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Abstract 

This study mainly aimed at investigating the use of good and
poor language learner strategies and of the cognitive, meta-cogni-
tive, social and affective by English language students in the
Hashemite University. The researcher used a questionnaire distrib-
uted to 300 students.

Results indicated that the students used five main strategies
adopted by good language learners in addition to the social and
meta-cognitive strategies. Results also indicated statistically signif-
icant differences (α= 0.05) between their responses to the meta-
cognitive, cognitive and social strategies according to study level,
grade point average and language proficiency. 
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Introduction
There are many factors which contribute to the success or fail-

ure in language learning. One of these factors is the strategy of
learning an individual adopts in order to learn something new in the
language. A learning strategy can be defined as a learning process
which is consciously selected by the learner. The element of
choice is important here because this is what gives a strategy its
special character. In addition, the element of consciousness is
what distinguishes “strategies” from those processes that are not
“strategic” (Cohen, 1998). The learning strategy can also be
defined as a choice that the learner makes while learning or using
the second language that affects learning in the teaching-learning
context (Cook, 2001).

Learning strategies are of two major types. The first type is direct
and the second is indirect. The direct strategies are memory, cog-
nition, and compensation, whereas the indirect are metacognitive,
affective and social strategies (Oxford, 1990).  

Extensive research that goes much deeper into learning strate-
gies has been carried out by (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990) within an
overall model of second language (L2) learning based on cognitive
psychology. They have defined four main types of strategy used by
L2 students. The first type is the cognitive which involves con-
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scious ways of tackling learning, such as note-taking, resourcing
and elaboration. The second is the metacognitive which involves
planning and thinking about learning, such as planning one’s learn-
ing, monitoring one’s own speech or writing and evaluating how
well one has done. The third type is the social that involves learn-
ing by interacting with others, such as working with fellow students
or asking the teacher’s help. The fourth type is the affective which
serves to regulate emotions, motivation and attitudes.  

The research has identified the learning strategies often used by
people who are good at languages. Good language learners
employ five main strategies, which are active participation, the real-
ization of the language as a system, the view of language as com-
munication and the realization that learning a language involves
affective problems (Rubin, 1975). These learners also take risks
wisely in the language-learning situation, make efforts to discover
the way in which language learning works, cooperate with other
language learners, repeat something over and over and use the
native language for an expression or adding word endings from the
new language onto words from the native (Oxford, 1990).

In addition, good language learners often have the will to guess
accurately, and to communicate or to learn for communication.
They also have the desire to practise the language, and to monitor
their own speech, or to attend to meaning and form (Johnson,
2001).

However, poor language learners use different learning strate-
gies. These strategies are preference of written work and depend-
ence on the teacher’s help (Naiman, Frohlich, Stern & Todesco,
1978). 

Many studies were done on the area of language-learning strat-
egy use in various teaching-learning contexts. Some of these stud-
ies were conducted on the strategies employed by second lan-
guage learners in general and others were conducted on good and
poor language learners in particular. In addition, various studies
took into account a range of variables to measure. However, the
studies reviewed are the ones available and they could be regard-
ed in a way or another to be relevant to the present study. 
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In terms of the types of strategies English as a second language
(ESL) students used in general in the teaching-learning context, it
was found that cognitive strategies accounted for the majority of
those reported by the students, namely 53 per cent, whereas the
metacognitive accounted for 30 per cent and the social made up
the remaining 17 per cent (O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner-
Manzanares, Kupper, & Russo, 1985).

In a qualitative study carried out by (Takeuchi, 2003) in the
Japanese foreign language (FL) context about good and poor sec-
ond language learners, results showed that the metacognitive,
memory and cognitive strategies were especially favoured by the
good ones. However, the results showed that poor learners were
for spoon feeding; that is the teacher’s detailed explanation of lan-
guage elements.                

As regards the cognitive strategies, results indicated that they
were used by students with intermediate proficiency, whereas
metacognitive and social ones were employed by those with high
proficiency. Results also indicated that males used cognitive,
metacognitive and social strategies much more than females
(Wharton, 2000). 

Similar results were obtained with regard to metacognitive strate-
gies. It was found that the students who were good at Russian
could self-manage themselves with the language concerning spe-
cific learning behaviors and skills, particularly when they dealt with
course materials and classroom activities (Rivers, 2001).

In terms of gender, different results were obtained. It was found
that cognitive and metacognitive strategies were used significantly
more often by females and that males used more affective strate-
gies (Catalan, 2003). These results are in agreement with those
obtained by (Peacock & Belinda, 2003) and by (Catalan, 2003).
However, the results obtained by (Phakiti, 2003) agree with those
found by (Wharton, 2000) but they disagree with what was found
by (Peacock & Belinda, 2003) and (Catalan, 2003). Phakiti (2003)
stated that males reported significantly higher use of metacognitive
strategies than females.
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In the same study carried out by (Peacock & Belinda, 2003), it
was found that older students were strong in affective and social
strategies. This agrees with what (Snow & Hoefnagel-Hohle, 1978)
stated. They stated that older learners were better at using strate-
gies while learning Dutch.

In respect to strategy use and learners’ achievement, it was
found that older and younger high achievers were better than the
lower in the use of metacognitive, social and compensation strate-
gies (Snow & Hoefnagel-Hohle, 1978). This result generally sup-
ports the results found by (Yamamori, Isoda, Hiromori & Oxford,
2003). They stated that there was a strong correlation between
achievement and the use of a wide array of learning strategies.

We see from the studies above that the majority indicated a high
correlation between proficiency, achievement and age and the
greater use of strategies. In terms of gender, the studies differed in
their results. Some indicated that more strategies were significant-
ly employed by males and vice versa. However, these studies were
done in contexts different from ours. Therefore, it was necessary to
conduct this study in Jordan to shed more light on the learning
strategies (e.g., good and poor learner strategies) students adopt
while learning English as a second language and on their use of
the cognitive, metacognitive, social and affective strategies. The
study will involve four variables: sex, level of study, grade average
and language proficiency.  

Aims of the study

This study aims at investigating the use of a set of learning
strategies (i.e., good and poor language learner strategies) by a
sample of English language students at the Hashemite University.
It also aims at investigating the type(s) of learning strategies (i.e.,
cognitive, metacognitive, social and affective strategies) they
favour while learning the language. Moreover, the study aims to
explore whether there are any significant differences in their
responses to the four strategy types. More specifically, the study
attempts to find answers to the following questions:
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1. What are the learning strategies the students use while learning
the language?
2. What are the types of learning strategies the students favour in
the teaching-learning context? 
3. Are there any statistically significant sex differences (α= 0.05)
between the means of students’ responses to each strategy type?
4. Are there any statistically significant differences (α= 0.05)
between the means of students’ responses to each type according
to study level?
5. Are there any statistically significant differences (α= 0.05) in the
students’ responses according to grade point average?
6. Are there any statistically significant differences (α= 0.05) in
their responses according to language proficiency?

Importance of the study

The importance of this study lies in the value of the area under
investigation, and in the educational level of the subjects chosen
for the purposes of the study. That is, the learning strategy or the
type(s) of strategies used by learners is regarded to be an impor-
tant factor, which contributes to acquiring a second or foreign lan-
guage in the teaching-learning context. This factor does not only
influence boys and girls in school but it also influences university
students. Such great influence on these students has led the
researcher to conduct this study whose purpose is to explore the
use of some good and poor language learner strategies and the
use of some types of strategies by English language majors at the
university level.  

Research method and procedures

Population versus sample

The population of the study consists of all English majors study-
ing at the Hashemite University (N=460). Two hundred and five
students are males and two hundred and fifty-five are females. The
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sample of the study is three hundred first-, second-, third- and
fourth-year students. This sample was chosen randomly from the
files that are normally kept by their academic supervisors. The
computer slips also helped in this regard. One hundred and thirty
six students are males and one hundred and sixty four are females.
Table 1 shows the distribution of students over sex and level of
study.

Table (1)
Distribution of the questionnaire according to sex &

level of study

Research instrument

The research instrument employed to achieve the aims of this
study is a questionnaire, through which a set of language-learning
strategies often used by good and poor learners and four main
strategy types are explored. Through this questionnaire, four major
variables are also explored: sex, level of study (study year), grade
point average (2-2.49 points/ satisfactory, 2.50-2.99/ good, 3-3.69/
very good and 3.70-4/ excellent), and language proficiency (good,
fair and poor). 

33 items were suggested in the questionnaire for measurement.
These items were divided into two sets. The fist set consisted of 13
items related to learning strategies often adopted by the learners
who are good and poor at learning the second language, whereas
the second consisted of 20 items associated with strategy types. 9
of these items were designated to cognitive strategies, 5 to
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metacognitive, 4 to social and 2 to affective. Then the two sets
were put in a four-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree
(1) to strongly agree (4).  

To know the face validity of the questionnaire, I have given it to
a group of instructors chosen from the teaching staff at the Faculty
of Educational Sciences (Two of whom are specialists in evaluation
and assessment, 3 in psychology and 1 in English language teach-
ing methodology). It was also offered to 2 English staff members.
In light of their comments and suggestions, 2 items from the sec-
ond set of the questionnaire were deleted since, as the instructors
indicated, they would not assess exactly what they were intended
to assess. 

In order to find out the reliability factor of the questionnaire, a
Test-Re-Test way of analysis was employed on 50 of the students
who were not involved in the study. The results of this analysis indi-
cated that the correlation coefficient was found to be .83.

The items of each set in the questionnaire (see appendix) were
distributed randomly. In terms of the first set, items 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7,
9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 were concerned with good language learner
strategies while items 2 and 8 were concerned with the poor one.
In respect to the second set, items 14, 16, 18, 20, 24, 25, 27, 28,
and 30 were concerned with cognitive strategies while items 15,
17, 21 and 29 were concerned with metacognitive. In addition,
items 19, 22 and 26 dealt with measuring the students’ social
strategies while items 23 and 31 dealt with measuring students’
affective strategies. 

Three hundred and fifty questionnaires were handed to the stu-
dents through their instructors. The percentage of the question-
naires returned was approximately 86%. which means 50 ques-
tionnaires were not returned. The reason, as the instructors told
me, is that they were not able to force the students to return them
since the matter was regarded to be voluntary. As soon as the
questionnaires were received, the data were transcribed for the
need of statistical analysis. The Cronbach alpha was obtained and
found to be .82
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The questionnaire was subjected to a reliability assessment
using an SPSSX statistical package. It demonstrated internal relia-
bility, achieving a Cronbach alpha of (α=.85) with all the items, pro-
ducing a significant item-total scale correlation.    

Statistical procedures 

This study used particular statistical techniques in the data analy-
sis. They are the means, standard deviation and the analysis of
variance (One-way ANOVA). The means and the standard devia-
tion were used for the arrangement of the items of the two sets in
the questionnaire and for indicating whether there are statistical
significant differences (α= 0.05) between the means of students’
responses to the cognitive, metacognitive, social and affective
strategies. 

Presentation of results

In order to answer the first question ‘What are the learning strate-
gies the students use while learning the language?’, the means of
students’ responses to the items of the first part of the question-
naire were arranged decreasingly in order to show which learning
strategy was employed more than the other. This is shown in table
2. 

Table 2 shows that the mean of students’ responses to the learn-
ing strategies they adopt while learning the language is close to
each other. However, the table indicates that the first five strate-
gies the students put to greater use are associated with expanding
knowledge (M=2.93), making guesses (M=2.86), seeking opportu-
nities to speak the language (M=2.80), practicing self-correction
(M=2.75) and making mistakes in order to learn and communicate
(M=2.72). This table also indicates that the learning strategy “prac-
tising written work” (M=2.64), which is often used by poor language
learners, is much more used than “learning the language by rote”
strategy (M=2.50).
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Table (2)
Mean scores & students’ learning strategies

In order to answer the second question ‘What are the types of
learning strategies the students favour while learning the lan-
guage?’, the strategy types were arranged according to the mean
of students’ responses to the items of each. That is, they were
organized decreasingly. See Table 3.

Table (3)
Mean scores & students’ strategy types

16
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Table 3 shows that the strategy types the students often use are
the social (M=2.91) and metacognitive (M=2.87) strategies.
However, the table shows that the third and fourth strategies used
are the cognitive (M=2.76) and affective (M=2.72).             

As for the third question which investigates whether there are
any statistical significant differences (α= 0.05) between the means
of students’ responses to each strategy type according to sex, the
analysis of variance (One-way ANOVA) was used for the four
types. Table 4 describes the results of this analysis.

Table (4)
Results of the analysis of variance of the four strategy

types according to sex

Table 4 shows no statistically significant differences (α= 0.05)
between the means of male and female students’ responses to
each of the four strategy types. 

To answer the fourth question which inquires into whether there
are any statistical significant differences (α= 0.05) between the
means of students’ responses according to level of study, the
analysis of variance (One-way ANOVA) was employed in the data
analysis (See table 5).
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Table (5)
Results of the analysis of variance of the four strategy

types according to students’ study level

Table 5 shows no statistically significant differences (α= 0.05)
between the means of students’ responses to the cognitive, social
and affective learning strategies according to students’ level of
study. However, the table shows a statistically significant differ-
ence (α= 0.05) between students’ responses to the metacognitive.
The difference is in favour of the third- and fourth-year students. 

To answer the fifth question which explores whether there are
any statistical significant differences (α= 0.05) between the means
of students’ responses to each strategy type according to grade
point average, the analysis of variance (One-way ANOVA) was
also used in the data analysis.  Table 6 presents the results of this
analysis.      

18

Vo
lu

m
e 

6 
N

um
be

r 3
 S

ep
te

m
be

r 2
00

5
Journal of Educcational & Psychological Sciences

19



19

Dr. Mohammed M. Obeidat The Use of Good and Poor Language Learner Straegies

Table (6)
Results of the analysis of variance of the four strategy

types according to students’ grade point average

Table 6 shows no statistically significant differences (α= 0.05)
between the means of students’ responses to the first, third and
fourth strategies. However, the table shows a statistically signifi-
cant difference (α= 0.05) between their responses to the second
strategy ‘metacognitive’. This difference is in favour of the students
whose grade point average ranges between 3 and 3.69. The rea-
son is that the mean score (M=3.02) of the responses of this grade
average group is higher than that of the responses of the remain-
ing three groups.  

And in order to answer the sixth question which examines
whether there are any statistical significant differences (α= 0.05)
between the means of students’ responses according to language
proficiency, the analysis of variance (ANOVA 3 X 4) was used in
this regard. Table 7 explains the results of this analysis.   
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Table (7)
The results of the analysis of variance of the four strate-

gy types according to language proficiency

Table 7 shows a statistically significant difference (α= 0.05)
between the means of students’ responses to the first three strate-
gies attributed to language proficiency. The difference is in favour
of the students whose language proficiency is good. However, the
table shows no statistically significant difference (α= 0.05) between
their responses to the fourth strategy “Affective”. 

Discussion of results

The results of the study reveal that the students use extensive-
ly four main strategies while learning English as a second lan-
guage. These strategies are connected with expanding knowledge,
making guesses about things that they do not know in English,
seeking opportunities to speak the language, self-correction and
making mistakes in order to learn and to communicate. Second
language learners, particularly the good ones, use these learning
strategies in the teaching-learning context (Rubin, 1975; Oxford,
1990 & Johnson, 2001).

20
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Results also reveal that the students use the social and metacog-
nitive strategies more than the cognitive and affective ones. These
results do not agree with what O’Malley et al., (1985) obtained in
their qualitative study. They found that metacognitive strategies
accounted only for 30 per cent and the social for 17 per cent.  

In terms of strategy type, the results do not show any significant
sex differences in students’ responses to each of the four strategy
types (i.e., cognitive, metacognitive, social and affective strate-
gies). I think that the reason for the absence of differences is that
both males and females live and are still living in relatively the
same educational, social and cultural context. However, these
results are not in consistent with those obtained by several
researchers (Wharton, 2000; Catalan, 2003 & Phakiti, 2003). It was
found that males used cognitive, metacognitive and social strate-
gies more than females (Wharton, 2000). It was also found that
females used some cognitive and metacognitive strategies more
than males (Catalan, 2003). In addition, the results obtained by
(Phakiti, 2003) indicated that males reported significantly a higher
use of metacognitive strategies than females. Again this difference
in results in terms of strategy use could be attributed to the differ-
ence in the educational, social and cultural contexts, which might
have had an impact on the types of strategies males and females
adopted while learning the second language.   

Results do not reveal any significant differences in the students’
responses to the cognitive, social and affective strategies accord-
ing to level of study. They, however, reveal significant differences
in their responses to the metacognitive. These differences are in
favour of the third- and fourth-year students. It is expected that the
older students or the fourth-year ones, for example, will adopt more
types of strategies, such as the cognitive, affective and social than
the younger or than the third-, second- and first-year students. The
reason is that the older ones are often more mature in terms of
cognition, emotion and with regard to language competence and
social acquaintance in general. However, these results are not
consistent with the findings obtained by  Peacock & Belinda (2003)
who found that the older students were strong in affective and
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social areas. I agree with what Snow & Hoefnagel-Hohle (1978)
indicated. They indicated that the age of their subjects was a pos-
itive advantage for the adults and children who had gone abroad to
learn a second language. I think that the positive advantage older
students had might be attributed to the stability of their personality,
particularly in terms of the emotional and social aspects of their
lives.  

Results show nonstatisticlly significant differences in the stu-
dents’ responses to the cognitive, social and affective learning
strategies according to grade point average. However, they show
significant differences in the metacognitive. These differences are
in favour of the students whose grade point average ranges
between 3 and 3.69. As it was anticipated, very good achievers
often use metacognitive strategies more than those whose
achievement is low or even good. More specifically, our students
who are regarded by the university to be high achievers thought
about learning the target language, monitored the four language
skills and evaluated how well they did in the language.

Results reveal that there are significant differences between the
students’ responses to the cognitive, metacognitive and social
strategies according to language proficiency. The differences are
in favour of the students whose language proficiency is good.
However, the results reveal no significant differences in the affec-
tive strategies. The first part of these results relatively agrees with
the results obtained by Wharton( 2000) who found that metacogni-
tive and social strategies were employed by the students with high
proficiency.

In the light of these results, the study implies the following:

(1) Since the cognitive and affective strategies are not widely used
by the subjects of the study, more efforts should be exerted to train
them, for example, on how to identify the language material that
needs to be learned and on how to group it for easier learning.
More efforts should also be made to reduce their anxiety and
encourage them while learning the language. 

22
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(2) First- and second-year students, who are younger in this study,
and the low achievers whose average ranges between 2 to 2.99
ought to be helped in planning their own learning better, in moni-
toring their own speech and writing and in evaluating continually
how well they have done in the language. 

Conclusion

The important conclusion that may come out of the present study
conducted on a sample of English majors in the Hashemite
University is that this study might not give us a complete or a very
clear idea about the use of the strategies of learning a second lan-
guage in higher education in Jordan. Moreover, the lack of studies
conducted on this area (i.e., language strategy use) in the Arab
world has deprived us of making genuine comparisons and con-
trasts between research findings. Therefore, further studies should
be conducted on the area both in Jordan and in the Arab world.
Each of these studies ought to use more than one research instru-
ment for the purpose of the triangulation of the results.
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APPENDIX

(A copy of the questionnaire on language-learning strategy use)

Dear student:
You are kindly requested to complete this questionnaire,

which is necessary for the research currently conducted by the
researcher who is investigating the use of a set of learning strate-
gies by English language students studying in the Hashemite
University. The researcher is also investigating the type(s) of
learning strategies the students favour in the teaching-learning
context.    

The information obtained will be treated confidentially and
will be used only for research purposes.

Your co-operation is highly appreciated.
Thank you

Researcher
Name: ...............................................................(Optional)

Put a tick (√) where applicable.

Sex: !! Male !!  Female

Level of study:
!! First-year student
!! Second-year student
!! Third-year student
!! Fourth-year student

Grade point average:
!! 2-2.49 points !! 2.50-2.99 points !! 3-3.69 points
!! 3.70-4 points

Language proficiency:      !! Good !! Fair !! Poor



Here is a list of learning strategies employed by second or foreign
language learners in the teaching-learning context. Please, put a
tick (√) in the block, which shows the extent to which you use the
strategy while learning the language.
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