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1. Introduction

In the field of second language (L2) as well as foreign language (FL), there
has been a growing interest in self-directed language learning and language
learner autonomy (Beinborn et al.,, 2012; Bordonaro, 2006; Stewart, 2007) in that
self-directed learning could be a crucial predictor for achieving success in
language learning. Successful language learners know how to acquire, apply,
and create learning strategies and knowledge independently, which, in turn,
lead them to become more autonomous (Khodabandehlou et al., 2012; Wenden,
1991).

According to Benson (2001), self-directed learning could be defined as
learning which is complete under the learners’ own direction, not under the
direction of others. Similarly Beinborn et al. (2012) insisted that a learning
setting should be more closely connected with the learners, not so much the
interaction with the teachers in the self-directed learning.

With being aware of a gradually increasing recognition of the importance of
self-directed language learning in L2 contexts, the majority of researchers
demonstrated that L2 learners with a high level of the self-directness know
how and why they use learning strategies in a timely manner (Long, 2005;
Pitts, 1983; Yang, 1999). Gan (2004), for instance, proved that learners with
higher levels of self-directness and stronger beliefs about learners” roles in L2
acquisition reported using a wide range of learning strategies. In
Khodabandehlou et al’s (2012) study, which emphasized the vital role of
learning strategies in L2 processes, it was mentioned that strategy training in
language instruction could possibly help learners learn more efficiently, and
ultimately become self-directed learners.

Considering the close relationship between self-directed learning and
learning strategies in L2 instruction, however, relatively little attention has been
paid to understanding the relationships between self-directed learning, learning
strategies, and English proficiency (Gan, 2004; Kim, 2012). Furthermore, studies
targeting college students are rarely performed in Korea. It could be, therefore,
pedagogically meaningful and instructive to examine whether L2 learners with
different levels of self-directness utilize the different frequency of learning
strategies and whether the relationships between self-directed learning, learning
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strategies, and English proficiency exist, specifically focusing on Korean college
students learning English. To answer this research purpose, we created the

following research questions:

1. Is there any difference in learning strategy use frequency depending on
Korean college students with different levels of self-directed learning?
2. Is there any relationship between self-directed learning, learning strategies,

and English proficiency of Korean college students?

2. Literature Review

2.1. Self-directed Learning in L2

Focusing mainly on self-directed learning and language learner autonomy in
the L2 education, researchers have identified the concepts of self-directed
learning. Initially, Knowles (1975) described the self-directed learning as

following;:

[1t] ... a process in which individuals take the initiative, with or without
the help of others, in diagnosing their learning needs, formulating
learning goals, identifying human and material resources, choosing and
implementing appropriate learning strategies, and evaluating learning

outcomes. (p. 18)

Knowles (1975, 1990), further stated that teacher-or-other-directed learning is
related to learners who are dependent on the teacher for achieving their goals,
whereas self-directed learning is concerned with learners who are responsible
for meeting their own learning needs.

Guglielmino (1997) proposed an instrument to measure the self-directed
learning readiness and explained self-directed learners as those who exhibited
independence, responsibility, self-discipline, a strong desire, a high degree of
curiosity, and self-confidence in their own learning. Long (2005), later on,
attempting to define self-directed learning, suggested that the main characteristic
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of the self-directed learning could be the degree to which the learners gain
control of the learning process actively.

The earliest models of self-directed learning were the most linear, which
moved from diagnosing needs to finding resources for evaluating performance.
Danis (1992), on the other hand, pointed out that learning strategies, the content,
the learners, and the environmental component should be considered when
mapping the process of self-directed learning context. In addition, researchers
mentioned that the unifying role of metacognition should be included when
approaching learners” self-directed learning (Victori, 2004; Victori & Lockhart,
2000).

To investigate the structure of attitudes towards self-directed language
learning and issue underlying learner readiness, Wenden's (1991) study
contained three components, namely, a cognition, an evaluation, and behavior.
Further Cotterall (1995) described self-directed language learning attitudinal
factors as the role of the teacher, the role of the feedback, as well as the
learners” sense of independence, confidence in their abilities to study, experience
in language learning, and approaches to studying. Some researchers also
asserted that other wvariables such as educational levels, learning styles,
creativity, and language proficiency levels should be taken into account as the
key enablers for achieving self-directness (Kerka, 2000; Merriam, 2001).

2.2. Learning Strategies in L2

The empirical literature on learning strategies in L2 acquisition started to
identify the characteristics of good language learners and suggested that
successful L2 learners be aware of appropriate strategy use and also manage to
tailor their own strategies to assigned tasks (Cook, 2008; Green & Oxford, 1995;
O'Malley & Chamot, 1990).

Concerned with a pivotal role of learning strategies in L2 learning, there
have been several attempts to categorize learning strategies into various
dimensions. Naiman et al. (1978) introduced the good language learner (GLL)
strategies, which included six main learner-centered categories as the followings:
“GLL strategy 1: find a learning style that suits you; GLL strategy 2: involve
yourself in the language learning process; GLL strategy 3: develop an awareness
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of language both as a system and as communication; GLL strategy 4: pay
constant attention to expanding your language knowledge; GLL strategy 5:
develop the second language as a separate system; GLL strategy 6: and take into
account the demand that L2 learning imposes” (pp. 114-115 as cited in Cook,
2008).

More extensive studies related to learning strategies were carried out by
O’'Malley and Chamot (1990). They concentrated their research primarily on ESL
students and proposed three types of strategies that were used by learners, such
as metacognitive, cognitive, and social strategies. Oxford (1990) introduced a
conceptual framework of learning strategies called Strategy Inventory for
Language Learning (SILL) that consists of two main dimensions: direct and
indirect. The direct strategy includes memory, cognitive, and compensation
strategies while metacognitive, affective, and social strategies are presented in
the indirect strategy.

From a pedagogical perspective, researchers have widely come to agree that
strategy use tended to efficiently correlate with various language learning skills
(Macaro, 2006). Cook (2008) also comprehensively stressed the needs of strategy
training, which can encourage learners to develop their independence with
directed strategy learning as well as raise their awareness of strategy use in
order to become successful learners.

A few studies on the relationship between self-directed learning and learning
strategies have been conducted in the field of L2. Khodabandehlou et al. (2012),
for instance, investigated the impacts of self-directed learning strategies on
reading comprehension with 92 upper-intermediate and advanced female Iranian
EFL learners. The results drawn from the research were that learners engaged in
the self-directed learning group showed complete superiority over those in the
teacher-directed learning group. Kim (2012) examined the relationship between
self-directed English learning abilities and learning strategies of Korean college
students, indicating that there was a statistically significant correlation between
the two variables, and further recommended that a variety of English learning
strategies and metacognitive teaching methods be used to facilitate L2 learners’
autonomy. Similar findings were exhibited in Kim's (2014) study, which
explored the relationships between self-directed learning readiness, learning
strategies, and achievement for Korean high school students. The results
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revealed that there were significant correlations between self-directed learning
readiness and learning strategies, as well as between self-directed learning
readiness and English performance.

3. Methods

3.1. Participants

The participants consisted of 146 students, 13 male and 133 female students,
ranging in age from 20-25. They enrolled in a general English course in a
university located in Chonnam province, Korea, and came from various
departments including in-flight service, architectural engineering, children’s
English education, and police administration.

Following the criterion from the Self-directed Learning Readiness Scale
(SDLRS) (Guglielmino, 1977) which initially consisted of 5 levels ranged from
1.00 to 5.00, the participants in this study were divided into 3 groups. More
specifically, average mean scores of below 348 were designated a low-level of
self-directness group (hereafter LSG), the medium-level of self-directness group
learners got 3.49 to 3.91 mean scores (hereafter MS5G), and average mean scores
of higher than 3.92 were regarded as a high-level of self-directness group
(hereafter HSG) (see Table 1).

Table 1, Distribution of the Participants and Mean Scores of the SDLRS

Group N Male Female M sD
LSG 73 (50.0%) 3 70 3.152 227
MSG 54 (37.0%) 9 45 3.687 138
HSG 19 (13.0%) 1 18 4.102 129
Total 146 (100%) 13 133 3.474 394

3.2. Instruments and Procedures

To ascertain the participants” background information, self-directed learning
scales, and learning strategies use frequency in English learning, a questionnaire
consisting of three distinct sections was administered: questions on background
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information, questions on self-directed learning, and questions on learning
strategies. All items were written in Korean, the participants” first language (L1),
to exclude the possibility of random answers resulting from the difficulty of
understanding their L2, English.

The background section was made up of 5 close-ended questions on the
students” gender, age, grade, self-evaluated English proficiency levels, and
TOEIC scores. To gauge learners” proficiency, the participants were asked to
report their latest TOEIC scores.

The second section was concerned with the SDLRS. It was adapted and
modified from Kim and Kim’'s (2009) study, which was originally based on
Guglielmino’s (1977) research. Guglielmino (1977) developed the SDLRS with an
8 factor structure consisting of 58 items, namely, openness to learning
opportunities, self-concept as an effective learner, initiative and independence in
learning, informed acceptance or responsibility for one’s own learning, love of
learning, creativity, future orientation, and ability to use basic study skills and
problem solving skills. To adequately reflect on English education in Korea, the
20 question items in the current study were extracted, slightly modified, and
carried out using a 5-point Likert scale ranged from strongly disagree (1) to
strongly agree (5) (see Appendix A).

The third section instructed the participants to rate their own opinion about
statements related to the language learning strategies based on the Strategies
Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) (Oxford, 1990) and marked their
answers using a 5-point Likert scale ranged from strongly disagree (1) to
strongly agree (5). The SILL contained a six-category taxonomy with a total of 50
items: The six categories were memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive,
affective, and social strategies (see Appendix B).

Before administering the survey, all the participants in the study were told to
answer the questionnaires sincerely based on their experiences of English
learning. It took the participants about 30 minutes to complete the

questionnaires using regular English classes.

3.3. Data Analysis

By using descriptive statistics, the participants” background questionnaire
was examined. Next, Cronbach alpha () coefficients in the SDLRS and the
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SILL were computed to establish the internal consistency of the quantitative
data. The collected data were also analyzed using descriptive statistics and a
MONOVA for group comparison in order to investigate whether or not any
significant difference existed in the frequency of learning strategy use among
groups with different levels of self-directed learning. Additionally, in order to
see whether there were significant relationships between self-directed learning,
learning strategies, and English proficiency, Pearson correlations were
performed in the study. For all these analyses, Statistical Package for Social
Studies (SPSS) 20.0 for Windows was used, and the significance level was set at

a <05, nondirectional.

4. Results and Discussion

4.1. The Frequency of Learning Strategies use depending on the Levels of
Self-directed Learning

First of all, we analyzed the reliability of the SDLRS and the SILL using
Chronbach a. The overall reliability of the SDLRS was .826 with a total of 20
items and the SILL was .857 with a total of 50 items, showing a proper level
of reliability.

The first research question was concerned with what the differences in
learning strategy use were depending on the different levels of self-directed
learning groups. Table 2 gives an overall picture of the results for the
participants” learning strategy use frequency by three different levels of
self-directed groups.

The average mean scores of the HSG were numerically the highest (M=3.611)
among the three groups, followed by those of the MSG (M=3.413) and then the
LSG (M=3.024) in general, with the exception of MSG learners (M=3.228), who
reported more strategy use frequency than the HSG learners (M=3.175) in the
area of affective strategies. The results obtained from the present study were
consistent with those of the previous studies (Gan, 2004; Khodabandehlou et al.,
2012; Kim, 2012; Kim, 2014), stated that learners who rated highly on the
self-directed learning scales showed more strategy usage overall. This hints that
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autonomous learners could identify their own strategies, take advantage of the
practical usage of strategies, and ultimately carry out tasks efficiently and
independently, which may foster their language competence.

Regarding strategy use frequency, metacognitive factor emerged as being
used at a highest frequency, and then, in descending order, compensatory,
social, memory, cognitive, and affective strategies were used. The findings from
previous research (Cheon, 2014; Kim, 2014) mentioned that the compensatory
strategy was the most frequently used one amongst Korean high school and
university students, followed by affective and metacognitive strategies
respectively. In this view, the results in the study were slightly different in that
metacognitive strategy was founded to be the most frequently used and the
compensatory strategy was the second greatest used one. However, this study as
well as Kim’s (2012) study came to the same conclusion that metacognitive and
compensatory strategy were ranked as the first and second, and the affective
factor was found to be the least used strategy by Korean university students.

Here, what is noticeable in the current study is that, the MSG learners
showed relatively higher mean scores than the HSG learners with regards to
affective factors. More specifically, the MSG showed greater mean scores than
the HSG on the following two items; “Give self-reward for doing well” (MSG:
M=3.07, SD=949, HSG: M=242, 5D=961) and, “Notice when I'm tense and
nervous” (MSG: M=3.65, SD=.828, HSG: M=3.47, SD=1.020). In the two items, a
significant difference was found between the two groups when asked if they
“Give self-reward for doing well” (F=.032, 5ig.=.012). This result might tell us
that it can be interpreted to mean that learners involved in the medium level
of self-directed learning might be eager to gain better English competence and
to find better ways to learn English by controlling their emotions and

motivations in a deeper manner.
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Table 2, Descriptive Statistics of the Learning Strategy Use by Three Groups

subcategories group N Mean sD Min Max
LSG 73 2988 394 2.877 3.099

memory MSG 54 3.261 552 3.132 3.390
(k=9) HSG 19 3.474 559 3.256 3.691
total 146 3.152 509 2.877 3.691

LSG 73 2.889 322 2.791 2988

cognitive MSG 54 3.283 511 3.168 3.398
(k=14) HSG 19 3.553 513 3.359 3.746
total 146 3121 491 2.791 3.746

LSG 73 3.174 487 3.058 3.289

compensatory MSG 54 3.605 514 3.471 3.739
(k=0) HSG 19 3.825 495 3.599 4.051
total 146 3.418 556 3.058 4.051

LSG 73 3.199 404 3.089 3.309

metacognitive MSG 54 3.724 512 3.596 3.852
(k=9) HSG 19 3.977 .608 3.761 4192
total 146 3.495 563 3.089 4192

LSG 73 2920 418 2.795 3.045

affective MSG 54 3.228 617 3.083 3373
(k=0) HSG 19 3.175 702 2931 3.420
total 146 3.067 556 2.795 3.420

LSG 73 3.085 446 2955 3.214

social MSG 54 3.469 592 3.318 3.620
(k=0) HSG 19 3.623 820 3.368 3.877
total 146 3.297 598 2955 3.877

LSG 73 3.024 279 2959 3.089

gm:i)éoml MSG 54 3413 419 3299 3527
(=0 HSG 19 3611 378 3.429 3.793
Total (k=50) groups 146 3.244 416 2.283 4.264

Next, to exactly discover whether or not there were significant differences in
terms of the learning strategy use frequency by the three groups, a MANOVA
was administrated as well. As noted in Tables 3 and 4, the findings indicated
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that there existed significant differences between the three groups across all the
learning strategy subcategories.

Table 3, MANOVA Results of the Learning Strategy Use by Self—directed Learning Scales

Value F Hypothesis df af  Sig. ES
Intercept  Wilks’ Lambda ~ .003 ~ 5820.604 7 137 .000% 997
Group  Wilks’ Lambda  .209 23.203 14 274 .000* 542

*p< .05, ES= Effect Size

Table 4, Results of Group Comparison on the Learning Strategy Use

by Self—directed Learning Scales

subcategories Source 55 df MS F Sig. ES
Between Groups 4.579 2 2.290 9.936  .000% 122
memory Within Groups 32952 143 .230
Total 145
Between Groups 8.873 2 4.696 18908 .000* .209
cognitive Within Groups 26.070 143 182
Total 145

Between Groups 9.391 2 4.696 18908 .000* .209
compensatory Within Groups 35512 143 .248
Total 145
Between Groups 13.625 2 6.812 30134 .000* .29
metacognitive Within Groups 32328 143 226

Total 145
Between Groups 3.206 2 1.603 5509  .005* 072
affective Within Groups 41.604 143 291
Total 145
Between Groups 6.914 2 3.457 10985  .000* 133
social Within Groups 45.002 143 315
Total 145

*p< .05, ES= Effect Size

As for the effect sizes, each factor showed from moderate to large effect
sizes. Among all the learning strategy factors, metacognitive strategy revealed a
greatest difference in terms of effect size and affective factor had the smallest
effect size in the three group learners. In general, it could infer that the
learners with a high-level of self-directed learning seemed to rely more on
metacognitive strategy aspects than those who were a low-level of
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self-directness in learning English.

Moreover, in order to identify where the differences lay, a post hoc pairwise
comparison was performed, and the outcomes can be seen in Table 5. The
results further revealed that the outcomes of the LSG were significantly lower
than those of the M5G and HSG while no significant difference was observed
between MSG and HSG for language strategy use. To summarize, for HSG and
MSG learners who seemed to have moderate and higher levels of self-directed
learning, a similar pattern of diverse learning strategies use in English learning
was displayed. The results of the current study appeared to lend support to
Kim’'s (2012) study, which stated that learners needed to be exposed to a
variety of learning strategy for promoting learners’ self-directness to a certain
degree. Therefore, it can be possibly assumed that learners with a low-level
self-directed learning could be recommended to do exercises and tasks designed
to encouraging learning strategy use explicitly and appropriately in order to get
potentially benefits in English learning.

Table 5, Post Hoc Pairwise Comparison of the Learning Strategy Use by Self—directed Learning Scale

subcategories group MD (1)) Std. Error Sig.
LSG MSG -2735* 086 .006

memory HSG -4859* 124 .000
MSG HSG -2124 128 .298

LSG MSG -3936* 077 .000

cognitive HSG -.6632*% 110 .000
MSG HSG -.2696 114 .058

LSG MSG -4314* .089 .000

compensatory HSG -.6510* 128 .000
MsG HSG -.2196 133 302

LSG MSG -5249*% 085 .000

metacognitive HSG -7772% 122 .000
MsG HSG -2523 127 146

LSG MSG -3083* 097 .005

affective HSG -.2553 139 204
MSG HSG 0530 144 1.000

LSG MSG -3847*% 101 .001

social HSG -5383* 144 .001
MSG HSG -1537 150 919

*p< 05
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4.2. The Relationships between the Self-directed Learning, the Learning
Strategies, and English Proficiency

The second research question was about the relationships between the
self-directed learning, the learning strategies, and English proficiency in L2
learning. To come to a more complete understanding of the relationships for
the three variables in detail, Pearson correlations were computed. Table 6
demonstrates the results for the relationships between the self-directed learning

and learning strategies.

Table 6. Results of Relationship between Self—directed Learning and Learning Strategy Use

o compen meta- . .
memory  cognitive _satory cogniive affective  social
self- coefficient .348* 501* 449* 534* 225% .355*
directed
learning Sig. .000 .000 .000 .000 .006 .000
p< 05

The findings revealed that self-directed learning significantly and positively
correlated with all six strategic factors, indicating that learners with a higher
level in self-directed learning could be more likely to use learning strategies
frequently in English learning. Among the strategic factors, metacognitive
strategy was connected with the self-directed learning mostly (r=.534, Sig.=.000),
followed by cognitive (=501, Sig.=.000), compensatory (r=.449, 5ig.=.000),
memory (r=.348, 5ig.=.000) social (r=.355, Sig.=.000) factors.

Considering the higher scores of correlation between self-directed learning
and metacognitive strategy, the findings in the study were well supported by
previous empirical studies. That is, since metacognitive strategies enable
learners to exercise more executive control over their learning approach by
means of organizing, monitoring, evaluating language knowledge and learning
process, it can be said that enhancing learners’ metacognitive strategy usage
may serve as an influential contributor to raise their levels of self-directness
(Breen & Mann, 1997; Kim, 2012; Kim, 2014; Victori, 2004). Plus, the
relationship between self-directed learning and the affective strategy showed
the least correlation rates. Accordingly, it may suggest that highly self-directed

learners appeared to use not so much emotional learning methods but cognitive
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learning strategies.

Next, Table 7 reveals that there was a significant correlation between
self-directed learning and English proficiency. In a similar vein, previous
research stressed that better performance in learning English might hinge on
the integrative use of various self-directed learning approaches (Bruen, 2001;
Gan, 2004; Kim, 2014; Morris, 1995). Moreover, Stewart (2007) argued that
having high self-management skills in self-directed learning appeared to be the
most significant predictors in gaining greater learning outcomes. Thus, if
learners have opportunities to facilitate their own self-directness with the help
of strategy training instruction in L2 classroom settings, learners are more likely

to increase their English proficiency.

Table 7. Results of Relationship between Self—directed Learning and English Proficiency

TOEIC scores

coefficient A57%

self-directed learning )
Sig. .000

*p< 05

5. Conclusion

The purpose of the current study was to explore the relationships between
self-directed learning, learning strategies, and English proficiency of Korean
college students. As for the learning strategy use frequency, while the HSG
learners in the self-directed learning group showed greater use of learning
strategies than both the MSG and LSG learners overall, there was a
statistically significant difference between the LSG, and both the MSG and the
HSG, but not between the HSG and the MSG. This could mean that learners
who gained a certain level of the self-directed learning tended to use learning
strategies properly in English learning. Therefore, learners with a low-level of
self-directed learning need to be taught how to use and manage their own
learning strategies through explicit instruction in language learning contexts.
Another finding in the study was that there was a significantly positive
correlation among the three variables observed. That is, the self-directed
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learning was closely related with not only learning strategies but English
proficiency as well.

Based on the results of the present study and what Khodabandehlou et al.
(2012) had pointed out, teaching methodology that practices self-directed
learning activities need to be designed in order to develop learners” competence
since learners who are equipped with self-directed learning could have better
potential to identify and use appropriate strategies in their own learning,
resulting in L2 proficiency improvement. In particular, generating suitable
classroom tasks towards exercising self-directness could be useful for a
low-level learners. In a similar vein, teachers need to promote students’ levels
of self-directness by utilizing diverse learning strategy tasks in L2 classrooms
such as reflective essays, persuasive communication, and group discussion.

Although this study tried to examine the relationships between self-directed
learning, learning strategies, and English proficiency in L2 learning settings, the
findings were mainly drawn from the participants’ survey responses, not based
on experimental data. Therefore, the need for more concrete studies on this
topic through experimental sessions still remains. In addition, the English
proficiency levels of the participants were measured using their TOEIC scores,
which might also be another limiting factor in the study. For future study, it
would be better to measure the students’ specific language skills such as
speaking, reading, listening, and writing so that researchers can have a more
complete understanding of the relationship between self-directed learning and

specific English language abilities in L2 instruction.
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Appendix

Appendix A. Selected Question items for SDLRS
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