
needs (T23), use authentic materials (T24), and design activities based on their interest
(T22) and authentic communication (T26) to reach the goal. However, in order to reach
the goal of increasing communicative competence, they also thought it was necessary to
adapt the Audiolingual method to give students directions and control their pace of
learning (T18), have students overlearn English (T16), and ask them to practice drills in
the classroom (T19), though they disagreed students needed to speak like native speakers
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(T13) by correcting their grammar and pronunciation errors immediately (T15) and
forbidding them from speaking their mother tongue in class (T17 and T25).

Table 4.3.2
Percentage, Mean, Standard Deviation of Individual Teaching Beliefs
Item

Description

1a

2

3

Agree

T1 Language is speech because we learn to

4

5

M

SD

disagree

4.1

26.6

14.3

38.6

16.4

3.37

1.16

7.2

18.4

21.8

35.8

16.7

3.37

1.17

0.7

3.4

6.5

41.3

48.1

4.33

0.80

2.7

15.0

22.2

42.0

18.1

3.58

1.04

2.7

14.3

33.8

35.5

13.7

3.43

0.99

0

2.4

3.4

56.3

37.9

4.30

0.65

0

0.7

2.0

22.5

74.7

4.71

0.54

T8 Language is used for expressing meaning.

0

1.4

2.7

33.8

62.1

4.57

0.62

T9 Language is composed of grammatical

0

1.0

5.8

46.4

46.8

4.39

0.65

listen and speak first and many languages do
not have written systems.
T2 A language is what its native-speakers say,
not what a person thinks he ought to say.
T3 Language learning is like a process of
habit formation, just like learning how to
drive a car.
T4 Through a set of appropriate language
stimulus- response practices, language can
be mastered.
T5 Language can be learned better through
analogy than analysis.
T6 Language is a series of structured systems
(e.g., a word is composed of syllables; a
phrase is composed of words, etc.)
T7 The primary function of a language is to
allow interaction and communication.

(e.g., Subject +Verb) and functional
features (e.g., express personal feelings.)

(table continues)
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Table 4.3.2 (Continued)
Percentage, Mean, Standard Deviation of Individual Teaching Beliefs
Item

Description

1

2

3

Agree

T9 Language is composed of grammatical

0

4

5

M

SD

disagree

1.0

5.8

46.4

46.8

4.39

0.65

16.7

17.7

37.5

27.0

3.73

1.07

0

0.3

4.4

35.2

60.1

4.55

0.60

0

0.3

3.8

35.2

60.8

4.56

0.59

7.5

44.0

23.9

19.8

4.8

2.70

1.03

9.6

26.6

16.7

31.4

15.7

3.17

1.25

13.3

41.3

19.1

19.1

7.2

2.66

1.14

0.7

2.7

5.5

49.8

41.3

4.28

0.75

13.7

56.3

20.5

7.5

2.0

2.28

0.87

0.7

2.4

7.5

54.9

34.5

4.20

0.73

(e.g., Subject +Verb) and functional
features (e.g., express personal feelings.)
T10 Learners acquire English through interacting

1.0

with others, not through practicing language
skills.
T11 Language learning is promoted through
meaningful and authentic interaction.
T12 Language learning is a process of creative
construction involving trial and error.
T13 The goal of teaching English is to help
learners to speak English like English native
speakers.
T14 Language skills should be taught in the
order of following: listening first, speaking
second, reading next, and finally writing.
T15 The English teacher should “immediately”
correct the learners’ grammar and
pronunciation errors.
T16 Learners should overlearn English in
order to master it.
T17 Learner’s native language will affect their
English learning. Therefore, native
language is not allowed in the classroom.
T18 The English teacher should give students
directions and control their pace of
learning.

(table continues)
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Table 4.3.2 (Continued)
Percentage, Mean, Standard Deviation of Individual Teaching Beliefs
Item

Description

1

2

3

Agree

T19 In order to master English, drilling

4

5

M

SD

disagree

0.3

5.8

9.9

47.4

36.5

4.14

0.84

0

0.7

4.1

44.7

50.5

4.45

0.61

7.2

22.9

14.7

34.5

20.8

3.39

1.24

0.7

2.4

9.2

49.8

37.9

4.22

0.76

0

0.3

3.4

46.1

50.2

4.46

0.58

0.7

1.0

4.1 44.0

50.2

4.42

0.69

0

2.0

3.4 46.1

48.5

4.41

0.66

should be a must-do activity in the
classroom.
T20 The goal of English teaching is to help
learner to increase their communicative
competence (including verbal and
nonverbal).
T21 Among four language skills (listening,
speaking, reading, and writing), at least two
language skills should be taught
“simultaneously” from the beginning of the
class.
T22 The teacher can design classroom
activities with learners based on the
interests and needs of learners.
T23 The English teacher should need to
analyze learners’ needs, facilitate learners
to communicate with each other, and
provide assistance during the process of
communication.
T24 Materials should be authentic and tasks
should reflect real-life situations and
demands.
T25 Learner’s native language should be
permitted if they need it in the classroom.

(table continues)
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Table 4.3.2 (Continued)
Percentage, Mean, Standard Deviation of Individual Teaching Beliefs
Item

Description

1

5

M

SD

8.5 44.4

46.1

4.35

0.68

0.3 14.0 22.5 56.7

6.5

3.55

0.82

0

9.6

3.70

0.79

2
Agree

T26 Activities should be designed for the

0

1.0

3

4
disagree

authentic communication.
T27 Audiolingual activity. (See Questionnaire
Section 3)
T28 CLT activity. (See Questionnaire Section 3)

10.6 18.8 61.1

Note. a. 1= Strongly disagree, 2= Disagree, 3= Uncertain, 4= Agree, and 5= Strongly agree. b. Bold
items present teaching beliefs which mean is over 4.0. c. Italic items present teaching beliefs which mean is
less than 3.0.

In sum, from the analyses of the 28 questionnaire items, the study could be inferred
that non-native-English speaking pre-service teachers in Taiwan preferred
Communicative Language Teaching to the Audiolingual Method. However, when these
pre-service teachers tried to reach the goal of increasing students’ communicative
competence, they would adapt the theories of language learning and curriculum design
both from the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching. Next, the
responses for the open-ended question that had pre-service teachers describe how to help
children to acquire or learn a language were discussed.

Results of the Open-ended Question
For the open-ended question, among 321 surveys collected, 304 participants
answered the question. Following Creswell’s (1998) data analysis strategies3 and using
the NIVIO program, twenty seven codes were identified (See Table 4.3.3). These codes
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were further categorized as four themes: (1) curriculum design and language teaching
(C2-8, C10-C18, C20-C22, C24, C26, and C27-28), (2) teacher roles in addition to
teaching (C1, C9, C12, and C19), (3) Environment (C5 & C23), and (4) family and
school involvement (C25).

Table 4.3.3
Frequency of Codes concerning Teaching Belief
Code

Frequency

Description

C01

Teachers should motivate students to learn English.

204

C02

Teachers need to use activities (e.g., role plays, singing songs, playing games,

106

etc.) to make English learning active and lively.
C03

Teachers should teach practical English that matches daily life.

69

C04

Culture must be integrated into curriculum.

54

C05

Teachers should create an English environment for students.

54

C06

Multiple or authentic materials (e.g., newspaper, comics, etc.) can be used in

52

English teaching in addition to textbooks.
C07

Curriculum design should be based on students’ levels, needs, or interests.

52

C08

Practicing English is necessary for students to reach the communication level.

49

C09

Teachers should reduce student’s rejection or fear toward learning English.

45

C10

Teachers can use teaching aids, such as CD and computer, to facilitate teaching.

40

C11

Listening and speaking should be taught first.

33

C12

Teachers should examine their own teaching style, attitude, or professional

33

development and teach students with patience, love, and trust.
C13

English is a tool for communication, so teaching English is to teach students

32

how to communicate with others.
C14

Teachers need to teach English based on teaching methodologies and theories.

24

(table continues)

120
Table 4.3.3 (Continued)
Frequency of Codes concerning Teaching Belief
Code

Description

Frequency

C15

Vocabulary is the foundation to learn English or to communicate with others.

21

C16

Teachers should teach student correct ways of learning English or accurate

20

English.
C17

English teaching should be based on stages, from easy to difficult.

18

C18

Grammar and patterns are important for students to build their English abilities.

15

C19

Teachers need to tell students why English is important and they need to learn

15

English.
C20

Teachers should not correct students’ errors immediately.

13

C21

It is necessary to evaluate or assess students’ performance.

11

C22

It is important to form the habits of learning English.

11

C23

It is difficult for students to learn English in Taiwan.

8

C24

Teachers should give students assignments to increase their English ability.

7

C25

Family and school authorities should be incorporated into English teaching.

7

C26

If teachers find that their curriculum design is not good for students, they should

6

revise their teaching.
C27

The purpose of English teaching or learning is not for examinations.

5

C28

Four language skills should be taught equally or simultaneously.

5

For the first theme, curriculum design and language teaching, only codes C2, C3, C4,
C15, C16, C17, C18, C21, C26, and C27 were discussed because other codes have been
discussed in the questionnaire items T01 to T28. 4 Among the above codes that have not
been discussed, C2 (activity), C3 (daily-life English), and C4 (culture) were the beliefs
shared by both the Audiolingual Method and CLT. However, for C4 (culture), both the
Audiolingual Method and CLT assumed that culture is the daily life of people who use
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the language (Larsen-Freeman, 2000). In the study, although more pre-service teachers
mentioned the importance of learning the culture of English native speakers, some preservice teachers held the belief that they wanted their students to learn both their mother
culture and different cultures in the world. As a pre-service teacher said,
“Learning English is not to [have students] internalize himself like a foreigner,
but have students to learn English and additionally know his own mother culture
and have a global view by accepting the positive stimulations of foreign languages
and cultures.” (Document H022, 2004).

In other words, English, in pre-service teachers’ views, has become a global
language to experience the world rather than a local language that is used by the English
native speakers. Therefore, the culture of English is not only the culture of English native
speakers, but also the global culture from different cultures.
As for C 15, C16, C 17, and C 18, , though each code was mentioned only by
approximately 20 respondents, it was discovered that some pre-service teachers held the
beliefs of the Audiolingual Method: Accuracy should be stressed, and vocabulary,
grammar, and patterns are the important foundation of learning English. Code C26 stated
pre-service teachers need to revise their teaching based on the feedback from students.
Codes C21 and C 27 were related to evaluation. Although five respondents mentioned
that English teaching should not be affected by examinations (C27), more (11)
respondents stated that evaluation was a necessary tool to assess students’ learning
progress (C21).
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Concerning the second theme, teacher roles in addition to language teaching (Codes
C1, C9, C12, and C19), it was discovered that many (204 out of 304) pre-service teachers
stressed the importance of the psychological counselor function as a teacher. These preservice teachers thought they needed to reduce students’ fear or rejection toward learning
English (C9), strengthen students’ intention in learning English (C19), and keep the
motivation of students in learning English (C1) through their continuous professional
development and good personal characteristics of teaching (i.e., patience, love, and trust.)
(C12).
Regarding the third theme, environment (C5 & C23), there were two different
opinions. Fifty four respondents thought it was important to create an English learning
environment, such as English corner, for students to learn English (C5). However, eight
pre-service teachers held the opposite view that it was very difficult for students to learn
English well in Taiwan (C23). In short, although the entire environment in Taiwan might
be considered as an inappropriate environment for English teaching, many pre-service
teachers still wanted to be devoted to using their influence creating an English
environment for students.
For the last theme, family and school involvement (C25), although many studies
(e.g., Epstein, 1996)indicated that family and school involvement was positively related
to the success of student’s academic performance, only seven participants stressed the
importance of family and school involvement for a successful learning. In other words, it
seemed that the issue of family environment was underestimated in Taiwan’s English
teaching.
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In short for Item T29, the open-ended question, the results indicated that pre-service
teachers viewed that a successful English teaching needed not only the teaching
methodologies, but also their professional development, an appropriate English
teaching/learning environment, and support from both families and educational
authorities.
In sum, the results showed that pre-service teachers preferred Communicative
Language Teaching to the Audiolingual Method. However, the study also indicated that
pre-service teachers would use language theories or curriculum design both from the
Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching while teaching English. In
addition, it was observed that pre-service teachers thought a successful English
teaching/learning was determined not only by EFL teaching methodologies, but also by
the environment, family involvement, the support of educational authorities, and teacher
professional development.

4.3.2 Factors that Influence the Teaching Beliefs of EFL Pre-service Teachers
Multiple regression, one-way ANOVA, and non-parametric tests were applied to
examine what factors would influence the teaching beliefs of these EFL pre-service
teachers. The differences between the Audiolignual Method and Communicative
Language Teaching were explored first. If the differences between methodologies could
not be discovered, each statement item concerning teaching belief was explored next.

Thirteen factors (i.e., age, gender, children, teaching experience, study abroad
experience, major, degree, familiarity to EFL methodologies, self-evaluation respectively
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to reading, writing, grammar, listening, and speaking1) were used to examine how the
above factors could explain the overall teaching beliefs. Using the stepwise method, only
the predictor factor of living with children was significant (B=-0.140, R2=.020, adjusted
R2 =.016, F (1, 291) = 5.83, p <.05). However, although the predictor factor of living with
children was statistically significant, it could account only for 2% of the variance in the
overall teaching beliefs. In other words, it may be too small to have a practical
significance.
In further analyses, how factors affected beliefs about the Audiolingual Method and
Communicative Language Teaching was explored. Using the stepwise method, it was
found that the factor of writing was a significant factor for the Audiolingual Method
(B=.152, R2=.023, adjusted R2 =.020, F (1, 291) = 6.88, p <.01) and the factor of children
was a significant factor for Communicative Language Teaching (B=-0.124, R2=.020,
adjusted R2 =.016, F (1, 291) = 5.83, p <.05). Furthermore, in the analysis in terms of
language theory and curriculum design, it was found that the factor of children was a
significant factor for the language theories of the Audiolingual Method (B=-0.143,
R2=.020, adjusted R2 =.017, F (1, 291) = 6.06, p <.05), the factor of writing was a
significant factor for the curriculum design of the Audiolingual Method (B=0.133,
R2=.018, adjusted R2 =.014, F (1, 291) = 5.21, p <.05), and the factor of study experience
was a significant factor to the curriculum design of Communicative Language Teaching
(B=-0.124, R2=.015, adjusted R2 =.012, F (1, 291) = 4.58, p <.05). However, it should be
noted that these factors could only account for 1% to 2% of the variance of each
dependent variable.
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Gender
Two hundred sixty three females and 30 males participated in the current study.
One-way ANOVA using univariate linear model or non-parametric tests5 were used to
explore whether or not females and males held teaching beliefs differently. The results of
Items T4 and T17 indicated that male pre-service teachers’ belief that language could be
mastered through language stimulus-response practices was stronger than females (T4).
In addition, although both males and females disagreed that native language could not be
allowed in the classroom (M<3.0), males seemed to hold it less strongly than females
(T17) (See Table 4.3.4).

Table 4.3.4
ANOVA Results for Teaching Beliefs Examined by Gender
Items

Male (n=30)

Female (n=263)

F (1, 291)

η2

p

M

SD

M

SD

T04

4.13

0.94

3.51

1.03

9.94

.033

.002

T17

2.83

1.09

2.22

0.82

14.23

.047

<.001

Age
In the current study, 138 participants were between the age 20 and 25, 112 were
between the age 26 and 30, and 43 were older than 30. One-way ANOVA or nonparametric tests were used to analyze the data based on the normal or abnormal
distribution of dependent variables. After a Kruskal-Wallis test was applied to examine
differences among the above three age levels on median change toward the belief of Item
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T16, a significant result revealed, X2(2, n=293)=7.00, p=.03, η2 =0.02 (small effect).
Mann-Whitney tests were applied as follow-up tests to examine pairwise differences
among the three age groups. The results indicated that pre-service teachers aged 26- 30
seemed to hold a stronger belief that learners should overlearn English in order to master
it than did those at the age of 25 or under, Z=-2.52, p=.012.

Children
There were 276 pre-service teachers who did not have children living with them and
17 pre-service teachers who had children living with them. One-way ANOVA using
univariate linear model and non-parametric tests were applied according to the normal or
abnormal distribution of dependent variables. The results of Items T16 (Z= -2.61, p=.009)
and T20 (F (1,291) =4.86, η2=.016, p=.028) showed significant differences between preservice teachers with children and those without children. The result of T16 inferred that
pre-service teachers with children living with them (Mean rank=193.74) more agreed
with the belief that learners should overlearn English in order to master it than those
without children (Mean rank=144.12). Also, the result of T20 indicated that pre-service
teachers with children (M=4.76) agreed more with the belief that the goal of English
teacher is to help learner to increase their communicative competence (including verbal
and non-verbal) than those without children living with them (M=4.43).

Academic Degree
In this study, 275 participants reported they had a bachelor’s degree and only 18
expressed they had a higher degree than a bachelor’s degree. One-way ANOVA using
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univariate linear model and non-parametric tests were employed. The result of Item T27
indicated that pre-service teachers with a bachelor degree (M= 3.57, SD=.81) preferred
the audiolingual activity than those with a mater’s or a doctor’s degree (M=3.17, SD=.92),
t(1,291)=2.04, p=.042.

Academic Major
Majors were classified as English-related majors and non-English-related majors.
There were 237 cases for English-related majors and 56 cases for non-English-related
majors in the study. One-way ANOVA using univariate linear model and non-parametric
tests were employed. However, no results showed any significant differences existed.

Study Experience in English Countries
There were 222 pre-service teachers without experience studying in English
countries) and 71 pre-service teachers with experience studying in English countries.
One-way ANOVA using univariate linear model and non-parametric tests were applied to
examine the differences in teaching beliefs between the two groups. However, no results
showed there were any significant differences between the two groups.

English Teaching Experience
The factor of English teaching experience, without experience (38 cases) and with
experience (255 cases), was examined using One-way ANOVA using univariate linear
model and non-parametric tests. The results showed that no significant differences
existed.
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Listening Ability
The factor of self-evaluation toward listening ability was examined through nonparametric tests or one-way ANOVA with a univariate linear model. In order to fit the
regulations of one-way ANOVA, the original five levels, from 1 (very low ability) to 5
(very high ability), was recoded as three levels: low ability, medium ability, and high
ability. The results indicated that listening ability affected pre-service teachers’ beliefs in:
(1) Item T18, (X2(2, N=293)= 7.36, p=.025, η2 =0.03, (2) Item T9, F(2, 290)= 5.15,
p=.006, η2 =0.03, and (3) Item T26, F(2, 290)= 4.88, p=.008, η2 =0.03.
Follow up tests, Mann-Whitney tests and univariate linear model tests, were
conducted to examine the differences among groups. The results (see Table 4.3.5)
indicated that pre-service teachers reporting high listening ability more agreed that
language is composed of grammatical and functional features (T9) and that the English
teacher should give students directions and control their pace of learning than those
reporting low listening ability (T18). In addition, pre-service teachers reporting moderate
listening ability more convinced that activities should be designed for the authentic
communication than those reporting low listening ability.
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Table 4.3.5
Results of Post Hoc Comparisons for Teaching Beliefs Examined by English Listening
Ability Level
Item

Test

Listening

Listening

Ability(I)

Ability (J)

Mean Diff. Std. Error

p

(I-J)

T9

Scheffe

low

high

-0.47

T18

Mann-

low

high

-2.68a

low

medium

-0.40

.15

.007
.007

Whitney
T26

Scheffe

.15

.030

Note. a. Z= -2.68.

Speaking Ability
The factor of self-evaluation toward speaking ability was examined through nonparametric tests and ANOVAs. In addition, the original five levels, from 1 (very low
ability) to 5 (very high ability) were recoded as three levels: low ability, medium ability,
and high ability. The results indicated that listening ability affected pre-service teachers’
beliefs in: (1) Item T12, (X2(2, N=293)= 7.90, p=.019, η2 =0.03, and (2) Item T16, (X2(2,
N=293)= 6.20, p=.045, η2 =0.02.
The results of Mann-Whitney tests in Table 4.3.6 indicated that: (1) pre-service
teachers who viewed their speaking ability as high ability more agreed that language
learning is a process of creative construction involving trial and error than those who
thought their speaking ability was medium. (2) Compared to other pre-service teachers,
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pre-service teachers who viewed their speaking ability as high ability more believed that
learners should overlearn English.

Table 4.3.6
Mann-Whitney Test Results for Teaching Beliefs Examined by English Listening Ability
Level
Item

Speaking

Speaking

Z

Ability(I)

Ability (J)

T12

medium

high

-2.79

.005

T16

low

high

-2.12

.034

medium

high

-2.23

.026

p

Reading Ability
The factor of self-evaluation toward reading ability was examined through
ANOVAs and non-parametric tests. In addition, the original five levels were reclassified
as three levels: low ability, medium ability, and high ability. Only the result of Item T21
was significant, F(2, 290)= 4.50, p=.012, η2 =0.03. Post hoc tests were conducted for further
analysis. The result revealed that pre-service teachers reporting medium reading ability
(M=3.57, SD=1.16) held Item T21, at least two language skills should be taught
simultaneously, stronger than those reporting high reading ability (M=3.11, SD=1.32).
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Writing Ability
The factor of self-evaluation toward writing ability was examined using ANOVAs
and non-parametric tests. In addition, it was recoded as three levels like the previous
factors. The results showed that two items were significant: (1) Item T10, F(2, n=290)=
3.73, p=.025, η2 =0.03. (2) Item 18, (X2(2, n=293)=6.31, p=.043, η2 =0.02. The results of
post hoc tests and Mann-Whitney tests indicated that: (1) pre-service teachers reporting
medium writing ability (M=3.82, SD=1.02) more agreed that learners acquire English
through interacting with others than those reporting high writing ability (M=3.37,
SD=1.22), p<.05. (2) pre-service teachers reporting high writing ability (Mean
rank=164.30) more agreed that the English teacher should give students directions and
control their learning pace than those reporting low writing ability (Mean rank=125.10),
p<.05.

Grammar Ability
The factor of self-evaluation toward grammar ability was also examined using oneway ANOVA with univariate linear model and the original five levels were recoded as
three levels. The result of Item T27 indicated that significant differences existed among
the three grammar ability levels, F(2, 290)= 4.40, p=.013, η2 =0.03. Post hoc tests (see
Table 4.3.7) revealed that pre-service teachers reporting a low grammar ability less
agreed the audiolingual activity than those reporting a medium or high grammar ability.
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Table 4.3.7
Results of Post Hoc Comparisons for Teaching Beliefs Examined by English Grammar
Ability Level
Item

Test

T27

Dunnet-C

Listening

Listening

Mean Diff.

Std. Error

Ability(I)

Ability (J)

(I-J)

low

medium

-0.60*

.20

low

high

-0.57*

.21

*p<.05

Familiarity to EFL Teaching Methodologies
For the factor of familiarity toward EFL Teaching Methodologies, it was examined
using ANOVAs and non-parametric tests. In addition, in order to have meaningful
explanation and fit one-way ANOVA’s assumptions, it was recoded as three levels: (1)
unfamiliarity to EFL teaching methodologies, (2) medium familiarity to EFL teaching
methodologies, and (3) familiarity to EFL teaching methodologies. However, the results
showed that there were no significant differences.

4.3.3 Summary for Research Question 2
The results of the second research question showed that pre-service teachers in the
Taiwan’s teacher programs preferred Communicative Language Teaching to the
Audiolingual Method. However, it was found that pre-service teachers would use mixing
methodologies to reach the goal of communicative competence. Concerning factors
influencing their teaching beliefs, the results showed very few factors could explain pre-
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service teachers’ beliefs about teaching methodologies. In other words, these pre-service
teachers held very similar teaching beliefs.

4.4 Research Question 3: Results
Q3. What are the relationships between non-English native speaking EFL teachers’
English language learning strategies, and their beliefs toward English language teaching
methodologies? If there are statistically significant relationships between non-English
native speaking EFL teachers’ English language learning strategies and their beliefs
toward English language teaching methodologies, are these relationships influenced by
gender, highest education level, major, experiences abroad, TOFEL scores, and selfreported confidence of English ability, etc?

For the third research question, Pearson’s correlation was used to examine the
relationships between EFL teachers’ English language learning strategies and their beliefs
toward English language teaching methodologies. If there are statistically significant
correlations between multiple dependent variables and the correlations are moderate
(r>0.3 and r <.06) (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001), MANOVA analysis should be used to
examine the dependent variables simultaneously.
In order to have a meaningful understanding about the relationships between
learning strategies and teaching beliefs, the relationships were discussed based on six
group strategies (i.e., memory strategies, cognitive strategies, compensation strategies,
meta-cognitive strategies, affective strategies, and social strategies) for each of two
methodologies (i.e., the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching).
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The Pearson’s correlations between the six group strategies were examined first in order
to assess the potential multicollinearity, according to Stevens (1999). He stated that the
highly correlated factors should be added to form a single factor if the intercorrelations
are about .80 or larger. The results (see Table 4.4.1) indicated that the intercorrelations
between the six language learning strategies were moderate. However, when maximum
likelihood factor analysis was applied, the result showed the six group strategies should
be added together to form a single factor—the overall strategy, which can account for
58% of the variance. Therefore, in the following, both the six group strategies and the
overall strategy were discussed.

Table 4.4.1
Pearson Correlations among Language Learning Strategies
Strategy

Memory

Cognitive

Compensation

Meta-cognitive

Affective

Memory
Cognitive

.621**

Compensation

.460**

.658**

Meta-cognitive

.557**

.743**

.544**

Affective

.529**

.613**

.439**

.667**

Social

.438**

.643**

.482**

.637**

.564**

**p<.01
Using Pearson’s correlations to examine the relationships between the learning
strategies and teaching beliefs toward two methodologies, the information in Table 4.4.2
indicated that the six group strategies and the overall strategy had positive relationships
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for each of the Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching though
four out of 24 relationships were not statistically significant.

Table 4.4.2
Pearson Correlations Between Language Learning Strategies and Teaching Beliefs
Language Learning Strategies
Beliefs

Overall

Memory

Cognitive

Strategy

Com-

Meta-

pensation

cognitive

.159**

.195**

.159**

.191**

.008

.132*

.185**

.141**

Affective

Social

ALM
Language

.194**

.042

.187**

Curriculum

.208**

.146*

.088

.144*

.053

.216**

.217**

.214**

.123*

.177**

.308**

.145*

.301**

.215**

.247**

.272**

.313**

CLT
Language
Curriculum

*p<.05.**p<.01

The stepwise regression method was conducted to see what factors were significant
factors to explain teachers’ teaching beliefs toward the Audiolingual Method and
Communicative Language Teaching in terms of language learning theories and
curriculum design. The results showed: (1) The factor of meta-cognitive strategies
(Beta=.195, p =.001) was a significant factor (R2=.038, adjusted R2 =.035, F (1, 291) =
11.51, p =.001) and accounted for 4% of the variance of the language theories of the
Audiolingual Method. (2) The factor of compensation strategies (Beta=.195, p <.001)
was a significant factor (R2=.047, adjusted R2 =.044, F (1, 291) = 14.32, p <.001) and
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accounted for 4% of the variance of the language theories of Communicative Language
Teaching. (3) The factor of affective strategies (Beta=.185, p =.001) was a significant
factor (R2=.034, adjusted R2 =.003, F (1, 291) = 10.30, p =.001) and accounted for 3% of
the variance of the curriculum design of the Audiolingual Method. (4) The factors of
social (Beta=.203, p=.005) and cognitive strategies (Beta=.170, p=.019) were two
significant factors (R2=.115, adjusted R2 =.109, F (2, 290) = 18.79, p <.001) and accounted
for 11% of the variance of the curriculum design of the Communicative Method.

Table 4.4.3
Correlations of Language Learning Strategies and Teaching Beliefs controlling for All
Other Predictor Factors
Language Learning Strategies

Teaching
Methodologies

Memory

Cognitive

Compensation

Meta-

Affective

Social

cognitive

ALM
Language

.06

Curriculum

.11

CLT
Language
Curriculum

.10
.11

.14*

*p<.05

The information in Table 4.4.3 showed correlations of each significant predicator and
teaching beliefs toward EFL teaching methodologies controlling for all other predictor
factors. The results were attempting to conclude that only the factor of social strategies
was a significant factor to predict pre-service teachers’ teaching beliefs toward the
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curriculum design of Communicative Language Teaching, though the correlation was
small (r=.286), as shown in Figure 4.4.1.

Curriculum d design
Of CLT

5.5

5.0
4.5

4.0
3.5

3.0
2.5
2.0
1

2

3

4

5

6

Observed
Linear
Quadratic

Social Strategies

Figure 4.4.1. Correlation Between Social Strategy Use and CLT’s Curriculum Design

Finally, the MANOVA analysis was not applied to examine how factors affected the
relationships between language learning strategies and teaching beliefs toward EFL
methodologies, because the correlations between language learning strategies and
teaching beliefs toward EFL methodologies were small. According to Tabachnick and
Fidell (2001), the MANOVA analysis should be applied only when the correlations
between two dependent variables were moderate or higher (r>±.3).
In short, the results indicated that there were significant relationship between
language learning strategies and teaching beliefs toward EFL methodologies. Specifically,
there were significant correlations between the overall strategy use and the teaching
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beliefs toward the two methodologies (i.e., CLT and the Audiolingual Method).
However, for the six group strategies, while multiple linear regression and partial
correlations analyses were executed, the results indicated only the factor of social
strategies could slightly account for the curriculum design of the Communicative
Language Teaching.

4.5 Summary of Chapter 4
In this study, the results showed that the preservice teachers in Taiwan were
homogeneous. Their characteristics were: (1) females, (2) without children living with
them, (3) under the age of 30, (4) with an English-related degree, (5) without studying
experience in English countries, and (6) with teaching experiences. Concerning their
English abilities, they reported their reading/grammar/listening abilities were better than
their speaking/writing.
For language learning strategies, the results of the study showed that these preservice teachers used language learning strategies to learn English almost high-frequently
(M=3.36). The order of frequency of their group strategy use from highest to lowest was:
(1) compensation strategies, (2) meta-cognitive strategies, (3) cognitive strategies, (4)
social strategies, (5) affective strategies, and (6) memory strategies. Conducting a
multiple linear regression analysis to examine what factors would influence the language
strategy use, the results showed that self-evaluation to listening, speaking, and reading
abilities, familiarity to EFL teaching methodologies, and living with children would be
positive, significant factors to predict pre-service teachers’ language uses. In other words,
pre-service teachers who viewed their listening, speaking, or reading ability as high
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ability would use overall language learning strategies more frequently. Similar to the
factors of familiarity to EFL teaching methodologies and children, pre-service teachers
with high familiarity to EFL teaching methodologies or with children living with them
used overall language learning strategies more frequently than those who did not. For
other factors that were not mentioned above (e.g., teaching experience, degree, etc.),
although they showed no significance toward the overall use of language learning
strategies, they affected some individual strategies respectively. For example, one of the
results showed that male pre-service teachers used the strategy of finding English patterns
more frequently than females. In short, this study indicated that the pre-service teachers
in the Taiwan’s post-baccalaureate EFL pre-service teacher education programs used
language learning strategies almost high frequently. In addition, the differences of the use
of language learning strategies existed significantly among different types of pre-service
teachers.
Concerning teaching beliefs, generally speaking, pre-service teachers in the study
preferred Communicative Language Teaching than the Audiolingual Method. In addition,
over 97% of these pre-service teachers agreed that the primary function of language is to
allow interaction and communication. Nevertheless, in the further analyses toward 15
items that per-service teachers agreed (mean > 4.0), the results showed that these teachers
held the teaching beliefs both from Communicative Language Teaching and the
Audiolingual Method. Also, the results indicated pre-service teachers did not only focus
on the teaching methodologies, but also concerned issues about the motivation of their
students, the English environment, teacher professional development, and family and
educational authority involvement. As for factors that affected their teaching belief, the
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results indicated only few factors influenced the teaching beliefs of these pre-service
teachers and their influence were very small. In brief, the results of this study indicated
that pre-service teachers in the Taiwan’s post-baccalaureate EFL pre-service teacher
education programs preferred Communicative Language Teaching. In addition, they also
concerned about other issues, such as student motivation, English environment, teacher
professional development, and family involvement.
As for the relationships between pre-service teachers’ language learning strategies
and teaching beliefs, the results showed that there were significant correlations between
most pre-service teachers’ language learning strategies and teaching beliefs. However, for
group learning strategies, when multiple linear regression analyses were analyzed, the
results indicated that only the factor of social strategies could slightly account for the
curriculum design of the Communicative Language Teaching (r=.14).
In conclusion, the results in the current study showed that the current pre-service
EFL teachers in the Taiwan’s post-baccalaureate EFL pre-service teacher education
programs were homogenous. They used language learning strategies almost highfrequently and different types of pre-service teachers used language learning strategies
differently. For their teaching beliefs, they favored Communicative Language Teaching,
a current dominant approach in the field of TESL. In addition, they also concerned about
other issues, such as student motivation. For the relationships between language learning
strategies and teaching beliefs, the results showed the low relationships existed.
In the next chapter, the results in the study are compared to other studies. In addition,
the limitations and implications of the study are discussed.
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Footnotes
1. Among the thirteen factors, the factor of age has three levels: (1) less than 25, (2)
between 26 and 30, and (3) over 30; the factor of gender has two levels: (1) male and (2)
female; the factor of children has two levels: (1) with children and (2) without children;
the factor of education has two levels: (1) bachelor’s degree and (2) higher than
bachelor’s degree; the factor of major: (1) English related and (2) Non-English; the factor
of study abroad has three levels: (1) never, (2) less than one year, and (3) over one year;
the factor of teaching has two levels: (1) no experience and (2) with experience; the
factors of listening, speaking, grammar, reading, and writing have five points in the
Likert scale (1 very low ability to 5 very high ability); the factor of familiarity to EFL
methodologies have five points on the Likert scale (1 very unfamiliar to 5 very familiar).
Factors of age, gender, children, educational degree, major, study abroad, teaching
experience were nominal variables and hence dummy coded.
2. Different books provided different criteria. For example, Green & Salkind (2003)
proposed that 15 cases in each category are considered the minimum number to have a
robust ANOVA test. Urdan (2001) argued that at least 20 cases in each category are
preferred.
3. According to Creswell (1998), the data analysis procedures are as follows: (1)
sketching ideas, (2) taking notes, (3) summarizing field notes, (4) getting feedback on
ideas, (5) working with words, (6) display data, (7) identify codes, (8) reduce information,
(9) count frequency of codes, and (10) relating categories.
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4. The information of Table 4.5.1 indicated that the codes in the table have been
discussed in the questionnaire statement items. For example, the code C6 is very similar
to and has been discussed in Item T24.

Table 4.5.1
Comparison List between the Open-ended Question and the Questionnaire Items
Code

Item

Description

C06

T24

Multiple or authentic materials (e.g., newspaper, comics, etc.) can be used in
English teaching in addition to textbooks.

C07

Curriculum design should be based on students’ levels, needs, or interests.

T22

C08

Practicing English is necessary for students to reach the communication level.

T19

C11

Listening and speaking should be taught first.

T14

C13

English is a tool for communication, so teaching English is to teach students

T20

how to communicate with others.

T1-28

C14

Teachers need to teach English based on teaching methodologies and theories.

C20

Teachers should not correct students’ errors immediately.

T12

C24

Teachers should give students assignments to increase their English ability.

T19

Q28

Four language skills should be taught equally or simultaneously.

T21

5. The following were not normal distributed because their skewness was bigger
than +1 or smaller than -1. Therefore nonparametric tests were used.
Table 4.5.2
The Abnormal Distribution of Questionnaire Items
Item

T03

T07

T08

T11

T12

T16

T18

T22

T24

T25

Skewness

-1.39

-1.99

-1.48

-1.06

-1.07

-1.31

-1.12

-1.09

-1.47

-1.11
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

In this chapter, the results of the current study are discussed comparing it with
similar studies. Next, the limitations of the study will be explicated. Finally,
recommendations pertaining to practice will be proposed.

5.1 Discussion
The following discussion centers on the three research questions mentioned
previously: (1) pre-service teachers’ language learning strategies, (2) pre-service
teachers’ beliefs about teaching, and (3) the relationship between teacher’s language
learning strategies and teaching beliefs.

5.1.1Pre-Service Teachers’ Language Learning Strategies
Pre-service teachers’ language learning strategies in the current study were
compared to other studies in terms of language learning strategy use and factors
influencing the use of learning strategies.
First, although there were many studies discussing language learning strategy use,
only four studies related to the current study were compared: (1) Yang’s study (1992),
representing another population in Taiwan. (2) Sheorey’s research (1999), representing a
population in another EFL learning environment. (3) The research of Oxford et al. (1990),
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representing a population in the ESL environment of the United States. (4) Griffiths’
study (2003), representing a population in the ESL environment of New Zealand.

Table 5.1.1
Comparisons between the Current Study and Yang’s, Sheorey’s, Oxford et al.’s, and
Griffiths’ Studies
Order
1

2

3

4

5

6

The current

Yang a

Sheorey b

study

(1992)

(1999)

Compensation

Compensation

Strategies

Oxford et al.
c

Griffiths d

(1990)

(2003)

Meta-cognitive

Social

Social

strategies

strategies

strategies

strategies

(M=3.53)

(M=3.33)

(M=3.76)

(M=4.0)

(M=3.42)

Meta-cognitive

Affective

Cognitive-

Meta-cognitive

Meta-cognitive

strategies

strategies

Memory

strategies

strategies

(M=3.47)

(M=3.17)

(M=3.37)

(M=3.9)

(M=3.40)

Cognitive

Meta-cognitive

Social

Cognitive

Compensation

strategies

Strategies

strategies

strategies

strategies

(M=3.44)

(M=3.07))

(M=3.35)

(M=3.7)

(M=3.30)

Social

Social

Functional

Compensation

Cognitive

strategies

strategies

strategies

strategies

strategies

(M=3.42)

(M=2.97)

(M=3.18)

(M=3.6))

(M=3.15)

Affective

Cognitive

Affective

Affective

strategies

strategies

strategies

strategies

(M=3.20)

(M=2.89)

(M=3.4)

(M=2.98)

Memory

Memory

Memory

Memory

strategies

strategies

strategies

strategies

(M=3.08)

(M=2.74)

(M=3.0)

(M=2.92)

Note. a. In Yang’s study (1992), 505 college students in the middle and northern Taiwan were surveyed.
Questionnaire items were adapted from Oxford’s SILL (1990). b. In Sheorey’s study (1999), 1261 Indian
college students. Sheorey classified the strategies as four groups based on her self-developed English
Language Learning Strategies Inventory (ELLSI). c. Oxford, Talbott, and Halleck’s (1990) study
investigated 43 ESL students in an intensive program at the Pennsylvania State University. d. Griffith
(2003) investigated 348 ESL students in New Zealand, aged 14-64 (74% were in the twenties), mainly from
Asian countries (91%). The means of the six strategies were calculated by the author based on Table One in
Griffiths’ study (p. 375).
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The above four studies were chosen because they were all based on Oxford’s
strategy classification system. It was easier for comparison. In addition, the four studies
represent other populations in the EFL environment and the ESL environment as
introduced earlier. It would help us systematically understand how different populations
in similar or different environments use learning strategy similarly or differently.
Comparing this study to the language strategy use of Taiwan’s college students in
Yang’s study (1992), from Table 5.1.1, it seems that the language strategy uses of the two
groups are similar: compensation strategies were most often used and memory strategies
were least often used. The main difference between the strategy uses of the two groups is
that affective strategies were used in a higher priority by the Taiwanese college students
than by pre-service teachers. Yang explained the affective strategies were used in a
higher priority by Taiwanese college students probably because they used affective
strategies to adjust to their learning pressures. In other words, it could be assumed that
the pre-service teachers in the current study seemed to be more confident in English
learning than the Taiwanese college students in Yang’s study (1992). This assumption
also could be supported through examining the means of group strategies because the
pre-service teachers used language strategies more frequently than the college students in
Yang’s study. According to the research of Purdie & Oliver (1999) and others, the higher
the language learner’s self-efficacy was, the more frequently they used learning strategies.
Relating Sheorey’s study (1999) with Yang’s research and this study, although
Sheorey used different language strategy classification based on her self-developed
questionnaire, it can be said that meta-cognitive strategies were more frequently used
than social strategies by EFL students. However, when the Oxford et al.’ (1990) and the
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Griffiths’ (2003) studies were examined, it was found that social and meta-cognitive
strategies were the two strategies most frequently used by ESL language learners. Yang
indicated that ESL and EFL language learners used social strategies differently because
ESL language learners had more opportunities to converse with other people in English
in the ESL environment than EFL counterparts in the EFL environment. In the current
study, it was discovered that social strategies had moderate relationships with both
listening and speaking abilities (η2=.12 and .16 respectively). In other words, English
environment might predict the frequency of the use of social strategies, and the frequency
of the use of social strategies is related to language learner’s listening and speaking
performances.
In short, although pre-service teachers in the current study seemed to use language
learning strategies more frequently than others in Taiwan, the above comparisons also
implied that pre-service teachers needed an English environment to extend their language
learning strategy use in order to reach a higher level of oral English proficiency.
Next, the results in the current study will be compared with other research in terms
of factors influencing the strategy use. The factors discussed are gender, age, living with
child, degree, major, studying experience in English countries, teaching experience,
language performance, and familiarity to EFL methodologies.

Gender
Although many studies (e.g., Oxford & Nyikos, 1989) showed that females used
overall strategies more frequently than males, the results of the current study did not
show significant differences of overall strategy and group strategies use between male

147
and female pre-service teachers. Furthermore, for some individual strategies that need
logical intelligence, the study indicated that males used these strategies more frequently
than females as discussed in Chapter Four. When one-way ANOVA was conducted to
examine the differences of their abilities in five language areas – listening, speaking,
reading, writing, and grammar- the results indicated male pre-service teachers’ self-rated
reading, grammar, and writing ability levels were significantly higher than females, as
shown in Table 5.1.2. In Chapter Four, the results indicated self-efficacy toward five
language skills influenced the overall strategy use. In other words, it might infer that no
significant differences of the uses of overall strategy or group strategies were found
because males in the current study had equivalent English ability as females. In brief, in
the current study, the factor of gender did not influence overall strategy use and the uses
of most individual strategies, but English proficiency may.

Table 5.1.2
Comparisons of Self-rated Five Language Skill Ability Level Between Male and Female
Language Skill

Male (n=30)
M

SD

Female (n=263)
M

SD

F(1, 291)

η2

p

Listening Ability Level

3.23

.63

3.21

.59

0.03

-

.858

Speaking Ability Level

3.17

.59

3.13

.61

0.12

-

.727

Reading Ability Level

3.53

.63

3.29

.56

5.08

.017

.025

Writing Ability Level

3.27

.69

3.00

.58

5.68

.020

.018

Grammar Ability Level

3.67

.66

3.25

.60

12.76

.042

.000
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Age
Age was considered as an important factor in learning a language (Horwitz, 1999).
However, Griffiths’s study (2003) showed that there were no significant differences of
language strategy use according to age. This study also showed that there were no
significant differences for overall language strategy use although the uses of some
individual strategies were significantly different. In other words, pre-service teachers in
the current study, aged 21 to 46, did not use learning strategies, except some individual
strategies, differently according to age.

Living with Children
Other studies did not explore this issue. In the current study, although the samples
of pre-service teachers living with children were small (N=17) and the small size may
influence the study’s results, it showed that pre-service teachers living with their children
(M=3.65, SD=0.55) used overall strategies more frequently than those without children
living with them (M=3.34, SD=0.50). Pre-service teachers living with children used
memory, cognitive, and meta-cognitive strategies significantly more frequently than
those who did not live with children. Therefore, in the current study, living with their
children was a significant factor that affected language learning strategy use.

Academic Degree
Other studies did not explore this issue. In the current study, although pre-service
teachers with a master’s degree (M=3.45, SD=0.57) seemed to have higher overall
language strategy use than those with a bachelor’s degree (M=3.35, SD=0.50),
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statistically, the difference was not significant. The only significant differences that could
be found were some individual strategies in memorizing new words, using learning ways,
and exploring English culture. Pre-service teachers with a master’s degree tried to
explore more new learning methods and be more directed to learn the cultures in English
countries than those with a bachelor’s degree. On the other hand, pre-service teachers
with a bachelor’s degree would focus more on memorizing new words by connecting
sound or pictures with words.

Academic Major
Although Yang’s research (1992) and Oxford and Nykios’ study (1989) reported
major was a significant factor that affected the use of language strategies, it was not a
significant factor in the current study except in some individual strategies. In addition,
unlike their results that reported language learners with English major used language
strategies more frequently than those whose major was not English, in the current study,
pre-service teachers with a non-English related major (M= 3.38, SD=.50) used overall
language strategy slightly more frequently than those with an English related major
(M=3.36, SD=.50), though the difference was not statistically significant. When selfevaluation toward five language skills were examined, like the factor of gender, it was
found that pre-service teachers with non-English related major reported higher selfefficacy toward five language skills than those with English related major, especially in
self-rated listening, speaking, and reading abilities (See Table 5.1.3). As shown in
Chapter Four, self-efficacy toward five language skills influenced strategy use. Therefore,

150
it may be assumed that major was not significantly related to the overall use of language
strategies, but English proficiency may be.

Table 5.1.3
Comparisons of Self-rated Five Language Skill Ability Level Between English-related
Major and Non-English-related Major
Self-rated Language

English

Ability

(n=237)

M

Non-English (n=56)

SD

M

F(1, 291)

η2

p

SD

Listening Ability Level

3.16

.57

3.45

.63

11.04

.04

.001

Speaking Ability Level

3.08

.57

3.34

.72

8.35

.03

.004

Reading Ability Level

3.27

.56

3.48

.60

6.26

.02

.013

Writing Ability Level

3.02

.57

3.04

.69

0.03

-

.869

Grammar Ability Level

3.27

.58

3.41

.73

2.52

-

.113

Study Experience in English Countries
Few studies have explored the relationships between language learning strategies
and the length of time spent in English-speaking countries. In a study investigating
bilingual school-aged children in Australia, aged nine to twelve years, Purdie and Oliver
(1999) found that bilingual students who had been in Australia for 4 or more years used
cognitive strategies and remembering strategies more effectively than did students who
had been there for 3 years or less. In the current study, although a significant difference in
overall learning strategy use could not be found, the results indicated that pre-service
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teachers with experience studying in an English country had some advantages in using
individual strategies, such as making English summaries, writing English letters or
reports, reading English without looking up every new word, and learning the cultures of
English countries. For overall strategy use, perhaps as Purdie and Oliver (1999) indicated,
a stay of longer than four years in an English country may be the critical period to use
language strategies differently.

Teaching Experience
Other studies did not explore this issue. In the current study, although teaching
experience did not have significant influence on overall strategy use, the results indicated
there were significant differences for some individual strategies. Pre-service teachers
with teaching experience more frequently read English and used new English words or
rhymes to remember new words than those without experience. In addition, they were
more willing to share their feeling about learning English with others. In short, teaching
experience was not a significant factor for overall strategy use, but it may be a significant
factor for the above individual strategies.

Language Performance
Many studies (e.g., Oxford and Nyikos, 1989) indicated language performance, such
as self-rated language performance and TOFEL score, was highly related to the use of
language strategies. So did the study. The results indicated the five self-rated language
performances were positively related to six group learning strategies (For detail, see
Chapter Four). Among the relationships between self-rated language performances and
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group strategies, meta-cognitive and cognitive strategies were more related to self-rated
listening, reading, writing, and grammar performances than other strategies. Social
strategies were more related to self-rated speaking performance than other strategies.
Affective strategies were least related to five language performances. In brief, in the
current study, pre-service teachers’ language performance was more related to metacognitive and cognitive strategies than others. However, speaking performance was more
related to social strategies.

Familiarity to EFL Teaching Methodologies
Other studies did not explore this issue. In this study, the results indicated that the
familiarity to EFL teaching methodologies was a significant factor that influenced preservice teachers’ strategy use. Pre-service teachers reporting high familiarity with EFL
teaching methodologies used language strategies more frequently than those reporting
low familiarity. Among six group strategies, the familiarity to EFL teaching
methodologies influenced the use of memory strategies most and social strategies least
(See Table 4.2.24 for further information).

In sum, for Research Question One, the above discussion shows that pre-service
teachers used language strategies more frequently than other Taiwanese college students.
However, compared to their ESL counterparts, it showed that pre-service teachers needed
an English environment to extend their social strategies in order to enhance their listening
and speaking performance. Concerning factors influencing language strategy use, the
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results in the current study indicated that the factors of children, familiarity to EFL
methodologies, and self-rated English performance were positive significant factors to
predict pre-service teachers’ strategy uses. Although some studies indicated that gender
and major were significant factors, in the current study, they were not significant because
the groups (e.g., male and female) had equivalent English ability. While other factors
(e.g., teaching experience) showed significant influences on some individual strategies,
they did not significantly affect pre-service teachers’ overall strategy and group strategy
use.

5.1.2 Pre-service Teachers’ Teaching Beliefs
In the following, pre-service teachers’ beliefs about teaching in the study are
summarized first. Then, these teaching beliefs are compared to The Nine-Year Coherent
General Curriculum Guidelines for Compulsory Education, which was issued by the
Ministry of Education (MOE, 2005). The comparison is needed because all educational
authorities and teachers need to follow the Guidelines to educate their students. In other
words, comparing teachers’ teaching beliefs to the Guidelines would help teacher
educators or researchers to see whether or not these pre-service teachers’ teaching beliefs
matched the goals of the MOE’s EFL education. Finally, factors that influenced preservice teachers’ teaching beliefs are discussed.
This study indicated pre-service teachers preferred Communicative Language
Teaching (CLT) to the Audiolingual Method. The goal of increasing students’
communicative competence was their prior teaching belief among 28 questionnaire
statement items. However, when these pre-service teachers tried to help their students
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increase their communicative competence, it was found these pre-service teachers would
adopt language theories and curriculum design from both CLT and the Audiolingual
Method. For example, over 90% pre-service teachers in the current study agreed that
drills and overlearning, which were the Audiolingual theories, were imperative for
students to learn English. In addition to language learning theories and curriculum design,
some pre-service teachers further expressed their concerns about the English
teaching/learning environment, their professional development, and family/school
involvement. In short, these pre-service teachers would mix methodologies to fit their
teaching even though they preferred one methodology. Furthermore, some of them also
considered other issues, such as family involvement and professional development, to
help their teaching.
When the he results of the study were compared to the English education of The
Nine-Year Coherent General Curriculum Guidelines for Compulsory Education, issued
by the MOE (2005), it was found that the teaching beliefs of pre-service teachers
matched the goals of curriculum in the Guidelines: (1) to increase the basic English
communicative competence of elementary students, (2) to increase their interest in
English learning and teach them learning strategies, and (3) to have students understand
the mother and foreign cultures/customs. In the study, over 95% of pre-service teachers
agreed that the goal of English teaching is to help learners to increase their
communicative competence (including verbal and nonverbal), 204 out of 304 pre-service
teachers reported that teachers should motivate students to learn English. Also 54 preservice teachers stressed the importance of learning cultures (See Chapter 4).
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Concerning teaching methods, the Guidelines stressed the importance of listening
and speaking and viewed reading and writing as auxiliary in the elementary level. In this
study, 47% of pre-service teachers expressed that they would teach language skills in the
order of listening first, speaking second, reading next, and finally writing. Meanwhile,
55% of pre-service teachers agreed that at least two language skills should be taught from
the beginning of the class. In other words, pre-service teachers had divergent opinions
toward the order of teaching language skills. In addition, the Guidelines stated that the
school authorities and English teachers needed to create a rich English environment to
have students encounter English naturally and help them learn interesting, practical,
daily-life English through situational activities, interactive practices, and multiple
teaching tools. In the open-ended question of the questionnaire (see Table 4.2.3), of the
314 respondents, 106 pre-service teachers expressed that they would use activities (e.g.,
role plays, singing songs, playing games, etc) to teach English actively. 69 said that they
would teach practical English that matches daily life. 54 stressed the importance of
creating an English environment for students. Of the respondents, 52 pre-service teachers
stated they would use multiple or authentic materials (e.g., newspaper, comics, etc.) in
their English teaching in addition to textbooks. In short, the results of the study showed
that these pre-service teachers’ teaching beliefs aligned with the English education
guidelines of MOE.
In sum, the pre-service teachers in the study showed that communicative
competence was their teaching goal. However, when they designed their curriculum, they
would mix both Communicative Language Teaching and the Audiolingual Method. In
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addition to teaching, they also thought of other issues related to their teaching, such as
family involvement and their professional development, to enhance their teaching.
Concerning the factors that influence their teaching beliefs, the results showed that,
unlike factors that influence language learning strategies, very few factors could predict
their teaching beliefs. Among these factors, major, study experience in English countries,
and familiarity to EFL teaching methodologies could not predict any teaching belief
items in the questionnaire. For others, only the factor of writing could predict the
Audiolingual Method (B=.152, R2=.023, adjusted R2 =.020, F (1, 291) = 6.88, p <.01) and
the factor of children could predict Communicative Language Teaching (B=-0.124,
R2=.020, adjusted R2 =.016, F (1, 291) = 5.83, p <.05). However, these factors could only
account for 1% to 2% of the variance of each dependent variable. Therefore, they may
not have practical significance. In other words, these pre-service teachers, no matter what
background they had, would have very similar teaching beliefs toward their further
teaching.

5.1.3 The Relationships Between Learning Strategies and Teaching Beliefs
Several qualitative studies (Bailey et al., 1996; Moran, 1996; Numrich, 1996;
Sugiyama, 2003; Wang, 2002) have shown that pre-service teachers’ learning experience
would affect their teaching. The current quantitative study of 293 participants was
conducted to examine the relationship between pre-service teachers’ language learning
strategies and their teaching beliefs. Using Pearson’s correlation, it was found there were
statistically significant correlations between language learning strategies and their
teaching beliefs. Nevertheless, the correlations were small (r<.3). It may be explained that
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the use of language learning strategies may be one of factors that influences teaching
beliefs although the influences were small.
In addition, when multiple regression and partial correlation were applied, only
social strategies significantly predicted the curriculum design of Communicative
Language Teaching though the relationship was quite small (r=.286). In other words, preservice teachers who used social strategies frequently would like to help their students to
communicate with their peers in English, based on their interest and learning need.
In sum, although the current study showed a statistical relationship between learning
practices and teachers’ beliefs, the relationship may not be large.

5.1.4 Conclusion for the Discussion
In conclusion, it was found, in Taiwan, that pre-service teachers used language
learning strategies more frequently than college students. In addition, their use of
language learning strategies was similar to other EFL language learners, but somewhat
different from ESL learners. One of the assumptions was that the ESL learners had an
English environment to use more social strategies than did EFL learners who lacked an
English environment. For factors that may influence the strategy use, self-rated language
performance, as other studies indicated, was an important factor to predict the strategy
use. In addition, two factors that were not explored before in other studies, familiarity to
EFL teaching methodologies and living with children, were found as significant factors to
predict the strategy use.
Regarding teaching beliefs, on the one hand, the pre-service teachers in the current
study preferred Communicative Language Teaching to the Audiolingual Method. On the
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other hand, while pursuing the goal of Communicative Language Teaching, they would
adopt some theories and principles from Communicative Language Teaching and some
from the Audiolingual Method. As for factors affecting teaching beliefs, very few results
showed significant differences among different groups of pre-service teachers.
The results showed positive relationships existed between learning strategies and
teaching beliefs. In other words, like the results of other research, this study showed that
learning practice would influence the teaching beliefs of teachers. However, the study
further indicated that the influence may not be large.
In sum, this discussion distinguished the similarities and differences of the results
between the study and others. Furthermore, it discussed several variables that were not
explored before in other studies.

5.2 Limitations of the Study
In this study, the limitations can be classified as follows:
1. Sampling limitation: The participants in this study were non-English native
speaking EFL pre-service teachers in Taiwan’s post-baccalaureate EFL teacher
programs. Therefore, people who are in different teacher education programs or
are native-English-speaking pre-service teachers may show different outcomes.
2. Methodology limitation: This study consisted of a survey through a
questionnaire. Although the reliabilities of the two measures (SILL and BETM)
were satisfied (a=.93 and =.80 respectively), the cases in some groups or levels
(e.g., 17 cases with a master’s degree) were too small to reach robust tests
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(Manly, 2005). In addition, qualitative research may be needed for further
clarification.
3. Content limitation: The teaching methodologies in this study only included the
Audiolingual Method and Communicative Language Teaching. Other
methodologies (e.g., the Grammar-Translation Method (Larsen-Freeman, 2000;
Richards & Rodgers, 2001), Total Physical Response (Larsen-Freeman, 2000;
Richards & Rodgers, 2001)) should be included in further studies. In addition,
teaching beliefs that are not related to teaching methodologies were not explored
in the study.
4. Practical limitation: In the study, only the use of language learning strategies
and teaching beliefs were investigated. How pre-service teachers practice
language strategies or execute their teaching beliefs in actual life was not
observed or studied.

5.3 Implications
The following implications were proposed from the perspectives of teacher
education and future research.

5.3.1 Teacher Education
Three suggestions were provided for teacher education in this study.
First, it may be necessary to create an oral English environment for pre-service
teachers to continuously upgrade their English performance. Concerning current EFL
education, increasing students’ communicative competence, the goal of the
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Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), is pursued by most EFL pre-service teachers
and is the main EFL education goal of the MOE. While the goal of CLT was pursued,
language proficiency of EFL teachers, especially listening and speaking, was considered
an important factor to decide the success of implementing CLT (Li, 1998; Celce-Mercia,
2000). However, studies (Buyukyavuz, 1999; Su, 2002) stressed that non-native English
speaking EFL teachers expressed their needs of improving their English. This was also
informally verified during the time I conducted the research. Some pre-service teachers
asked me questions related to improving English. Yang’s research (1992) and this study
indicated EFL learners used social strategies less frequently than their ESL counterparts
because EFL learners did not have an appropriate English environment to converse with
others in English as ESL learners did. In addition, this study also showed that social
strategies were moderately related to listening and speaking performances. Similar results
also were stated by Oxford and Nyikos (1989), who pointed out that self-rated speaking
and listening performances influenced the use of conversational input elicitation
strategies.
In brief, a one-way direction is clear: English environment may influence the
language learning strategy use of pre-service teachers. Pre-service teachers’ learning
strategy use is positively related to their English performance. Their English performance
may affect the success of English teaching under the approach of CLT. In other words,
creating an English environment, especially an oral English environment, for these preservice teachers to practice their English continuously might be necessary to achieve the
goal of increasing students’ communicative competence.
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Secondly, EFL teachers from diverse backgrounds may promote the quality of EFL
teaching. Currently, the pre-service EFL teachers in Taiwan seem to be homogeneous.
The information of this study indicated that most pre-service teachers in EFL teacher
education programs were single females, at or under the age of 30, with an English
related bachelor’s degree (See Chapter 4). One possible explanation for the phenomenon
could be that, in current Taiwan’s education regulations, an English-related major, which
is favored by Taiwanese females, is one of the requirements to enter the EFL teacher
education programs. However, as discussed earlier, the factor of gender and major were
not related to pre-service teachers’ language performance or teaching beliefs. On the
other hand, the results of the study showed that the factors of children, English
performance, and experience studying in an English country might be more related to the
theories and curriculum design of CLT that go well with the EFL education goals of the
MOE.
In short, EFL teachers from diverse backgrounds may more fit the needs of EFL
education in Taiwan. While there is a big need for EFL teachers, it seems that education
authorities may need to take some regulations into reconsideration and welcome more
people from diverse backgrounds to be an EFL teacher.
Thirdly, a diverse curriculum for EFL teacher education programs may more fit the
professional development of EFL pre-service teachers. When the curricula of different
EFL teacher education programs were examined by the researcher on the Internet, it was
found that these curricula were very similar or standard. Most curricula provided two
groups of courses: (1) foundation courses, which are required for being an elementary
teacher (e.g., mathematics, educational psychology, etc.), and (2) TEFL courses (e.g.,
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English language assessment, children English literature, etc.). However, the information
of the study also indicated that, in addition to the needs of TEFL courses, these preservice teachers might have other considerations, such as family involvement and
professional development, for their future teaching. In other words, they may need
courses other than TEFL courses and foundation courses. Therefore, a more diverse
curriculum that is designed based on pre-service teachers’ needs might increase the
quality of EFL teacher education.

5.3.2 Future Research
The following research may be necessary to be explored based on the results and
limitations of the study.
First, the replication of the study may be necessary to verify the current findings.
Especially, research in different populations (e.g., ESL pre-service teachers, EFL fulltime teachers) may facilitate our understanding toward all language teachers’ language
learning strategies and teaching beliefs. However, if the study is replicated, more
teaching beliefs regarding methodologies (e.g., the Grammar-Translation Method) should
be added to have a broader picture of language teachers’ beliefs toward EFL teaching
methodologies.
Secondly, in addition to beliefs toward EFL teaching methodologies, other language
teachers’ beliefs related to teaching, such as family involvement, need further to be
explored. In the current study, some pre-service teachers mentioned the importance of
family involvement. However, few related studies in Taiwan were explored. Other issues,
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such as EFL teacher professional development and EFL teacher quality, need to be
explored.
In sum, this study suggested that an oral English environment for pre-service
teachers, diverse English teachers, and diverse curricula might enhance the quality of
EFL education. Furthermore, replicating the study in different groups of language
teachers and exploring other issues related to teaching were recommended for further
studies.

5.4 Summary of Chapter 5
This chapter first discussed the results of language learning strategies and teaching
beliefs in the study by comparing other research. The chapter showed some results of the
current study were similar to some studies and different than others. Also, the results
showed different groups of pre-service teachers in the current study had very similar
teaching beliefs. Also, like other research demonstrated, the study displayed the positive
relationship between learning practice and teaching beliefs. Next, this chapter discussed
the study limitations of statistical, sampling, content, and practical factors. Finally,
providing an English environment for non-native English speaking teachers, recruiting
diverse EFL teachers, designing diverse curricula based on the needs of pre-service
teachers, and investigating different groups of pre-service teachers and other issues
relating to teaching were recommended.
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Section 1
The following information that you provide is for research use only. Your personal
information will not reveal to anyone. Please fill in the blanks or check appropriate
answers.
(1)

Your age: ________ years old.

(2)

Your gender:

(3)

Do you have child(ren) who live with you?

(4)

Your highest education level:

(5)

For your highest education level, your major: _____________

(6)

Your study experiences in English-speaking countries (accumulated):

1. Male

1. Never

2. Female

1. Undergraduate

2. Master

3.Doctor

4. Over three years.

Your highest TOFEL scores:
points or Computer-based:

Paper-based:
(8)

2. No

3. Over one year but less than (including) three years.

2. Less than (including) one year.
(7)

1. Yes

points

Check the one main type of your experiences of teaching children (elementary
level) English:
1. No experiences of teaching children English

2.Tutor

3. English teacher in a private institution (e.g., cram school)
4. Substitute teacher
.

6. Other:
(9)

5. Assistant of a native-English speaking teacher

Your confidence of English ability (self-evaluation)
Very Low Ability Low Moderate Ability High Very High Ability

Listening

1

2

3

4

5

Reading

1

2

3

4

5

Grammar

1

2

3

4

5

Writing

1

2

3

4

5

Speaking

1

2

3

4

5

(10)

Your familiarity to EFL teaching methodologies
Very Unfamiliar Unfamiliar Moderately Familiar Familiar

1

2

3

4

5

Very Familiar
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Section 2
You will find statements about learning English below. Please read each
statement. Please write your response (1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) that tells HOW TRUE OF YOU
THE STATEMENT IS.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Never or almost never true of me.
Usually not true of me.
Sometimes true of me
Usually true of me
Always or always true of me

NEVER OR ALMOST NEVER TRUE OF ME means that the statement is very rarely true of you.
USUALLY NOT TRUE OF ME means that the statement is true less than half the time.
SOMETIMES TRUE OF ME means that the statement is true of you about half the time.
USUSALLY TRUE OF ME means that the statement is true more than half the time.
ALWAYS OR ALWAYS TRUE OF ME means that the statement is true of you almost always.

Answer in terms of how well the statement describes you. Do not answer how you
think you should be, or what other people do. There are no right or wrong answers to
these statements. Please write your answer directly on the questionnaire. Work as quickly
as you can without being careless. If you have questions, let the researcher know
immediately. Thank you.
Sample Example:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

1.

Never or almost never true of me.
Usually not true of me.
Sometimes true of me
Usually true of me
Always or always true of me

. I actively seek out opportunities to talk with native speakers of English.
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Now please write your answers directly on the questionnaire.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Never or almost never true of me.
Usually not true of me.
Sometimes true of me
Usually true of me
Always or always true of me

1. ______ I think of relationship between what I already know and new things I learn in
English.
2. ______ I use new English words in a sentence so I can remember them.
3. ______ I connect the sound of a new English word and an image or picture of the
word to help me remember the word.
4. ______ I remember a new English word by making a mental picture of a situation in
which the word might be used.
5. ______ I use rhymes to remember new English words.
6. ______ I use flashcards to remember new English words.
7. ______ I physically act out new English words.
8. ______ I review English lessons often.
9. ______ I remember new English words or phrases by remembering their location on
the page, on the board, or on a street sign.
10. ______ I say or write new English words several times.
11. ______ I try to talk like native English speakers.
12. ______ I practice the sounds of English.
13. ______ I use the English words I know in different ways.
14. ______ I start conversation in English.
15. ______ I watch English language TV shows spoken in English or go to movies spoken in
English.

16. ______ I read for pleasure in English.
17. ______ I write notes, messages, letters, or reports in English.
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For ease of references, the responses appear below.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Never or almost never true of me.
Usually not true of me.
Sometimes true of me
Usually true of me
Always or always true of me

18. ______ I first skim an English passage (read over the passage quickly) then go back
and read carefully.
19. ______ I look for words in my own language that are similar to new words in English.
20. ______ I try to find patterns in English.
21. ______ I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it into parts that I
understand.
22. ______ I try not to translate word-for-word.
23. ______ I make summaries of information that I hear or read in English.
24. ______ To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses.
25. ______ When I can’t think of a word during a conversation in English, I use gestures.
26. ______ I make up new words if I don not know the right ones in English.
27. ______ I read English without looking up every new word.
28. ______ I try to guess what the other person will say next in English.
29. ______ If I can’t think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that means the
same thing.
30. ______ I try to find as many ways as I can to use my English.
31. ______ I notice my English mistakes and use that information to help me do better.
32. ______ I pay attention when someone is speaking English.
33. ______ I try to find out how to be a better learner of English.
34. ______ I plan my schedules so I will have enough time to study English.
35. ______ I look for people I can talk to in English.
36. ______ I look for opportunities to read as much as possible in English.
37. ______ I have clear goals for improving my English skills.
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For ease of references, the responses appear below.
1. Never or almost never true of me.
2. Usually not true of me.
3. Sometimes true of me
4. Usually true of me
5. Always or always true of me
38. ______ I think about my progress in learning English.
39. ______ I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using English.
40. ______ I encourage myself to speak English even when I am afraid of making a
mistake.
41. ______ I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in English.
42. ______ I notice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying or using English.
43. ______ I write down my feelings in a language learning diary.
44. ______ I talk to someone else about how I feel when I am learning English.
45. ______ If I do not understand something in English, I ask the other person to slow
down or say it again.
46. ______ I ask English speakers to correct me when I talk.
47. ______ I practice English with other person(s).
48. ______ I ask for help from English speakers.
49. ______ I ask questions in English.
50. ______ I try to learn about the culture of English speakers.

(Thank you. Please continue onto next section.)
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Section 3

You will find statements about beliefs toward teaching English on the following page.
Please read each statement. Please write your response (1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) that tells HOW
YOUR BELIEF ABOUT EACH STATEMENT IS.

6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Uncertain
Agree
Strongly Agree

Answer in terms of how well the statement describes your belief. There are no right or
wrong beliefs to these statements. Please write your response directly on the
questionnaire. Work as quickly as you can without being careless. If you have questions,
let the researcher know immediately. Thank you.

Sample Example:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Uncertain
Agree
Strongly Agree

1. ______ I think learning a language is like forming a habit.
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Now please write your responses directly on the questionnaire.
1.
Strongly Disagree
2.
Disagree
3.
Uncertain
4.
Agree
5.
Strongly Agree

01. ______Language is speech because we learn to listen and speak first and many
languages do not have written systems.
02. ______A language is what its native-speakers say, not what a person thinks he ought
to say.
03. ______ Language learning is like a process of habit formation, just like learning how
to drive a car.
04. ______Through a set of appropriate language stimulus-response practices,
language can be mastered.
05. ______Language can be learned better through analogy than analysis.
06. ______Language is a series of structured systems (e.g., a word is composed of
syllables, a phrase is composed of words, and a sentence is composed of
phrases).
07. ______The primary function of language is to allow interaction and communication.
08. ______Language is used for expressing meaning.
09. ______Language is composed of grammatical (e.g., Subject+ Verb) and functional
features (e.g., express personal feelings).
10.______Learners acquire English through interacting with others,
not through practicing language skills.
11. ______Language learning is promoted through meaningful and authentic interaction.
12. ______Language learning is a process of creative construction involving trial and
error.
13.______The goal of teaching English is to help learners to speak English like English
native speakers.
14.______Language skills should be taught in the order of following: listening first,
speaking second, reading next, and finally writing.
15.______The English teacher should “immediately” correct the learners’ grammar and
pronunciation errors.
16.______Learners should overlearn English in order to master it.
17.______Learner’s native language will affect their English learning. Therefore, native
language is not allowed in the classroom.
18.______The English teacher should give students directions and control their pace of
learning.
19. ______In order to master English, drilling should be a must-do activity in the
classroom.
20. ______The goal of English teaching is to help learner to increase their
communicative competence (including verbal and nonverbal).
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For ease of references, the responses appear below.
1. Strongly Disagree
2. Disagree
3. Uncertain
4. Agree
5. Strongly Agree
21.______Among four language skills (listening, speaking, reading, and writing), at least
two language skills should be taught “simultaneously” from the beginning of
the class.
22.______The teacher can design classroom activities with learners based on the interests
and needs of learners.
23. ______The English teacher should need to analyze learners’ needs, facilitate learners
to communicate with each other, and provide assistance during the process of
communication.
24. ______Materials should be authentic and tasks should reflect real-life situations and
demands.
25.______Learner’s native language should be permitted if they need it in the classroom.
26.______Activities should be designed for the authentic communication.
27. The English teacher should teach English like the following procedures:
a. The teacher has learners first hear a model dialogue without reading their book.
b. The teacher adapts the dialogue to the learner’s interest or situation, through
changing some key words or phrases.
c. The teacher chooses key structures from the dialogue and has learners perform
pattern drills.
d. The teacher has learners open the textbook and do some reading, writing, or
vocabulary activities based on the dialogue.
To what extent do you agree with the above procedures?
Strongly Disagree Disagree
Uncertain
Agree Strongly Agree
1
2
3
4
5
28. The English teacher should teach English like the following procedures:
a.
The teacher assigns a role-play task to the students and divides students into
groups.
b.
The teacher manages students in each group to share ideas or opinions (that is,
negotiate the task) to each other in English.
c.
The teacher has learners to perform a role play.
d.
The teacher has students listen to recordings or watch TV to see how native
speakers perform the same role-play task. Have students discuss particular
English functions (e.g., express personal feelings) and meanings.
To what extent do you agree with the above procedures?
Strongly Disagree Disagree
Uncertain
Agree Strongly Agree
1
2
3
4
5
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The last item is an open-ended question. Please read it and respond to the question.
28. As a teacher, please describe your beliefs regarding how you should help children
acquire or learn English.

THE END. THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION.
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APPENDIX B
Chinese Questionnaire
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親愛的未來的英語老師:
首先，萬分感謝您的幫忙填寫這份問卷。這份問卷的相關內容如下:
1. 研究目的: 本研究計畫主要在於探討台灣地區英語教學職前教師的英語學習
策略和對英語教學法的信念，以及職前教師的英語學習策略與其對英語教學法
信念的關聯性。
2. 步驟: 參與者填寫一份含有八十九項題目的問卷。
3. 風險和不自在感: 因為本問卷內容只是調查職前教師的英語學習策略和對英語
教學法的信念，所以參與本研究計畫案並無任何風險。
4. 益處: 參與本研究計畫知道更多有關職前教師的英語學習策略和對英語教學法
的信念。
5. 作答時間: 完成本問卷的時間不會超過一個小時。
6. 機密問題: 因為無法從本問卷調查得知參與者的個人身分，所以沒有個人資料
外洩的問題。參與者的問卷資料將會由本研究計畫研究員保管在其美國住處的保管
箱中。所有問卷資料會在本研究完成後銷毀 。 賓州州立大學的研究權益維護處和
社會科學校內審議會也許會檢視本研究計畫的相關資料。本研究計畫如有後續出版
或發表，決不會洩漏足以辨認參與者個人身分的相關資料。
7. 發問權利: 參與者可以問有關本研究計畫的相關問題。請將問題傳送到本計畫
案研究員陳志盛在賓州州立大學的電子信箱cuc161@psu.edu。 如參與者對參與本
研究計畫的權益有任何疑問，可逕與賓州州立大學的研究權益維護處連絡。其電
話是 001-814- 865-1775；電子信箱為ORProtections@psu.edu。
8. 自願參與: 本研究計畫為自願性參與。參與者必須年滿十八歲。參與者可以隨
時停止回答問卷。除此之外，參與者不必回答任何他不想回答的問題。

您可以保留這封信件。如果您有任何關於本計畫的問題，歡迎透過電話 001814-231-0469 或電子信箱 cuc161@psu.edu 與本人聯絡。在此，再度感謝您的幫忙和
協助。
敬祝
教安
賓州州立大學課程與教學研究所博士候選人

陳志盛 敬上

189

第一部分
您所提供的以下資訊僅提供本次研究使用。個人的資訊將不會顯示給其他人。 請
填寫以下空白處或者勾選(v)符合您情況的答案。
歲。
(1) 您的年齡:
1. 男性
2. 女性
(2) 您的性別:
(3) 您有自己的小孩目前和您住在一起嗎?
(4) 您最高的學歷(已完成的):
1. 大學

1. 有
2. 碩士

2. 沒有
3. 博士

(5) 您最高學歷的科系(主修)是:
(6) 您在英語系國家讀書的經驗 (以下時間採累計方式):
1. 從來沒有
2. 少於(包含)一年
3. 超過一年但是少於(包含)三年.
4.超過三年
(7) 您最高的托福成績:
紙筆測驗:
或者 電腦測驗:
.
(8) 請勾選以下一項您主要教國小學生英文的教學經驗(單選):
1. 沒有教過國小學生英文
2.家教
3. 私立機構的英文老師 (例如: 補習班)
4. 學校代課老師
5.外籍老師(英語為母語人士) 的助理 6. 其他:
(9) 您對本身英文程度的自我評量
非常低
低
中等能力
聽力
1
2
3
閱讀
1
2
3
文法
1
2
3
寫作
1
2
3
口語
1
2
3
(10) 您對英語教學法的熟悉度
非常不熟悉 不熟悉
普通
1
2
3

熟悉
4

高
4
4
4
4
4

非常高
5
5
5
5
5

非常熟悉
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第二部分
以下的問卷項目是有關您的英文學習方式。請閱讀每一項敘述，然後寫下您認為
該敘述符合您實際狀況的程度 (1, 2, 3, 4, 或 5)。

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

對我來說完全不是或幾乎完全不是真的
對我來說多數不是真的
對我來說有些是真的
對我來說多數是真的
對我來說完全或大多數是真的

『對我來說完全不是或幾乎完全不是真的』表示該項敘述幾乎不符合你實際狀況
『對我來說多數不是真的』表示該項敘述過半不符合你實際狀況
『對我來說有些是真的』表示該項敘述一半符合你實際狀況
『對我來說多數是真的』表示該項敘述過半符合你實際狀況
『對我來說完全或大多數是真的』表示該項敘述幾乎完全符合你實際狀況
請從該項敘述『符合你實際狀況的程度』的角度來回答。請不要從『你認為你應
該要做到』或者是『別人會怎麼做』的角度來回答該敘述。這些敘述沒有所謂對
或錯的回答。請直接將你的回答寫在你的問卷上。請在小心的前提下迅速作答。
如果你有任何疑問，請舉手發問立即讓本研究員知道。謝謝。
例子:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

對我來說完全不是或幾乎完全不是真的
對我來說多數不是真的
對我來說有些是真的
對我來說多數是真的
對我來說完全或大多數是真的

_____ 1. 我積極主動找機會和英語母語人士交談。
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現在請直接將你的回答寫在問卷上。
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
_______1.
_______2.
_______3.
_______4.
_______5.
_______6.
_______7.
_______8.
_______9.
_______10.
_______11.
_______12.
_______13.
_______14.
_______15.
_______16.
_______17.
_______18.
_______19.
_______20.
_______21.
_______22.
_______23.
_______24.
_______25.

對我來說完全不是或幾乎完全不是真的
對我來說多數不是真的
對我來說有些是真的
對我來說多數是真的
對我來說完全或大多數是真的

我學英文時會把新學的東西和我已經知道的聯結在一起。
我會用新的英文單字造句以方便記住這單字。
我會把一個新的單字的發音，和這個新單字的形象或圖形聯想在一
起，來幫我記住這單字(比如，嘴念 apple，心中想蘋果的樣子)。
我會藉由在心裡描繪出使用一個新單字的情境，來記這單字。
我會用押韻(比如，old, cold, hold)來記新的英文單字。
我用單字卡來記新的英文單字。
我會做動作來記新的英文單字。
我經常複習英文。
我藉由新的英文單字(片語)出現的位置(比如，在書本上、黑板上，或
者是路標上出現的位置)來記憶這些單字或片語。
我會反覆練習講或寫下新的英文單字。
我會試著把英文講的像以英語為母語的人士(比如，美國人、英國人)
一樣。
我會練習英語發音。
我會以不同的方式或方法去使用我知道的英文單字。
學英文時，我會先用英語和人交談。
我看英語發音的電視節目或電影，或者收聽英文廣播節目。
我把讀英文書報雜誌等當作休閒。
我用英文寫筆記、留言、書信、或報告。
我會先用略讀方式(很快的讀過一遍)讀一篇英文文章，然後再回頭仔
細讀 一遍。
我會找出和新的英文單字意思相似的中文單字。
我試著找出英文的句型(比如，完成式的句型是: 主詞+have+過去分
詞)。
我把一個新的英文單字拆成幾個我了解的部分，然後找出這個單字的
意義(比如，把 classmate(同學)拆成 class-(班級)和 mate (同伴)) 。
我試著『不要』逐字翻譯。
我把我聽到或讀到的英文作成摘要或筆記。
我會去猜我不熟悉的英文單字的意思。
當我和別人用英文交談時，我會用肢體動作來表達我想不出來的單字
的意思。
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請直接將你的回答寫在問卷上。回應提示如下。
1. 對我來說完全不是或幾乎完全不是真的
2. 對我來說多數不是真的
3. 對我來說有些是真的
4. 對我來說多數是真的
5. 對我來說完全或大多數是真的

_______26.
_______27.
_______28.
_______29.
_______30.
_______31.
_______32.
_______33.
_______34.
_______35.
_______36.
_______37.
_______38.
_______39.
_______40.
_______41.
_______42.
_______43.
_______44.
_______45.
_______46.
_______47.
_______48.
_______49.
_______50.

如果我不知道正確的英文單字時，我會自創新字。
我讀英文時『不會』每一個新的單字都去查字典。
當和別人用英文交談時，我會去猜對方接下來要說什麼英文。
如果我想不出某一個英文單字時，我會用有相同意思的其他字彙或詞
語來替代。
我試著用各種不同的方式(法)來運用我所知道的英文。
我會注意我犯的英文錯誤，並藉此來改進我的英文。
當有人講英語時我會仔細注意聽。
我會試著找出好的英文學習方法。
我會規劃時間表，安排足夠的時間去研讀英文。
我會去尋找我可以用英文溝通的對象。
我會找各種不同機會去廣泛地閱讀英文。
我有很清楚的目標去改善我的英文。
我會留意我自己學習英文的進展。
當我害怕使用英文時，我會試著去自我放鬆。
即使我害怕會犯錯，我還是會鼓勵自己去講英文。
當我英文表現良好時，我會自我獎賞。
當我研讀或使用英文時，我會注意我是否會緊張。
我會用英文學習日誌記下我的學後感。
我會對別人說出我學英文的感受。
在和別人用英語對話時，如果我聽不懂對方的話，我會請求對方講慢
一點或再說一遍。
當我講英語時，我會請求別人糾正我的錯誤。
我會找人來練習英文。
我會向講或懂英語的人士求助。
我會用英語向人問問題。
我試著學習英語系國家人士(比如，美國人、英國人)的文化。

(請繼續往下一部分作答。謝謝！)
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第三部分
下一頁的問卷項目是有關您的英語教學信念。請閱讀每一項敘述，然後寫下您認
為該敘述符合您英語教學信念的程度 (1, 2, 3, 4, 或 5)。

1. 非常不同意
2. 不同意
3. 不確定
4. 同意
5. 非常同意

請從該項敘述『符合您英語教學信念』的角度來回答。這些敘述沒有所謂對或錯
的回答。請直接將您的回答寫在您的問卷上。請在小心的前提下迅速作答。如果
您有任何疑問，請立即舉手發問讓本研究員知道。謝謝。

例子:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

非常不同意
不同意
不確定
同意
非常同意

______ 1. 我認為學語言就像養成一種習慣一樣。

194
現在請直接將您的回答寫在問卷上。
1.
非常不同意
2.
不同意
3.
不確定
4.
同意
5.
非常同意
語言指的是口語。因為我們先學會聽和說，而且許多語言沒有文字系
統。
_______2.
語言是指講那語言的人所說的話(比如說，英語是英語人士所講的
話)，而不是我們個人認為應該怎麼說(英語)。
_______3.
語言的學習是一種習慣的養成，就像學開車一樣。
_______4.
透過一連串的語言刺激反應練習，我們就可以精通語言。
_______5.
用歸類語言(歸納法)的方式比用分析語言(演繹法)的方式更容易學好
語言。
註﹕『歸納法』是為了研究某一目標，先收集資料，經過觀察，做出合理的解釋，然後將資料系
_______1.

統化，形成理論。比如說，從書本中的許多英文句子歸納出過去式的句型。
『演繹法』是由已知的的原理，然後找出各種資料，來證明該原理是正確的。比如說，先知
道未來式的句型『主詞+will』，然後找書本中的英文句子來驗證未來式的句型『主詞
+will』是對的。

_______6.
_______7.
_______8.
_______9.
_______10.
_______11.
_______12.
_______13.
_______14.
_______15.
_______16.
_______17.
_______18.
_______19.

語言是多層結構所組成(比如說，音節構成單字，單字構成片語，片
語構成句子)。
語言主要的功能，是要讓人們能夠互相溝通和互動。
語言主要是用來表達自己的想法和意思。
語言包含文法層面(比如，主詞+動詞)和功能層面(比如，表達情緒) 。
學習者應該要透過和別人互動學習語言，而不是透過練習語言技巧
(比如，練習聽、說、讀、寫)來學習語言。
學語言時，透過和別人真正的互動，語言學習可以獲得進步。
語言學習是包含嘗試和犯錯的一種創造性的建構過程。
英語教學的目標是要幫助學習者，達到像英語系國家人士(比如，美
國人、英國人)一樣的程度。
教英語應該要按照下面的程序進行:先教聽力，再教口語，再教閱
讀，最後才教寫作。
英語老師應該要立即糾正學生文法和發音上的錯誤。
英語學習者應該要不斷練習英文才會精通英文。
學生的母語(比如說，中文)會影響學生學英語。所以，課堂上不應該
使用母語。
英語老師在教學時應該要給學生學習的目標和方向，並且安排掌握她
們的學習進度。
為了要幫學生精通英文，在課堂上一定要讓學生作練習。
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請直接將您的回答寫在問卷上。回應提示如下。
1.
非常不同意
2.
不同意
3.
不確定
4.
同意
5.
非常同意
_______20. 英語教學的目標是要幫學習者增加她們聽、說、讀、寫的溝通能力，
也要增加她們其他的溝通能力(比如，運用肢體動作、表達技巧來促
進溝通)。
_______21. 聽、說、讀、寫四種語言技巧可以從基礎課程就開始同時教授。
_______22. 英語老師可以根據學生的興趣和需要和她們一起設計課程。
_______23. 英語老師應該要分析學生的需要，幫助學生和其他人用英語互動、溝
通，並在溝通的過程提供協助。
_______24. 教材和課堂活動應該要反應出真實生活的情況和需要(比如，用真正
的英文菜單教學)。
_______ 25. 如果學習者有需要母語(比如，中文)的協助時，母語應該可以用在課
堂上。
_______ 26. 課堂活動設計應該要讓學生以能夠互動溝通為主。
27. 英文老師應該要依照以下的步驟教學：
ㄅ.老師讓學生先聽一段對話(不能看書)；
ㄆ.老師依據學生的興趣和情況變換一些關鍵單字或詞彙(比如，把 “I am a
student.”改成 “I am a boy.”)；
ㄇ.老師從對話中找出主要的英文句型，讓學生練習句型(比如說，I am
______.)；
ㄈ.老師請學生打開課本，根據對話的內容做閱讀、寫作、和練習單字等活
動。
你同意以上的教學步驟嗎?
非常不同意
不同意
不確定
同意
非常同意
1
2
3
4
5
28. 英文老師應該要依照以下的步驟教學：
ㄅ.老師給學生一個角色扮演的任務 並將她們分組；
ㄆ.老師協助每組讓每組的成員能彼此用英文去溝通協調分享訊息和意見；
ㄇ.老師讓學生去扮演她們的角色；
ㄈ.老師讓學生聽錄音帶或者看電視，看英語為母語的人士如何在相同的角色中與人
對話。讓學生討論一些特殊的英文功能(比如，如何問路)和英文涵義(比如，“I
have to go.” 可以有想要結束對話的涵義)。
你同意以上的教學步驟嗎?
非常不同意
不同意
不確定
同意
非常同意
1
2
3
4
5
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最後一個項目是問答題. 請讀完該問題後寫下你的看法和信念.
29. 做為一個英文老師，你如何幫助學生學會英語這個語言?

問卷結束. 謝謝您的合作.
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APPENDIX C
Summation of Individual Background Information
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Table 1
Age
Age

Frequency

Percent

21 through 25 yrs old

138

47.1

26 through 30 yrs old

112

38.2

30 through 43 yrs old

43

14.7

293

100.0

Total

Table 2
Gender
Gender

Frequency

Percent

30

10.2

Female

263

89.8

Total

293

100.0

Male

Table 3
Child(ren) Who Live with the Participant
With Child(ren)

Frequency

Percent

Yes

17

5.8

No

276

94.2

Total

293

100.0
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Table 4
Education Level
Degree
Bachelor’s Degree

Frequency

Percent

275

93.9

Master’s Degree

17

5.8

Doctor’s Degree

1

0.3

293

100.0

Total

Table 5
Major
Major
English related1
Not-English related
Total

Frequency

Percent

237

80.9

56

19.1

293

100.0

Note. English related majors include English, applied English, English language and literature, foreign
language and literature, applied linguistics and language studies, English instruction, children English
education, western languages and literature, TESL, translation and interpretation, applied foreign languages,
and so on.

Table 6
Study Experiences in English-Speaking Countries
Study Abroad
Never

Frequency

Percent

222

75.8

Study ≦ 1 Yr.

41

14.0

1 Yr.＜Study ≦ 3 Yrs

23

7.8

7

2.4

293

100.0

Study＞ 3 Yrs
Total
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Table7
TOFEL Scores
Scores

N

M

SD

TOFEL

75

220.55

20.38

Table8
Teaching English Experience at the Elementary Level
Teaching Experience

Frequency

Percent

No experiences

38

13.0

Tutor

29

9.9

117

39.9

Substitute Teacher

75

25.6

English Assistant

5

1.7

Others

3

1.0

26

8.9

293

100.0

Private English teacher

Multiple Experiences
Total

Note: For multiple experiences, 26 participants indicated that they had more than one type of English
teaching experience although the question item asked the participants to check the one main type of English
teaching. For others, three participants indicated they had English teaching experience in kindergarten or at
home.

Table9
Confidence of English Ability
English Ability

N

M

SD

Listening

293

3.22

.59

Reading

293

3.31

.58

Grammar

293

3.29

.62

Writing

293

3.02

.59

Speaking

293

3.13

.61

General

293

3.19

.44

Note: General English ability is calculated by (Listening+Reading+Grammar+Writing+Speaking)/5.
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Table10
Familiarity to EFL Teaching Methodologies
Familiarity to EFL

Frequency

Percent

6

2.1

49

16.7

148

50.5

90

30.7

0

0.0

293

100.0

Teaching
Very Unfamiliar
Unfamiliar
Moderately Familiar
Familiar
Very Familiar
Total
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