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Strategy Use in an EFL Exit Test Environment 
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Supervisor:  Elaine K. Horwitz 

 

To understand learners’ beliefs about language learning and strategy use in an EFL 

exit test environment, this study investigated Taiwanese university students’ language 

learning beliefs; EFL exit test beliefs; language learning, test-preparation, and test-taking 

strategies; the relationships among their beliefs and strategy use; and the differences in 

students’ beliefs and strategy use according to their major, gender, grade level, entrance 

exam English score, and EFL exit test experience. 

A total of 518 Taiwanese university students participated in the questionnaire study. 

Two major instruments were developed and used to measure students’ beliefs and 

strategy use in the Taiwanese EFL exit test context: (1) the Belief about Language 

Learning in an EFL Exit test Context (BALLIEETC), and (2) the Strategy Inventory for 

Language Learning in an EFL Exit test Context (SILLEETC). 

Analysis of the questionnaire data involved descriptive statistics, factor analysis, 

canonical correlation analysis, and multivariate analysis of variance. The questionnaire 

results suggested the following: (1) students believed in the importance of speaking 

English well, repeating and practicing, learning vocabulary words, acquiring excellent 
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pronunciation, and correcting errors; (2) students primarily used memory, cognitive, 

compensation, metacognitive, test-preparation, and test-taking strategies to learn English, 

prepare for the EFL exit test, and take the test; (3) students’ beliefs were associated with 

their strategy use; (4) English majors had stronger beliefs and higher levels of strategy 

use than non-English majors; (5) students with higher entrance exam English scores had 

stronger beliefs and higher levels of strategy use than those of lower scores; (6) college 

seniors believed more in foreign language aptitude and use test-taking strategies more 

often than freshmen; (7) students who had taken and passed an EFL exit test had stronger 

beliefs and higher levels of strategy use than those who had not taken a test. 

The results of this study support an association between learners’ beliefs and 

strategy use. Understanding students’ beliefs about language learning and the EFL exit 

test, as well as their use of language-learning, test-preparation, and test-taking strategies, 

may enable EFL teachers to help students develop effective language learning, test-

preparation, and test-taking strategies and improve their English abilities and EFL exit 

test performance. The field of second language acquisition may also benefit from insights 

into students’ beliefs and their use of strategies in an EFL exit test environment. The EFL 

exit test may affect students’ beliefs about language learning and strategy use, such as 

their having stronger beliefs about the importance of vocabulary and higher levels of 

memory strategy use. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Statement of the Problem 

In many universities in Taiwan, students are required to pass an English proficiency test 

before they can receive their undergraduate degrees. Interestingly, there is not a standard English 

exit examination, and each university may use a different test. Some universities employ the Test 

of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) or the International English Language Testing 

System (IELTS), while others use the Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC), 

Taiwan’s General English Proficiency Test (GEPT), the College Student English Proficiency 

Test (CSEPT), or even their own locally developed English proficiency tests.  

According to Hughes (2003), washback, the effect of testing on learning and teaching, may 

be either negative or positive. The impact of a test may reach individuals, educational systems, 

and even a society as a whole. Obviously, with graduation being dependent on passing the 

chosen exit test, students’ success on English exit tests is very important, and students in Taiwan 

work very hard to prepare for these tests. The English as a foreign language (EFL) exit test in 

Taiwan is likely influential on students to the degree that it may affect their ideas about and 

approaches to learning English.  

Oxford (1990) stated, “strategies are especially important for language learning because 

they are tools for active, self-directed involvement, which is essential for developing 

communicative competence. Appropriate language learning strategies result in improved 

proficiency and greater self-confidence” (p. 1). In the Taiwanese EFL exit test context, 

Taiwanese university students use a variety of English learning strategies to learn English and 
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eventually to pass their EFL exit tests. A question then arises as to how and why students adopt 

particular strategies. Student beliefs about language learning have been found to influence 

students’ strategy choices in their language classes (Horwitz, 1987; Yang, 1999).  

The EFL exit examination situation differs in important ways from ordinary language 

learning in classroom settings. For example, in classroom settings, there are greater opportunities 

for collaborative study. Individual teachers or curriculum advisors determine study tasks and 

content and control the speed and sequence of learning. In English classrooms in Taiwan, study 

materials are assigned to students, and study times are fixed. In addition, assessment is periodic, 

and student progress is monitored. In contrast, in the Taiwan exit test context, individual study or 

student-selected study partners are more common. Students who are preparing for the English 

exit examination choose tasks, content, pace, and learning sequences for themselves. With the 

goal of passing one of the exit tests, EFL students themselves evaluate study materials for price, 

condition, or thoroughness. They set their own study schedules, deciding when, how long, and 

where to study for the exam, and students are only able to estimate their progress through study 

tools, materials, and practice tests.  

According to Bachman and Palmer (1996), test takers may spend a long time preparing 

individually for high-stakes tests. The content of the high-stakes EFL exit tests in Taiwan may 

make students use different language learning strategies than they would in their regular English 

classes. For example, students may use memory strategies more often in the EFL exit test setting 

because they think that memorizing lists of frequently tested vocabulary words, sample 

compositions, or sample conversations would be useful for a particular EFL exit test. Thus, this 

study examines Taiwanese university students’ beliefs about language learning and the EFL exit 
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test as well as their language learning, test-preparation, and test-taking strategy use in the EFL 

exit test context.  

 

Background of the Study 

Since 1994, the number of universities in Taiwan has increased dramatically. According to 

Taiwan’s Ministry of Education (2012), there were only 48 general universities/colleges and 

three technological institutes in 1993. As of 2012, the total number of general colleges and 

technological universities in Taiwan has almost tripled. There are now 71 general 

universities/colleges and 77 technological universities/colleges/institutes. The increase in 

university options has drawn students from a greater range of social classes and educational 

backgrounds. Senior high school graduates usually attend general universities, which make up 

less than half of all the universities in the nation and tend to offer rigorous academic programs. 

Students take the Joint General University Entrance/Application Exams to qualify for admission 

to these universities.  

Either newly founded or upgraded from junior colleges, technological universities now 

make up the majority of tertiary educational institutions in Taiwan. These universities offer 

specialized job-oriented programs and diverse class options for a student population that 

principally consists of graduates from vocational high schools. These students take the Joint 

Technology University Entrance/Application Exams to qualify for admission to these schools. 

Many technological universities/ colleges/institutes still retain their five-year junior-college (high 

school and lower division college) programs or two-year junior-college (lower division college) 

programs and offer students certifications as well as associate and terminal degrees.  
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According to the national curriculum designed by Taiwan’s Ministry of Education (MOE), 

English has been a compulsory subject for every Taiwanese student through secondary and 

higher education for decades. Beginning in 2001, students began to study English starting in the 

fifth grade, and then in 2005, students began to study English starting in the third grade. In 

elementary school, English education in Taiwan focuses primarily on listening and speaking, but 

at the secondary level, English education emphasizes speaking, listening, reading, and writing as 

well as grammar and vocabulary. In 2004, Taiwan’s Ministry of Education amended the 

Enforcement Rules of the University Act, and since then, all universities in Taiwan have been 

allowed to design their own English curricula for English majors and non-English majors. As a 

result, the number of English course credits students must take now depends on the regulations 

of their particular academic programs. Most universities still require non-English majors to take 

up to six credits of English courses during their first academic year, but some universities or 

departments require even non-English majors to take additional English courses after their first 

academic year. 

In order to ensure that their graduates will have at least some level of English proficiency, 

many general and technological universities in Taiwan require their 4-year undergraduate 

students to pass an EFL exit test before they graduate. Each university decides which EFL 

proficiency tests are used for their students and chooses the passing score ranges for each 

academic department or major. Usually, they set a higher passing score for English majors than 

for non-English majors. Many universities reimburse the registration fees of students who pass 

the EFL exit test, which students can take at any time the test is administered during their four 

years at the university. Students may choose which EFL exit test(s) to take according to their 

perceived English abilities and confidence in test-taking. The TOEIC, the CSEPT, and the GEPT 
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are among the most popular tests. In addition to these three tests, many universities also offer the 

TOEFL and the IELTS for their students.  

The TOEFL, the IELTS, and the TOEIC are internationally recognized English proficiency 

tests. The TOEFL (Internet-based test) is a 4-hour English test offered by ETS (Educational 

Testing Service) consisting of four sections that measure reading, listening, speaking, and 

writing in an academic higher-education environment. The TOEFL, offered 2-3 times a month, is 

composed of 36–56 reading questions, 30–54 listening questions, 6 speaking questions, and 2 

writing questions. Test takers receive independent scores for reading, listening, speaking, and 

writing on a scale from 0 to 30 points; total scores range from 0 to 120.  

The academic version of the IELTS is a 3-hour English test offered by IDP (International 

Development Program), measuring listening, reading, writing, and speaking. Its purpose is to test 

English skills for the purpose of pursuing higher education. The IELTS has 4 sections for 

listening, 3 sections for reading, 2 writing tasks, and 3 sections for speaking. It is offered two or 

three times each month in Taiwan. Test takers receive independent scores for listening, reading, 

writing, and speaking on a scale from 1 to 9. Average scores range from 1 to 9.  

The TOEIC is a 2-hour test, offered by ETS, consisting of two sections that measure the 

everyday English listening and reading skills of people working in an international environment. 

The TOEIC consists of 200 multiple-choice questions evenly divided into listening and reading 

categories. The TOEIC is offered once each month. Each test taker receives independent scores 

for listening and reading on a scale from 5 to 495 points resulting in a total score ranging from 

10 to 990.  

Other English proficiency tests that are options for the exit test have been developed 

specifically for the Taiwanese population. The GEPT (General English Proficiency Test) is an 
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English test offered by LTTC (the Language Training and Testing Center) in Taiwan, measuring 

reading, writing, speaking, and writing to evaluate the English proficiency levels of job 

applicants, employees, and students.  

The GEPT is administered in a two-stage process. At the first stage, students take a 2-hour 

listening and reading comprehension test that is made up of 30–45 questions for listening and 

35–45 questions for reading. Those who pass this first stage are allowed to register for the 

second stage, a 1-hour writing and speaking test consisting of 2–16 writing questions and 13–18 

speaking questions. The GEPT is offered twice each year. Each test taker receives independent 

scores for the first stage on a scale from 0 to 120 and a separate set of scores for the second stage 

on a scale from 0 to 100. The total passing score for the first stage is 160 points, and at the 

second stage, the passing scores for writing and speaking are 70–80 and 80, respectively. 

Finally, the CSEPT (College Student English Proficiency Test) is a 90-minute English test 

offered by LTTC that measures listening and reading in both daily life and academic situations. 

The CSEPT has 25–30 questions for listening and 60–80 questions for reading. The CSEPT is 

offered on college campus according to the dates chosen by each university. Each test taker 

receives independent scores for listening and reading on a scale from 0 to 120. The combined 

score adds up to a total from 0 to 240 points for the first level and 0–360 for the second level. 

 As illustrated in Table 1.1, the CSEPT and TOEIC assess only two language domains, 

listening and reading, whereas the GEPT, IELTS, and TOEFL assess four language domains. 

The GEPT rates students as beginner, intermediate, high intermediate, and advanced, but the 

other tests rate students with different scoring systems as outlined in Table 1.1. As a graduation 

requirement, many general universities expect non-English major students to score at an 

intermediate level and English majors to score at an upper intermediate level. In contrast, 
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technological universities generally expect non-English majors to score at a beginner level and 

English majors to score at an intermediate level. Universities may allow students to choose from 

among the five exams to fulfill their EFL exit test requirement. 

 

Table 1.1: Summary of EFL tests used in Taiwanese universities as EFL exit tests 

 GEPT CSEPT IELTS TOEIC TOEFL 

Skills tested Listening, 

speaking, 

reading, and 

writing 

Listening and 

reading 

Listening, 

speaking, 

reading, and 

writing 

Listening and 

reading 

Listening, 

speaking, 

reading, and 

writing 

Level/ Score Beginner 170 3 350 -- 

Intermediate 230/ 240 4 550 57 

Upper 

intermediate 

330 5.5 750 87 

Advanced -- 6.5 880 110 

 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to investigate EFL university students’ language learning and 

EFL exit test beliefs as well as their language learning, test-taking, and test-preparation strategy 

use in the Taiwanese EFL exit test context. Another aim is to examine and understand the 

relationship between students’ beliefs and strategy use in this context. Finally, this study seeks to 

understand whether beliefs and/or strategy use differ based on individual background variables 

such as students’ majors, grade levels, genders, entrance exam English score, and previous EFL 

exit test experience. 

 

Significance of the Study 

This study is important for both theoretical and practical reasons. It has theoretical 

importance because it will provide empirical support for the impact of the EFL exit test on 
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beliefs and strategies. Huang (2010) found that students’ language learning strategy use was 

above moderate in an EFL exit test context, that college students in such a context had higher 

levels of language learning strategy use than those not in that context, and that in the EFL exit 

test context, college students who had passed an EFL exit test had a higher level of language 

learning strategy use than those who had not. It appears that the EFL exit test has an impact on 

students’ level of language learning strategy use. Huang (2010) seems to have found that students 

use more strategies because of exit test. In addition to the impact of the EFL exit test on students’ 

language learning strategy use, this study aims to further explore its impact on their beliefs about 

language learning. Because of the influence of the exit test, students may have different language 

learning beliefs and strategy use than they would in a context without such a test. Yang (1999) 

examined language learning beliefs and strategies in Taiwan before the implementation of the 

exit exam. Yang (1999) found that the participants agreed most with the beliefs about the 

perceived value and nature of learning spoken English. For example, her participants wanted to 

learn to speak English well. Yang (1999) also found that her participants had a large number of 

formal oral-practice strategies, such as paying attention when someone is speaking English and 

using a word or phrase that means the same thing if they cannot think of an English word. 

Unfortunately, however, the two most popular EFL exit tests—the TOEIC and the CSEPT—do 

not assess students’ speaking ability, so it is possible that students who plan to take those tests 

may become less motivated to learn to speak English well. For the same reason, it is also 

possible that students will use speaking strategies less often, such as using a word or phrase that 

means the same thing if they cannot think of an English word, starting conversations in English, 

or practicing the sounds of English. 
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This study will also provide empirical evidence for how learners’ beliefs and their strategy 

use influence each other. An association between the language learning beliefs and use of 

language learning strategies has been suggested (e.g., Horwitz, 1987, 1988; Wenden, 1987), yet 

few studies have explored whether and how these two variables are related (e.g., Yang 1992, 

1999). Most researchers say that learners choose strategies consistent with their beliefs, and 

Horwitz (1988) argued that students’ language learning beliefs would likely restrict the range of 

language learning strategies they would use. Interestingly, Yang (1999) found that students who 

believed that learning grammar, vocabulary, and translation were the most important parts of 

learning a foreign language and that language learning involved a lot of memorization were less 

likely to use or practice English functionally by trying to write, read, speak, or think in English. 

In the Taiwanese exit test environment, it is possible that some students will believe that 

memorization is essential for test performance and therefore adopt memorization strategies. For 

example, students might memorize relevant vocabulary, sample compositions or conversations 

for a particular EFL exit test, or memorize new English words by grouping them into categories. 

However, English teachers in Taiwan have been fighting these types of strategies and 

encouraging students to use more holistic language learning strategies, so English exit tests may 

actually be working against English teachers. On the other hand, the English exit test 

requirement may help students understand that the goal of English learning is to actually use 

English in the real world. In this case, therefore, we would anticipate that they would adopt 

holistic strategies. They might write messages or e-mails in English, start conversations in 

English, or watch English-language movies or TV shows. However, little attention has been paid 

to the relationship between learners’ beliefs and strategy use in an EFL exit test environment. 

Thus, an investigation of the relationship between learners’ beliefs and their strategy use may 
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offer more empirical evidence for how beliefs influence strategies and which beliefs influence 

which strategies.  

The study also has practical significance. In the high-stakes EFL exit test context, students 

may strategically choose an EFL exit test they believe they can pass it and focus their attention 

only the tasks and content to improve their chances of passing it. As stated by Horwitz (2012), 

“strategic learning involves analyzing the task, analyzing oneself as a learner, considering the 

resources that are available, and analyzing the learning situation. Strategic learning stresses 

flexibility and appropriateness in strategy use” (p. 16). This study will provide a better 

understanding of university students’ strategic use of language learning, test-preparation, and 

test-taking strategies in the EFL exit test context. Instead of learning English aimlessly, students 

may use effective strategies in a strategic way to prepare for and pass the EFL exit test.  

As stated by Oxford (1990), language learning strategies are important because they are 

“tools for active, self-directed involvement, which is essential for developing communicative 

competence.” Appropriate language learning strategies are helpful for improving L2 proficiency 

and self-confidence. In addition, according to Horwitz (1987), student beliefs about language 

learning can influence the strategies they use. What students think about language learning can 

affect how they do it. Therefore, gaining knowledge of their beliefs about language learning is 

“an important step toward understanding the etiology of learning strategies” (p. 120). Many 

studies on learner beliefs and language learning strategy use have been conducted; yet, to date, 

neither students’ beliefs about English learning and EFL exit tests nor their use of English-

learning strategies, test preparation, and test taking in the EFL exit test context have been 

explored. This study will provide teachers, educators, and researchers with a better understanding 
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of university students’ language learning and EFL exit test beliefs as well as their language 

learning, test-preparation, and test-taking strategy use in the EFL exit test context.  

As indicated by Cook (2008), autonomous learning allows students “to decide on goals, 

methods and assessment” (p. 269). Outside of language classroom settings, students may become 

more autonomous English learners because they may need to choose what and how to learn to 

pass the test since different EFL exit tests assess different skills or content. They may also need 

to choose test-preparation materials and language learning strategies appropriate for the specific 

EFL exit test they will take. Because students often study individually or at least outside the 

classroom setting, their self-initiated study practices may reveal information about their language 

learning and EFL exit test beliefs, as well as their language learning, test-preparation, and test-

taking strategies. This study will open a window to the beliefs and strategies that students hold 

and use when not being influenced by their individual English classes, providing a better 

understanding of university students’ autonomous language learning in an EFL exit test 

environment. 

 

Research Questions 

This study addresses the following research questions: 

1. What are Taiwanese university students’ reported beliefs about language learning in an EFL 

exit test context?  

2. What are Taiwanese university students’ reported beliefs about the individual EFL exit tests? 

3. What language learning strategies do Taiwanese university students report using in an EFL 

exit test context?  
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4. What EFL exit test preparation and test-taking strategies do Taiwanese university students 

report using? 

5. How are students’ beliefs related to their strategy use in an EFL exit test context? 

6. Do students’ beliefs and strategy use differ according to their characteristics (e.g., major, 

gender, grade level, entrance exam English score, and EFL exit test experience) in an EFL 

exit test context? 

 

Organization of the Chapters 

This chapter presents a statement of background, purpose, and significance of this study. 

The remaining chapters are organized as follows: Chapter 2 reviews the literature related to this 

study; Chapter 3 describes the research design, participants, instrumentation, pilot study, data 

collection, research questions, and data analysis; Chapter 4 presents the results; and Chapter 5 

discusses the findings of this study, provides conclusions, and suggests pedagogical implications 

and recommendations for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

To give background to this study, several topics are especially relevant. The literature 

related to EFL exit test context, beliefs about language learning, and language learning and test-

taking strategies contribute to the need for this study. The literature review chapter will first 

review beliefs about foreign/second language learning. Next, this chapter will review studies that 

have examined language learning and test-taking strategies, as well as the relationship between 

language learning beliefs and strategies. Finally, studies on EFL exit tests and the influence of 

context on beliefs and strategy use will be discussed.  

 

Beliefs about Language Learning 

Beliefs about learning are a segment of metacognitive knowledge, a type of knowledge 

specific to learning (Flavell, 1979). As stated by Flavell (1979), “metacognitive knowledge 

consists primarily of knowledge or beliefs about what factors or variables act and interact in 

what ways to affect the course and outcome of cognitive enterprises” (p. 907). In the second-

language and foreign-language literature, metacognitive knowledge may also be referred to as 

learner beliefs (Horwitz, 1987; Wenden, 1998), which tend to be related to values, and are not 

easily changed (Wenden, 1998). This metacognitive knowledge equips individual learners to 

plan, monitor, and evaluate their learning processes. As further pointed out by Wenden (1999), 

learner beliefs may be regarded as a stable body of knowledge, although they may change over 

time. For example, Amuzie and Winke (2009) confirmed changes in learners’ beliefs after 

studying abroad. Learners carry their beliefs into the language classrooms. However, Horwitz 
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(1999) pointed out that the beliefs described in her study were “merely examples of the kinds of 

beliefs that teachers might encounter in their own classrooms” (p. 558). Teachers may find a 

variety of beliefs in their classrooms, reflecting a range of metacognitive knowledge among 

students.  

Indicating the importance of learner beliefs, Horwitz (1987) stated that students’ beliefs can 

have a strong impact on their success in language learning; she went on to assert that researchers 

may investigate student beliefs about language learning as an important step toward 

understanding the learning strategies. Since 1985, when Horwitz’s classic article was published, 

the topic of beliefs about language learning has captured the attention of many second-language-

acquisition (SLA) researchers, who have divided their attention between learner and teacher 

beliefs. A few key studies regarding learner and teacher beliefs will be discussed. 

Horwitz (1987) developed a 34-item self-report questionnaire, the Beliefs About Language 

Learning Inventory (BALLI: ESL student version). She divided the 34 items into five categories: 

foreign language aptitude, the difficulty of language learning, the nature of language learning, 

learning and communication strategies, and motivations. She investigated the beliefs about 

language learning of intermediate-level ESL students at the University of Texas at Austin (UT 

Austin) and found that the majority agreed with the following statements: Everyone can learn to 

speak a foreign language; it is easier for children than adults to learn a foreign language; some 

languages are easier to learn than others; English is at least of average difficulty; it is best to 

learn English in an English-speaking country; it is important to repeat and practice a lot; I enjoy 

practicing English with the Americans I meet; and I would like to have American friends. She 

pointed out that the BALLI has proven very successful in the identification of many students’ 

beliefs about language learning. She suggested that student beliefs about language learning can 
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influence their language learning strategies and that gaining knowledge of student beliefs about 

language learning is an important step toward understanding the language learning strategies. 

Many studies following Horwitz’s 1987 article have used the BALLI or a modified version of it 

to research learner beliefs.  

Horwitz (1988) identified the varying beliefs of beginning university foreign language 

students about language learning, using the BALLI questionnaire. The subjects were first-

semester language students at UT Austin. One finding of the study was that the BALLI proved 

useful in the elicitation and comparison of many student beliefs about language learning. It was 

also found that students held a range of beliefs with varying degrees of validity. The study 

pointed out the following findings: (1) students overwhelmingly supported the concept of a 

language learning difficulty hierarchy; (2) students generally endorsed the concept of foreign 

language aptitude or special abilities for language learning; (3) many students believed that 

learning another language was merely a matter of translating from English or learning grammar 

rules or new vocabulary words; (4) students strongly endorsed repetition and practice in the 

language laboratory; (5) students from the three language groups were mixed in their support of 

assumptions commonly associated with a communication-centered approach to language 

teaching; (6) most of the students did not believe that linguistic abilities would lead to a better 

job, and did not have strong desires to get to know representatives of the foreign culture. The 

findings confirmed that students arrived at the task of language learning with definite beliefs 

about how to learn a language. 

Several other researchers have extended Horwitz’s (1987, 1988) studies by administering 

the BALLI in a variety of language learning contexts. In one notable example, Diab (2006) 

explored the beliefs about language learning of 284 Lebanese students from three universities 
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and compared their beliefs about learning English and French. The instrument consisted of a 

modified version of Horwitz’s BALLI and a background questionnaire designed by the 

researcher. Diab (2006) found that students held differing beliefs about learning English as 

opposed to learning French; the author hypothesized that these variations might have been 

related to the political and social-cultural context of foreign language education in Lebanon. 

Significant differences in the Lebanese students’ beliefs were also found related to variables of 

gender and students’ background experiences with French and English in the home or school. 

The study pointed out the four beliefs about which the subjects agreed most strongly: (1) it is 

acceptable to guess if you do not know a word in English; (2) it is important to speak English 

with an excellent pronunciation; (3) English is an easier language than French; (4) it is easier to 

learn French before learning English. In addition to the BALLI and its adapted versions, other 

researchers have developed questionnaires that attempt to identify students’ beliefs about 

language learning. 

Cotterall (1999) developed a 90-item questionnaire that extended Cotterall’s (1995) study 

by examining beliefs about variables (factors) that the SLA literature suggests contribute to 

successful language learning. The subjects of the study were ESL students in New Zealand. The 

study examined their beliefs about the role of the teacher, the nature of language learning, 

strategy use, autonomy-fostering strategies, monitoring and evaluating strategies, and self-

efficacy. The study identified the beliefs that were held more frequently by the subjects; 

however, the author’s attempts to identify clusters of beliefs held by participants were 

unsuccessful. To fill the need for further research, several studies followed Cotterall’s (1999) 

article by using or modifying her questionnaire and combining it with items from other 

questionnaires.  
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One example in which researchers have combined and adapted questionnaires to fit a 

specific learning context is Zhang and Cui’s (2010) investigation of language learning beliefs 

held by English language learners who were studying in a distance-learning context in China. 

Participants were 90 distance learners who were majoring in English at Tsinghua University in 

China. The data-collection instrument consisted of a survey, which was adapted from Cotterall’s 

(1995, 1999) questionnaire and Horwitz’s (1987) BALLI. Mail and email methods were 

employed to collect the survey data. Zhang and Cui (2010) found that the majority of the 

participants perceived insufficient communication with teachers and peers as the dominant 

difficulty in distance learning, and that distance language learning was more difficult than 

traditional classroom language learning. The four beliefs with which the students agreed most 

strongly were as follows: (1) making mistakes is harmful in language learning; (2) it is possible 

to learn a language in a short time; (3) learning a foreign language is mostly a matter of 

translating from Chinese; (4) learning a foreign language is mostly a matter of learning a lot of 

grammar rules. By combining and adapting two questionnaires, the researchers analyzed 

language learning beliefs in a unique language learning context to establish the different 

language learning beliefs that students have in that context. 

In addition to a questionnaire, Sakui and Gaies (1999) also used interviews as a research 

approach to describe the beliefs about language learning of Japanese learners of English. They 

developed a 45-item questionnaire by adopting items from exiting instruments and adding some 

new items. The questionnaires were administered at different universities throughout Japan, and 

a number of interviews—some individual, some involving more than one student—were also 

conducted. Sakui and Gaies (1999) found that without complementary sources of data, learners’ 
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responses to questionnaires such as the one developed for their study could be easily 

misinterpreted.  

In terms of teacher beliefs about language learning, Horwitz (1985) developed a 27-item 

self-report questionnaire, Teacher Beliefs About Language Learning Inventory (TBALLI: 

Teacher version). She divided the 27 items into four categories: foreign-language aptitude, the 

difficulty of language learning, the nature of language learning, and language learning strategies. 

She investigated the language learning beliefs of prospective foreign-language teachers in 

foreign-language methods courses, and found that the students generally endorsed the concept of 

foreign-language aptitude, that they commonly believed that some languages were easier to learn 

than others, that the languages they were preparing to teach were relatively easy ones, and that 

language learning was often a misunderstood phenomenon. She pointed out that these beliefs can 

directly interfere with teachers’ understanding of the information and techniques presented in the 

methods class. Furthermore, she suggested that a systematic assessment of student beliefs would 

increase student learning in the methods class. 

Peacock (2001) modified Horwitz’s (1985, 1987) BALLI to investigate pre-service 

teachers’ beliefs about language learning. The goal of his study was to investigate changes in 

second-language learning beliefs of pre-service ESL teachers in Hong Kong over their three-year 

program. Four data-collection instruments were used: a learner self-report questionnaire 

(BALLI), ESL proficiency scores, an instruction package, and class observation. Peacock (2001) 

hypothesized that pre-service ESL teachers might have some mistaken ideas about language 

learning at the beginning of the program and that these beliefs would change as they studied 

TESL methodology. To the author’s surprise, no significant changes were found. Many third-

year trainees still believed that learning a second language meant learning many vocabulary 
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items and grammar rules and that individuals who spoke more than one language well were very 

intelligent.  

In addition to investigating pre-service teachers’ beliefs, researchers have dealt with the 

differences between learners’ and teachers’ beliefs. For example, Polat (2009) addressed 

similarities in beliefs of English learners and teachers in the eastern European country of 

Georgia. A mixed-method design was used for this study, and data were collected through 

questionnaires, evaluation inventories, observations, interviews, and course-book analyses. Polat 

(2009) found that the majority of participants believed that knowledge of first-language grammar 

and learning of L2 grammar were prerequisites to language learning. The subjects reportedly 

championed traditional ways of teaching or learning grammar. It was also found that the teacher 

participants reported several underlying reasons for their beliefs, while student participants 

reported some inconsistent reasons. 

Several studies have investigated the question of how stable or dynamic language beliefs 

are over time. Amuzie and Winke (2009) investigated the impact of study abroad on learner 

beliefs. This study used questionnaires and interviews to collect quantitative and qualitative data 

on 70 international students at two universities in the northern part of U.S. The belief 

questionnaire was constructed by adopting items from existing questionnaires (Cotterall, 1999; 

Horwitz, 1988) and writing new items. Amuzie and Winke (2009) found that learners 

experienced changes in their beliefs on learner autonomy, and that those with more time abroad 

had significantly more changes in their beliefs. They believed more strongly that they should 

find their own opportunities to use the language, and that their language success depended on 

what they did outside the classroom. In contrast with Peacock’s (2001) finding that pre-service 
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teacher’s beliefs were relatively stable in spite of training in this area, Amuzie and Winke (2009) 

supported the view that beliefs are dynamic, at least in the context of a study abroad experience. 

Students’ beliefs about language learning in Taiwan have not been addressed sufficiently by 

researchers. In one study, Yang (1999) used a 35-item BALLI (including an additional item 

about the role of memorization in language learning) to investigate students’ beliefs about 

language learning before an EFL exit test was required in Taiwan. The subjects were students at 

six universities in Taiwan. Yang classified the 35 items into 4 factors: self-efficacy and 

expectation about learning English, perceived value and nature of learning spoken English, 

beliefs about foreign language aptitude, and beliefs about formal structural studies. She found 

that the participants agreed most with the beliefs about the perceived value and nature of learning 

spoken English. For example, they believed that they wanted to learn to speak English well, that 

it is important to repeat and practice a lot, that people in their country feel that it is important to 

speak English, and that it is best to learn English in an English-speaking country. Yang’s (1999) 

study is particularly related to this dissertation study because it studied learners’ beliefs before 

Taiwan instituted an EFL exit test for university students. 

 

Language Learning Strategies 

Language learning strategies have been defined by several scholars as a subset of more 

general learning strategies. 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). Oxford (1990) defined learning strategies as “steps taken by students to 

enhance their own learning” (p. 1) as well as “specific actions taken by the learner to make 

learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, and more transferable 
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to new situations” (p. 8). These learning strategies can be transferred to the process of language 

learning as well. Language learning strategies focus on “the application of learning strategies to 

second language acquisition by students learning English as a second language as well as by 

students learning foreign languages” (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990, 1). The scholars’ definitions 

complement each other and have led to a wealth of research on this topic. 

Language learning strategies studies began in 1970s as “good language learner” studies, 

which explored the strategies that good language learners used. Indicating the importance of 

language learning strategies, Oxford (1990) says, “strategies are especially important for 

language learning because they are tools for active, self-directed involvement, which is essential 

for developing communicative competence. Appropriate language learning strategies result in 

improved proficiency and greater self-confidence” (p. 1). A few key studies regarding language 

learning strategies will be discussed. 

Rubin’s (1975) article about good language learners can be regarded as the first study on 

language learning strategies in the literature. Based on her observations of herself and good 

language learners in California and Hawaii, as well as conversations with them, she highlighted 

seven key attributes of good language learners: they are good guessers, they attend to form, they 

attend to meaning, they have a strong drive to communicate, they practice, they are not inhibited, 

and they monitor their and others’ speech. Since the publication of this article, many studies have 

further explored the attributes of good language learners. 

In terms of research methods to collect data for language learning strategies, interviews, 

observations, and questionnaires have been used widely. For instance, O’Malley and Chamot 

(1990) used interviews and observations to investigate language learners’ strategy use and 

concluded that there may be three categories of language learning strategies: cognitive, 
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metacognitive, and social-affective strategies. In addition, Oxford (1990) developed two 

questionnaires: the SILL (the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning: ESL/EFL student 

version), which was a 50-item questionnaire, and the SILL (FL student version), which was an 

80-item questionnaire for native speakers of English who were learning foreign languages, and 

she used these two questionnaires to investigate students’ language learning strategy use. She 

concluded that there may be six types of strategies—cognitive, memory, compensatory, social, 

affective, and metacognitive strategies—classifying the first three strategies as “direct” strategies 

and the last three as “indirect” strategies.  

However, no matter how the language learning strategies are categorized, the categories 

may be compatible with one another. For example, Hsiao and Oxford (2002) compared the 

categorization schemes of language learning strategies and concluded that O’Malley and 

Chamot’s (1990) three-factor category was compatible with Oxford’s (1990) six-factor category. 

They also suggested that, of all the categorization theories, Oxford’s (1990) six-factor category 

was the most consistent with language-learners’ strategy use.  

Among the major research approaches discussed, the questionnaire, especially the SILL, has 

been very popular with studies on language learning strategies. For example, using the SILL and 

interviews, Peacock and Ho (2003) investigated university students’ strategy use across 

disciplines in Hong Kong and also explored students’ strategy use according to L2 proficiency, 

age, and gender. They found that English majors used the most language learning strategies, 

while computing majors used the fewest strategies. They also found that older students were 

strong in the use of social and affective strategies and that female students were strong in the use 

of memory and metacognitive strategies. 
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Also using the SILL, Green and Oxford (1995) investigated the differences among Puerto 

Rican university students’ use of language learning strategies according to gender and students’ 

proficiency level. The researchers used students’ course level in foreign language study as a 

proxy for language proficiency, and they administered the SILL questionnaires to determine 

students’ language learning strategy use. They arrived at the key findings that gender accounted 

for significant differences in strategy use; female students were found to use more strategies than 

male students. The researchers also found a significant difference between more proficient and 

less proficient students’ use of strategies; more proficient students used more strategies than less 

proficient students. However, they emphasized that certain strategies were used similarly across 

all proficiency levels, including memory strategies and a subset of cognitive strategies that 

involved reasoning about the target language in order to find meaning. The authors named these 

strategies “bedrock strategies” because of their consistency in students at all levels of language 

study. 

The SILL has also been used in one study to describe the different strategies that students 

used at different grade levels. Chen (2009) studied the variation among students’ language 

learning strategy use and language learning style at different grade levels in junior high school in 

Taiwan. Findings suggested significant differences among students at different grade levels in all 

strategy categories except for compensation strategies. Among the three grade levels studied, the 

sixth grade students used more metacognitive and affective strategies than the other two grade 

levels, whereas the ninth grade students used more cognitive strategies. Eighth grade students 

used more memory strategies and social strategies than the other grade levels. 

Several studies have investigated the differences in language learning strategy use between 

successful language learners and less successful language learners. For example, Chamot and 
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Kupper (1989) conducted a descriptive study to identify language learning strategies among 

effective and ineffective learners. The results showed that students at higher levels reported using 

more strategies but that students at all levels used language learning strategies. The study found 

that effective learners used a variety of strategies more often and more appropriately and that 

less-effective learners used fewer strategies or frequently used strategies that were inappropriate 

to the task. The most highly effective students used strategies characteristic of good readers in 

general, and their remediation strategies included inferencing, elaboration, and deduction.  

In another study, Gan, Humphreys, and Hamp-Lyons (2004) sought to answer the question, 

What strategies do successful and unsuccessful tertiary Chinese students report in their language 

learning? The researchers conducted interviews, focusing on the attitudes of language learners 

and how they conducted their language learning. All of the successful language learners 

emphasized vocabulary learning as an important way of studying. Many of them also said that 

not learning about second language’s culture could have negative consequences. Unsuccessful 

students felt trapped into trying to memorize the vocabulary and not being able to remember it. 

Successful students used self-encouragement, while the unsuccessful students used avoidance 

when they did not see any tangible progress. The study advocated learner strategy training as a 

means to help less-successful students learn a target language. 

 Lai (2009) also investigated the variations between learners’ language learning strategy 

use and their English proficiency. To that end, the researcher administered the SILL 

questionnaire to college students in Taiwan; he distinguished proficiency level using the 

university’s standard placement test, and then determined differences in strategy use for different 

proficiency level groups. Key findings included the significant effects of language proficiency on 

the strategies that students used when working in their second language. Students with greater 
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language proficiency used more learning strategies, specifically, more cognitive and 

metacognitive strategies, than less proficient speakers. Less proficient students used more 

compensation strategies, social strategies, and memory strategies than more proficient students. 

Many studies have explored the relationship between language learning strategy use and L2 

achievement. For example, using a questionnaire and a reading achievement test, Phakiti (2003) 

investigated the relationship between university students’ use of cognitive and metacognitive 

strategies and their L2 reading achievement in Thailand. He found a positive relationship 

between cognitive and metacognitive strategy use and L2 reading achievement. According to his 

study, students who were successful on reading achievement tests used more cognitive and 

metacognitive strategies than unsuccessful students. In addition, using the SILL and students’ 

achievement test scores, Murray (2010) explored the relationship between strategy use and L2 

achievement among students learning Korean as a foreign language in the United States, and he 

found a low correlation between their strategy use and L2 achievement. He indicated that the 

correlations were not strong enough to be used as indicators of L2 achievement. Therefore, some 

doubt still existed about how useful the language learning strategies were for language learning. 

Several studies have investigated learners’ language learning strategies in Taiwan. For 

instance, Yang (1999) used the 50-item SILL to investigate students’ use of language learning 

strategies before there was an EFL exit test requirement in Taiwan. The subjects were students at 

six universities in Taiwan. She divided the 50 items into 6 categories: functional practice 

strategies, cognitive-memory strategies, metacognitive strategies, formal oral-practice strategies, 

social strategies, and compensation strategies. She found that the participants most frequently 

used the strategies of trying to find a better way to learn English (a metacognitive strategy), 

paying attention when someone was speaking English (a formal oral-practice strategy), using a 
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word or phrase that meant the same thing if they could not think of an English word (a formal 

oral-practice strategy), and asking someone to slow down or repeat something if they did not 

understand it in English (a social strategy). Yang’s (1999) study is particularly relevant to this 

dissertation study because it studied learners’ strategy use before there was an EFL exit test in 

Taiwan.  

In short, in commenting on the literature regarding language learning strategies, Macaro 

(2006) pointed out that the literature suggested a possible relationship between language learning 

strategy use and successful language learning and that there may be individual differences and 

group differences in language learning strategy use. It is, therefore, important to understand 

whether the new EFL exit test requirement in Taiwan has impacted the English learning 

strategies that Taiwanese students use.  

 

Test-Taking Strategies 

In preparing for the EFL exit tests, students may use specific test-taking strategies to help 

them pass. According to Cohen (2006), test-taking strategies can be divided into three largely 

distinct sets: language-learner strategies (i.e., the ways that respondents operationalized their 

basic skills of listening, speaking, reading, and writing as well as the related skills of vocabulary 

learning, grammar, and translation), test-management strategies (i.e., strategies for responding 

meaningfully to the test items and tasks), and test-wiseness strategies (i.e., strategies for using 

knowledge of test formats and other peripheral information to answer test items without going 

through the expected linguistic and cognitive processes).  

To further investigate how students use these different strategies on specific reading test 

item types, Cohen and Upton (2006) analyzed 32 ESL students’ verbal report data about new 
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TOEFL strategy use. The authors suggested that the six most common test-management 

strategies that test-takers used for the New TOEFL Reading section were as follows:  

1) Going back to the question for clarification: rereading the question. 

2) Going back to the question for clarification: paraphrasing (or confirming) the question or task. 

3) Reading the question and then reading the passage/portion to look for clues to the answer 

either before or while considering options. 

4) Considering the options and postponing consideration of the option. 

5) Selecting options through vocabulary, sentence, paragraph, or passage overall meaning. 

6) Discarding options based on vocabulary, sentence, paragraph, or passage overall meaning as 

well as discourse structure.  

By analyzing students’ comments as they worked through sample test items and performed a 

think-aloud, the authors were able to identify and describe these common test-management 

strategies. These strategies reflect focused attention to the reading selections, the questions, and 

the multiple choice options, clarifying, selecting, and discarding options based on clues included 

in the text. Cohen and Upton distinguished these from test-wiseness strategies, which they 

identified as “tricks” to select a correct answer without truly reading and thinking through the 

task. 

Comparing pretest and posttest scores of an experimental group and a control group, Amer 

(1993) investigated the effect of teaching test-wiseness strategies to EFL middle-school students. 

The experimental group was taught a few test-taking strategies: to read the instructions carefully, 

to schedule their time appropriately, to make use of clue words in the questions, to delay 

answering difficult questions, and to review their work in order to check their answers. The 

findings suggested that there was a positive relationship between test-performance and skill in 
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test-taking. The findings also suggested that test-taking strategy training improved scores for 

EFL students. 

  Yien (2001) explored the relationships among test-taker characteristics, test-taking 

strategies, and test performance for Taiwanese college students. Yien adapted the Anderson et al. 

(1991) questionnaire, which was designed for a reading comprehension test, to investigate test-

taking strategies for the study. Yien’s results suggested that the more test-taking strategies that 

test-takers applied, the higher test scores they achieved. The results of the study indicated that 

significant relationships among test-taker characteristics, test-taking strategies, and test 

performance existed. It was suggested that test-taking strategies may play a role in mediating 

between test-taker characteristics and test performance. Table 2.1 presents the 16 test-taking 

strategies investigated in the study. 

 

Table 2.1: Sixteen test-taking strategies for reading tests (Anderson et al. 1991) adapted by Yien 

(2001) 

1 To guess without any particular consideration 

2 To select an answer, not because it is thought to be correct, but because the others do not 

seem reasonable, seem similar, or are not understandable 

3 To select an alternative through deductive reasoning 

4 To match the stem and/or alternatives to a previous portion of the text 

5 To select a response because it is stated in the text 

6 To select a response based on understanding the material read 

7 To make inference about time allocation 

8 To read the questions and options after reading the passage 

9 To read the questions and options before reading the passage 

10 To change an answer after having marked one 

11 To receive clues from answering one question that are helpful in answering another 

12 To stop reading the options after reading the answer 

13 To express uncertainty on the correctness of an answer chosen 

14 To skip a question and return to it later 

15 To skip a question that is not understood and leave the response blank 

16 To mark answers without reading in order to fill the space 
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Yien’s description of test-taking strategies are specific to reading tests, and they coincide with 

Cohen’s (2006) test-management strategies and test-wiseness strategies; some of them illustrate 

meaningful cognitive processes to discern correct answers to test tasks, and others provide 

options to avoid performing the linguistic or cognitive tasks. 

 

Relationship between Language Learning Beliefs and Strategy Use 

An association between students’ language learning beliefs and their use of language 

learning strategies has been claimed to exist (e.g., Horwitz, 1987, 1988), yet few studies have 

explored whether and how these two variables are related (e.g., Wenden, 1987; Yang, 1999). 

Wenden (1987) used interviews to investigate prescriptive beliefs about language learning 

among ESL students in the United States. She divided 12 learners’ prescriptive beliefs into three 

groups: Group 1, “Use the language,” concerns learning the natural way—practicing and 

thinking in one’s second language and living and studying in an environment where the target 

language is spoken; Group 2, “Learn about the language,” deals with learning grammar and 

vocabulary, taking a formal course, learning from mistakes, and being mentally active; and 

Group 3, “Personal factors are important,” concerns learners’ emotional aspect, self-concept, and 

aptitude for learning. She found a possible relationship between the explicit beliefs of these 

learners and what they said they did to learn English. She found that learners who emphasized 

the importance of using the language would often use communication strategies, and that 

learners who emphasized the importance of learning about the language tended to use cognitive 

strategies.  

Similarly, Horwitz (1987) argued that what students think about language learning can 

affect how they go about doing it. To illustrate her argument, she provided the example of a 
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student who believes that one must never say anything in English until it can be said correctly 

and, therefore, avoids speaking most of the time. She also suggested that gaining knowledge of 

student beliefs about language learning is an important step toward understanding language 

learning strategies.  

Yang (1999) is one of the few researchers to have conducted a quantitative investigation of 

the relationship between language learning beliefs and strategy use, using the BALLI and the 

SILL. Her participants were university students in Taiwan. She found that learners’ self-efficacy 

beliefs about language learning were strongly related to almost all types of language learning 

strategies and that learners’ beliefs about the nature and value of learning spoken English were 

closely related to their oral-practice strategy use. Specifically, she concluded that metacognitive 

and motivational beliefs associated with high correlations of language strategies played a 

significant role in language learning. As a pedagogical implication, she recommended that 

instructors attend to student beliefs as they relate to strategy use because doing so can promote 

students’ success with language learning. 

 

EFL Exit Test Context 

The EFL exit test in Taiwan is a high-stakes test that may have a large impact on students’ 

language learning. This impact may be considered a type of washback, which is, according to 

Hughes (2003), the effect of testing on learning and teaching. Alderson and Wall (1993) 

proposed 15 possible washback hypotheses, and the following are most relevant to this study: (1) 

a test will influence learning; (2) a test will influence what learners learn; (3) a test will influence 

how learners learn; (4) a test will influence the rate and sequence of learning; (5) a test will 

influence the degree and depth of learning; (6) a test will influence attitudes to the content, 
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method, etc., of learning; (7) tests that have important consequences will have washback. (8) 

tests that do not have important consequences will have no washback; (9) tests will have 

washback on all learners; and (10) tests will have washback effects for some learners but not for 

others. According to Alderson and Wall’s washback hypotheses, it is possible that the test will 

influence their language learning strategies and beliefs. Therefore, the EFL exit test, as a test 

with important consequences for students, may produce washback effects on what students learn 

and how they learn it. 

Few studies about EFL exit tests have been published. One of those few was published by 

Qian (2007). In selecting a suitable EFL exit test for graduating college students in Hong Kong, 

Qian (2007) compared the speaking and writing components of the academic version of the 

IELTS and the English test of the Graduating Students’ Language Proficiency Assessment 

(GSLPA), with university students in Hong Kong as the subjects. The results indicated that: (1) 

the GSLPA writing and speaking scores distinguished participants’ abilities more clearly than the 

IELTS did; (2) the GSLPA and IELTS writing subtests assessed different skills; and (3) the 

constructs of the GSLPA and IELTS speaking subtests overlapped by about 48%. Qian indicated 

the importance of the construct validity of the exit test for both employment and academic 

purposes. Qian concluded that an EFL exit test could influence teaching and learning once it 

became a high-stakes test. He concluded that the IELTS should be chosen as the exit test mainly 

because of its international status. 

In another study that concerns the EFL exit test context, Song and Cheng (2006) 

investigated mainland Chinese college students’ use of language learning strategies in 

preparation for a standardized EFL exit test for non-English majors, the College English Test-

Band 4 (CET-Band 4). They used Purpura’s (1999) questionnaire to investigate the cognitive and 
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metacognitive strategies used by students. They found that metacognitive strategies were more 

commonly used than cognitive strategies; however, the use of these strategies did not predict 

high scores on the proficiency test. Memory and retrieval strategies were the only statistically 

significant predictors of high test results; however, further analysis of subscales of strategy use 

revealed that inferencing and naturalistic practice also seemed to play an important role in 

language performance as measured on the CET-Band 4. 

 

The Influence of Context 

Even though little research has been conducted to investigate the relationship between an 

EFL exit test context and language learning beliefs or strategy use, several studies have explored 

the relationship between language learning strategy use and other environmental factors. For 

example, the relationship between language learning strategy use and mediation has been 

investigated. As pointed out by Donato and McCormick (1994), sociocultural theory maintains 

that social interaction and cultural institutions, such as schools and classrooms, have important 

roles to play in individuals’ cognitive growth and development. They addressed the issue of the 

development of language learning strategies within sociocultural theory and argued that this 

development may be mainly a by-product of mediation. 

The relationship between language learning strategy use and a particular social context has 

also been examined. As indicated by Yu and Wang (2009), language learning strategy use is not 

only an individual attribute of language users but also a group behavior reflecting the learning 

culture and language pedagogy in a particular social context. Their study reported the language 

learning strategy use of Chinese secondary school students of English as a foreign language 

(EFL) in China from the perspective of sociocultural theory, and both quantitative and qualitative 
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methods were employed in the research. Information from semi-structured interviews revealed 

that Chinese EFL-learner strategy use was greatly affected by the learning context, classroom 

practice, and assessment method in the schools investigated. For example, the classroom practice 

did not help the learners develop communicative competence and autonomous learning, and the 

assessment method did not emphasize communicative skills. Thus, students may have used some 

language learning strategies that specifically respond to the assessment methods, creating a 

potential negative washback effect that may decrease their likelihood of achieving 

communicative competence in English. 

The relationship between language learning strategy use and a bilingual context has also 

been explored. Using the SILL, Hong-Nam and Leavell (2007) examined the language learning 

behaviors and thought processes of two geographically and socio-educationally different groups 

by comparing learning strategy use as reported by monolingual Korean students in a Korean 

university and bilingual Korean-Chinese students in a Korean language university in 

northeastern China. Despite a less formal English education environment in the Korean-Chinese 

community and less experience in learning English, the bilingual Korean-Chinese students 

reported greater use of learning strategies. Specifically, bilingual students reported more 

extensive metacognitive strategy use and lower levels of memory strategy use. The researchers, 

therefore, argued that bilingualism may have positive effects on learning a new language. 

Other methods have also been employed to investigate the relationship between language 

learning strategy use and different contexts. Jang and Jimenez (2011) used qualitative interviews 

to discover why learners use different strategies in different contexts. From a sociocultural 

perspective, they pursued the answer to this question by focusing on the impacts of the classroom 

context and the broader social context on the use of second-language (L2) learner strategies. The 
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authors argued that the use of L2 learning strategies cannot be fully understood without 

examining the specific social and power relationships in the language classroom. By highlighting 

the particular situation of L2 learner strategy development, they attempted to help educators 

construct a learning environment that can facilitate L2 learners’ use of productive strategies to 

enhance their language learning. They found that L2 learners’ cultural backgrounds can affect 

their language learning strategy use.  

Few studies have explored whether language learning strategies vary by EFL exit test 

context. Huang (2010) designed a questionnaire and used it to investigate the English graduation 

threshold (EFL exit test) related to college students’ EFL anxiety, motivation, and learning 

strategies. The participants were students at several universities in Taiwan. She found that 

college students’ language learning strategy use was above average in the face of the EFL exit 

test, that gender did not have an effect on students’ strategy use, that juniors had the highest level 

of strategy use, and that college students in an EFL exit test context had a higher level of 

language learning strategy use than those not in such a context. She also found that students 

tended to have higher levels of strategy use in environments with higher requirements for an EFL 

exit test, that college students who had taken an EFL exit test had a higher level of language 

learning strategy use than those who had not, and that college students who had passed an EFL 

exit test had a higher level of language learning strategy use than those who had not. Huang’s 

(2010) study and its findings are particularly relevant to this current study because of its 

treatment of the Taiwanese EFL exit test context. 

Also, few studies have explored whether language learning beliefs vary by context. For 

instance, in exploring cultural and situational influences on learners’ beliefs about language 

learning, Horwitz (1999) reviewed representative papers using the BALLI to identify similarities 
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and differences across cultural groups. She found that belief differences between instructors of 

French and American learners may be due to age, stage of learning, and professional status. She 

also found that several belief differences in various groups may be due more to differences in 

learning circumstances than to those in culture. In fact, there was a large amount of commonality 

in beliefs across cultural groups. Horwitz concluded that there was not strong evidence for 

cultural differences in learner beliefs. 

In short, the above studies have indicated that language learning beliefs and strategy use 

may be influenced by environmental factors as suggested in the “context of learning” principle of 

sociocultural theory. Although little research has been done in the EFL exit test context, it may 

be inferred that environmental factors such as this high-stakes test may influence students’ 

language learning beliefs and strategy use. This context is sufficiently unique that the study 

seemed likely to advance knowledge in the second language acquisition field. 

 

Summary 

A number of studies regarding beliefs about language learning and its strategies have been 

conducted, as have several studies regarding the influence of context on strategy use. Through 

this research, several instruments have been developed to evaluate language learning beliefs, 

such as the BALLI, and language learning strategies, such as the SILL. From the relevant 

literature, it seems clear that beliefs influence strategies and vice versa, and both beliefs and 

strategies influence language learning. With regards to specific language-learning contexts, 

several studies specifically have been conducted concerning EFL test-taking strategies. However, 

it appears that few empirical studies have explored learner beliefs about EFL exit tests or the 

influence of the EFL exit test context on language learning beliefs and strategy use, despite the 
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importance of the topic, which is magnified by the fact that more and more universities in several 

countries in Asia (e.g., China, Korea, and Taiwan) have been adopting EFL exit tests for their 

graduating students in recent years. The potential for washback effects of these language 

assessments is enormous, with possible effects on millions of students’ beliefs about language 

learning and their strategic responses to aspects of the assessments. It stands to reason, then, that 

research on these topics will be useful for language teachers, policy makers, SLA researchers, 

and assessment designers who attend to aspects of test design and language learning strategy 

instruction in Asia and around the world. This dissertation study was aimed to fill a gap in the 

relevant literature. Its goals were to investigate Taiwanese university students’ beliefs about 

language learning and EFL exit tests as well as their language learning, test-preparation, and 

strategy use in an EFL exit test context.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

 

 The research approach used in this study included a questionnaire administered to a large 

number of participants. With respect to the reliability of the questionnaire study, Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficient was employed to aid in the deletion or modification of unreliable items. In 

addition, a panel of experts was invited to review the items in order to maximize their validity. 

Item flaws and response biases were assessed and then corrected after the pilot study. 

The students’ beliefs about language learning and the EFL exit test were measured by the 

Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory in an EFL Exit Test Context (BALLIEETC), based 

on Horwitz’s BALLI (Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory, 1987). Students’ use of 

language learning, test-preparation, and test-taking strategies was measured by the Strategy 

Inventory for Language Learning in an EFL Exit Test Context (SILLEETC), based on Oxford’s 

SILL (Strategy Inventory for Language Learning, 1990).  

 This chapter describes the method of study, including (1) the research design, (2) a 

description of the participants, (3) instrumentation, (4) pilot study, (5) data-collection 

procedures, and (6) data analysis.  

 

Research Design 

 The study was mainly quantitative, involving participants filling out self-report 

questionnaires. As defined by Brown (2001), “questionnaires are any written instruments that 

present respondents with a series of questions or statements to which they are to react either by 

writing out their answers or selecting from among existing answers” (p. 6). According to Mackey 
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and Gass (2005), the questionnaire is one of the most common measures of collecting data on 

opinions from a large number of participants in second language research. As pointed out by 

Dornyei (2010), the main advantage of questionnaires is their efficiency in terms of research 

time, research effort, and financial resources. This study used three sets of questionnaires (i.e., 

the BALLIEETC, the SILLEETC, and the Individual Background Questionnaire) regarding 

beliefs about language learning and EFL exit tests; language learning, test-preparation, and test-

taking strategies; and personal background information. To measure the students’ beliefs and use 

of strategies use, I revised two self-report questionnaires to make them appropriate for the EFL 

exit test context in Taiwan: the Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory (BALLI, ESL 

Student Version) developed by Horwitz (1987), and the Strategy Inventory for Language 

Learning (SILL, ESL/EFL Version) developed by Oxford (1990). The study aimed to identify 

beliefs about language learning and EFL exit tests shared by university students in Taiwan and to 

investigate what specific language learning, test-preparation, and test-taking strategies they used 

when preparing for the EFL exit test. 

 

Participants 

As stated by Dornyei (2010), the sample size should be large enough for the results to reach 

statistical significance, and certain statistical procedures may require a certain number of 

participants. For example, factor analysis was used for this study. According to Tabachnick and 

Fidell (2007), five cases for each item may be adequate for factor analysis. Since the 

BALLIEETC had 60 items and the SILLEETC had 57 items, at least 300 participants were 

needed for the factor analyses used in the study.  
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A total of 540 students (from two freshman English classes, one senior English class, four 

mixed classes—engineering, social science or business freshman, one senior social science class, 

one senior business class, and one senior engineering class) at a private technology university in 

southern Taiwan were selected to participate in this study. The freshman participants were taking 

an English course at the time the data were collected, while the senior participants (except for the 

English majors) were not.  

Although 540 students completed the questionnaires, only 518 questionnaires were 

considered valid and used for data analysis because 22 questionnaires were missing some 

responses. Tables 3.1 through 3.5 show the frequencies and percentages for gender, academic 

majors, grade levels, entrance exam English scores, and EFL exit test experience of the 518 

respondents with valid questionnaires. As for gender, about 40% of the respondents were male, 

and about 60% were female. In terms of academic major, 32.6% of the participants majored in 

English, 27.4% majored in business, 23.7% majored in engineering, and 16.2% majored in social 

sciences. Regarding their grade levels, 58.7% of the participants were freshmen, and 41.3% were 

seniors. When asked about their entrance exam English scores, 214 respondents did not reveal 

their scores. Of the 304 respondents who did, 24.3% received scores between 0 and 47, 19.1% 

received scores between 48 and 59, 29.9% received scores between 60 and 71, and 26.6% 

received scores between 72 and 100. In terms of EFL exit test experience, of the 518 

participants, 24.1% had not taken any EFL exit test, 41.3% had taken but not passed a test, and 

34.6% had passed a test. 
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Table 3.1: Gender of participants 

Participants Frequency Percent 

Female 310 59.8 

Male 208 40.2 

Total 518 100.0 

 

Table 3.2: Academic major of participants 

Participants Frequency Percent 

English 169 32.6 

Business 142 27.4 

Engineering 123 23.7 

Social sciences 84 16.2 

Total 518 100.0 

 

Table 3.3: Grade level of participants 

Participants Frequency Percent 

Freshman 304 58.7 

Senior 214 41.3 

Total 518 100.0 

 

Table 3.4: Entrance exam English score of participants 

Participants Frequency Percent 

0-47 74 24.3 

48-59 58 19.1 

60-71 91 29.9 

72-100 81 26.6 

Total 304 100.0 

Missing 214  

 

Table 3.5: EFL exit test experience of participants 

Participants Frequency Percent 

Not taken 125 24.1 

Taken/not passed 214 41.3 

Taken/passed 179 34.6 

Total 518 100.0 
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The student participants had studied English since at least junior high school (middle school). 

Their ages were primarily from 18 to 22, yet some may have been older.  

 

Instrumentation 

 The instruments used in this study were three questionnaires: 

The Individual Background Questionnaire (IBQ) was used to gain information on individual 

characteristics such as major, gender, grade level, entrance exam English score, and EFL exit test 

experience (Appendix A). 

To measure beliefs about language learning and EFL exit tests, the Inventory for Beliefs 

about Language Learning in an EFL Exit Test Context (BALLIEETC) was used (Appendix B). 

To measure language learning, test-preparation, and test-taking strategy use, the Strategy 

Inventory for Language Learning in an EFL Exit Test Context (SILLEETC) was used (Appendix 

C). 

I adapted the three questionnaires on beliefs, strategy use, and individual background. 

Open-ended questions were added to the beginning of all the questionnaires to elicit more 

information regarding beliefs about EFL exit tests and preparation strategies. 

I then translated the three questionnaires from English into Chinese (Mandarin) based on 

the existing translations of Yang (1992) so that students in Taiwan could clearly understand the 

questions. One Taiwanese doctoral student from the University of Texas at Austin, who was 

teaching part-time at a university in Taiwan, reviewed the translated questionnaires to check the 

accuracy and clarity of the Chinese translations. Another Taiwanese doctoral student at the 
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University of Texas at Austin with a specialization in Chinese and English verified the translated 

questionnaires (Appendix F) through back-translation to ensure their accuracy.  

The Development of the Inventory for Beliefs about Language Learning in an EFL Exit 

Test Context (BALLIEETC) and the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning in an EFL 

Exit Test Context (SILLEETC) 

 The development of the BALLIEETC and the SILLEETC progressed in several stages. 

First, I consulted some widely used inventories of language learning beliefs (Horwitz, 1987), 

language learning strategies (Oxford, 1990), and EFL test-taking strategies (Amer, 1993) to 

devise items for the BALLIEETC and the SILLEETC. Second, I developed an interview guide to 

construct the item pool for the questionnaires (Appendix D) and used the interview guide to 

interview five Taiwanese graduate students at the University of Texas at Austin (three men and 

two women) who had received their undergraduate degrees in Taiwan and taken the TOEFL. 

These former Taiwanese university students were interviewed about (1) their English-learning 

strategies both in general and for the EFL test, (2) their beliefs about the EFL exit test in Taiwan, 

and (3) their EFL test-taking strategies and advice. All interviews were conducted in Chinese and 

audio-recorded digitally. Third, I emailed three English teachers, who were also coworkers, a 

concise version of the interview questions for the item pool (Appendix D) and asked one teacher 

to forward the student-version protocol to 20 of her students at a private technology university in 

southern Taiwan. Two teachers and four students responded. After analyzing the interview and 

email data, I generated a large item pool for the questionnaire development and then worked with 

a Taiwanese doctoral student at the University of Texas at Austin and an ESL teacher at Austin 

Community College to clarify the wording of the questions and eliminate some redundant items. 
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Finally, the two questionnaires were compiled and pilot-tested in Taiwan. Based on the results on 

the pilot study, which will be discussed later, some questionnaire items were modified.  

The Individual Background Questionnaire (IBQ) (Appendix A) 

 The 15-item Individual Background Questionnaire (IBQ) was adapted from 

questionnaires used by Ku (1995), Liao (2002), Oxford (1990), and Yang (1992) to obtain 

information regarding participants’ backgrounds. The IBQ elicited information about 

participants’ gender, grade levels, majors, entrance exam English scores, EFL exit test results, 

EFL exit test experience, self-assessed levels of English proficiency, self-ratings of motivation to 

learn and attitude for learning English, and other demographic information. 

The Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory in an EFL Exit Test Context 

(BALLIEETC) (Appendix B) 

The 61-item Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory in an EFL Exit Test Context 

(BALLIEETC) aimed to explore what learners think of or believe about learning English as a 

foreign language and the EFL exit test requirement. The BALLIEETC was adapted from 

Horwitz’s (1987) the BALLI. The BALLIEETC assessed students’ beliefs about learning 

English and the EFL exit test according to the following themes: (1) the nature of learning 

English and passing the EFL exit test, (2) the difficulty of learning English and passing the EFL 

exit test, (3) aptitude of learning English and passing the EFL exit test, and (4) motivation for 

learning English and passing the EFL exit test. Participants were asked to indicate the extent to 

which they agreed with statements such as “It is easier for children than adults to learn a foreign 

language” using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 for “strongly disagree” to 5 for 

“strongly agree.”  
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Three open-ended questions—“What do you think of the EFL exit test?” “Do you have any 

other thoughts or ideas about learning English that you would like to add?” and “Do you have 

any other thoughts or ideas about the EFL exit test that you would like to add?”—were added to 

the beginning of all the questionnaires or to the end of each subsection to elicit additional 

information about beliefs regarding learning English and the EFL exit test.  

 

 

The Strategy Inventory for Language Learning in an EFL Exit Test Context (SILLEETC) 

(Appendix C) 

The 59-item Strategy Inventory for Language Learning in an EFL Exit Test Context 

(SILLEETC) explored which strategies learners used for learning English as a foreign language 

and passing the EFL exit test. The SILLEETC was adapted from Oxford’s (1990) the SILL. The 

test-taking strategy items were adopted from Amer’s (1993) study. The SILLEETC assessed 

students’ strategies for learning English, preparing for the EFL exit test, and taking the test in the 

following strategy categories: (1) memory strategies, (2) cognitive strategies, (3) compensatory 

strategies, (4) meta-cognitive strategies, (5) EFL exit test-preparation strategies, and (6) EFL exit 

test-taking strategies. To investigate how frequently a strategy was used, the participants were 

asked to rate statements such as “I think of relationships between what I already know and new 

things I learn in English” with a five-point Likert scale using 1 for “I never do this,” 2 for “I 

seldom do this,” 3 for “I sometimes do this,” 4 for “I usually do this,” and 5 for “I always do 

this,” instead of the scale suggested by Oxford (1990) that asks how true the statement is. This 

modification was made because it could help directly investigate how often the respondents used 
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a specific strategy, and it was easier for the respondents to evaluate their strategy use than how 

true a statement is.  

Six open-ended questions—“Do you do anything special to prepare for the EFL exit test?” 

“What advice have others given you to prepare for the EFL exit test?” “What advice has been the 

most helpful for you in preparing for the EFL exit test?” “Have you changed the way you study 

English because of the EFL exit test? If your answer is yes, please specify the way(s) you have 

changed,” “Do you have any other thoughts or ideas about English-learning strategies that you 

would like to add?” and “Do you have any other thoughts or ideas about the EFL exit test taking 

or preparation strategies that you would like to add?”—were added to the beginning of all the 

questionnaires and the end of the SILLEETC to elicit additional information about strategies for 

learning English and passing the EFL exit test.  

 

Pilot Study 

A pilot study was conducted in Taiwan on December 16, 2011, (1) to examine the reliability 

and validity of the two major questionnaires, the BALLIEETC and the SILLEETC; (2) to verify 

the effectiveness of the questionnaire administration procedures; (3) to determine the 

questionnaire administration time; (4) to assess the clarity of the instructions; and (5) to decide 

whether the open-ended questions should appear at the beginning or the end of the questionnaire.  

The site for the pilot study was a private technology university in southern Taiwan. The 

university was originally founded in 1965 as a private five-year junior college of engineering. In 

1999, the university was upgraded to a technological institute, and in 2003, it was promoted to a 

university of technology. The university currently is comprised of three colleges: engineering, 

management, and humanities/social sciences. More than 20,000 students attend the university, 
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and in 2011-2012, it was one of the 34 technological universities awarded grants by Taiwan’s 

Ministry of Education to recognize excellence in teaching.  

The preliminary set of instruments (i.e., the BALLIEETC, the SILLEETC, and the IBQ) 

was pilot tested with a class of 33 social-science-major juniors, and 100% of the participants 

responded. I first obtained permission from the English teacher involved and then went to the 

class in person to administer the questionnaires. All instructions were given in Chinese before 

the students started to complete the questionnaires, and students were allowed to ask questions 

about the questionnaire during the administration process. The pilot questionnaire included open-

ended questions so that participants could make criticisms and recommendations for improving 

the items. Finally, the values of reliability coefficient alpha were computed after the pilot study 

for the BALLI (beliefs about language learning) scale and TTB (test-taking beliefs) scale of the 

BALLIEETC, as well as the SILL (strategy inventory for language learning) scale, the TPS (test-

preparation strategy) scale, and the TTS (test-taking strategy) scale of the SILLEETC. The alpha 

values of the individual scales were as follows: BALLI scale (excluding BALLI items 4 and 14), 

0.81; TTB scale (excluding TTB item 25), 0.78; SILL scale, 0.96; TPS scale, 0.82; TTS scale, 

0.78. Dornyei (2010) suggested that a value in excess of .70 is acceptable for the Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficient in second-language acquisition research, and items with alpha coefficients 

lower than .70 were either deleted or modified. For example, TPS item 5, “It is important to 

choose to take the easiest among the available EFL exit tests,” was changed to “It is important to 

choose to take the easier among the available EFL exit tests.” Moreover, since it took too long 

(about 50 minutes) for the participants to fill in the questionnaire, the items regarding social and 

affective strategies in the SILLEETC were deleted. The value of the reliability coefficient alpha 

for the shortened SILL scale was computed again, and it was 0.95. In addition, the open-ended 
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questions were moved to the beginning of the questionnaire because more participants responded 

to them when they appeared at the beginning than did when they were at the end. 

 

Data Collection 

 The main study was conducted at the same institution as the pilot study from December 

26, 2011, to March 14, 2012. A sample of ten classes with 540 students from different majors 

and grade levels were chosen. I went to each classroom at a prearranged time to administer the 

questionnaire in person and spoke in Chinese to inform the participants of the purpose of the 

questionnaire and give instructions about how to complete it. Students were informed that their 

participation in the study would be voluntary and that all their data would be kept confidential. I 

also told the students that there were no right or wrong answers on the questionnaire and that 

they should respond according to their own experience. Each student signed a consent form (see 

Appendix E), which I collected before the administration of the questionnaire. The 

administration of the questionnaire took about 40 minutes, and the response rate was 100%.  

 

Data Analysis 

Statistical Analysis 

 Quantitative analyses were conducted using SPSS (Statistical Packages for the Social 

Sciences) version 18.0: 

1. Descriptive statistics, such as frequencies, means, and standard deviations, were computed to 

summarize the participants’ responses to the BALLIEETC, the SILLEETC, and the IBQ. The 

descriptive analyses were used to identify overall patterns of Taiwanese university students’ 

beliefs and strategy use in the EFL exit test context. 
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2. Factor analysis was used to determine the underlying factors that accounted for the 

participants’ responses to the BALLIEETC and the SILLEETC because there were no 

predetermined factors in the BALLIEETC or the TTS and the TPS scale of the SILLEETC. 

Even though there were predetermined factors in the SILL scale of the SILLEETC, factor 

analysis was still needed because two categories of items were deleted from the SILL scale in 

the study, which could lead to a different factor analysis result. As indicated by Pett, Lackey, 

and Sullivan (2003), exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is used to explore how many factors 

are necessary to explain the relationships among a set of items. After exploratory factor 

analysis, the newly constructed sets of factors were used as composite variables in the 

subsequent canonical correlation analysis and multivariate analysis of variance to help 

answer the fifth and sixth research questions. 

3. Canonical correlation analysis was performed to indicate the relationship between the two 

sets of factors constructed through factor analysis of the responses to the BALLIEETC and 

the SILLEETC. The overall associations between the two constructs of beliefs and strategy 

use in the EFL exit test context were measured to address the fifth research question: “How 

are students’ beliefs related to their strategy use in an EFL exit test context?” 

4. Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to examine whether students’ 

beliefs and strategy use differed according to their individual characteristics such as major, 

grade level, gender, entrance exam English score, and EFL exit test experience, addressing 

the sixth research question: “Do students’ beliefs and strategy use differ according to their 

characteristics (e.g., major, gender, grade level, entrance exam English score, and EFL exit 

test experience) in an EFL exit test context?” 
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Analysis of the Questionnaire Open-Ended Questions 

 Several open-ended items were added to the BALLIEETC and the SILLEETC to elicit 

additional beliefs and strategy use information that were not included in the questionnaires. As 

stated by Gass and Mackey (2007), open-ended questions may allow respondents to express their 

thoughts and ideas in any manner and result in less predictable and more insightful information. 

The responses to the open-ended questions were compiled and organized into categories. I did 

peer debriefing with an expert on qualitative data analysis, who worked with me to produce a 

final version of the categories, who was then able to calculate the frequency of each belief and 

strategy category to provide more information about participants’ beliefs and strategy use in the 

context of the EFL exit test.  
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 

 This chapter presents the results of the study: (1) descriptive analysis of the Beliefs about 

Language Learning Inventory in an EFL Exit Test Context (BALLIEETC) and the Strategy 

Inventory for Language Learning in an EFL Exit Test Context (SILLEETC) items, (2) factor 

analysis of belief factors and strategy factors, (3) canonical correlation analysis among belief 

factors and strategy factors, and (4) determination of the influence of background variables on 

beliefs and strategy use based on MANOVA.  

 

Descriptive Analysis of the BALLIEETC and the SILLEETC 

 Descriptive statistics such as means, standard deviations, and frequencies were computed 

on the BALLIEETC and the SILLEETC items to address the first four research questions: (1) 

What are Taiwanese university students’ reported beliefs about language learning in an EFL exit 

test context? (2) What are Taiwanese university students’ reported beliefs about the EFL exit tests 

themselves? (3) What language learning strategies do Taiwanese university students report using 

in an EFL exit test context? (4) What EFL exit test preparation and test-taking strategies do 

Taiwanese university students report using? 

 

Descriptive Analysis of the BALLI Items in the BALLIEETC 

The 36-item BALLI scale in the BALLIEETC aimed to investigate students’ beliefs about 

language learning. In general, students seemed to agree with most (58%) of the language 

learning beliefs. Table 4.1 presents the frequency (by percentage), means, and standard 
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deviations of responses for the 36 BALLI items in the BALLIEETC. The scale ranges from 1 to 

5, representing the degree to which the participants agreed with the statement (1–strongly 

disagreed to 5–strongly agreed). Most participants agreed with the majority of the BALLI items. 

In fact, of the 36 items, 21 items (items 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 11, 12, 13, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 23, 25, 27, 30, 

31, 33, 35, and 36) received relatively high mean scores (M > 3.5), but 2 items (items 9 and 14) 

had low mean scores (M < 2).  

Most of the participants believed in the importance in learning English of repeating and 

practicing (item 17; 94.4%), learning vocabulary words (item 16; 85.7%), speaking English (item 

30; 84.6%), and focusing on pronunciation (item 7; 78.8%). In addition, many participants 

reported that they wanted to speak English well (item 23; 89%) and believed that better job 

opportunities would come with greater fluency in English (item 27; 89.8%). More than three-

fourths of the participants reported that everyone could learn to speak a foreign language (item 

33; 78%) and endorsed the concept that some people have special abilities for learning foreign 

languages (item 2; 79.2%). About 78% of the participants believed that it was easier for children 

than adults to learn a foreign language (item1). The majority agreed that learners should guess at 

English words they do not know (item 13; 78.7%) and that beginning students ought to correct 

errors in English as early as possible (item 19; 82%). The majority also (79.7%) endorsed the 

belief that it would take a person an hour a day for 1 to 5 years to learn a language very well 

(item 14). Interestingly, about 81% of the participants disagreed with the belief that learners 

should say nothing in English until they could say it correctly (item 9). 
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Table 4.1: Frequency of responses (in %), means, and standard deviations for the BALLI items 

No Item Description 1 
Strongly 

Disagree 

2 
Disagree 

3 
Neither 

Agree 
nor 

Disagree 

4 
Agree 

5 
Strongly 

Agree 

Mean SD 

1. It is easier for children than adults to learn 

a foreign language. 
1.4 5.0 15.8 57.3 20.5 3.91 .82 

2. Some people have a special ability for 

learning foreign languages. 
1.5 3.5 15.8 56.6 22.6 3.95 .81 

3. Some languages are easier to learn than 

others. 
1.2 11.6 30.1 47.9 9.3 3.53 .86 

4. English is (1 = very difficult, 5 = very 

easy)
a
. 

3.3 20.7 47.5 26.3 2.3 3.04 .83 

5. People in Taiwan are good at learning 

foreign languages. 
1.0 16.6 63.5 17.4 1.5 3.02 .66 

6. I believe that I will learn to speak English 

very well. 
1.0 7.9 21.6 56.4 13.1 3.73 .82 

7. It is important to speak English with 

excellent pronunciation. 
.2 3.5 17.6 50.8 28.0 4.03 .78 

8. It is necessary to know about English-

speaking cultures in order to speak 

English. 

.8 9.5 40.7 38.2 10.8 3.49 .84 

9. You shouldn’t say anything in English 

until you can say it correctly. 
31.9 49.2 12.2 5.4 1.4 1.95 .88 

10. It is easier for someone who already 

speaks a foreign language to learn another 

one. 

1.0 16.0 37.8 39.8 5.4 3.33 .84 

11. It is best to learn English in an English-

speaking country. 
1.2 5.8 31.1 37.3 24.7 3.79 .92 

12. I enjoy practicing English with the 

Americans I meet. 
.8 4.2 36.9 42.1 16.0 3.68 .82 

13. It’s okay to guess if you don’t know a 

word in English. 
.4 4.4 16.4 63.1 15.6 3.89 .72 

14. If someone spent one hour a day learning 

a language, how long would it for them to 

learn that language very well?
b
 

35.3 44.4 13.9 4.2 2.1 1.93 .92 

15. I have a special ability for learning 

foreign languages. 
4.1 20.7 54.1 19.7 1.5 2.94 .79 

16. The most important part of learning a 

foreign language is learning vocabulary 

words. 

.6 2.1 11.6 50.6 35.1 4.18 .76 

17. It is important to repeat and practice a lot. 0 0 5.6 44.2 50.2 4.45 .60 

18. I feel timid speaking English with other 

people. 
5.6 29.2 35.9 24.9 4.4 2.93 .97 

19. If beginning students are permitted to 

make errors in English, it will be difficult 

for them to speak correctly later on. 

1.0 4.8 12.2 58.3 23.7 3.99 .80 

20. The most important part of learning a 

foreign language is learning the grammar. 
1.7 10.6 26.8 45.9 14.9 3.62 .92 

21. It is important to practice with CDs, 

DVDs, MP3s or Podcasts. 
.2 2.5 24.1 53.1 20.1 3.90 .74 

22. Women are better than men at learning 

foreign languages. 
6.4 32.4 45.0 14.1 2.1 2.73 .86 
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Table 4.1 (continued) 
23. I want to speak English well. .4 1.0 9.7 42.3 46.7 4.34 .72 

24. It is easier to speak than understand a 

foreign language. 
3.7 29.2 35.3 25.3 6.6 3.02 .98 

25. Learning a foreign language is different 

from learning other academic subjects. 
1.4 6.0 31.5 49.8 11.4 3.64 .81 

26. The most important part of learning 

English is learning how to translate from 

my native language. 

3.1 20.8 41.5 29.2 5.4 3.13 .91 

27. If I learn to speak English very well, I 

will have better opportunities for a good 

job. 

.2 1.0 9.1 42.7 47.1 4.36 .70 

28. It is easier to read and write English than 

to speak and understand it. 
5.6 30.3 25.9 26.4 11.8 3.08 1.12 

29. People who are good at mathematics or 

science are not good at learning foreign 

languages. 

9.1 34.9 42.5 10.2 3.3 2.64 .90 

30. People in Taiwan feel that it is important 

to speak English. 
.2 1.7 13.5 47.7 36.9 4.19 .75 

31. I would like to have American friends. .8 1.5 30.1 40.9 26.6 3.91 .83 

32. People who speak more than one 

language are very intelligent. 
2.5 10.6 42.9 31.5 12.5 3.41 .93 

33. Everyone can learn to speak a foreign 

language. 
.8 3.7 17.6 48.3 29.7 4.03 .83 

34. I would like to learn English so that I can 

get to know Americans. 
1.2 8.5 48.5 31.1 10.8 3.42 .84 

35. Using computer technology to learn 

English is important. 
1.2 3.1 40.0 41.9 13.9 3.64 .80 

36. Using English media to learn English is 

important. 
.4 1.9 31.3 50.6 15.8 3.80 .74 

Note: 
a
 1 = a very difficult language, 2 = a difficult language, 3 = a language of medium difficulty, 4 = 

an easy language, and 5 = a very easy language. 
b
 1 = 1–2 years, 2 = 3–5 years, 3 = 6–10 years, 4 = over 10 years, and 5 = he/she can never learn 

a language well.  

 

Descriptive Analysis of the TTB items in the BALLIEETC 

The 24-item test-taking belief (TTB) scale in the BALLIEETC aimed to investigate 

students’ beliefs about the EFL exit test. Overall, students seemed to agree with roughly half 

(45.8%) of the test-taking beliefs. Table 4.2 presents responses for the 24 TTB items in the 

BALLIEETC according to frequency (by percentage), means, and standard deviations. The scale, 

ranging from 1 to 5, represents the degree to which the participants agreed with each statement, 

with 1 denoting “strongly disagree” and 5 “strongly agree.” Among the 24 items, 11 items (items 
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2, 4, 5, 9, 10, 13, 14, 15, 17, 21, and 23) received relatively high mean scores (M > 3.5), and no 

items had low mean scores (M < 2).  

Most (85.7%) of these participants believed that they wanted to pass the EFL exit test (item 

23). More than three-fourths (76.8%) endorsed the belief that English majors should pass the 

EFL exit test, and many participants (77.4%) believed that they themselves would be successful 

in passing it (item 4). Most (73.7%) of the participants agreed that they should study 

independently to prepare for the EFL exit test (item 10). And finally, 68.5% of the participants 

believed that better job opportunities would come with passing the EFL exit test (item 5). 

 

Table 4.2: Frequency of responses (in %), means, and standard deviations for the TTB Items 

No Item Description 1 
Strongly 

Disagree 

2 
Disagree 

3 
Neither 

Agree 
nor 

Disagree 

4 
Agree 

5 
Strongly 

Agree 

Mean SD 

1. The EFL exit test will reflect my true 

English ability. 
4.2 23.2 28.4 36.5 7.7 3.20 1.02 

2. The EFL exit test has made me learn 

English. 
2.9 8.5 24.3 51.7 12.5 3.63 .91 

3. It is easier for freshmen than seniors to 

pass the EFL exit test. 
5.4 21.2 50.6 16.0 6.8 2.97 .93 

4. I believe that I will pass the EFL exit test. .2 1.7 20.7 47.3 30.1 4.05 .77 

5. If I pass the EFL exit test, I will have 

better opportunities for a good job. 
1.4 6.4 23.7 41.3 27.2 3.87 .93 

6. People who major in business or 

engineering are not good at passing the 

EFL exit test. 

11.0 35.5 42.7 8.3 2.5 2.56 .89 

7. People who pass the EFL exit test are 

good at taking tests. 
9.8 31.3 41.9 13.9 3.1 2.69 .94 

8. Engineering majors should pass the EFL 

exit test. 
1.5 6.4 55.4 31.1 5.6 3.33 .74 

9. Everyone can pass the EFL exit test. 1.4 7.3 30.3 43.2 17.8 3.69 .89 

10. I should study by myself to prepare for 

the EFL exit test. 
.4 2.5 23.4 57.7 16.0 3.86 .72 

11. Business majors should pass the EFL exit 

test. 
1.0 4.2 50.4 35.5 8.9 3.47 .76 

12. I should study in a group to prepare for 

the EFL exit test. 
2.3 10.8 62.0 20.3 4.6 3.14 .76 

13. It is a good idea for the university to 

require students to pass the EFL exit test. 
3.5 6.6 33.8 40.7 15.4 3.58 .95 
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Table 4.2 (continued) 
14. I believe that I will have to take the EFL 

exit test more than once. 
2.3 5.6 31.9 44.2 16.0 3.66 .89 

15. English majors should pass the EFL exit 

test. 
0 2.7 20.5 36.3 40.5 4.15 .84 

16. The EFL exit test requirement is unfair 

because I won’t need English at work. 
19.5 36.5 34.7 6.8 2.5 2.36 .95 

17. The EFL exit test will ensure Taiwan will 

have more qualified English speakers for 

its economic development. 

2.1 5.4 35.7 42.7 14.1 3.61 .87 

18. My English classes have adequately 

prepared me for the EFL exit test. 
2.3 7.7 43.6 36.5 9.8 3.44 .86 

19. Social science majors should pass the 

EFL exit test. 
.8 3.7 61.4 25.9 8.3 3.37 .72 

20. The seriousness of the EFL exit test 

encourages me to really read and listen to 

English more than in language 

classrooms. 

2.5 13.1 38.2 36.9 9.3 3.37 .91 

21. Preparing for the EFL exit test will 

prepare me for my English at work. 
2.7 6.2 33.0 41.9 16.2 3.63 .92 

22. Some people have a special ability for 

passing the EFL exit test. 
1.5 7.7 45.0 35.5 10.2 3.45 .84 

23. I want to pass the EFL exit test. .4 .6 13.3 40.7 45.0 4.29 .75 

24. Passing the EFL exit test is different from 

passing other tests. 
1.9 8.1 47.1 33.0 9.8 3.41 .85 

 

 Of 518 participants, 210 (40.5%) reported that they had no idea about the difficulty of the 

seven EFL exit tests, while 308 (59.5%) attempted to rank the seven EFL exit tests from 1 to 7 in 

terms of difficulty, with 1 meaning “least difficult” and 7 meaning “most difficult.” Table 4.3 

displays how participants ranked the EFL tests from least to greatest difficulty: the university’s 

EFL exit test (summer English course) for graduating students, the university’s EFL exit test for 

seniors, the CSEPT, the GEPT, the TOEIC, the TOEFL, and lastly the IELTS. It appears, 

therefore, that these students believed that the internationally produced IELTS, TOEFL, and 

TOEIC were the most difficult tests.  
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Table 4.3: Frequency of responses for the difficulty of EFL exit tests 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

CSEPT 76 18 185 24 5 0 0 

TOEIC 5 2 9 58 194 26 14 

TOEFL 2 0 0 1 26 156 123 

University’s EFL Exit Test for Seniors 67 185 45 7 1 2 1 

University’s EFL Exit Test for Summer 

Course 

146 95 55 9 1 1 1 

GEPT 12 7 13 207 60 7 2 

IELTS 0 1 1 2 21 116 167 

 

Descriptive Analysis of the SILL Items in the SILLEETC 

 The SILL items aimed to investigate how frequently these participants used language 

learning strategies. Scores were summed and averaged. As indicated by Oxford (1990), an 

average between 2.5 and 3.4 suggests a medium level of strategy use. Therefore, as displayed in 

Table 4.4, the participants reported moderate use of language learning strategies (M = 3.06) in 

the EFL exit test context.  

 

Table 4.4: Means and standard deviation for the overall language learning strategy use 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Language learning strategy 518 1.03 4.64 3.06 .53 

 

 Table 4.5 summarizes the means and standard deviations of the overall average language 

learning strategy use scores for the participants of various background variables, including 

different majors, gender, grade levels, entrance exam English score levels, and EFL exit test 

experience. It seems that there is little variation due to gender, grade level, or EFL exit test 

experience, but participants’ strategy use seems to vary according to the entrance exam English 
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score and choice of major. The highest entrance exam English scoring participants displayed 

more frequent use of strategies than the lowest scoring participants. Similarly, English majors 

seemed to use strategies more frequently than students with other majors.  

 

 

Table 4.5: Means and standard deviations for students of different variables 

Variable Category N Mean Std. Deviation 

Major English 169 3.21 .39 

Business 142 2.96 .51 

Engineering 123 3.05 .62 

Social sciences 84 2.94 .58 

Gender Male 208 3.05 .58 

Female 310 3.06 .49 

Grade level Freshman 304 3.03 .53 

Senior 214 3.09 .52 

Entrance exam 

English scores 

0–47 74 2.75 .58 

48–59 58 2.98 .44 

60–71 91 3.17 .48 

72–100 81 3.35 .45 

EFL exit test 

experience 

Not taken 125 2.90 .54 

Taken/not 

passed 

214 3.05 .50 

Taken/passed 179 3.17 .52 

 Total 518 3.06 .53 

 

The 39-item SILL scale in the SILLEETC aimed to investigate students’ use of language 

learning strategies. Overall, most participants reported medium use of more than half (53.8%) of 

the listed language learning strategies. Table 4.6 presents the frequency of responses (by 

percentage), means, and standard deviations for the 39 SILL items in the SILLEETC. The scale, 

ranging from 1 to 5, represents how often participants perceived they used a particular strategy, 

with 1 standing for “never used” and 5 standing for “always used.” Twenty-one of the 39 items 

received average means (M > 3), and no item had a low mean score (M < 2).   
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A large majority (94.1%) of the participants usually or sometimes made guesses to 

understand unfamiliar English words (item 24), and most (88.6%) used a word or phrase that 

meant the same thing when they could not think of an English word (item 29). The majority 

favored metacognitive strategies such as paying attention when someone was speaking English 

(92.2%; item 32) or trying to find out how to be better learners of English (90.4%; item 33). 

Many participants (86.8%) reported that they tried as many ways as they could to learn English 

and find out which method(s) suited them (item 39). The majority also favored cognitive 

strategies such as watching TV shows or movies spoken in English (86.2%; item 15) or saying or 

writing new English words several times (84.7%; item 10). In addition, many students (81%) 

remembered a new English word by making a mental picture of a situation (item 4).  

 

Table 4.6: Frequency of responses (in %), means, and standard deviations for the SILL Items 

No Item Description 1 
Never do 

this 

2 
Seldom 

do this 

3 
Sometimes 

do this 

4 
Usually 

do this 

5 
Always 

do this 

Mean SD 

1. I think of relationships between what I 

already know and new things I learn in 

English. 

2.1 8.7 56.0 28.6 4.6 3.25 .76 

2. I use new English words in a sentence so 

I can remember them. 
6.9 32.6 42.9 14.3 3.3 2.74 .90 

3. I connect the sound of a new English 

word and an image or picture of the word 

to help me remember the word. 

4.4 17.6 38.0 30.1 9.8 3.23 1.00 

4. I remember a new English word by 

making a mental picture of a situation in 

which the word might be used. 

3.9 15.3 40.0 31.9 9.1 3.27 .96 

5. I use rhymes to remember new English 

words. 
8.1 26.4 34.2 22.6 8.7 2.97 1.08 

6. I use flash cards to remember new 

English words. 
13.1 30.5 38.0 13.7 4.6 2.66 1.02 

7. I memorize new English words by 

grouping them into categories (e.g., 

synonym, antonym, noun, and verb). 

10.4 29.9 38.8 17.2 3.7 2.74 .98 

8. I review English lessons often. 5.8 27.4 52.7 12.2 1.9 2.77 .81 

9. I remember new English words or phrases 

by remembering their location on the 

page, on the board, or on a street sign. 

7.1 19.3 45.0 24.7 3.9 2.99 .94 
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Table 4.6 (continued) 
10. I say or write new English words several 

times. 
2.7 12.5 44.2 32.6 7.9 3.31 .89 

11. I try to talk like native English speakers. 6.8 25.3 38.8 23.4 5.8 2.96 .99 

12. I practice the sounds of English. 4.4 15.3 40.3 31.3 8.7 3.25 .97 

13. I use the English words I know in 

different ways. 
3.9 20.1 45.6 25.7 4.8 3.08 .90 

14. I start conversations in English. 5.0 20.5 47.7 21.0 5.8 3.02 .92 

15. I watch English-language TV shows 

spoken in English or go to movies spoken 

in English. 

3.1 10.8 37.5 34.0 14.7 3.46 .97 

16. I read for pleasure in English. 12.4 30.7 43.1 11.4 2.5 2.61 .93 

17. I write notes, messages, letters, or reports 

in English. 
20.7 34.7 34.6 8.5 1.5 2.36 .95 

18. I try to think in English. 16.6 35.5 34.2 12.0 1.7 2.47 .96 

19. I look for words in my own language that 

are similar to new words in English. 
6.2 19.9 47.1 22.0 4.8 2.99 .93 

20. I try to find patterns in English. 7.9 25.3 45.2 18.7 2.9 2.83 .92 

21. I find the meaning of an English word by 

dividing it into parts that I understand. 
5.8 16.2 43.8 26.3 7.9 3.14 .98 

22. I try not to translate word for word. 5.8 24.1 46.5 19.1 4.4 2.92 .92 

23. I make summaries of information that I 

hear or read in English. 
7.1 28.4 41.9 18.0 4.6 2.85 .96 

24. To understand unfamiliar English words, 

I make guesses. 
2.5 3.5 34.6 44.4 15.1 3.66 .86 

25. When I can’t think of a word during a 

conversation in English, I use gesture. 
6.0 22.0 35.9 29.2 6.9 3.09 1.01 

26. I make up new words if I do not know the 

right ones in English. 
6.9 22.4 36.9 23.7 10.0 3.08 1.07 

27. I read English without looking up every 

new word. 
4.2 13.3 43.8 29.9 8.7 3.25 .94 

28. I try to guess what the other person will 

say next in English. 
8.9 28.2 36.3 22.0 4.6 2.85 1.01 

29. If I can’t think of an English word, I use a 

word or phrase that means the same thing. 
2.7 8.7 37.1 41.3 10.2 3.48 .89 

30. I try to find as many ways as I can to use 

my English. 
2.9 10.4 45.9 31.5 9.3 3.34 .89 

31. I notice my English mistakes and use that 

information to help me do better. 
2.5 12.2 39.0 39.2 7.1 3.36 .88 

32. I pay attention when someone is speaking 

English. 
2.9 4.8 35.3 40.9 16.0 3.62 .91 

33. I try to find out how to be a better learner 

of English. 
1.9 7.7 38.6 40.0 11.8 3.52 .87 

34. I plan my schedule so I will have enough 

time to study English. 
8.1 32.6 47.3 10.2 1.7 2.65 .84 

35. I look for people I can talk to in English. 8.1 29.5 39.4 18.1 4.8 2.82 .98 

36. I look for opportunities to read as much as 

possible in English. 
4.6 23.2 43.2 24.5 4.4 3.01 .92 

37. I have clear goals for improving my 

English skills. 
5.6 21.4 45.0 23.9 4.1 2.99 .92 

38. I think about my progress in learning 

English. 
4.1 13.9 43.1 33.0 6.0 3.23 .91 

39. I try as many ways as I can to learn 

English and find out which way suits me. 
2.3 10.8 41.9 34.9 10.0 3.40 .89 
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Table 4.7 shows that most of the participants listened to or sang English songs to learn 

English. The majority also used electronic dictionaries to learn the language.  

 

Table 4.7: Frequency of responses for using media or methods to learn English 

 Yes No 

1. Listening to or singing English songs 459 59 

2. Reading English newspapers or magazines 231 287 

3. Reading English textbooks 102 416 

4. Listening to English radio broadcasts 168 350 

5. Using electronic dictionary 350 168 

 

 As displayed in Table 4.8, participants indicated wide use of Internet resources. Most of 

the participants watched English films on YouTube to learn English, and the majority read or 

wrote English texts on Facebook or Twitter to learn English. Many participants also used 

English-learning websites or computer programs to learn English.  

 

Table 4.8: Frequency of responses for computer technology resources to learn English 

 Yes No 

1. Reading or writing e-mails in English 95 423 

2. Using English-learning websites or computer programs 268 250 

3. Listening to English podcasts 64 454 

4. Reading or writing blogs in English 51 467 

5. Reading or writing English texts on Facebook or Twitter 269 249 

6. Chatting in English on MSN, Facebook or Gmail 161 357 

7. Browsing English websites 163 355 

8. Communicating in English in virtual world (such as Second Life) 60 458 

9. Watching English films on YouTube 369 149 

10. Playing English-version online games 146 372 
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Descriptive Analysis of the TPS (test-preparation strategy) Items in the SILLEETC 

The TPS items aimed to investigate participants’ test-preparation strategy use in the EFL 

exit test environment. The participants’ scores were added up and averaged. According to 

Oxford (1990), an average between 3.5 and 5.0 suggests a high level of strategy use. Therefore, 

as shown in Table 4.9, the participants reported high approval of the use of test preparation 

strategies (M = 3.71). 

 

Table 4.9: Means and standard deviation for the overall test preparation strategy use importance 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Test preparation strategy 518 1.58 5.00 3.71 .46 

 

Table 4.10 summarizes the means and standard deviations of the overall average test-

preparation strategy use importance scores for the participants of different majors, genders, grade 

levels, entrance exam English score levels, and EFL exit test experience. The participants’ use of 

test preparation strategies do not seem to differ according to these background variables. 
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Table 4.10: Test-preparation strategy use importance for students of different variables 

Variable Category N Mean Std. Deviation 

Major English 169 3.72 .41 

Business 142 3.75 .45 

Engineering 123 3.68 .47 

Social sciences 84 3.64 .54 

Gender Male 208 3.68 .51 

Female 310 3.72 .42 

Grade level Freshman 304 3.65 .44 

Senior 214 3.79 .47 

Entrance exam 

English scores 

0-47 74 3.65 .44 

48-59 58 3.67 .39 

60-71 91 3.82 .43 

72-100 81 3.70 .45 

EFL exit test 

experience 

Not taken 125 3.63 .38 

Taken/not 

passed 

214 3.73 .45 

Taken/passed 179 3.73 .51 

 Total 518 3.71 .46 

 

The 12-item TPS scale in the SILLEETC aimed to investigate students’ use of test 

preparation strategies in the EFL exit test environment. Overall, most participants reported high 

approval of most (75%) of the listed test preparation strategies. The participants indicated how 

they ranked the importance of the strategy use using a scale where 1 indicates strongly disagreed, 

and 5 means strongly agreed. Table 4.11 presents the frequency of responses (by percentage), 

means, and standard deviations for the 12 test-preparation strategy (TPS) items in the 

SILLEETC. 9 items (items 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 9, 10, 11, and 12) received relatively high means (M > 

3.5) while no item had means below 2.  

Most participants agreed on the relevance of most TPS items as supported by the descriptive 

analysis. Most participants (82.2%) agreed on the usefulness of using the strategy of learning 

from the mistakes they made on sample EFL exit test questions or mock tests (item 11). The 
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majority (84%) also agreed that using the strategy of familiarizing themselves with the EFL exit 

test question patterns was important (item 4). Many participants (77.6%) endorsed the strategy of 

memorizing the relevant vocabulary for the EFL exit test (item 9). The majority (73%) agreed on 

the strategy of studying by oneself to prepare for the EFL exit test (item 7). Most participants 

(72.8%) agreed that studying EFL exit test preparation books was important (item 4). Lastly, 

many participants (71%) agreed with the strategy of practicing sample EFL exit test questions 

(item 2). 

 

Table 4.11: Frequency of responses (in %), means, and standard deviations for the TPS items 

No Item Description 1 
Strongly 

Disagree 

2 
Disagree 

3 
Neither 

agree nor 
disagree 

4 
Agree 

5 
Strongly 

Agree 

Mean SD 

1. It is important to take an EFL exit test 

preparation course. 
1.2 3.1 31.7 47.1 17.0 3.76 .81 

2. It is important to practice sample EFL 

exit test questions. 
1.0 3.9 24.1 52.7 18.3 3.84 .80 

3. It is important to study EFL exit test 

preparation books. 
1.2 2.5 23.6 55.2 17.6 3.86 .77 

4. It is important to familiarize myself with 

the EFL exit test question patterns. 
.4 1.2 14.5 61.4 22.6 4.05 .67 

5. It is important to choose to take the easier 

among the available EFL exit tests. 
2.3 13.9 45.6 28.8 9.5 3.29 .90 

6. It is important to join a study group to 

prepare for the EFL exit test along with 

other students. 
1.7 7.1 54.4 29.7 6.9 3.33 .78 

7. It is important to study by myself to 

prepare for the EFL exit test. 
1.0 1.9 24.1 55.8 17.2 3.86 .75 

8. It is important to go to a cram school to 

prepare for the EFL exit test. 
5.4 15.3 54.4 22.4 2.5 3.01 .83 

9. It is important to memorize the relevant 

vocabulary for the EFL exit test. 
1.0 2.3 19.1 57.1 20.5 3.94 .76 

10. It is important to take the mock tests 

before taking the official EFL exit test. 
.4 2.3 23.9 57.3 16.0 3.86 .71 

11. It is important to learn from the mistakes I 

make on sample EFL exit test questions 

or mock tests. 
.4 1.2 16.2 55.6 26.6 4.07 .71 

12. It is important to memorize sample 

compositions or conversations for a 

particular EFL exit test. 
1.9 4.1 38.0 43.2 12.7 3.61 .83 
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Descriptive Analysis of the TTS (test-taking strategy) Items in the SILLEETC 

The TTS items aimed to investigate participants’ test-taking strategy use on the EFL exit 

test. The participants’ scores were added up and averaged. As shown in Table 4.12, the 

participants reported high approval of the use of test-taking strategies (M = 3.84). 

 

 

Table 4.12: Means and standard deviation for the overall test-taking strategy use importance 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Test-taking strategy 518 1.33 5.00 3.84 .63 

 

Overall average test-taking strategy use importance scores for the participants of different 

majors, genders, grade levels, entrance exam English score levels, and EFL exit test experience 

are summarized in Table 4.13 by means and standard deviations. English majors attached 

slightly more importance to test-taking strategies than participants in other majors. Also, senior 

participants and the most proficient participants saw slightly greater value in test-taking 

strategies. 
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Table 4.13: Test-taking strategy use importance for students of different variables 

Variable Category N Mean Std. Deviation 

Major English 169 4.01 .52 

Business 142 3.68 .66 

Engineering 123 3.90 .63 

Social sciences 84 3.71 .66 

Gender Male 208 3.82 .63 

Female 310 3.86 .62 

Grade level Freshman 304 3.71 .62 

Senior 214 4.03 .58 

Entrance exam 

English scores 

0-47 74 3.71 .64 

48-59 58 3.68 .63 

60-71 91 3.85 .62 

72-100 81 4.03 .54 

EFL exit test 

experience 

Not taken 125 3.64 .61 

Taken/not 

passed 

214 3.84 .62 

Taken/passed 179 3.99 .60 

 Total 518 3.84 .63 

 

The 6-item TTS scale in the SILLEETC aimed to investigate students’ use of test-taking 

strategies on the EFL exit test. Overall, most participants reported high approval of all the listed 

test-taking strategies. Table 4.14 presents the frequency of responses (by percentage), means, and 

standard deviations for the 6 test-taking strategy (TTS) items in the SILLEETC. The scale, 

ranging from 1 to 5, represents how participants ranked the importance of using particular 

strategies. All 6 items received relatively high mean scores (M > 3.5). Therefore, in general, 

most participants agreed on the importance of all the TTS items. According to the descriptive 

analysis, most (76.1%) of these participants agreed that it was important to use the strategy of 

making use of clue words in the EFL exit test questions (item 4). The majority (73.2%) also 

agreed on the importance of scheduling their time appropriately on the EFL exit test (item 2). 
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Table 4.14: Frequency of responses (in %), means, and standard deviations for the TTS items 

No Item Description 1 
Strongly 

Disagree  

2 
Disagree 

3 
Neither 

Agree 
nor 

Disagree 

4 
Agree 

5 
Strongly 

Agree 

Mean SD 

1. It is important to read the EFL exit test 

instructions carefully. 
1.4 2.1 28.2 44.0 24.3 3.88 .847 

2. It is important to schedule my time 

appropriately on the EFL exit test. 
.6 2.5 23.7 48.1 25.1 3.95 .800 

3. It is important to work fast to interpret the 

questions to do well on the EFL exit test. 
.6 9.7 39.6 33.2 17.0 3.56 .903 

4. It is important to make use of clue words 

in the EFL exit test questions. 
.4 1.2 22.4 47.3 28.8 4.03 .770 

5. It is important to delay answering difficult 

EFL exit test questions. 
1.2 4.8 31.9 41.5 20.7 3.76 .874 

6. It is important to review my work in order 

to check my answers on the EFL exit test. 
1.0 3.5 28.2 40.7 26.6 3.89 .873 

 

Results of the Questionnaire’s Open-Ended Questions 

The questionnaire’s five open-ended questions were designed to elicit participants’ beliefs 

about the EFL exit test and their use of language learning and test-preparation strategies in an 

EFL exit test context. Of the 518 participants, 348 wrote interpretable responses to the question 

about their opinion of the EFL exit test. As shown in Table 4.15, their responses fell into the 

following categories: effects on English abilities, good/bad idea, reflections of English abilities, 

difficulty of the test, justice of the policy, benefits of test results, and pressure of the test.  

In terms of the test’s effects on students’ English abilities, 105 participants made statements 

reflecting a belief that the existence of the EFL exit test made them learn English better. For 

example, a few students reported that the EFL exit test motivated them to learn English better, 

and several students stated that the EFL exit test would make them have at least a basic level of 

English proficiency. Students also reported on whether or not they thought it was a good idea to 

have the EFL exit test. Ninety-five students supported the EFL exit test requirement, while 20 

did not. For instance, a few students stated that it was a good idea to have the EFL exit test 
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because it set a goal for them to learn English or because it could increase students’ 

competitiveness after graduation. In contrast, several students felt that the EFL exit test 

requirement was a bad idea because some students did not learn English well and would not pass 

the test. In addition, there were 45 statements to the effect that the EFL exit tests were valid 

indicators of students’ English abilities. For example, a few students reported that the EFL exit 

test would evaluate or identify their English abilities. As for evaluating the difficulty of 

particular EFL exit tests, 22 stated that they thought the tests, such as the CSEPT or the TOEIC, 

were difficult, whereas one stated that the tests were easy. For instance, several students stated 

that having an EFL exit test was difficult for those whose English abilities were poor. As for the 

justice of the EFL testing policy, 24 participants complained that it was unfair to have an EFL 

exit test. For example, several students reported that it was unfair to have the EFL exit test 

because some students were not good at learning English. However, 23 participants pointed out 

that one of the benefits of passing the EFL exit test may be having better job opportunities. For 

instance, several students reported that earning the pass certificate for the EFL exit test could 

open doors to certain jobs and that some jobs would require sufficient English abilities. Finally, 

13 participants complained that the EFL exit test caused them stress. Specifically, several 

students stated that the test put extra pressure on them and that they felt tense in the EFL exit test 

context. Note that the response “okay,” a response provided by 13 participants when they stated 

that it was okay to have the EFL exit tests, could not be interpreted as okay is an ambiguous and 

neutral word.  
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Table 4.15: Frequency of responses to the first open-ended question in the questionnaire 

What do you think of EFL exit tests? 

Statement Frequency 

1. The EFL exit tests have made me learn English. 105 

2.1 It is a good idea to have the EFL exit tests. 95 

2.2 It is a bad idea to have the EFL exit tests. 20 

3. The EFL exit tests will reflect my English ability.  45 

4. It is unfair to have the EFL exit tests. 24 

5. If I pass the EFL exit test, I will have better opportunities for a good job. 23 

6.1 The EFL exit tests are difficult tests. 22 

6.2 The EFL exit tests are easy tests. 1 

7. The EFL exit tests give me pressure. 13 

8. It is okay to have the EFL exit tests. 13 

 

The next three questions asked students to describe what they do, what advice others have 

given them, and what advice has been helpful in preparing for the EFL exit test. The responses to 

these three questions seemed to get at the strategies students used in preparing for the EFL exit 

test, and they were treated as a group. As illustrated in Table 4.16, the participants’ responses 

addressed 35 strategies used in the EFL exit test context that could be divided into eight 

categories: reading, vocabulary, listening, test preparation, speaking, writing, grammar, and 

generally being strategic.  

Reading strategies were the most commonly reported, mentioned 332 times in total. The 

participants described reading English magazines, newspapers, books, novels, and website 

material to prepare for the EFL exit tests. Vocabulary strategies were the second-most common 

strategies reported. Students mentioned them a total of 304 times, indicating that they used flash 

cards or vocabulary notebooks, read English texts, and reviewed vocabulary words to memorize 

or learn vocabulary. The third-most common strategies were listening strategies, reported 283 

times. Participants listened to English songs, radio programs, or public broadcasts, as well as 

watched English movies, TV programs, or news programs to improve their listening ability. 
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Test-preparation strategies were the fourth-most common strategies, mentioned 256 times in 

total. Participants gave a range of responses describing their decisions to practice previous or 

sample test questions, go to cram schools or the university self-learning language center, take 

test-preparation courses, or take the tests themselves to prepare for the EFL exit tests. As a 

strategy to improve their English speech, the students sought opportunities to have English 

conversations with foreigners. In terms of writing strategies, many participants said they tried to 

practice writing in English often, just as many attempted to practice English grammar often as a 

grammar strategy.  

Not surprisingly, some participants said they may choose to take one of the easier EFL exit 

tests. The participants also reported using some strategies that are too general to be put into 

categories, such as “to practice English more,” “to take the required English courses,” “to 

memorize more,” “to study by myself,” and “to study English.”  
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Table 4.16: Frequency list of responses to the open-ended questions 2–4 in the questionnaire 

What do you do to prepare for the EFL exit tests? 

Strategies Frequency 

1.1 To read in English more 250 

1.2 To read English novels 9 

1.3 To read English books 10 

1.4 To read the relevant materials in the library 7 

1.5 To visit the English-learning websites 6 

1.6 To read English newspapers 17 

1.7 To read English magazines and listen to their CDs or radio programs 33 

2.1 To memorize or learn vocabulary  282 

2.2 To use flash cards or vocabulary notebooks 6 

2.3 To memorize idioms 16 

3.1 To listen to English more 165 

3.2 To listen to English songs 34 

3.3 To watch English movies 29 

3.4 To listen to English radio programs 26 

3.5 To watch English TV programs 9 

3.6 To watch English TV news programs 7 

3.7 To listen to public broadcasts in English 13 

4.1 To visit the self-learning language center 20 

4.2 To go to the cram school 37 

4.3 To take EFL exit test preparation courses 22 

4.4 To read/study EFL test-preparation books 36 

4.5 To take the EFL exit tests 20 

4.6 To practice the previous test questions 14 

4.7 To practice the sample test questions 64 

5.1 To speak English more 32 

5.2 To have English conversations with others 7 

5.3 To have English conversations with foreigners 12 

6. To write in English more  50 

7. To learn or practice grammar 43 

8. To take the easier EFL exit tests 6 

9.1 To practice English more 82 

9.2 To take the required English courses  33 

9.3 To memorize more 28 

9.4 To study by myself 19 

9.5 To study English 17 

 

The fifth open-ended question asked the students to describe what changes they had made to 

the ways they studied English to prepare for the EFL exit test. As shown in Table 4.17, 161 of 



71 

 

 

518 participants said that they had changed the way they studied English because of the EFL exit 

test, while 357 said they had not. In general, those who had changed their practices tended to use 

vocabulary, reading, listening, speaking, writing, grammar, and test-preparation strategies more 

often because of the EFL exit test. Some participants also paid more attention to their English 

learning in classrooms and reviewed what teachers taught in the language classrooms.  

 

Table 4.17: Frequency list of responses to the fifth open-ended question in the questionnaire 

What changes have you made to prepare for the EFL exit tests? 

Statement Frequency 

1. To memorize vocabulary more often 50 

2. To read in English more often 33 

3.1 To listen to English more often 34 

3.2 To watch English movies or TV news program more often 10 

4.1 To speak English more often 10 

4.2 To have English conversations with foreigners more often 5 

5. To write in English more often  4 

6. To learn grammar more often 7 

7.1 To practice the sample test questions or previous test questions 16 

7.2 To go to the self-study language learning center 5 

7.3 To take test-preparation courses or go to cram school 5 

8.1 To pay more attention in the language classrooms 3 

8.2 To review what I learn in the language classrooms more often 3 

9. To learn English more often  17 

 

Factor Analyses of the BALLIEETC and the SILLEETC 

Factor Analysis of the BALLIEETC 

Factor analysis is a statistical technique used to reduce a large number of observed variables 

to a smaller number of factors. Variables that correlate with one another but are largely 

independent of other sets of variables are combined into factors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

According to Pett, Lackey, and Sullivan (2003), there are two types of factor analysis: 

exploratory and confirmatory. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is used when the researcher 
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does not know how many factors can explain the interrelationship among a set of items, while 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is used to assess how a set of identified factors fits the data. 

Because the BALLI items do not add together as pre-identified factors, exploratory factor 

analysis was performed to identify the set of underlying factors that may account for most of the 

variance in the original 60 items of the BALLIEETC. Item-level data produced in SPSS are 

presented in Appendix G, and summary data were reorganized and are discussed here. Several 

techniques can be used to decide on the number of factors to retain. A commonly used technique 

is Kaiser’s criterion, or the eigenvalue rule. According to this criterion, only factors with an 

eigenvalue of 1.0 or more should be retained for further investigation. The initial analysis with 

the Kaiser’s criterion of the eigenvalues greater than 1.0 is given in Table 4.18 (for further 

details, see Appendix G). Eighteen factors were found to explain 60.36% of the total variance 

inherent in the BALLIEETC. The first extracted factor had the highest eigenvalue of 9.09, 

indicating that it accounted for about 15.15% of the total variance, whereas the succeeding 

factors explained less of the variance.  
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Table 4.18: Variance explained by the initial eighteen factors in the 60-item BALLIEETC 

 Initial Eigenvalues   

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 9.09 15.15 15.15 

2 3.52 5.86 21.01 

3 2.46 4.09 25.10 

4 2.22 3.70 28.81 

5 2.10 3.50 32.31 

6 1.94 3.23 35.54 

7 1.58 2.63 38.17 

8 1.50 2.50 40.67 

9 1.37 2.28 42.95 

10 1.31 2.19 45.13 

11 1.24 2.07 47.20 

12 1.24 2.06 49.26 

13 1.22 2.04 51.30 

14 1.20 2.00 53.30 

15 1.10 1.84 55.13 

16 1.07 1.79 56.92 

17 1.05 1.75 58.67 

18 1.02 1.69 60.36 

 

However, as indicated by Pallant (2010) , Kaiser’s criterion has been criticized for retaining 

too many factors in some situations. Therefore, another technique used to decide on the number 

of factors is Cattell’s scree plot (Catell, 1966). Using this technique, each of the eigenvalues of 

the factors was plotted in SPSS. Then, the plot was inspected to find a point at which the shape 

of the curve changed direction and became horizontal. The scree plot of the BALLIEETC is 

shown in Figure 4.1. After identifying the point where the shape of the scree plot changes, only 

components before this point may be retained. In the plot, there was a clear break between the 

sixth and seventh components. Components 1 to 6 appeared to explain much more of the 
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variance than the remaining components, suggesting that only these first six components be 

retained for further investigation. 

 

Figure 4.1: Scree plot of the BALLIEETC factors 

 

 According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), the results of factor extraction, not 

accompanied by rotation, are likely to be hard to interpret. After extraction, rotation is used to 

improve the interpretability of factor-extraction results. Varimax is the most commonly used of 

all the rotations available, and the goal of varimax rotation is to simplify factors by maximizing 

the variance of the loadings within factors, across variables. Thus, the next step of factor analysis 

involved the varimax rotation of the six factors to maximize the loadings of some of the items so 

that the factors may be more interpretable. The factor loadings of 60 BALLIEETC question 

items were interpreted using the varimax rotation and are reported in Appendix G. In the first 
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analysis, 21 items were deleted because they either were not interpretable in the six rotated 

factors or decreased the scale reliability of the factors. Factor analysis was conducted again to 

discover the factor loadings of the remaining 39 BALLIEETC question items on the six rotated 

factors and is shown in Appendix G.  

 As shown in Table 4.19, the six factors were found to explain 44.76% of the total 

variance in the 39-item BALLIEETC. The first extracted factor has the highest eigenvalue, 7.40, 

indicating that it accounts for about 18.98% of the total variance. The succeeding factors, on the 

other hand, explain less of the variance. 

 

Table 4.19: Variance explained by the initial six factors in the 39-item BALLIEETC 

 Initial Eigenvalues   

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 7.40 18.98 18.98 

2 2.53 6.45 25.48 

3 2.24 5.75 31.22 

4 1.96 5.01 36.24 

5 1.71 4.37 40.61 

6 1.62 4.15 44.76 

 

 The six determined factors are summarized in Table 4.20 through Table 4.25. Each of 

these tables presents the content and factor loading of every belief item as well as the mean and 

internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) for each factor. Stevens (2009) suggests 

interpreting items with factor loadings that share at least 15% of their variance, as indicated by 

loadings of at least 0.40. Therefore, the following discussion and interpretation of the factors will 

generally focus on variables with a loading that is about or above 0.40.  

As displayed in Table 4.20, factor 1 of the 39-item BALLIEETC loads heavily on items 

concerning learners’ beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies, such as “Using 
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computer technology to learn English is important,” “Using English media to learn English is 

important,” “I would like to have American friends,” “It is important to practice with CDs, 

DVDs, MP3s or Podcasts,” and “It is necessary to know about English-speaking cultures.” 

 

Table 4.20: Factor 1 (BF1)—Beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies 

Item description Factor loading 

BALLI 35. Using computer technology to learn English is important. .75 

BALLI 36. Using English media to learn English is important. .70 

BALLI 34. I would like to learn English so that I can get to know Americans. .66 

BALLI 31. I would like to have American friends. .57 

BALLI 21. It is important to practice with CDs, DVDs, MP3s, or Podcasts. .49 

BALLI 8. It is necessary to know about English-speaking cultures in order to 

speak English. 

.42 

BALLI 23. I want to speak English well. .41 

Note: For belief factor 1, Cronbach’s alpha = .77, M = 3.79. 

 

 Factor 2, as Table 4.21 shows, consists of items that involve learners’ beliefs about the 

impact of EFL exit tests. High-loading items relate to EFL exit tests’ preparing learners for their 

English at work, making them learn English, encouraging them to really read and listen to 

English more than in language classrooms, and having better opportunities for a good job, as 

well as Taiwan’s having more qualified English speakers for its economic development.  

 

Table 4.21: Factor 2 (BF2)—Beliefs about the impact of EFL exit tests 

Item Item description Factor 

loading 

TTB 21 Preparing for the EFL exit test will prepare me for my English at work. .69 

TTB 2 The EFL exit test has made me learn English. .68 

TTB 1 The EFL exit test will reflect my true English ability. .65 

TTB 20 The seriousness of the EFL exit test encourages me to really read and 

listen to English more than in language classrooms. 

.61 

TTB 5 If I pass the EFL exit test, I will have better opportunities for a good job. .58 

TTB 17 The EFL exit test will ensure that Taiwan will have more qualified 

English speakers for its economic development. 

.50 
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Note: For belief factor 2, Cronbach’s alpha = .77, M = 3.55. 

 As shown in Table 4.22, factor 3 centers on items concerning learners’ beliefs about the 

EFL exit test requirement, such as “Business, engineering, or social science majors should pass 

the EFL exit test,” “I believe that I will pass the EFL exit test,” “Everyone can pass the EFL exit 

test,” and “It is a good idea to require students to pass the EFL exit test.” 

 

Table 4.22: Factor 3 (BF3)—Beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement 

Item Item description Factor 

loading 

TTB 11 Business majors should pass the EFL exit test. .82 

TTB 8 Engineering majors should pass the EFL exit test. .80 

TTB 19 Social science majors should pass the EFL exit test. .77 

TTB 4 I believe that I will pass the EFL exit test. .47 

TTB 9 Everyone can pass the EFL exit test. .47 

TTB 13 It is a good idea for the university to require students to pass the EFL exit 

test. 

.45 

Note: For belief factor 3, Cronbach’s alpha = .78, M = 3.58. 

 

 As Table 4.23 indicates, factor 4 comprises items regarding learners’ overall motivation 

for learning English, such as, “If I learn to speak English very well, I will have better 

opportunities for a good job,” “People in Taiwan feel that it is important to speak English,” 

“English majors should pass the EFL exit test,” and “I want to pass the EFL exit test.” Factor 4 

also includes items concerning motivation for using specific strategies to learn English, such as 

repeating and practicing, learning vocabulary words, and learning English in an English-

speaking country.  
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Table 4.23: Factor 4 (BF4)—Beliefs about motivation 

Item Item description Factor 

loading 

BALLI 2 Some people have a special ability for learning foreign languages. .61 

BALLI 1 It is easier for children than adults to learn a foreign language. .54 

BALLI 27 If I learn to speak English very well, I will have better opportunities 

for a good job. 

.54 

BALLI 30 People in Taiwan feel that it is important to speak English. .52 

BALLI 17 It is important to repeat and practice a lot. .52 

TTB 15 English majors should pass the EFL exit test. .47 

BALLI 16 The most important part of learning a foreign language is learning 

vocabulary words. 

.43 

BALLI 11 It is best to learn English in an English-speaking country. .43 

TTB 23 I want to pass the EFL exit test. .42 

Note: For belief factor 4, Cronbach’s alpha = .64, M = 4.01. 

 

 Table 4.24 depicts factor 5, which comprises the items that involve learners’ beliefs about 

their positive self-concepts about learning English, such as “I have a special ability for learning 

foreign languages,” “I enjoy practicing English with the Americans I meet,” and “I believe that I 

will learn to speak English very well.” An item concerning positive self-concept also loads 

weakly on this factor.  

 

Table 4.24: Factor 5 (BF5)—Beliefs about positive self-concept 

Item Item description Factor 

loading 

BALLI 15 I have a special ability for learning foreign languages. .75 

BALLI 12 I enjoy practicing English with the Americans I meet. .63 

BALLI 6 I believe that I will learn to speak English very well. .57 

BALLI 5 People in Taiwan are good at learning foreign languages. .38 

Note: For belief factor 5, Cronbach’s alpha = .57, M = 3.34. 
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As displayed in Table 4.25, factor 6 centers on items regarding aptitude. Several items 

relate to the special ability of certain groups of learners for learning foreign languages and 

passing the EFL exit test. Groups identified here include those who are good at taking tests, those 

who are good at mathematics or science, those who major in business or engineering, and those 

who are freshmen. One item concerning aptitude, “It is easier for someone who already speaks a 

foreign language to learn another one,” loads weakly on this factor. 

 

Table 4.25: Factor 6 (BF6)—Beliefs about aptitude 

Item Item description Factor 

loading 

TTB 7 People who pass the EFL exit test are good at taking tests. .67 

TTB 6 People who major in business or engineering are not good at passing 

the EFL exit test. 

.64 

BALLI 32 People who speak more than one language are very intelligent. .52 

TTB 3 It is easier for freshmen than seniors to pass the EFL exit test. .45 

TTB 22 Some people have a special ability for passing the EFL exit test. .43 

BALLI 29 People who are good at mathematics or science are not good at 

learning foreign languages. 

.42 

BALLI 10 It is easier for someone who already speaks a foreign language to learn 

another one. 

.30 

Note: For belief factor 6, Cronbach’s alpha = .59, M = 3.01. 

 

Factor Analysis of the SILLEETC 

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was also performed on the original 57 items of the 

SILLEETC to identify the set of underlying factors that may account for most of the variance 

among the items. The initial analysis involving principal component analysis with the criterion of 

the eigenvalues greater than 1.0 is given in Table 4.26 (for details, see Appendix G). Eleven 

factors were found to account for 58.77% of the total variance inherent in the SILLEETC. The 
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first extracted factor accounts for about 24.97% of the total variance with an eigenvalue of 14.23. 

The eigenvalues of the ten subsequent factors drop off noticeably as they explain less variance.   

 

Table 4.26: Variance explained by the initial eleven factors in the 57-item SILLEETC 

 Initial Eigenvalues   

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 14.23 24.97 24.97 

2 4.89 8.57 33.54 

3 2.54 4.45 37.99 

4 2.25 3.96 41.94 

5 2.04 3.57 45.52 

6 1.59 2.78 48.30 

7 1.34 2.36 50.66 

8 1.29 2.26 52.92 

9 1.20 2.11 55.03 

10 1.11 1.95 56.98 

11 1.02 1.79 58.77 

 

Another criterion used to decide the number of factors was Cattell’s scree plot. The scree 

plot of the SILLEETC is shown in Figure 4.2. The scree plot was examined for changes in the 

shape. In this example, there were breaks between the sixth and seventh components as well as 

between the fifth and sixth components. Components 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 explained much more of 

the variance than the remaining components. Only components that occur prior to the point 

where the eigenvalues level off were retained. Therefore, only the first six components were 

retained for further analysis.  
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Figure 4.2: Scree plot of the SILLEETC factors 

 

The next step in the factor analysis involved the rotation of the six factors to maximize the 

loadings of some of the items so that the factors will be more interpretable. The varimax rotation 

was used in the study for factor rotation. The factor loadings of 57 SILLEETC question items on 

the six rotated factors are reported in Appendix G. However, one item (TPS 8) was not 

interpretable in the rotated factor and decreased the scale reliability of the factor, so it was 

deleted. Factor analysis was conducted again, and the factor loadings of 56 BALLIEETC 

question items on the six rotated factors are shown in Appendix G.  

 As shown in Table 4.27, six factors were found to explain 48.80% of the total variance in 

the 56-item SILLEETC. The first extracted factor had the highest eigenvalue, 14.21, indicating 

that it accounted for about 25.38% of the total variance, while the succeeding factors explained 

less of the variance. 
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Table 4.27: Variance explained by the initial six factors in the 56-item SILLEETC 

 Initial Eigenvalues   

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 14.21 25.38 25.38 

2 4.84 8.64 34.02 

3 2.49 4.45 38.47 

4 2.19 3.91 42.38 

5 2.02 3.61 45.99 

6 1.57 2.81 48.80 

 

 The six retained factors of the SILLEETC are summarized in Table 4.28 through Table 

4.33. Each of these tables illustrates the content and factor loading of every strategy item as well 

as the mean and internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) for each factor. The following 

discussion and interpretation of the factors will generally focus on variables whose loading is 

about or above 0.40. 

 As displayed in Table 4.28, Factor 1 of the 56-item SILLEETC consists of 10 items 

concerning learners’ planning strategies, such as trying as many ways as they can to learn 

English and finding out which way suits them, having clear goals for improving their English 

skills, trying out ways to be a better English learner, looking for opportunities to read as much as 

possible in English, and noticing and using information about their English mistakes to help 

them do better. Factor 1 also consists of items regarding learners’ strategies for time 

management, like planning their schedules so they will have enough time to study English and 

planning to review English lessons often. One item (TPS 5) concerning a technique for being 

strategic also loads negatively and weakly on this factor.  
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Table 4.28: Factor 1 (SF1)—Strategies for planning and being strategic 

Item Item description Factor 

loading 

SILL 38 I think about my progress in learning English. .68 

SILL 39 I try as many ways as I can to learn English and find out which way suits 

me. 

.67 

SILL 37 I have clear goals for improving my English skills. .64 

SILL 33 I try to find out how to be a better learner of English. .64 

SILL 36 I look for opportunities to read as much as possible in English. .62 

SILL 31 I notice my English mistakes and use that information to help me do 

better. 

.58 

SILL 34 I plan my schedule so I will have enough time to study English. .56 

SILL 8 I review English lessons often. .49 

SILL 10 I say or write new English words several times. .45 

TPS 5 It is important to choose to take the easier among the available EFL exit 

tests. 

–.34 

Note: For strategy factor 1, Cronbach’s alpha = .85, M = 3.15. 

  

Factor 2 contains 11 items measuring learners’ cognitive language learning strategies. One 

item concerning word-for-word translation loads weakly on this factor. Items that load strongly 

include trying to think in English, writing in English, reading for pleasure in English, looking for 

people to talk to in English, categorizing English words, seeking patterns in English, using new 

English words in a sentence, and using English words in different ways.  
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Table 4.29: Factor 2 (SF2)—Cognitive language learning strategies 

Item Item description Factor 

loading 

SILL 17 I write notes, messages, letters, or reports in English. .77 

SILL 18 I try to think in English. .68 

SILL 16 I read for pleasure in English. .65 

SILL 35 I look for people I can talk to in English. .48 

SILL 23 I make summaries of information that I hear or read in English. .48 

SILL 7 I memorize new English words by grouping them into categories (e.g. 

synonym, antonym, noun, verb). 

.47 

SILL 20 I try to find patterns in English. .45 

SILL 2 I use new English words in a sentence so I can remember them. .45 

SILL 13 I use the English words I know in different ways. .44 

SILL 6 I use flash cards to remember new English words. .42 

SILL 22 I try not to translate word for word. .32 

Note: For strategy factor 2, Cronbach’s alpha = .86, M = 2.73.  

 

 Factor 3 items relate to how learners think they should prepare for the EFL exit test. 

Included are 10 items such as students’ studying test-preparation books, familiarizing themselves 

with test-question patterns, practicing sample-test questions, taking mock tests, taking a test-

preparation course, learning from the mistakes on sample test questions or mock tests, 

memorizing the relevant vocabulary for the test, memorizing sample compositions or 

conversations for a particular test, studying by themselves, and joining a study group.  
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Table 4.30: Factor 3 (SF3)—Test-preparation strategies 

Item Item description Factor 

loading 

TPS 3 It is important to study EFL exit test preparation books. .74 

TPS 4 It is important to familiarize myself with the EFL exit test question 

patterns. 

.72 

TPS 2 It is important to practice sample EFL exit test questions. .71 

TPS 10 It is important to take the mock tests before taking the official EFL exit 

test. 

.67 

TPS 1 It is important to take an EFL exit test preparation course. .66 

TPS 11 It is important to learn from the mistakes I make on sample EFL exit test 

questions or mock tests. 

.64 

TPS 9 It is important to memorize the relevant vocabulary for the EFL exit test. .63 

TPS 12 It is important to memorize sample compositions or conversations for a 

particular EFL exit test. 

.55 

TPS 7 It is important to study by myself to prepare for the EFL exit test. .50 

TPS 6 It is important to join a study group to prepare for the EFL exit test along 

with other students. 

.44 

Note: For strategy factor 3, Cronbach’s alpha = .85, M = 3.82. 

  

Factor 4 focuses on 13 items concerning learners’ holistic English strategies, such as 

starting conversations in English, paying attention to English speakers, watching English TV 

shows or movies, trying to talk like native English speakers, using gestures, using synonymous 

words or phrases, trying to find as many ways as they can to use their English, reading English 

while limiting dictionary use, trying to guess what the other person will say next in English, 

practicing the sounds of English, and making up new English words to replace those they do not 

yet know. 
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Table 4.31: Factor 4 (SF4)—Holistic English strategies 

Item Item description Factor 

loading 

SILL 14 I start conversations in English. .59 

SILL 32 I pay attention when someone is speaking English. .58 

SILL 15 I watch TV shows spoken in English or go to movies spoken in English. .57 

SILL 11 I try to talk like native English speakers. .56 

SILL 25 When I can’t think of a word during a conversation in English, I use a 

gesture. 

.54 

SILL 29 If I can’t think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that means the 

same thing. 

.53 

SILL 30 I try to find as many ways as I can to use my English. .52 

SILL 27 I read English without looking up every new word. .50 

SILL 28 I try to guess what the other person will say next in English. .48 

SILL 12 I practice the sounds of English. .47 

SILL 26 I make up new words if I do not know the right ones in English. .46 

SILL 1 I think of relationships between what I already know and new things I 

learn in English. 

.39 

SILL 24 To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses. .39 

Note: For strategy factor 4, Cronbach’s alpha = .86, M = 3.26.  

 

Factor 5 includes 6 items regarding learners’ test-taking strategies, such as pacing 

themselves appropriately during the test, making use of key words in the test questions, 

reviewing their work on the test, reading test instructions carefully, delaying answering difficult 

test questions, and working quickly to interpret the test questions. 
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Table 4.32: Factor 5 (SF5)—Test-taking strategies 

Item Item description Factor 

loading 

TTS 2 It is important to schedule my time appropriately on the EFL exit test. .84 

TTS 4 It is important to make use of clue words in the EFL exit test questions. .79 

TTS 6 It is important to review my work in order to check my answers on the 

EFL exit test. 

.73 

TTS 1 It is important to read the EFL exit test instructions carefully. .71 

TTS 5 It is important to delay answering difficult EFL exit test questions. .62 

TTS 3 It is important to work fast to interpret the questions to do well on the EFL 

exit test. 

.58 

Note: For strategy factor 5, Cronbach’s alpha = .84, M = 3.84. 

 

 Factor 6 details 6 items associated with learners’ vocabulary strategies, such as 

connecting the sound of a new English word to an image, making a mental picture for a new 

English word, using rhymes to remember new English words, dividing an English word into 

parts that they understand, and looking for words in their own language that are similar to new 

words in English. The item addressing the use of spatial vocabulary strategies also loads weakly 

on this factor. 
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Table 4.33: Factor 6 (SF6)—Vocabulary strategies 

Item Item description Factor 

loading 

SILL 3 I connect the sound of a new English word and an image or picture of the 

word to help me remember the word. 

.67 

SILL 4 I remember a new English word by making a mental picture of a situation 

in which the word might be used. 

.63 

SILL 5 I use rhymes to remember new English words. .61 

SILL 21 I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it into parts that I 

understand. 

.52 

SILL 19 I look for words in my own language that are similar to new words in 

English. 

.42 

SILL 9 I remember new English words or phrases by remembering their location 

on the page, on the board, or on a street sign. 

.38 

Note: For strategy factor 6, Cronbach’s alpha = .74, M = 3.10.  

 

Constructing Composite Belief and Strategy Variables 

 According to the method of summated scales, which combines several variables that 

measure the same concept into a single variable, composite belief and strategy variables were 

constructed. As pointed out by Hair et al. (2010), to construct composite variables, all of the 

variables loading highly on a factor are combined, and the average score of the variables is used 

as a replacement variable. Based on the results of the factor analyses on the BALLIEETC and 

SILLEETC items, composite belief and strategy variables were constructed in SPSS by adding 

up each participant’s scores on items making up each factor. These composite belief and strategy 

variables were used for canonical correlation analysis and for MANOVA later on.  

 

Canonical Correlations between Belief Factors and Strategy Factors 

 Canonical correlation was used to analyze the relationships between one set of belief 

factors and one set of strategy factors in the study, thus addressing the fifth research question: 
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“How are students’ beliefs related to their strategy use in an EFL exit test context?” Canonical 

correlation aims to analyze the relationships between two sets of variables as linear composites. 

Canonical correlation provides a statistical analysis in which one set of predictor variables and 

one set of outcome variables are constructed to see how the two sets relate to on another. 

Canonical correlation creates linear combinations of variables, called linear composites 

(canonical variates), that represent mathematically viable combinations of variables. The 

meaning of pairs of canonical variates is discerned based on the loading matrices. Variables with 

correlations of 0.30 and above are usually interpreted as part of their respective linear 

composites, and variables with loadings below 0.30 are not (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  

 

Correlations between Composite Belief Variables and Composite Strategy Variables 

 The canonical correlation analysis of the two sets of factors begins with the calculation of 

the intervariable correlations among the six belief and six strategy factors. The Pearson 

correlations among six composite belief variables (BF1, BF2, BF3, BF4, BF5, and BF6) and six 

composite strategy factors (SF1, SF2, SF3, SF4, SF5, and SF6) are presented in Table 4.34. 

According to Cohen (1988), the correlation is high when r = 0.50 to 1.0; moderate when r = 0.30 

to 0.49; and low when r = 0.10 to 0.29. Generally, the majority (58.3%) of the correlations 

among the two sets of factors are low. However, SF3 (test-preparation strategies) has high 

correlations with BF1 (beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies), BF2 (beliefs about 

the impact of EFL exit tests), and BF4 (beliefs about motivation). In addition, BF1 (beliefs about 

tool-use and communicative strategies) shows moderate correlations with SF1 (strategies for 

planning and being strategic), SF2 (cognitive strategies), SF4 (holistic strategies), and SF6 

(vocabulary strategies), and BF3 (beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement) has moderate 
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correlations with SF1 (strategies for planning and being strategic), SF3 (test-preparation 

strategies), and SF4 (holistic strategies) . Furthermore, BF5 (beliefs about positive self-concept) 

shows moderate correlations with SF1 (strategies for planning and being strategic), SF2 

(cognitive strategies), and SF4 (holistic strategies). BF2 (beliefs about the impact of EFL exit 

tests) also has a moderate correlation with SF1 (strategies for planning and being strategic), and 

BF4 (beliefs about motivation) has another moderate correlation with SF5 (test-taking 

strategies).  

 

Table 4.34: Pearson correlations between composite belief and strategy factors 

 SF1 SF2 SF3 SF4 SF5 SF6 

BF1 .49
**

 .43
**

 .52
**

 .41
**

 .29
**

 .31
**

 

BF2 .41
**

 .27
**

 .51
**

 .24
**

 .24
**

 .26
**

 

BF3 .38
**

 .28
**

 .40
**

 .34
**

 .26
**

 .22
**

 

BF4 .24
**

 .05 .55
**

 .22
**

 .31
**

 .17
**

 

BF5 .44
**

 .44
**

 .21
**

 .49
**

 .16
**

 .24
**

 

BF6 .08 .05 .21
**

 .01 .12
**

 .06 

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Results of Canonical Correlation Analysis 

 In Table 4.35, multivariate tests of significance, including Pillai’s trace, Hotelling-

Lawley trace, and Wilks’ lambda, all indicate significant canonical correlation between the two 

sets of belief and strategy variables at p < .001.  

 

Table 4.35: Multivariate tests of significance 

Test Name      Value Approx. F Hypoth. DF Error DF Sig. of F 

Pillai’s .91 15.21 36.00 3066.00 p <.001 

Hotelling 1.70 23.75 36.00 3026.00 p <.001 

Wilks’ .30 19.56 36.00 2224.76 p <.001 
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 According to Thompson (1984), the number of canonical correlation coefficients can be 

no greater than the number of variables in the smaller variable set. As there are six composite 

belief factors and six composite strategy factors, six canonical correlation coefficients can be 

calculated. Table 4.36 represents the results of the dimension reduction analysis. The test 

indicates that while the first three canonical correlations were significant at p < .001, the last 

three were not.  

 

Table 4.36: Dimension reduction analysis 

Roots Wilks L. F Hypoth. DF Error DF Sig. of F 

1 to 6 .30 19.56 36.00 2224.76 .001 

2 to 6 .67 8.63 25.00 1884.92 .001 

3 to 6 .91 3.04 16.00 1552.60 .001 

4 to 6 .99 .86 9.00 1238.92 .563 

5 to 6 1.00 .38 4.00 1020.00 .826 

6 to 6 1.00 .05 1.00 511.00 .821 

 

As shown in Table 4.37, the first pair of canonical variates, denoted as R1, accounted for 

most of the total variance of the two sets of composite factors. The second pair of canonical 

variates, denoted as R2, had the second-highest correlation between the two sets of composite 

variables after accounting for the variates in the first canonical set. The third pair of canonical 

variates, R3, had the third-highest correlation between the two sets of variables after accounting 

for the variates in the first and second canonical relationships. 

 Furthermore, in Table 4.37, results indicated that the three significant correlations were: 

R1 = 0.74, R2 = 0.52, and R3 = 0.28. The square of these resulting significant canonical 

correlation coefficients indicates the proportion of variance of each composite belief variable that 

is associated with the variance of the composite strategy variables. Results also revealed that the 
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first canonical correlation (R1) accounted for about 55.3% of the total variance, the second 

canonical correlation (R2) explained about 26.5%, and the third (R3) accounted for about 7.6%. 

 

 

 

Table 4.37: Eigenvalues and canonical correlations 

Root No. Eigenvalue Pct. Cum. Pct. Canon Cor. Sq. Cor. 

1 1.24 72.94 72.94 .74 .55 

2 .36 21.30 94.24 .52 .27 

3 .08 4.86 99.10 .28 .08 

4 .01 .72 99.83 .11 .01 

5 .00 .17 99.99 .05 .00 

6 .00 .01 100.00 .01 .00 
 

Interpretation of the Canonical Variates 

 After statistically significant canonical correlations are identified, they are then 

interpreted in order to determine how much a composite belief or strategy factor contributed to 

an identified canonical correlation. One way often used to interpret canonical correlation is to 

compute the canonical variate-variable correlations and use the largest coefficients or 

correlations for interpretation. Correlations above 0.5 were chosen because they would be strong 

enough to affect the canonical variates. Table 4.38 and Table 4.39 show the canonical variate-

variable correlations for belief and strategy variables. 
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Table 4.38: Correlations between belief variables and their canonical variates (BCV) 

Variable BCV1 BCV2 BCV3 

BF1 –.83 .12 –.19 

BF2 –.72 –.19 –.47 

BF3 –.65 .03 .19 

BF4 –.66 –.58 .40 

BF5 –.57 .62 .42 

BF6 –.22 –.21 –.29 

 

 

Table 4.39: Correlations between strategy variables and their canonical variates (SCV) 

Variable SCV1 SCV2 SCV3 

SF1 –.77 .40 –.14 

SF2 –.59 .71 –.26 

SF3 –.86 –.44 –.11 

SF4 –.65 .50 .48 

SF5 –.48 –.17 .13 

SF6 –.47 .16 –.13 

 

The First Canonical Correlation (R1) 

The first canonical correlation (R1) resulted from the pairing of BCV1 (belief canonical 

variate 1) and SCV1 (strategy canonical variate 1). BCV1 (belief canonical variate 1) correlates 

with all but one of the six belief variables. BF1 (beliefs about tool-use and communicative 

strategies), BF2 (beliefs about the impact of EFL exit tests), BF3 (beliefs about the EFL exit test 

requirement), BF4 (beliefs about motivation), and BF5 (beliefs about positive self-concept) have 

large negative correlations (r = –.83, –.72, –.65, –.66, –.57, respectively) with the first belief 

canonical variate (BCV1). The sixth belief variable, BF6 (beliefs about aptitude), has a small 

negative correlation (r = –.22) and is excluded from BCV1 (belief canonical variate 1). BCV1 is 

affected by negative beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies (BF1), the impact of 

EFL exit tests (BF2), the EFL exit test requirement (BF3), motivation (BF4), and self-concept 
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(BF5). The first strategy canonical variate, SCV1, negatively correlates with four strategy 

variables, SF1 , SF2, SF3, and SF4, which have strong negative correlations (r = –.77, –.59, –

.86, –.65, respectively). The two remaining strategy variables, SF5 and SF6, have only moderate 

negative correlations (r = –.48 and –.47), and thus do not link strongly enough with the other 

factors to SCV1 (strategy canonical variate 1) to be included. Therefore, SF1, strategies for 

planning and being strategic; SF2, cognitive language learning strategies; SF3, test-preparation 

strategies; and SF4, holistic English strategies, all affect SCV1 (strategy canonical variate 1) 

negatively. There is a significant canonical correlation between BCV1 (belief canonical variate 

1) and SCV1 (strategy canonical variate 1). This means that students who used metacognitive 

strategies (SF1), cognitive strategies (SF2), compensation strategies (SF4), and test-preparation 

strategies (SF3) tended to endorse beliefs having to do with tool-use and communicative 

strategies (BF1), the impact of EFL exit tests (BF2), the EFL exit test requirement (BF3), 

motivation (BF4), and positive self-concept (BF5). In summary, beliefs in the EFL exit test’s 

making students learn English, the university’s having the EFL exit test requirement, having 

foreign language aptitude, the importance of using computer technology, using English media, 

having American friends, practicing with multimedia, and knowing about English-speaking 

cultures to learn English, as well as the importance of speaking English, repeating and practicing, 

learning vocabulary, learning English in an English-speaking country, and passing the EFL exit 

test, are associated with metacognitive, cognitive, compensation, and test-preparation strategies.  

 

The Second Canonical Correlation (R2) 

For the second canonical correlation (R2), BCV2 (belief canonical variate 2) and SCV2 

(strategy canonical variate 2) were paired. Belief canonical variate BCV2 is strongly related to 
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BF4 (beliefs about motivation) negatively (r = –.58) and to BF5 (beliefs about positive self-

concept) positively (r = .62). By contrast, it has weak positive relations to BF1 (beliefs about 

tool-use and communicative strategies) and BF3 (beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement), (r 

= .12 and .03, respectively), as well as weak negative relations to BF2 (beliefs about the impact 

of EFL exit tests) and BF6 (beliefs about aptitude), (r = –.19 and –.21, respectively). For the six 

strategy variables in the second strategy canonical variate (SCV2), two strategy variables, SF2 

(cognitive strategies) and SF4 (holistic strategies), have strong positive correlations (r = .71 

and .50, respectively), while two strategy variables, SF1 (strategies for planning and being 

strategic) and SF3 (test-preparation strategies), have moderate correlations (r = .40 and –.44, 

respectively). The correlations of SF5 (test-taking strategies) (r = –.17) and SF6 (vocabulary 

strategies) (r =.16) indicate weak relationships. Thus, the second canonical correlation is 

significant when BCV2 (belief canonical variate 2), affected by negative beliefs about 

motivation (BF4) and positive beliefs about positive self-concept (BF5), links with SCV2 

(strategy canonical variate 2), influenced by cognitive language learning strategies (SF2) and 

holistic English strategies (SF4). This means that students who used cognitive strategies (SF2) 

and compensation strategies (SF4) tended to endorse beliefs having to do with positive self-

concept (BF5) as well as not to endorse beliefs having to do with motivation (BF4). In summary, 

beliefs in having foreign language aptitude but not in the importance of speaking English, 

repeating and practicing, learning vocabulary, learning English in an English-speaking country, 

and passing the EFL exit test are associated with cognitive strategies and compensation 

strategies. 
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The Third Canonical Correlation (R3) 

The third canonical correlation, R3, pairs BCV3 (belief canonical variate 3) with SCV3 

(strategy canonical variate 3) and is not as strong as the first two pairings, R1 and R2. Among the 

six belief variables, BF2 (beliefs about the impact of EFL exit tests), BF4 (beliefs about 

motivation), and BF5 (beliefs about positive self-concept) (r = –0.47, 0.40, 0.42, respectively) 

correlate somewhat with the third belief canonical variate, BCV3, but not strong enough to meet 

the criterion of 0.5. Additionally, the other three belief variables, BF1 (beliefs about tool-use and 

communicative strategies), BF3 (beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement), and BF6 (beliefs 

about aptitude), have low correlation (r = –0.19, 0.19, and –0.29, respectively) with BCV3 

(belief canonical variate 3). For the third strategy canonical variate, SCV3, only SF4 (holistic 

strategies) has a moderate positive correlation (r = 0.48), while five strategy variables, SF1 

(strategies for planning and being strategic), SF2 (cognitive strategies), SF3 (test-preparation 

strategies), SF5 (test-taking strategies), and SF6 (vocabulary strategies), have low correlations (r 

= –0.14, –0.26, –0.11, 0.13, and –0.13, respectively). For the third canonical correlation, the six 

belief variables do not have a strong enough influence on BCV3 (belief canonical variate 3), nor 

do the six strategy variables have a strong enough effect on SCV3 (strategy canonical variate 3) 

to link the pair of canonical variates. 

 

Summary of Canonical Correlation Analysis Results 

 The canonical correlation analysis allowed me to describe which beliefs are connected to 

specific strategies, and vice versa. By using composite variables and canonical correlation 

analysis, I was able to overcome the challenge of making sense of the relationships between and 
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among 39 beliefs and 56 strategies. The factor analysis yielded six composite belief variables 

(BF1 [beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies] through BF6 [beliefs about aptitude]; 

see Table 4.40) and six composite strategy-use variables (SF1 [strategies for planning] through 

SF6 [vocabulary strategies]; see Table 4.41). These were then used to run canonical correlation 

analyses.  

 

Table 4.40: Composite belief variables 

Variable Description 

BF1 Beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies: beliefs about using 

computer technology, using English media, having American friends, practicing with 

multimedia, and learning about English-speaking cultures to learn English.  

BF2 Beliefs about the impact of EFL exit tests: beliefs about the impact of EFL exit 

tests on preparing one for using English at work, making one learn English, 

reflecting one’s English ability, and ensuring the availability of more qualified 

English speakers for Taiwan’s economic development. 

BF3 Beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement: beliefs about which majors should 

pass the EFL exit test and beliefs about who will pass the test. 

BF4 Beliefs about motivation: beliefs about the foreign language aptitude of some 

people, children, and adults, as well as the importance of speaking English, repeating 

and practicing, learning vocabulary, learning English in an English-speaking 

country, and passing the EFL exit test.  

BF5 Beliefs about positive self-concept: beliefs about one’s own foreign language 

aptitude and English-speaking ability, and practicing English with Americans. 

BF6 Beliefs about aptitude: beliefs about the foreign language aptitude of people who 

already speak a foreign language and are good at mathematics or science, as well as 

the EFL test aptitude of people who pass the EFL exit test, major in business or 

engineering, are freshmen or seniors, already speak a foreign language, and are good 

at mathematics or science. 

 

Table 4.41: Composite strategy use variables 

Variable Description 

SF1 Strategies for planning and being strategic, including mainly metacognitive 

strategies 

SF2 Cognitive strategies 

SF3 Test-preparation strategies  

SF4 Holistic English strategies, including mainly compensation and cognitive strategies  

SF5 Test-taking strategies 

SF6 Vocabulary strategies, including mainly memory strategies 
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Figure 4.3 illustrates two sets of relationships that resulted from the canonical correlation 

analysis: 1) the construction of twelve statistical canonical variates, and 2) the connections 

between composite variables of students’ beliefs and those of their strategy use. Each element of 

Figure 4.3 is detailed below. 

Along its left side, Figure 4.3 illustrates the relationship of the six composite belief 

variables (BF1 [beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies]–BF6 [beliefs about 

aptitude]) to the belief canonical variates (BCV1 [belief canonical variate 1]–BCV6 [belief 

canonical variate 6]). Along the right side, the figure shows the relationship of the six composite 

strategy variables (SF1 [strategies for planning]–SF6 [vocabulary strategies]) to their strategy 

canonical variates (SCV1 [strategy canonical variate 1]–SCV6 [strategy canonical variate 6]). 

Significant correlations are shown using arrows. Single-direction arrows denote positive 

correlations of variables to canonical variates, and bidirectional arrows indicate negative 

correlations to canonical variates. Where there is no correlation between factors and canonical 

variates, no line connects the variates. 

BCV1 (belief canonical variate 1) through BCV6 (belief canonical variate 6) represented 

canonical variates, which are statistical tools that link to clusters of the six belief composite 

variables. BCV1 (belief canonical variate 1) and BCV2 (belief canonical variate 2) had 

significant relationships with several belief composite variables. Relationships that were strong 

enough to be considered significant were those equal to or above 0.5. The canonical correlation 

analysis results showed that there were strong negative correlations between BCV1 [belief 

canonical variate 1] and five of the six belief composite variables (BF1 [beliefs about tool-use 

and communicative strategies], BF2 [beliefs about the impact of EFL exit tests], BF3 [beliefs 
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about the EFL exit test requirement], BF4 [beliefs about motivation], and BF5 [beliefs about 

positive self-concept]). BF6 (beliefs about aptitude) was not involved in their first relationship. A 

possible reason is that many participants tended to be neutral about the items that constituted the 

belief composite variable BF6 (beliefs about aptitude), so there was little variation in terms of 

this belief. BCV2 (belief canonical variate 2) links to BF4 (beliefs about motivation) and BF5 

(beliefs about positive self-concept). BCV2 (belief canonical variate 2) has a strong positive 

correlation (0.62) with BF5 (beliefs about positive self-concept) and a strong negative correlation 

(–0.58) with BF4 (beliefs about motivation). BCV3 (belief canonical variate 3), BCV4 (belief 

canonical variate 4), BCV5 (belief canonical variate 5), and BCV6 (belief canonical variate 6) 

had weak relationships to all of the belief composite variables.  

Likewise, SCV1 (strategy canonical variate 1) through SCV6 (strategy canonical variate 6) 

are canonical variates that link to clusters of the six strategy composite variables (SF1 [strategies 

for planning], SF2 [cognitive strategies], SF3 [test-preparation strategies], SF4 [holistic 

strategies], SF5 [test-taking strategies], and SF6 [vocabulary strategies]). SCV1 (strategy 

canonical variate 1) showed strong negative correlations with four of the strategy composite 

variables: SF1 (strategies for planning) at –0.77, SF2 (cognitive strategies) at –0.59, SF3 (test-

preparation strategies) at –0.86, and SF4 (holistic strategies) at –0.65. Similarly, SCV2 (strategy 

canonical variate 2) showed significant correlations with two of the strategy composite variables; 

it had positive correlations with SF2 (cognitive strategies) at 0.71 and SF4 (holistic strategies) at 

0.50. SF5 (test-taking strategies) and SF6 (vocabulary strategies) were not involved in the 

relationships, likely because most of the participants agreed with the items that constituted these 

strategy composite variables. In other words, there was little variation in their responses. SCV3 
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(strategy canonical variate 3) through SCV6 (strategy canonical variate 6) had weak relationships 

to each of the strategy composite variables. 

Figure 4.3 also indicates whether there is any relationship between the six belief canonical 

variates (BCV1 [belief canonical variate 1]–BCV6 [belief canonical variate 6]) and the six 

strategy canonical variates (SCV1 [strategy canonical variate 1]–SCV6 [strategy canonical 

variate 6]). These relationships are labeled R1 through R6. Significant relationships are 

illustrated using a solid line, while relationships that failed to achieve significance are shown 

using a dotted line.  

Figure 4.3 illustrates that, out of six possible canonical correlations (R1 through R6), only 

two were found to be significant; they are R1 and R2. R1 showed that there was a strong 

relationship (0.74) between BCV1 (belief canonical variate 1) and SCV1 (strategy canonical 

variate 1), suggesting a strong relationship between the cluster of five belief composite factors 

(BF1 [beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies]–BF5 [beliefs about positive self-

concept]) and the cluster of four strategy composite factors (SF1 [strategies for planning]–SF4 

[holistic strategies]). This means that holding this type of beliefs (beliefs about tool-use and 

communicative strategies [BF1], the impact of EFL exit tests [BF2], the EFL exit test 

requirement [BF3], motivation [BF4], and positive self-concept [BF5]) was associated with more 

use of this type of strategy (strategies for planning [SF1], cognitive strategies [SF2], test-

preparation strategies [SF3], and holistic English strategies [SF4]). In the same manner, R2 

represented a strong relationship (0.54) between BCV2 (belief canonical variate 2) and SCV2 

(strategy canonical variate 2), indicating a strong relationship between two belief composite 

variables, BF4 (beliefs about motivation) and BF5 (beliefs about positive self-concept), and two 

strategy composite variables, SF2 (cognitive strategies) and SF4 (holistic strategies). This means 
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that holding weaker beliefs about motivation (BF4) and stronger beliefs about positive self-

concept (BF5) was associated with more use of this type of strategy (cognitive strategies [SF2] 

and holistic English strategies [SF4]).The relationships R3 to R6 showed no significant 

relationships between the other belief canonical variates (BCV3 [belief canonical variate 3]–

BCV6 [belief canonical variate 6]) and the remaining strategy canonical variates (SCV3 [strategy 

canonical variate 3]–SCV6 [strategy canonical variate 6]). This lack of relationship is indicated 

by the dotted lines. 
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Figure 4.3: Relationship among belief variables, belief canonical variates, strategy variables, 

and strategy canonical variates 
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Figure 4.4 further details the first canonical correlation, R1. Low scores on the cluster of 

belief composite factors predicted low scores in the cluster of strategy composite factors. To 

clarify, low scores on the beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies (BF1), the impact 

of EFL exit tests (BF2), the EFL exit test requirement (BF3), motivation (BF4), and self-concept 

(BF5) were associated with low scores on the use of strategies for planning and being strategic 

(SF1), cognitive language learning strategies (SF2), test-preparation strategies (SF3), and holistic 

English strategies (SF4), and vice versa. The variates (BCV1 [belief canonical variate 1] and 

SCV1 [strategy canonical variate 1]) on both sides of the canonical correlation show negative 

relationships with their associated factors; therefore, positive relationships with these associated 

factors can also be extrapolated. This means that high scores on either of these clusters predict 

high scores on the other one as well. This significant correlation means that students with high 

scores on beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies, the impact of EFL exit tests, the 

EFL exit test requirement, motivation, and self-concept reported using metacognitive, cognitive, 

compensation, and test-preparation strategies. 
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Figure 4.4: The first canonical correlation (R1) 
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As shown in Figure 4.5, the second canonical correlation, R2, indicated an association 

between a cluster of belief variables—low scores on the beliefs about motives for learning 

English (BF4) and high scores on beliefs about the self-concept (BF5)—on one hand, and a 

cluster of strategy scores—high scores on the cognitive language learning strategies (SF2) and 

high scores on the holistic English strategies (SF4)—on the other hand. This significant 

correlation means that students with low scores on beliefs about motives for learning English, 

and high scores on beliefs about self-concept reported using cognitive and compensation 

strategies more frequently. Interestingly, R2 somewhat contradicts R1 in terms of the score on 

the beliefs about motives for learning English (BF4). A possible reason is that belief composite 

factor 4 (BF4) comprises items regarding learners’ overall motivation for learning English and 

learners’ motivation for using specific strategies to learn English. One type of motivation may be 

associated positively with metacognitive strategies (SF1), cognitive strategies (SF2), test-

preparation strategies (SF3), and compensation strategies (SF4), and the other type may be 

associated negatively with the cognitive strategies (SF2) and compensation strategies (SF4). 
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Differences in Beliefs and Strategy Use by Different Background Variables 

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to address the sixth research 

question: “Do students’ beliefs and strategy use differ according to their background variables in 

an EFL exit test context?” The analysis tested for differences in participants’ beliefs and strategy 

use based on their background variables, such as major, gender, grade level, entrance exam 

English score, and EFL exit test experience. 

Because there were a large number of variables on both the BALLIEETC and the 

SILLEETC, the composite belief and strategy variables were used for the multivariate analysis. 

The factor scores of the six belief composite variables (BF1 [beliefs about tool-use and 

communicative strategies], BF2 [beliefs about the impact of EFL exit tests], BF3 [beliefs about 

the EFL exit test requirement], BF4 [beliefs about motivation], BF5 [beliefs about positive self-

concept], and BF6 [beliefs about aptitude]) and the six composite strategy variables (SF1 

[strategies for planning and being strategic], SF2 [cognitive language learning strategies], SF3 

[test preparation strategies], SF4 [holistic English strategies], SF5 [test-taking strategies], and 

SF6 [vocabulary strategies]) served as dependent variables, whereas students’ background 

variables, such as academic major, gender, grade level, entrance exam English score, and EFL 

exit test experience, served as independent variables.  

 

Differences in Beliefs and Strategy Use for Different Academic Majors 

  As shown in Table 4.42, the results of MANOVA indicated significant differences among 

academic majors. For example, the four multivariate tests all indicated significant differences 

among academic majors at p < 0.05.  
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Table 4.42: Multivariate tests 

Variable  Value F Hypothesis 

df 

Error df Sig. 

p < 

Partial Eta 

Square 

Major Pillai’s 

trace 

.31 4.86 36.00 1515.00 .001 .10 

 Wilks’ 

lambda 

.71 4.98 36.00 1486.90 .001 .11 

 Hotelling 

trace 

.37 5.09 36.00 1505.00 .001 .11 

 Roy’s 

largest 

root 

.24 10.08 12.00 505.00 .001 .19 

 

Univariate ANOVAs were then performed to examine which composite variables 

contributed to the overall multivariate significance, and the results are shown in Table 

4.43.  According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), to reduce the chance of a Type 1 error, a 

Bonferroni adjustment should be applied. Because there were 12 dependent variables and 

multiple ANOVAs were thus conducted, each ANOVA should be tested at a significance level of 

0.00416, which was derived by dividing 0.05 by 12 (the number of dependent variables). This 

suggests, based on students’ academic majors, there were significant differences in the belief 

variables BF1 (beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies), BF2 (beliefs about the 

impact of EFL exit tests), BF3 (beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement), and BF5 (beliefs 

about positive self-concept), as well as the strategy variables SF1 (strategies for planning and 

being strategic), SF2 (cognitive language learning strategies), SF4 (holistic English strategies), 

and SF5 (test-taking strategies), while the univariate ANOVAs for BF4, BF6, SF3, and SF6 did 

not show significant differences at the required level of 0.00416.  

 

 

 

about:blank
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Table 4.43: Tests of between-subjects effects 

Source Dependent 

Variable 

Type III 

Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. Partial Eta 

Squared 

Major BF1* 3.71 3 1.24 4.81 .003 .03 

BF2* 6.14 3 2.05 5.23 .001 .03 

BF3* 9.20 3 3.07 10.46 .001 .06 

BF4 2.05 3 .68 3.84 .010 .02 

BF5* 7.42 3 2.47 9.83 .001 .05 

BF6 .37 3 .12 .53 .663 .00 

SF1* 7.93 3 2.64 8.30 .001 .05 

SF2* 13.21 3 4.40 12.55 .001 .07 

SF3 1.42 3 .48 1.91 .127 .01 

SF4* 5.39 3 1.80 5.53 .001 .03 

SF5* 10.12 3 3.37 9.01 .001 .05 

SF6 .92 3 .31 .73 .532 .00 

* The mean difference was significant at the .00416 level. 

 

Because there were four major academic groups (i.e., English majors, business majors, 

engineering majors, and social-science majors), it is necessary to perform post hoc comparisons 

to discover intergroup differences. Tukey HSD was used to investigate multiple comparisons 

where each of the four groups of academic majors was the independent variable. The results 

demonstrate whether beliefs and strategy use suggest overall statistically significant differences 

based on academic major. Table 4.44 shows the results of the multiple comparisons. 

 

Table 4.44: Post hoc testing of academic major 

Dependent 

Variable 

(I) Major 

(English=1, 

Business=2, 

Engineering=3, 

Social science=4) 

(J) 

Major 

Mean 

Difference 

(I–J) 

Std. 

Error 

Sig. 99.584% 

Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
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Table 4.44 (continued) 

BF1: 

Beliefs 

about tool-

use 

strategies 

1 2 .13 .06 .117 –.07 .32 

3 .20 .06 .005 .00 .41 

4 .19 .07 .024 –.04 .42 

2 1 –.13 .06 .117 –.32 .07 

3 .07 .06 .640 –.14 .29 

4 .06 .07 .794 –.17 .30 

3 1 –.20 .06 .005 –.41 .00 

2 –.07 .06 .640 –.29 .14 

4 –.01 .07 .999 –.25 .23 

4 1 –.19 .07 .024 –.42 .04 

2 –.06 .07 .794 –.30 .17 

3 .01 .07 .999 –.23 .25 

BF2: 

Beliefs 

about the 

impact of 

EFL exit 

tests 

1 2 .08 .07 .636 –.16 .33 

3 .23 .07 .011 –.02 .48 

4 .28 .08 .005 –.01 .56 

2 1 –.08 .07 .636 –.33 .16 

3 .14 .08 .238 –.12 .41 

4 .19 .09 .115 –.10 .48 

3 1 –.23 .07 .011 –.48 .02 

2 –.14 .08 .238 –.41 .12 

4 .05 .09 .950 –.25 .35 

4 1 –.28 .08 .005 –.56 .01 

2 –.19 .09 .115 –.48 .10 

3 –.05 .09 .950 –.35 .25 

BF3: 

Beliefs 

about the 

EFL exit 

test 

requirement 

1 2 .15 .06 .077 –.06 36 

3 –.07 .06 .697 –.29 .15 

4 .32
*
 .07 .001 .07 .56 

2 1 –.15 .06 .077 –.36 .06 

3 –.22 .07 .006 –.44 .01 

4 .17 .07 .110 –.08 .42 

3 1 .07 .06 .697 –.15 .29 

2 .22 .07 .006 –.01 .44 

4 .39
*
 .08 .001 .13 .65 

4 1 –.32
*
 .07 .001 –.56 –.07 

2 –.17 .07 .110 –.42 .08 

3 –.39
*
 .08 .001 –.65 –.13 

BF5: 

Beliefs 

about self-

concept 

1 2 .26
*
 .06 .001 .07 .46 

3 .23
*
 .06 .001 .03 .43 

4 .27
*
 .07 .001 .05 .50 

2 1 –.26
*
 .06 .001 –.46 –.07 

3 –.03 .06 .944 –.24 .18 

4 .01 .07 .999 –.23 .24 

3 1 –.23
*
 .06 .001 –.43 –.03 
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Table 4.44 (continued) 

  2 .035 .06 .944 –.18 .24 

4 .043 .07 .928 –.20 .28 

4 1 –.27
*
 .07 .001 –.50 –.05 

2 –.01 .07 .999 –.24 .23 

3 –.04 .07 .928 –.28 .20 

SF1: 

Strategies 

for 

planning 

1 2 .25
*
 .06 .001 .03 .46 

3 .20 .07 .014 –.02 .43 

4 .33
*
 .08 .001 .07 .58 

2 1 –.25
*
 .06 .001 –.46 –.03 

3 –.04 .07 .928 –.28 .19 

4 .08 .08 .707 –.18 .35 

3 1 –.20 .07 .014 –.43 .02 

2 .04 .07 .928 –.19 .28 

4 .13 .08 .394 –.15 .40 

4 1 –.33
*
 .08 .001 –.58 –.07 

2 –.08 .08 .707 –.35 .18 

3 –.13 .08 .394 –.40 .15 

SF2: 

Cognitive 

strategies 

1 2 .40
*
 .07 .001 .17 .63 

3 .23 .07 .007 –.01 .46 

4 .30
*
 .08 .001 .03 .56 

2 1 –.40
*
 .07 .001 –.63 –.17 

3 –.17 .07 .082 –.42 .07 

4 –.10 .08 .580 –.38 .17 

3 1 –.23 .07 .007 –.46 .01 

2 .17 .07 .082 –.07 .42 

4 .07 .08 .839 –.21 .35 

4 1 –.30
*
 .08 .001 –.56 –.03 

2 .10 .08 .580 –.17 .38 

3 –.07 .08 .839 –.35 .21 

SF4: 

Holistic 

strategies 

1 2 .22
*
 .06 .003 .00 .44 

3 .16 .07 .081 –.07 .39 

4 .25 .08 .006 –.01 .51 

2 1 –.22
*
 .06 .003 –.44 .00 

3 –.06 .07 .808 –.30 .18 

4 .03 .08 .987 –.24 .29 

3 1 –.16 .07 .081 –.39 .07 

2 .06 .07 .808 –.18 .30 

4 .09 .08 .686 –.18 .36 

4 1 –.25 .08 .006 –.51 .01 

2 –.03 .08 .987 –.29 .24 

3 –.09 .08 .686 –.36 .18 
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Table 4.44 (continued) 

SF5: Test-

taking 

strategies 

1 2 .33
*
 .07 .001 .09 .56 

3 .11 .07 .429 –.14 .36 

4 .30
*
 .08 .002 .02 .57 

2 1 –.33
*
 .07 .001 –.56 –.09 

3 –.22 .08 .022 –.47 .04 

4 –.03 .08 .985 –.32 .26 

3 1 –.11 .07 .429 –.36 .14 

2 .22 .08 .022 –.04 .47 

4 .19 .09 .137 –.11 .48 

4 1 –.30
*
 .08 .002 –.57 –.02 

2 .03 .08 .985 –.26 .32 

3 –.19 .09 .137 –.48 .11 

* The mean difference is significant at the .00416 level. 

 

Even though the MANOVA univariate results in Table 4.43 suggest that, based on 

academic major, participants showed significant differences among eight composite belief and 

strategy variables (BF1, BF2, BF3, BF5, SF1, SF2, SF4, and SF5), the post hoc Tukey HSD 

multiple comparison results in Table 4.44 indicated that only BF3 (beliefs about the EFL exit test 

requirement), BF5 (beliefs about positive self-concept), SF1 (strategies for planning and being 

strategic), SF2 (cognitive language learning strategies), SF4 (holistic English strategies), and SF5 

(test-taking strategies) were significantly different according to the academic major.     

For BF3 (beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement), there existed a significant mean 

difference (0.32) between English-major (coded as “1”) and social-science-major (coded as “4”) 

groups as well as a significant mean difference (0.39) between engineering-major (coded as “3”) 

and social-science-major groups, indicating that English and engineering majors agreed with 

beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement (BF3) more than social-science majors and 

engineering majors. 

As for BF5 (beliefs about positive self-concept) , the mean differences between English-

major and business-major (coded as “2”) groups (0.26), between English-major and engineering-
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major groups (0.23), as well as between English-major and social-science-major groups (0.27) 

were statistically significant, suggesting that English majors agreed with stated beliefs about 

positive self-concept (BF5) more than business, engineering, and social-science majors. 

For SF1 (strategies for planning and being strategic), there was a significant mean 

difference (0.25) between English-major and business-major groups, as well as a significant 

mean difference (0.33) between English-major and social-science-major groups, suggesting that 

English majors tended to use strategies for planning and being strategic (SF1) more often than 

business and social-science majors.     

As for SF2 (cognitive strategies), the mean differences between English-major and 

business-major groups (0.40) as well as between English-major and social-science-major groups 

(0.30) were statistically significant, suggesting that English majors tended to use cognitive 

language learning strategies (SF2) more frequently than business and social-science majors. 

For SF4 (holistic strategies), a significant mean difference (0.22) existed between English-

major and business-major groups, indicating that English majors tended to use holistic English 

strategies (SF4) more often than business majors.     

As for SF5 (test-taking strategies), there existed a significant mean difference (0.33) 

between English-major and business-major groups as well as a significant mean difference (0.30) 

between engineering-major and social-science-major groups, indicating that English majors 

tended to use test-taking strategies (SF5) more frequently than business and social-science 

majors.     

In short, English majors agreed with beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement (BF3) and 

beliefs about positive self-concept (BF5) more, as well as used strategies for planning and being 

strategic (SF1), cognitive language learning strategies (SF2), and test-taking strategies (SF5) 
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more often than social-science majors. English majors also endorsed beliefs about positive self-

concept (BF5) and used strategies for planning and being strategic (SF1), cognitive language 

learning strategies (SF2), holistic English strategies (SF4), and test-taking strategies (SF5) more 

frequently than business majors. In addition, engineering majors agreed on beliefs about the EFL 

exit test requirement (BF3) more than social-science majors.  

 

Differences in Beliefs and Strategy Use by Gender 

As shown in Table 4.45, the results of MANOVA indicated significant differences in beliefs 

and strategies between genders. For instance, the four multivariate tests all indicated significant 

differences for gender at p < 0.05. 

 

Table 4.45: Multivariate tests 

Variable  Value F Hypothesis 

df 

Error df Sig. Partial Eta 

Square 

Gender Pillai’s 

trace 

.06 2.59 12.00 505.00 .002 .06 

 Wilks’ 

lambda 

.94 2.59 12.00 505.00 .002 .06 

 Hotelling’s 

trace 

.06 2.59 12.00 505.00 .002 .06 

 Roy’s 

largest 

root 

.06 2.59 12.00 505.00 .002 .06 

 

Univariate ANOVAs were then performed to determine which composite variables 

contributed to the overall multivariate significance, and these results are shown in Table 4.46. 

According to the Bonferroni adjustment, each ANOVA should be tested at a significance level 

of .00416, which was derived by dividing 0.05 by 12 (the number of dependent variables). 

Consequently, it was found that, based on gender, participants did not show significant 
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differences in terms of the six belief factors and the six strategy variables in the study at the 

required level of 0.00416.  

 

 

 

Table 4.46: Tests of between-subjects effects 

Source Dependent 

Variable 

Type III 

Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. Partial Eta 

Squared 

Gender BF1 1.98 1 1.98 7.66 .006 .02 

BF2 2.74 1 2.74 6.92 .009 .01 

BF3 .44 1 .44 1.41 .235 .00 

BF4 .95 1 .95 5.26 .022 .01 

BF5 .04 1 .04 .16 .692 .00 

BF6 .01 1 .01 .06 .809 .00 

SF1 .46 1 .46 1.39 .240 .00 

SF2 .43 1 .43 1.14 .286 .00 

SF3 .39 1 .39 1.55 .213 .00 

SF4 .23 1 .23 .68 .411 .00 

SF5 .18 1 .18 .46 .498 .00 

SF6 .23 1 .23 .54 .464 .00 

* The mean difference was significant at the .00416 level. 

 

Differences in Beliefs and Strategy Use for Different Grade Levels 

As shown in Table 4.47, the results of MANOVA indicated significant differences for grade 

levels. The four multivariate tests all indicated significant differences for grade levels at p < 0.05. 
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Table 4.47: Multivariate tests 

Variable  Value F Hypothesis 

df 

Error df Sig. 

p< 

Partial Eta 

Square 

Grade 

level 

Pillai’s 

trace 

.10 4.82 12.00 505.00 .001 .10 

 Wilks’ 

lambda 

.90 4.82 12.00 505.00 .001 .10 

 Hotelling’s 

trace 

.12 4.82 12.00 505.00 .001 .10 

 Roy’s 

largest 

root 

.12 4.82 12.00 505.00 .001 .10 

 

Univariate ANOVAs were then performed to examine which composite variables 

contributed to the overall multivariate significance, and the results are shown in Table 4.48. As a 

result, based on grade level, participants showed significant differences on belief variable BF6 

(beliefs about aptitude) and strategy variable SF5 (test-taking strategies), while the univariate 

ANOVAs for BF1, BF2, BF3, BF4, BF5, SF1, SF2, SF3, SF4, and SF6 did not show significant 

differences at the required level of 0.00416.  

Table 4.48: Tests of between-subjects effects 

Source Dependent 

Variable 

Type III 

Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. Partial Eta 

Squared 

Grade 

level 

BF1 1.20 1 1.20 4.61 .032 .00 

BF2 .07 1 .07 .17 .678 .00 

BF3 .60 1 .60 1.96 .163 .00 

BF4 .51 1 .51 2.81 .094 .00 

BF5 .05 1 .05 .18 .675 .00 

BF6* 2.21 1 2.21 9.79 .002 .02 

SF1 1.17 1 1.17 3.54 .060 .01 

SF2 1.07 1 1.07 2.86 .091 .01 

SF3 1.95 1 1.95 7.90 .005 .02 

SF4 .01 1 .01 .02 .895 .00 

SF5* 12.24 1 12.24 33.18 .001 .06 

SF6 1.46 1 1.46 3.50 .062 .01 

* The mean difference was significant at the .00416 level. 
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Because only two groups in terms of grade levels were compared, there was no need to 

conduct a post hoc test. The means of freshman and senior groups in variables BF6 (beliefs about 

aptitude) and SF5 (test-taking strategies) were calculated and are presented in Table 4.49. The 

results showed that seniors had higher mean scores than freshmen in BF6 (beliefs about aptitude) 

and SF5 (test-taking strategies). In other words, seniors agreed with beliefs about aptitude (BF6) 

more than freshmen did and also tended to use test-taking strategies (SF5) more often than 

freshmen. 

 

Table 4.49: The means of freshmen and seniors 

Dependent 

Variable 

Grade Level Mean Std. Error 99.584% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

BF6: Beliefs 

about 

aptitude 

Freshman 2.95 .03 2.87 3.03 

Senior 3.09 .03 2.99 3.18 

SF5: Test-

taking 

strategies 

Freshman 3.71 .04 3.61 3.82 

Senior 4.03 .04 3.91 4.15 

 

Differences in Beliefs and Strategy Use according to Entrance Exam English Scores  

Participants were divided into four groups based on the distribution of their entrance exam 

English scores. Each group had roughly 130 participants. Group 1 (the lowest score group) 

scored between 0 and 47, Group 2 (the second-lowest score group) between 48 and 59, Group 3 

(the second-highest score group) between 60 and 71, and Group 4 (the highest score group) 

between 72 and 100. As shown in Table 4.50, the results of MANOVA suggested significant 

differences by entrance exam English score. For example, the four multivariate tests all indicated 

significant differences by entrance exam English score at p < 0.05. 
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Table 4.50: Multivariate tests 

Variable  Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

p< 

Partial Eta 

Square 

Entrance exam 

English score 

Pillai’s trace .41 3.84 36.00 873.00 .001 .14 

 Wilks’ 

lambda 

.63 4.05 36.00 854.61 .001 .14 

 Hotelling’s 

trace 

.53 4.27 36.00 863.00 .001 .15 

 Roy’s largest 

root 

.40 9.74 12.00 291.00 .001 .29 

 

Univariate ANOVAs were then computed to investigate which composite variables 

contributed to the overall multivariate significance; the results are shown in Table 4.51. Based on 

participants’ entrance exam English scores, they showed significant differences on belief 

variables BF1 (beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies), BF3 (beliefs about the EFL 

exit test requirement), and BF5 (beliefs about positive self-concept), as well as strategy variables 

SF1 (strategies for planning and being strategic), SF2 (cognitive language learning strategies), 

SF4 (holistic English strategies), SF5 (test-taking strategies), and SF6 (vocabulary strategies). 

The univariate ANOVAs for BF2, BF4, BF6, and SF3 did not show significant differences at the 

required level of 0.00416. 
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Table 4.51: Tests of between-subjects effects 

Source Dependent 

Variable 

Type III 

Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. Partial Eta 

Squared 

Entrance 

exam 

English 

score 

BF1* 5.32 3 1.77 7.86 .001 .07 

BF2 1.99 3 .67 1.68 .172 .02 

BF3* 7.95 3 2.65 9.29 .001 .09 

BF4 1.58 3 .53 3.15 .025 .03 

BF5* 17.85 3 5.95 26.59 .001 .21 

BF6 1.21 3 .41 1.91 .127 .02 

SF1* 11.61 3 3.87 13.87 .001 .12 

SF2* 17.32 3 5.77 16.90 .001 .15 

SF3 2.68 3 .89 4.19 .006 .04 

SF4* 16.23 3 5.41 18.11 .001 .15 

SF5* 5.49 3 1.83 5.03 .002 .05 

SF6* 8.50 3 2.83 6.71 .001 .06 

* The mean difference was significant at the .00416 level. 

 

As there were four score groups, it was necessary to conduct post hoc comparisons to 

compare intergroup differences with respect to the group effect on beliefs and strategy use. Thus, 

Tukey HSD was used for post hoc testing and multiple comparisons of the four groups using 

entrance exam English score as the independent variable. Table 4.52 shows the results of the 

multiple comparisons. 

 

Table 4.52: Post hoc testing of entrance exam English score 

Dependent 

Variable 

(I) Entrance 

exam English 

score (1=0–47, 

2=48–59, 3=60–

71, 4=72–100) 

(J) 

Entrance 

exam 

English 

score 

Mean 

Difference 

(I–J) 

Std. 

Error 

Sig. 99.584% 

Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
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Table 4.52 (continued) 

BF1: 

Beliefs 

about tool-

use 

strategies 

1 2 –.06 .08 .905 –.34 .23 

3 –.26
*
 .07 .003 –.51 –.01 

4 –.31
*
 .08 .001 –.57 –.05 

2 1 .06 .08 .905 –.23 .34 

3 –.21 .08 .052 –.48 .07 

4 –.26 .08 .010 –.54 .02 

3 1 .26
*
 .07 .003 .01 .51 

2 .21 .08 .052 –.07 .48 

4 –.05 .07 .891 –.30 .20 

4 1 .31
*
 .08 .001 .05 .57 

2 .26 .08 .010 –.02 .54 

3 .05 .07 .891 –.20 .30 

BF3: 

Beliefs 

about the 

EFL exit 

test 

requirement 

1 2 –.07 .09 .879 –.39 .25 

3 –.24 .08 .020 –.53 .04 

4 –.42
*
 .09 .001 –.71 –.13 

2 1 .07 .09 .879 –.25 .39 

3 –.17 .09 .214 –.48 .13 

4 –.35
*
 .09 .001 –.66 –.03 

3 1 .24 .08 .020 –.04 .53 

2 .17 .09 .214 –.13 .48 

4 –.17 .08 .146 –.45 .10 

4 1 .42
*
 .09 .001 .13 .71 

2 .35
*
 .09 .001 .03 .66 

3 .17 .08 .146 –.10 .45 

BF5: 

Beliefs 

about self-

concept 

1 2 –.23 .08 .026 –.52 .05 

3 –.51
*
 .07 .001 –.76 –.26 

4 –.62
*
 .08 .001 –.88 –.36 

2 1 .23 .08 .026 –.05 .52 

3 –.27
*
 .08 .004 –.54 .00 

4 –.38
*
 .08 .001 –.66 –.11 

3 1 .51
*
 .07 .001 .26 .76 

2 .27
*
 .08 .004 .00 .54 

4 –.11 .07 .430 –.36 .14 

4 1 .62
*
 .08 .001 .36 .88 

2 .38
*
 .08 .001 .11 .66 

3 .11 .07 .430 –.14 .36 
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Table 4.52 (continued) 

SF1: 

Strategies 

for 

planning 

1 2 –.20 .09 .150 –.51 .12 

3 –.30
*
 .08 .002 –.59 –.02 

4 –.54
*
 .08 .001 –.83 –.25 

2 1 .20 .09 .150 –.12 .51 

3 –.11 .09 .613 –.41 .19 

4 –.34
*
 .09 .001 –.65 –.03 

3 1 .30
*
 .08 .002 .02 .59 

2 .11 .09 .613 –.19 .41 

4 –.23 .08 .022 –.51 .04 

4 1 .54
*
 .08 .001 .25 .83 

2 .34
*
 .09 .001 .03 .65 

3 .23 .08 .022 –.04 .51 

SF2: 

Cognitive 

strategies 

1 2 –.19 .10 .273 –.53 .16 

3 –.42
*
 .09 .001 –.74 –.11 

4 –.63
*
 .09 .001 –.95 –.31 

2 1 .19 .10 .273 –.16 .53 

3 –.24 .10 .071 –.57 .09 

4 –.44
*
 .10 .000 –.79 –.10 

3 1 .42
*
 .09 .001 .11 .74 

2 .24 .10 .071 –.09 .57 

4 –.20 .09 .105 –.51 .10 

4 1 .63
*
 .09 .001 .31 .95 

2 .44
*
 .10 .001 .10 .79 

3 .20 .09 .105 –.10 .51 

SF4: 

Holistic 

strategies 

1 2 –.23 .10 .084 –.55 .10 

3 –.45
*
 .09 .001 –.74 –.16 

4 –.61
*
 .09 .001 –.91 –.31 

2 1 .23 .10 .084 –.10 .55 

3 –.22 .09 .080 –.53 .09 

4 –.38
*
 .09 .001 –.70 –.06 

3 1 .45
*
 .09 .001 .16 .74 

2 .22 .09 .080 –.09 .53 

4 –.16 .08 .216 –.45 .12 

4 1 .61
*
 .09 .001 .31 .91 

2 .38
*
 .09 .001 .06 .70 

3 .16 .08 .216 –.12 .45 
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Table 4.52 (continued) 

SF5: Test-

taking 

strategies 

1 2 .03 .11 .992 –.33 .39 

3 –.14 .09 .462 –.46 .18 

4 –.32 .10 .007 –.65 .02 

2 1 –.03 .11 .992 –.39 .33 

3 –.17 .10 .344 –.51 .18 

4 –.35 .10 .005 –.70 .01 

3 1 .14 .09 .462 –.18 .46 

2 .17 .10 .344 –.18 .51 

4 –.18 .09 .222 –.49 .14 

4 1 .32 .10 .007 –.02 .65 

2 .35 .10 .005 –.01 .70 

3 .18 .09 .222 –.14 .49 

SF6: 

Vocabulary 

strategies 

1 2 –.32 .11 .030 –.70 .07 

3 –.38
*
 .10 .001 –.72 –.03 

4 –.43
*
 .10 .001 –.79 –.07 

2 1 .32 .11 .030 –.07 .70 

3 –.06 .11 .947 –.43 .31 

4 –.11 .11 .740 –.49 .27 

3 1 .38
*
 .10 .001 .03 .72 

2 .06 .11 .947 –.31 .43 

4 –.05 .10 .949 –.39 .28 

4 1 .43
*
 .10 .001 .07 .79 

2 .11 .11 .740 –.27 .49 

3 .05 .10 .949 –.28 .39 

Note: * The mean difference is significant at the .00416 level. 

 

Although the MANOVA results in Table 4.51 indicated that based on entrance exam 

English scores, there were significant differences on eight composite belief and strategy 

variables—BF1, BF3, BF5, SF1, SF2, SF4, SF5, and SF6—the post hoc Tukey HSD multiple 

comparison results in Table 4.52 showed that there were significant differences between all 

groups on only BF1 (beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies), BF3 (beliefs about 

the EFL exit test requirement), BF5 (beliefs about positive self-concept), SF1 (strategies for 
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planning and being strategic), SF2 (cognitive language learning strategies), SF4 (holistic English 

strategies), and SF6 (vocabulary strategies) based on the entrance exam English score.  

As for BF1 (beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies), there was a significant 

mean difference (0.26) between Group 1 (the lowest score group) and Group 3 (the second-

highest score group), as well as another such difference (0.31) between Group 1 (the lowest 

score group) and Group 4 (the highest score group). This finding indicates that the participants in 

the lowest score group agreed with stated beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies 

(BF1) to a lesser degree than either the second-highest score group or the highest score group 

did.     

For BF3 (beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement), the highest score group agreed with 

these beliefs to a greater degree than the lowest score group or the second-lowest score group 

did. The mean difference that existed between the highest score group and the lowest score group 

was 0.42, and that between the highest score group and the second-lowest score group was 0.35. 

As for BF5 (beliefs about positive self-concept), the mean differences between the second-

highest score group and the lowest score group (0.51), between the second-highest score group 

and the second-lowest score group (0.27), between the highest score group and the lowest score 

group (0.62), and between the highest score group and the second-lowest score group (0.38) 

were statistically significant, suggesting that the second-highest score group and the highest 

score group agreed with beliefs about positive self-concept (BF5) to a greater degree than the 

lowest score group and the second-lowest score group did. 

For SF1 (strategies for planning and being strategic), there was a significant mean 

difference (0.30) between the lowest score group and the second-highest score group, the same 

kind of difference (0.54) between the lowest score group and the highest score group, and the 



124 

 

 

same again (0.34) between the second-lowest score group and the highest score group. This 

suggests that the lowest score group tended to use strategies for planning and being strategic 

(SF1) less often than the second-highest score group and the highest score group and that the 

second-lowest score group tended to use strategies for planning and being strategic (SF1) less 

frequently than the highest score group.     

As for SF2 (cognitive strategies), the mean differences between the lowest score group and 

the second-highest score group (0.42), between the lowest score group and the highest score 

group (0.63), as well as between the second-lowest score group and the highest score group 

(0.44) were statistically significant. This suggests that the lowest score group tended to use 

cognitive language learning strategies (SF2) less often than the second-highest score group and 

the highest score group and that the second-lowest score group tended to use them (SF2) less 

frequently than the highest score group.     

For SF4 (holistic strategies), there existed a significant mean difference (0.45) between the 

lowest score group and the second-highest score group, a significant mean difference (0.61) 

between the lowest score group and the highest score group, as well as a significant mean 

difference (0.38) between the second-lowest score group and the highest score group, indicating 

that the lowest score group tended to use holistic English strategies (SF4) less often than the 

second-highest score group and the highest score group and that the second-lowest score group 

tended to use such strategies (SF4) less frequently than the highest score group.     

As for SF6 (vocabulary strategies), a significant mean difference (0.38) existed between the 

lowest score group and the second-highest score group, as did another significant mean 

difference (0.43) between the lowest score group and the highest score group, indicating that the 
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lowest score group tended to use vocabulary strategies (SF6) less often than the second-highest 

score group and the highest score group.     

In short, the highest score group (Group 4) agreed with stated beliefs about the EFL exit test 

requirement (BF3) and about positive self-concept (BF5) and used strategies for planning and 

being strategic (SF1), cognitive language learning strategies (SF2), and holistic English 

strategies (SF4) more often than the lowest score group (Group 1) and the second-lowest score 

group (Group 2). The highest score group (Group 4) also endorsed beliefs about tool-use and 

communicative strategies (BF1) and used vocabulary strategies (SF6) more frequently than the 

lowest score group (Group 1).  

Similarly, the second-highest score group (Group 3) shared beliefs about tool-use and 

communicative strategies (BF1) and about positive self-concept (BF5) and also used strategies 

for planning and being strategic (SF1), cognitive language learning strategies (SF2), holistic 

English strategies (SF4), and vocabulary strategies (SF6) more frequently than the lowest score 

group (Group 1). The second-highest score group (Group 3) also agreed with stated beliefs about 

positive self-concept (BF5) more than the second-lowest score group (Group 2). 

 

 

 

Differences in Beliefs and Strategy Use according to EFL Exit Test Experience 

As shown in Table 4.53, the results of MANOVA suggested significant differences by 

participants’ EFL exit test experience. The four multivariate tests all indicated significant 

differences by EFL exit test experience at p < 0.05. 
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Table 4.53: Multivariate tests 

Variable  Value F Hypothesis 

df 

Error df Sig. 

p < 

Partial Eta 

Square 

EFL exit 

test 

experience 

Pillai’s 

trace 
.14 3.28 24.00 1010.00 .001 .07 

 Wilks’ 

lambda 
.86 3.31 24.00 1008.00 .001 .07 

 Hotelling’s 

trace 
.16 3.35 24.00 1006.00 .001 .07 

 Roy’s 

largest 

root 

.13 5.35 12.00 505.00 .001 .11 

 

Univariate ANOVAs were then performed to investigate which composite variables 

contributed to the overall multivariate significance, and the results are displayed in Table 

4.54.  Consequently, based on the participants’ EFL exit test experience, there were significant 

differences on the belief variables BF1 (beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies), 

BF3 (beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement), BF4 (beliefs about motivation), and BF5 

(beliefs about positive self-concept), as well as the strategy variables SF1 (strategies for planning 

and being strategic), SF2 (cognitive language learning strategies), SF4 (holistic English 

strategies), SF5 (test-taking strategies), and SF6 (vocabulary strategies). On the other hand, the 

univariate ANOVAs for BF2, BF6, and SF3 did not show significant differences at the required 

level of 0.00416.  
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Table 4.54: Tests of between-subjects effects 

Source Dependent 

Variable 

Type III 

Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. Partial Eta 

Squared 

EFL exit 

test 

experience 

BF1* 3.55 2 1.78 6.92 .001 .03 

BF2 2.03 2 1.02 2.55 .079 .01 

BF3* 9.91 2 4.96 17.02 .001 .06 

BF4* 2.31 2 1.15 6.50 .002 .03 

BF5* 5.62 2 2.81 11.04 .001 .04 

BF6 .04 2 .02 .09 .918 .00 

SF1* 6.27 2 3.14 9.77 .001 .04 

SF2* 4.28 2 2.14 5.83 .003 .02 

SF3 1.65 2 .83 3.33 .036 .01 

SF4* 4.98 2 2.49 7.66 .001 .03 

SF5* 8.81 2 4.41 11.72 .001 .04 

SF6* 4.67 2 2.33 5.69 .004 .02 

* The mean difference was significant at the .00416 level. 

 

Because there were three EFL exit test experience groups (i.e., not taken, taken/not passed, 

and taken/passed), it was necessary to perform post hoc comparisons on intergroup differences 

with respect to participants’ beliefs and strategy use. These were shown to have overall 

statistically significant differences based on EFL exit test experience, and Tukey HSD was used 

to conduct post hoc testing and multiple comparisons of the three groups of EFL exit test 

experience groupings as the independent variable. Table 4.55 displays the results of the multiple 

comparisons. 
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Table 4.55: Post hoc testing of EFL exit test experience 

Dependent 

Variable 

(I) EFL exit test 

experience 

(1=test not 

taken, 2=test 

taken/not 

passed, 3=test 

taken/passed) 

(J) EFL 

exit test 

experience 

Mean 

Difference 

(I–J) 

Std. 

Error 

Sig. 99.584% 

Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

BF1:  

Beliefs 

about tool-

use 

strategies 

1 2 –.19
*
 .057 .002 –.38 –.01 

3 –.19
*
 .059 .003 –.38 .00 

2 1 .19
*
 .057 .002 .01 .38 

3 .00 .05 1.000 –.16 .17 

3 1 .19
*
 .06 .003 .00 .38 

2 .00 .05 1.000 –.17 .16 

BF3:  

Beliefs 

about the 

EFL exit test 

requirement) 

1 2 –.13 .06 .074 –.33 .06 

3 –.35
*
 .06 .001 –.55 –.15 

2 1 .13 .06 .074 –.06 .33 

3 –.22
*
 .05 .001 –.40 –.05 

3 1 .35
*
 .06 .001 .15 .55 

2 .22
*
 .05 .001 .05 .40 

BF4:  

Beliefs 

about 

motivation 

1 2 –.15 .05 .005 –.30 .00 

3 –.16
*
 .05 .003 –.32 –.01 

2 1 .15 .05 .005 .00 .30 

3 –.01 .04 .951 –.15 .12 

3 1 .16
*
 .05 .003 .01 .32 

2 .01 .04 .951 –.12 .15 

BF5:  

Beliefs 

about self-

concept 

1 2 –.19
*
 .06 .003 –.37 –.01 

3 –.27
*
 .06 .001 –.46 –.09 

2 1 .19
*
 .06 .003 .01 .37 

3 –.09 .05 .217 –.25 .08 

3 1 .27
*
 .06 .001 .09 .46 

2 .09 .05 .217 –.08 .25 

SF1: 

Strategies 

for planning 

1 2 –.21
*
 .06 .003 –.42 –.01 

3 –.29
*
 .07 .001 –.50 –.08 

2 1 .21
*
 .06 .003 .01 .42 

3 –.08 .06 .387 –.26 .11 

3 1 .29
*
 .07 .001 .08 .50 

2 .08 .06 .387 –.11 .26 
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Table 4.55 (continued) 

SF2: 

Cognitive 

strategies 

1 2 –.13 .07 .160 –.34 .09 

3 –.24
*
 .07 .002 –.47 –.01 

2 1 .13 .07 .160 –.09 .34 

3 –.12 .06 .147 –.31 .08 

3 1 .24
*
 .07 .002 .01 .47 

2 .12 .06 .147 –.08 .31 

SF4: 

Holistic 

strategies 

1 2 –.14 .06 .067 –.35 .06 

3 –.26
*
 .07 .001 –.47 –.05 

2 1 .14 .06 .067 –.06 .35 

3 –.12 .06 .109 –.30 .07 

3 1 .26
*
 .07 .001 .05 .47 

2 .12 .06 .109 –.07 .30 

SF5: Test-

taking 

strategies 

1 2 –.20 .07 .010 –.42 .02 

3 –.35
*
 .07 .001 –.57 –.12 

2 1 .20 .07 .010 –.02 .42 

3 –.14 .06 .056 –.34 .06 

3 1 .35
*
 .07 .001 .12 .57 

2 .14 .06 .056 –.06 .34 

SF6: 

Vocabulary 

strategies 

1 2 –.08 .07 .497 –.31 .15 

3 –.24
*
 .07 .004 –.48 .00 

2 1 .08 .07 .497 –.15 .31 

3 –.16 .06 .040 –.37 .05 

3 1 .24
*
 .07 .004 .00 .48 

2 .16 .06 .040 –.05 .37 

Note: * The mean difference is significant at the .00416 level. 

 

The post hoc Tukey HSD multiple comparison results in Table 4.55 confirmed that BF1, 

BF3, BF4, BF5, SF1, SF2, SF4, and SF6 showed significant differences based on EFL exit test 

experience.     

For BF1 (beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies), there was a significant mean 

difference (0.19) between “not taken” (coded as “1”) and “taken/not passed” (coded as “2”) 

groups, as well as another significant mean difference (0.19) between “not taken” and 
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“taken/passed” (coded as “3”) groups, indicating that the “not taken” group agreed with beliefs 

about tool-use and communicative strategies (BF1) less than the “taken/not passed” and 

“taken/passed” groups.  

As for BF3 (beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement), a mean difference (0.35) appeared 

between the “taken/passed” and “not taken” groups, and another difference (0.22) existed 

between the “taken/passed” and “taken/not passed” groups. This suggests that the “taken/passed” 

group endorsed beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement (BF3) more than the “not taken” and 

“taken/not passed” groups.  

For BF4 (beliefs about motivation), a mean difference (0.16) existed between the 

“taken/passed” and “not taken” groups, indicating that the “taken/passed” group agreed on 

beliefs about motivation (BF4) more than the “not taken” group.  

As for BF5 (beliefs about positive self-concept), the mean differences between the “not 

taken” and “taken/not passed” groups (0.19), as well as between the “not taken” and 

“taken/passed” groups (0.27) were statistically significant, suggesting that the “not taken” group 

agreed with beliefs about positive self-concept (BF5) less than the “taken/not passed” and 

“taken/passed” groups.     

For SF1 (strategies for planning and being strategic), there were significant mean 

differences (0.21) between the “not taken” and “taken/not passed” groups and (0.29) between the 

“not taken” and “taken/passed” groups. It was therefore suggested that the “not taken” group 

tended to use strategies for planning and being strategic (SF1) less often than the “taken/not 

passed” and “taken/passed” groups.  

As for SF2 (cognitive strategies), the mean difference (0.24) between the “taken/passed” 

and “not taken” groups was statistically significant. This suggests that the “taken/passed” group 
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tended to use cognitive language learning strategies (SF2) more frequently than the “not taken” 

group.  

For SF4 (holistic strategies), there existed a significant mean difference (0.26) between the 

“taken/passed” and “not taken” groups, where the “taken/passed” group seemed to use holistic 

English strategies (SF4) more often than the “not taken” group.  

As for SF5 (test-taking strategies), a significant mean difference (0.35) appeared between 

the “taken/passed” and “not taken” groups, suggesting that the “taken/passed” group tended to 

use test-taking strategies (SF5) more frequently than the “not taken” group.  

For SF6 (vocabulary strategies), there was a significant mean difference (0.24) between the 

“taken/passed” and “not taken” groups for the use of vocabulary strategies(SF6), indicating that 

the “taken/passed” group used them more frequently than the “not taken” group.     

In short, the students who had taken and passed the EFL exit tests tended to have certain 

beliefs and strategies in common more than those who had not taken the tests. The most 

frequently reported were beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies (BF1), beliefs 

about the EFL exit test requirement (BF3), beliefs about motivation (BF4), and beliefs about 

positive self-concept (BF5), as well as strategies for planning and being strategic (SF1), 

cognitive language learning strategies (SF2), holistic English strategies (SF4), test-taking 

strategies (SF5), and vocabulary strategies (SF6). The students who had taken and passed the 

EFL exit tests also endorsed beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement (B3) more than those 

who had taken but not passed the tests. Moreover, the students who had taken but not passed the 

EFL exit tests agreed more on beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies (BF1) and 

beliefs about positive self-concept (BF5) and used strategies for planning and being strategic 

(SF1) more frequently than those who had not taken the EFL exit tests. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

This chapter presents (1) a summary and discussion of the main findings reported in 

Chapter 4, (2) conclusions supported by these findings, (3) a discussion of the theoretical and 

pedagogical implications, and (4) limitations of this study along with suggestions for future 

research.  

 

Summary and Discussion of the Main Findings     

As previously mentioned, little research attention has been paid to either learners’ beliefs 

about language learning and EFL exit tests or their language learning, test-preparation, and test-

taking strategy use in an EFL exit test context, and it is important to know whether and how the 

EFL exit test in Taiwan is influencing how students approach English learning in Taiwan. The 

primary purpose of this study was to investigate Taiwanese university students’ beliefs about 

language learning and EFL exit tests as well as their actual use of language learning, test-

preparation, and test-taking strategies in an EFL exit test context. Another purpose of this study 

was to explore the relationships between their beliefs and strategy use as well as their 

background characteristics’ influence on their beliefs and strategy use. The six research 

questions of this study are addressed in the following sections. 

 

1. What are Taiwanese university students’ reported beliefs about language learning in an 

EFL exit test context?  
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The participants of this study reported various beliefs about language learning in an EFL exit 

test context. Based on the results of the descriptive analysis of the BALLI items of the 

BALLIEETC, the ten most common (M > 3.9) and the six least common beliefs (M < 3) held by 

the participants are presented in Tables 5.1 and 5.2, respectively.  

 

Table 5.1: The ten most common beliefs about language learning 

Rank Item Item description Mean 

1 17 It is important to repeat and practice a lot. 4.45 

2 27 If I learn to speak English very well, I will have better opportunities 

for a good job. 

4.36 

3 23 I want to speak English well. 4.34 

4 30 People in Taiwan feel that it is important to speak English. 4.19 

5 16 The most important part of learning a foreign language is learning 

vocabulary words. 

4.18 

6 33 Everyone can learn to speak a foreign language. 4.03 

7 7 It is important to speak English with an excellent pronunciation. 4.03 

8 19 If beginning students are permitted to make errors in English, it will 

be difficult for them to speak correctly later on. 

3.99 

9 2 Some people have a special ability for learning foreign languages. 3.95 

10 1 It is easier for children than adults to learn a foreign language. 3.91 

 

Table 5.2: The six least common beliefs about language learning 

Rank Item Item description Mean 

1 9 You shouldn’t say anything in English until you can say it correctly. 1.95 

2 14 If someone spent one hour a day learning a language, how long would 

it take for them to learn that language very well?
a
 

1.93 

3 29 People who are good at mathematics or science are not good at 

learning foreign languages. 

2.64 

4 22 Women are better than men at learning foreign languages. 2.73 

5 18 I feel timid speaking English with other people. 2.93 

6 15 I have a special ability for learning foreign languages. 2.94 

Note: 
a
1 = 1–2 years, 2 = 3–5 years, 3 = 6–10 years, 4 = over 10 years, and 5 = He/she can never 

learn a language well. 
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The most and least common beliefs about language learning in the EFL exit test context will 

be discussed according to the following categories, modified from Horwitz’s (1987) five 

categories for the BALLI: motivations (students’ desires associated with language learning), the 

nature of language learning (the issues related to the nature and process of language learning), 

foreign language aptitude (the special abilities for language learning), the difficulty of language 

learning (the difficulty of learning English as a second or foreign language), and communication 

strategies (the practice of spontaneous communication).  

In this study of the Taiwanese EFL exit-text context, university students’ motivations for 

learning English are much the same as those presented in Yang’s (1999) study, which was 

conducted before an EFL exit test was required in Taiwan. It seems that instrumental motivation 

is still the most common reason for students to learn English. The majority of the participants 

(89.8%) in the current study felt that better job opportunities might come with speaking English 

well (M = 4.36), while 1.2% disagreed. Many participants (84.6%) believed that speaking 

English is important in Taiwan (M = 4.19), while 1.9% did not agree. Most of the participants 

(89%) desire to speak English (M = 4.34), while 1.4% disagreed. In brief, current Taiwanese 

university students’ motivations for speaking English seem almost the same as those held by 

students before the implementation of the EFL exit test policy. Speaking English seems to have 

metropolitan prestige among potential employees since it helps with job applications. 

As for the nature of learning English, the majority of the participants (94.4%) in this study 

agreed that repeating and practicing a lot were important (M = 4.45), while no participants 

disagreed, and this finding is consistent with Yang’s (1999) finding. However, unlike Yang’s 

(1999) finding that 97% of participants agreed that it is important to speak English with excellent 

pronunciation, only 78.8% of participants in the current study agreed with that statement (M = 

about:blank
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4.03), while 3.7% disagreed. This decrease may be due to the rise of English as an international 

language that respects the nonnative accents of L2 learners. In addition, only 55% of participants 

in Yang’s (1999) study endorsed the belief that the most important part of learning a foreign 

language is learning vocabulary words. However, 85.7 % of the participants in the current study 

agreed with this belief (M = 4.18), while 2.7% did not. Generally, current Taiwanese university 

students seem to regard learning vocabulary words as more important than did students in 1999. 

To this effect, the results of an ancillary study I undertook, interviewing some students about 

their beliefs and strategy use in an EFL exit test environment may be relevant, and some 

interview excerpts may be useful to illustrate the findings of this questionnaire study. For 

example, one interviewee reported the following belief about the importance of learning 

vocabulary words: 

       Vocabulary is the most important and elementary. Without vocabulary knowledge, you 

can’t write in English; neither can you understand what you hear in English. You can’t 

read in English, either. Without vocabulary knowledge, you have to look up words in 

every article all the time. Even an interesting article would become a boring one. 

 

Because this was such an important finding in the current study, differing greatly from 

Yang’s (1999) results, these results were further analyzed using crosstabulation of the item 

(BALLI 16) and EFL exit test experience variable to determine whether any relationship existed 

between this particular environmental factor and students’ beliefs. The result of this 

crosstabulation shows that 86.4% of those who have not taken the EFL exit test, 85.5% of those 

who have taken but not passed the test, and 85.5% of those who have taken and passed the test 

agree that the most important part of learning a foreign language is learning vocabulary (see 

Appendix H for more details).Within each EFL exit test experience group, a similar percentage 

of students shared the belief about the importance of vocabulary. It seems that the majority of the 

about:blank
about:blank
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students agree with this belief before and after taking the EFL exit test, regardless of whether or 

not they pass the test. It is possible that Taiwanese students think vocabulary is key to 

understanding the contents of EFL exit tests and to passing the tests, and therefore they prepare 

for the test by learning English vocabulary. 

 In terms of foreign language aptitude, most of the participants (nearly 80%) in the study 

endorsed the belief that some people (M = 3.95) have foreign language aptitude, while 5% did 

not. Many participants (77.8%) felt that children (M = 3.91) have better foreign language 

aptitude than adults, while 6.4% disagreed. The majority of participants (45%) remained neutral 

about the statement that women are better than men at learning foreign languages (M = 2.73), 

while 38.8% disagreed. Similarly, most participants (54.1%) were neutral regarding the 

statement that they personally have a special ability for learning foreign languages (M = 2.94), 

while 21.2% agreed and 24.8% disagreed. These findings are similar to Yang’s (1999) findings. 

However, one finding of the present study that is different from Yang’s (1999) study is that 

nearly three-quarters of her participants disagreed that people who are good at mathematics or 

science are not good at learning foreign languages. In contrast, 42.5% of the participants in the 

current study felt neutral about this idea, and about 44% disagreed with it (M = 2.64). In other 

words, current Taiwanese university students in an EFL exit test context seem to be more neutral 

about the foreign language aptitude of those who are good at mathematics or science than earlier 

students. It is possible that students with good foreign language aptitude may also be good at 

mathematics or science and that distinguishing between the two aptitudes is difficult. It is also 

possible that these findings are the result not so much of the EFL exit test environment but 

associated with characteristics coming from the participant pool, and that the participants may 

have included a higher percentage of individuals with lower math or science self-concept. 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
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As for the difficulty of language learning, 78% of the participants in this study believed that 

everyone can learn to speak a foreign language (M = 4.03), while 4.5 disagreed. Many 

participants (79.7%) felt that learning a language well requires one hour of practice a day for 1 to 

5 years, while 20.3% felt it would take longer. The latter finding is similar to Yang’s (1999) 

finding that 73% of her participants thought it would take the same length of time to learn 

English well. It appears that Taiwanese students have not changed their beliefs about the 

difficulty of learning English in the EFL exit test context. However, only about 60% of 

Horwitz’s (1987) participants also thought it would take that length of time. As indicated by 

Horwitz (1987), the belief that it will take 10 years or more to learn a language well could 

discourage students from trying to learn the language at all. Conversely, students may be 

encouraged to make the effort to learn English if they hold the belief that it takes about the same 

number of years to learn English very well as it takes to finish college. It is possible that students 

think they can learn English well enough in four years to pass the EFL exit test. 

In terms of communication strategies, the participants’ beliefs likely reflect the influence of 

the communicative approach to language learning commonly used in university language 

classrooms in Taiwan. Many (about 81%) of the participants in this study disagreed with the 

statement, “You shouldn’t say anything in English until you can say it correctly” (M = 1.95), 

while 6.8% agreed. Most of the participants in the study seemed to agree that successful 

communication is more important than correct speech in English when speaking for 

communication purposes. For instance, one interviewee reported the following thoughts about 

communication: 

No matter how you say it, it is okay as long as the listener understands what you say. As 

long as the language is intelligible, it is enough. You don’t need to care about how 

correct the grammar is. Of course, correctness is important. But communication, basic 

communication, is more important. 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
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The finding in this study is different from Yang’s (1999) finding that 92% of her participants 

agreed with the great importance of speaking correctly. It is possible that the EFL exit tests (such 

as the GEPT) assess whether students say or write English correctly, so they continue to pay 

attention to the correctness of their English. However, this effect may be counter-balanced by the 

influence of the national policy endorsing the communicative approach, possibly causing a small 

decline in this belief. 

 In addition, this study also showed that students worry about making errors. According to 

Horwitz (2012), the communicative-language teaching approach aims to correct errors within 

conversational contexts. The participants in the current study seemed to agree that it is important 

to not only speak English for communication purposes but also to have their errors corrected in 

their conversations. Of the participants in the study, about 80% believed that it would be difficult 

for beginning students to speak English correctly if they were permitted to make errors early on 

(M = 3.99), while 5.8% disagreed. Interestingly, 80% of Yang’s (1999) participants shared this 

belief. Moreover, similar to Yang’s (1999) finding, the numbers of participants in the study who 

agreed with, disagreed with, or were neutral about the statement that they feel timid when 

speaking English with other people were almost evenly distributed, with approximately one-third 

in each category. It appears that Taiwanese students in the EFL exit test context have not 

developed different beliefs about making errors and feeling timid when speaking English. Even 

though only one-third of the participants in the study feel timid when speaking English with 

other people (M = 2.93), students’ shyness, as pointed out by Horwitz (1987), may inhibit their 

communication attempts. It is possible that students’ shyness about speaking English may 

about:blank
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discourage them from taking the EFL exit tests that contain a speaking portion, such as the 

GEPT, the TOEFL, and the IELTS. 

 

2. What are Taiwanese university students’ reported beliefs about the EFL exit tests?    

The participants of this study reported various beliefs about language learning in an EFL exit 

test context. Based on the results of the descriptive analysis of the TTB (test-taking beliefs) items 

of the BALLIEETC, the ten most common (M > 3.6) and the four least common beliefs (M < 3) 

held by the participants are presented in Tables 5.3 and 5.4, respectively. 

 

Table 5.3: The ten most common beliefs about EFL exit tests 

Rank Item Item description Mean 

1 23 I want to pass the EFL exit test. 4.29 

2 15 English majors should pass the EFL exit test. 4.15 

3 4 I believe that I will pass the EFL exit test. 4.05 

4 5 If I pass the EFL exit test, I will have better opportunities for a good 

job. 

3.87 

5 10 I should study by myself to prepare for the EFL exit test. 3.86 

6 9 Everyone can pass the EFL exit test. 3.69 

7 14 I believe that I will have to take the EFL exit test more than once. 3.66 

8 2 The EFL exit test has made me learn English. 3.63 

9 21 Preparing for the EFL exit test will prepare me for my English at 

work. 

3.63 

10 17 The EFL exit test will ensure Taiwan will have more qualified 

English speakers for its economic development. 

3.61 

 

Table 5.4: The four least common beliefs about EFL exit tests 

Rank Item Item description Mean 

1 16 The EFL exit test requirement is unfair because I won’t need English 

at work. 

2.36 

2 6 People who major in business or engineering are not good at passing 

the EFL exit test. 

2.56 

3 7 People who pass the EFL exit test are good at taking tests. 2.69 

4 3 It is easier for freshmen than seniors to pass the EFL exit test. 2.97 
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The most and least common beliefs about the EFL exit tests will be discussed according to 

the following themes: motivations (the reasons for preparing for the EFL exit test), test aptitude 

(the special ability for passing the EFL exit test), the nature of preparing for the test (the process 

of preparing for the EFL exit test), the effects of the test (the impact of the EFL exit test on 

students), and the justice of the test (whether the EFL exit test is fair).  

As for motivation, the majority of the participants (85.7%) in the study agreed that they had 

a desire to pass the EFL exit test (M = 4.29), while only 1% did not. Many participants (58.1%) 

felt that the test would prepare them for their English at work (M = 3.63), while 8.9% disagreed. 

Most (56.8%) of the participants believed that the test would ensure more qualified English 

speakers who could further Taiwan’s economic development (M = 3.61), while 7.5% did not. 

About 77% of the participants agreed with the statement, “If I pass the EFL exit test, I will have 

better opportunities for a good job” (M = 3.87), while 7.8% disagreed. This finding was 

supported by the questionnaire’s open-ended question, in which 23 participants pointed out that 

one of the benefits of passing the EFL exit test may be better job opportunities. For instance, 

several students reported that the certificate of passing a level on the EFL exit test could help 

them in their search for jobs and that some jobs would require some level of English abilities. In 

addition, one interviewee reported on her motivation to pass the EFL exit test: 

I can’t graduate unless I can pass the EFL exit test. Passing the EFL exit test and getting 

a certificate will be helpful for me when I am looking for a job after I graduate because 

the current world is like a global village where English is used everywhere. 

 

This student and the other 23 participants asserted believing in the importance of English in the 

job market and saw merit in the EFL exit test; this belief played into their motivation to succeed 
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and thus their motivation to implement language learning, test-preparation, and test-taking 

strategies that may help their chances on this exam. 

In terms of test aptitude, the majority of the participants (61%) in the study believed that 

everyone can pass the EFL exit test (M = 3.69), while 8.7 did not. Most of the participants (about 

77%) felt that they would pass the EFL exit test (M = 4.05), while 1.9% did not. But about 60% 

also felt that they would have to take the test more than once (M = 3.66), while 7.9% did not. 

Many participants (76.8%) also thought that English majors should pass the EFL exit test (M = 

4.15), while 2.7% disagreed. One possible explanation may be that English majors study English 

intensively for 4 years, so they are likely to be expected to pass the EFL exit test. However, not 

many participants (10.8%) endorsed the statements that business or engineering majors have 

lower test aptitude, while 42.7% were neutral about this statement. A few participants (22.8%) 

believed that freshmen have better test aptitude, while 50.6% were neutral about this belief. In 

addition, only a few participants (17%) believed that people who pass the EFL exit test are good 

at taking tests (M = 2.69), while 41.9% were neutral about this belief. Although the popularity of 

tests in Taiwan may mean that many Taiwanese students appear familiar with taking tests, a 

possible reason for the study results may be that participants perceive English proficiency or hard 

work as more important variables in passing the EFL exit test. 

Regarding the nature of preparing for the EFL exit test, most of the participants (about 74%) 

in the study endorsed the method of studying by themselves (M = 3.86), while 2.9% did not. A 

few participants (about 25%) endorsed the method of studying in groups (M= 3.14), while 62% 

were neutral about this method. This finding is also supported by the questionnaire’s open-ended 

question result that most of their reported language learning and test-preparation strategies (such 

as memorizing vocabulary and practicing sample test questions) are conducive to studying by 
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oneself. This finding could also result from students being timid about using English in front of 

their peers, or from the difficulty of scheduling group meetings. 

As for the effects of the test, the majority of the participants (about 64%) believed that the 

EFL exit test has made them learn English (M = 3.63), while 11.4% disagreed. This finding is 

supported by the questionnaire’s open-ended finding that 105 participants’ statements reflected a 

belief that the existence of the EFL exit test has made them learn English better. For example, a 

few students reported that the EFL exit test motivated them to learn English better, and several 

students stated that the test could make them have at least a basic level of English proficiency. 

This finding suggests a washback effect from the EFL exit test on students’ language learning 

beliefs. 

In terms of the justice of the test, not many participants (9.3%) in the study agreed that the 

EFL exit test requirement is unfair because they will not need English at work (M = 2.36), while 

56% disagreed. One possible reason may be that English is needed to some degree at most jobs. 

Even though only a small percentage of participants agreed with this belief, this finding is 

confirmed by the questionnaire’s open-ended finding that 24 participants complained that it was 

unfair to have the EFL exit tests. For example, several students reported that it was unfair 

because some students are not good at learning English, and it would not be easy for them to 

pass the test. This suggests that the majority of students seem to understand the importance of 

English as a global language even in their local context of Taiwan. 

 

3. What language learning strategies do Taiwanese university students report using in an 

EFL exit test context? 
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The participants of this study reported using various language learning strategies in an EFL 

exit test context. Based on the results of the descriptive analysis of the SILL items of the 

SILLEETC, the ten most frequently used strategies (M > 3.25) are presented in Table 5.5, and 

the five least frequently used strategies (M < 2.7) are presented in Table 5.6. 

 

Table 5.5: The ten most frequently used language learning strategies 

Rank Item Item description Mean 

1 24 To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses. 3.66 

2 32 I pay attention when someone is speaking English. 3.62 

3 33 I try to find out how to be a better learner of English. 3.52 

4 29 If I can’t think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that means 

the same thing. 

3.48 

5 15 I watch English-language TV shows spoken in English or go to 

movies spoken in English. 

3.46 

6 39 I try as many ways as I can to learn English and find out which way 

suits me. 

3.40 

7 31 I notice my English mistakes and use that information to help me do 

better. 

3.36 

8 30 I try to find as many ways as I can to use my English. 3.34 

9 10 I say or write new English words several times. 3.31 

10 4 I remember a new English word by making a mental picture of a 

situation in which the word might be used. 

3.27 

 

Table 5.6: The five least frequently used language learning strategies 

Rank Item Item description Mean 

1 17 I write notes, messages, letters, or reports in English. 2.36 

2 18 I try to think in English. 2.47 

3 16 I read for pleasure in English. 2.61 

4 34 I plan my schedule so I will have enough time to study English. 2.65 

5 6 I use flashcards to remember new English words. 2.66 

 

The most and least frequently used strategies in the study will be summarized and discussed 

according to four of Oxford’s (1990) six categories for the SILL: memory, cognitive, 

compensation, and metacognitive strategies. Memory strategies may help students to remember 

about:blank
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new vocabulary or information, and cognitive strategies may enable learners to understand and 

produce new language. In addition, compensation strategies may allow students to compensate 

for missing knowledge, while metacognitive strategies may help learners to coordinate the 

language learning process by organizing and evaluating.  

The most common memory strategies among this group of participants involve memorizing 

vocabulary. Most of the participants (nearly 78%) in the study remembered a new English word 

by making a mental picture of a situation in which the word might be used (M = 3.27). This 

strategy may be popular because the participants want to not only recognize new English words 

but also know how to use them in the right situations. Because the results of the current study 

indicated that students believe strongly in the importance of vocabulary learning, the strategies 

they reported using to learn vocabulary were further analyzed using crosstabulation against 

participants’ EFL exit test experience to check on any possible relationship between this 

particular environmental factor and students’ strategy use. Three crosstabulations were 

conducted to compare vocabulary learning strategies across groups (see below). The first 

crosstabulation in regards to strategy use, for this item (SILL 4) and EFL exit test experience, 

showed that 76% of those who have not taken the EFL exit test, 82.7% of those who have taken 

but not passed the test, and 82.1% of those who have taken and passed the test use the strategy of 

remembering a new English word by making a mental picture (see Appendix H for more details). 

A slightly smaller percentage of students in the group of students who have not taken the EFL 

than in the other two groups use this strategy. It seems that more students use this memory 

strategy after taking the EFL exit test. It is possible that this suggests that students who have 

taken the test are influenced by the experience to use this strategy more frequently than those 

who have not taken the test. The least common vocabulary memory strategy is making flash 
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cards, with only about 60% using them to remember new English words (M = 2.66). A possible 

reason for their lower popularity is that not all the students are willing to spend time creating the 

vocabulary flash cards regularly. These findings are similar to those of Yang’s (1999) study. 

Additionally, the strategy of learning or memorizing vocabulary was mentioned 304 times in the 

open-ended question results as a popular strategy for language learning in the EFL exit test 

context. For instance, one interviewee reported on her experience with memorizing English 

vocabulary in the following way: 

If I want to memorize vocabulary, I would use some short periods of free time to 

memorize vocabulary. If I have to calm down and memorize 100 words in 2 hours, it 

will be too difficult for me. So I use some short periods of free time after I play 

computer games to memorize words. For the words to (be) memorize(d), I would first 

read English textbooks or newspapers quickly, circle the words I don’t know, and then 

look them up. 

 

This suggests that students have tried and continue to test different strategies for learning 

vocabulary to find those that work well for them, provide meaningful context, and are time-

efficient. 

 Cognitive strategies were also popular among the participants in this study. Most 

participants used the strategies of watching English TV shows or going to English movies 

(86.1%; M = 3.46) and saying or writing new English words several times (84.8%; M = 3.31). 

These findings are in accordance with Yang’s (1999) findings. The second crosstabulation in 

regards to strategy use, for the SILL item 10 and EFL exit test experience, showed that 76% of 

those who have not taken the EFL exit test, 86% of those who have taken but not passed the test, 

and 89.4% of those who have taken and passed the test use the strategy of saying or writing new 

English words several times (see Appendix H for more details). It seems that students’ use of this 

cognitive strategy increases after taking or passing the EFL exit test. It is possible that students 
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realize the importance of vocabulary and tend to pay more attention to vocabulary after taking or 

passing the EFF exit test. In addition, 57% of the participants in this study read for pleasure in 

English (M = 2.61); about 48% tried to think in English (M = 2.47); and nearly 45% wrote notes, 

messages, letters, or reports in English (M = 2.36). These findings are similar to but indicate 

slightly higher statistics than those in Yang’s (1999) findings: 46% read for pleasure in English; 

31% tried to think in English; and 33% wrote notes, messages, letters, or reports in English. 

Overall, participants’ intentional approaches to learning English involved both literacy activities 

and multimedia options. Additionally, the cognitive strategies, including reading, listening, 

speaking, and writing strategies, were mentioned a total of 716 times in the open-ended question 

results as popular strategies for language learning in the EFL exit test context. For example, 

students may use the cognitive strategies of reading English magazines, watching English 

movies, listening to English songs, listening to English radio programs, or having English 

conversations with foreigners. The growth in the use of cognitive strategies may be due to 

cultural changes in Taiwan. More participants may want to read for pleasure because of greater 

access to English reading materials. Participants are more likely to think in English because of 

the prevalence of English advertisements, school curricula, and popular culture in Taiwan. The 

seeming growth in the popularity of writing in English may be reflective of the increase in 

electronic communication such as e-mail, social media, and text messaging. 

As shown in Table 5.7, which displays the most common cognitive strategies of using 

media to learn English, 88.6% of the participants in the study listened to or sang English songs, 

and 67.6% used electronic dictionaries. Only 19.7% read English textbooks, which may be 

because most of the non-English majors likely do not have many textbooks written in English. 

Table 5.8 shows the most frequently used cognitive strategies of using computer technology 
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resources to learn English, with 71.2% watching English films on YouTube and about 52% 

reading or writing English text on Facebook or Twitter as well as using English-learning 

websites or computer programs. Only 12.4% read or wrote blogs in English. The crosstabulation 

result of this item (SILL 41.4) and academic major shows that the majority (56.9%) of those who 

read or write blogs in English are English majors (see Appendix H for more details). Thus, this 

cognitive strategy is the least frequently used possibly because not many non–English majors 

used it. 

 

Table 5.7: The most and least common media or method to learn English 

 Yes No 

1. Listening to or singing English songs 459 59 

2. Using electronic dictionary 350 168 

3. Reading English textbooks 102 416 

 

Table 5.8: The most and least common computer technology resources to learn English 

 Yes No 

1. Watching English films on YouTube 369 149 

2. Reading or writing English texts on Facebook or Twitter 269 249 

3. Using English-learning websites or computer programs 268 250 

4. Reading or writing blogs in English 51 467 

 

For compensation strategies, most of the participants in the study used the strategies of 

making guesses to understand unfamiliar English words (94%; M = 3.66) and using a word or 

phrase that means the same thing if they cannot think of an English word (88.6%; M = 3.48). 

These findings are in accordance with those of Yang’s (1999) study. Similarly, Lai (2009) also 

found that these two compensation strategies were the two most frequently used strategies by the 
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participants in an EFL context. It appears that the introduction of the EFL exit test has not altered 

students’ use of compensation strategies. 

In terms of metacognitive strategies, the majority of the participants in the study used the 

strategies of paying attention when someone is speaking English (92.3%; M = 3.62), trying to 

find out how to be a better learner of English (90.4%; M = 3.52), trying as many ways as 

possible to learn English and finding out which way suits them (86.9%; M = 3.4), trying to find 

as many ways as they can to use English (86.7%; M = 3.34), and noticing their English mistakes 

and using that information to help them do better (85.3%; M = 3.36). This suggests that students 

are actively searching for ways to become better learners of English. As one of the least 

frequently used strategies, 59.2% planned their schedules so they would have enough time to 

study English (M = 2.65). These findings are also consistent with those of Yang’s (1999) study. 

Similarly, Lai (2009) pointed out that item 34 (I plan my schedule so I will have enough time to 

study English) was one of the strategies reported by the participants in an EFL context as having 

low use, with mean scores lower than 2.5. One possible reason may be that most of the 

participants are non-English majors, and they may usually plan their schedules to do their 

assignments and study for tests in the courses of their academic majors. 

 

4. What EFL exit test preparation and test-taking strategies do Taiwanese university 

students report using? 

The participants of this study reported using various test preparation strategies in the 

Taiwan EFL exit test context. Based on the results of the descriptive analysis of the TPS (test-

preparation strategy) items of the SILLEETC, the most frequently used strategies (M > 3.8) are 
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presented in Table 5.9, and the least frequently used strategies (M < 3.3) are presented in Table 

5.10. 

 

Table 5.9: The five most frequently used test preparation strategies 

Rank Item Item description Mean 

1 11 To learn from the mistakes I make on sample EFL exit test questions 

or mock tests. 
4.07 

2 4 To familiarize myself with the EFL exit test question patterns. 4.05 

3 9 To memorize the relevant vocabulary for the EFL exit test. 3.94 

4 3 To study EFL exit test preparation books. 3.86 

5 7 To study by myself to prepare for the EFL exit test. 3.86 

 

Table 5.10: The two least frequently used test preparation strategies 

Rank Item Item description Mean 

1 8 To go to a cram school to prepare for the EFL exit test. 3.01 

2 5 To choose to take the easier among the available EFL exit tests. 3.29 

 

To prepare for the EFL exit test, the majority of the participants in the study used the 

strategies of learning from the mistakes they made on sample EFL exit test questions or mock 

tests (82.2%; M = 4.07), familiarizing themselves with the EFL exit test question patterns (84%; 

M = 4.05), and studying EFL exit test preparation books (72.8%; M = 3.86). These findings are 

supported by the questionnaire’s open-ended question results, which show that the participants 

mentioned the strategy of reading or studying EFL test preparation books 36 times, the strategy 

of practicing released questions from previous tests 14 times, and the strategy of practicing 

sample test questions 64 times as helpful strategies for preparing for the EFL exit test. This 

suggests that students’ test preparation strategies are strongly guided by the published 

preparation materials and sample tests available.  One interviewee who had passed the TOEIC at 

the upper intermediate level reported her strategies for preparing for the EFL exit test:  
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I chose the TOEIC as the EFL exit test because it only tests listening and reading skills. 

It is easier to prepare for it. I bought a TOEIC preparation book published by ETS, and 

studied it to prepare for the TOEIC for about 3 months. I also took mock tests. When I 

listened to the sample questions for the first time, I found that the listening section of the 

TOEIC includes many different accents. It is for international communication, so it 

involves quite a few accents. I trained myself to get used to different accents. 

 

This response highlights a specific strategy for preparing for one aspect of the TOEIC, which 

was not identified on the questionnaire: the need to comprehend multiple regional accents of 

English speakers. These additional data support the larger theme that students use test-specific 

strategies to prepare for EFL exit tests. Another interviewee reported her thoughts about 

preparing for the EFL exit test: 

I think it is useful to practice the EFL exit test sample questions or released questions 

from previous tests because each test has a different focus and a different testing 

approach, so it is essential to familiarize yourself with a particular EFL exit test by 

practicing the sample questions. 

 

This student summarized the benefits of practicing with sample test questions to prepare for the 

specific emphasis of each test. Such a comment supports the prevalence of agreement with a 

questionnaire item regarding this strategy. 

Most of the participants used the strategy of memorizing the relevant vocabulary for the 

EFL exit test (77.6%; M = 3.94). Instead of memorizing all kinds of vocabulary words, it seems 

more efficient to memorize a list of relevant or frequently tested vocabulary words for a 

particular EFL exit test. The third crosstabulation result in regards to strategy use, for this item 

(TPS 9) and EFL exit test experience, shows that more than 72% of those who have not taken the 

EFL exit test, 81.3% of those who have taken but not passed the test, and 77.1% of those who 

have taken and passed the test use the strategy of memorizing a list of relevant or frequently 

tested vocabulary words for a particular EFL exit test (see Appendix H for more details). 

about:blank
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Students who have taken but not passed the test seem to use this strategy more often than the 

other two groups. It is possible that they have a greater need for memorizing the relevant 

vocabulary they missed on the tests they have not passed. This again suggests students actively 

seek time-efficient language learning strategies and focus their attention to the material relevant 

to the test. In addition, many participants used the strategy of studying by themselves (79.9%; M 

= 3.86). This finding is supported by the questionnaire’s open-ended question result that 19 

participants reported that they would study by themselves to prepare for the EFL exit test. This 

also suggests a preference for time efficiency because of the difficulty of scheduling group 

meetings and the flexibility provided by studying by one’s self. 

 As the least frequently used strategy, only about 25% of the participants would go to a 

cram school to prepare for the EFL exit test (M = 3.01). A possible explanation is that several 

EFL exit test preparation courses were already provided for free on campus, and not many 

students were willing to pay money to go to cram school after regular school hours for similar 

lessons. As another less frequently used strategy, 38.3% would choose to take an easier test from 

among the available EFL exit tests (M = 3.29). The result of the items about participants’ beliefs 

about the difficulty of the seven EFL exit tests available showed that the participants ranked the 

tests from least to greatest difficulty in this way: the university’s EFL exit test for summer 

English course for graduating students, the university’s EFL exit test for seniors, the CSEPT, the 

GEPT, the TOEIC, the TOEFL, and then the IELTS. Thus, it seems that a few participants would 

choose to take the university’s EFL exit test for seniors, the CSEPT, the GEPT, or the TOEIC 

rather than the TOEFL or the IELTS. 
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The participants of this study also reported using various test-taking strategies. Based on the 

results of the descriptive analysis of the TTS items of the SILLEETC, the most frequently used 

strategies (M > 3.7) are presented in Table 5.11. 

 

Table 5.11: The five most frequently used test-taking strategies 

Rank Item Item description Mean 

1 4 To make use of clue words in the EFL exit test questions. 4.03 

2 2 To schedule my time appropriately on the EFL exit test. 3.95 

3 6 To review my work in order to check my answers on the EFL exit 

test. 
3.89 

4 1 To read the EFL exit test instructions carefully. 3.88 

5 5 To delay answering difficult EFL exit test questions. 3.76 

 

For EFL test-taking strategies, the majority of the participants in the study would use the 

strategies of making use of clue words in the test questions (M = 4.03), scheduling their time 

appropriately (M = 3.95), reviewing their work in order to check their answers (M = 3.89), 

reading the test instructions carefully (M = 3.88), and delaying answering difficult questions (M 

= 3.76). According to Amer (1993), there was a positive relationship between EFL test 

performance and these five test-taking strategies. It seems that the majority of the participants in 

the study (67%–76%) would use these five test-taking strategies to improve their EFL exit test 

performance.  

The frequency of these five strategies listed in Table 5.11 is not a surprising result because 

students in Taiwan are very familiar with taking tests, and these strategies encourage students to 

make the best use of their linguistic strengths during the test and maximize their efficiency. 

Students may feel that reading test instructions carefully will enable them to apply their 

knowledge better to answer test items correctly. They may also feel that using the strategies of 

budgeting their time wisely and leaving hard questions for later would maximize their efficiency 
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and allow them to answer as many questions as they can in the time allotted, while also allowing 

them time to check their work and examine difficult items more carefully. This suggests that 

students prefer to use test-taking strategies that play to their strengths. To illustrate the most 

common strategy, one interviewee who had passed the TOEIC at the upper intermediate level 

reported her approach to the reading section of the TOEIC: 

Because the articles in the second half of the reading section of the TOEIC are all very 

long, I used the strategies of taking a look at the questions first and using the key words 

in the questions to look for the answers in the articles. 

 

Her strategy allowed her to assess the questions’ difficulty as well as to clue her into what 

information she needed to focus on as she read the article, potentially saving time in reading un-

tested content.  

To comment briefly on the interview data above, it bears mentioning that all the 

interviewees quoted gave responses that were unique in their precision and comprehensiveness; 

however, they were typical of the essence of the responses from the 22 interviews that I 

conducted as part of an ancillary study. These qualitative data support the questionnaire findings, 

and the quotes above represent specific examples that emerged in the interviews that illustrated 

themes in the questionnaire data regarding students’ beliefs and strategy use.  

 

5. How are students’ beliefs related to their strategy use in an EFL exit test context?  

The exploratory factor analysis on the BALLIEETC and the SILLEETC was conducted to 

identify belief factors and strategy-use factors statistically. The canonical correlation analysis 

indicated that some belief factors and strategy-use factors were related to one another 

statistically. Based on the factor analysis results, six composite belief variables (BF1 through 
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BF6) and six composite strategy-use variables (SF1 through SF6) were constructed. These 

variables are summarized in Table 5.12 and Table 5.13.  

 

Table 5.12: Summary of composite belief variables 

Variable Description 

BF1 Beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies: beliefs about using 

computer technology, using English media, having American friends, practicing with 

multimedia, and knowing about English-speaking cultures to learn English.  

BF2 Beliefs about the impact of EFL exit tests: beliefs about the impact of EFL exit 

tests on preparing one for one’s English at work, making one learn English, 

reflecting one’s English ability, and ensuring more qualified English speakers for 

Taiwan’s economic development. 

BF3 Beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement: beliefs about which majors should 

pass the EFL exit test, and beliefs about who will pass the test. 

BF4 Beliefs about motivation: beliefs about the foreign language aptitude of some 

people, children, and adults, as well as the importance of speaking English, repeating 

and practicing, learning vocabulary, learning English in an English-speaking 

country, and passing the EFL exit test.  

BF5 Beliefs about positive self-concept: beliefs about one’s own foreign language 

aptitude, English-speaking ability, and practicing English with Americans. 

BF6 Beliefs about aptitude: Beliefs about the foreign language aptitude of people who 

already speak a foreign language and are good at mathematics or science, as well as 

the EFL test aptitude of people who pass the EFL exit test, major in business or 

engineering, are freshmen or seniors, already speak a foreign language, and are good 

at mathematics or science. 

 

Table 5.13: Summary of composite strategy use variables 

Variable Description 

SF1 Strategies for planning and being strategic, including mainly metacognitive 

strategies 

SF2 Cognitive strategies, including mainly cognitive strategies 

SF3 Test-preparation strategies  

SF4 Holistic English strategies, including mainly compensation and cognitive strategies  

SF5 Test-taking strategies 

SF6 Vocabulary strategies, including mainly memory strategies 
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The canonical correlation analysis results suggested two strong, significant canonical 

correlations, R1 and R2. The first canonical correlation (R1) reflected the association of a cluster 

of belief factors with a cluster of strategy factors. Specifically, high scores on the beliefs about 

tool-use and communicative strategies (BF1), the impact of EFL exit tests (BF2), the EFL exit 

test requirement (BF3), motivation (BF4), and self-concept (BF5) were associated with high 

scores on the use of strategies for planning and being strategic (SF1), cognitive language 

learning strategies (SF2), test-preparation strategies (SF3), and holistic English strategies (SF4), 

and vice versa. This finding is similar to Yang’s (1999) finding that students’ self-efficacy 

beliefs about language learning were related to their use of formal oral-practice, compensation, 

social, metacognitive, functional-practice, and cognitive-memory strategies. 

In addition, this study’s self-concept belief factor (BF5) overlapped Yang’s (1999) self-

efficacy factor. The study’s planning-strategy factor (SF1), cognitive language learning strategy 

factor (SF2), and holistic strategy factor (SF4) overlapped Yang’s (1999) functional-practice 

strategy factor, cognitive-memory strategy factor, metacognitive strategy factor, formal oral-

practice factor, and compensation strategy factor. Thus, the study supported Yang’s (1999) 

findings. However, this study found that the TTB (test-taking belief) factors, such as the impact 

of EFL exit tests (BF2) and the EFL exit test requirement (BF3), together with the BALLI 

factors BF1 (beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies), BF4 (motivation), and BF5 

(self-concept) were also related to the SILL factors and TPS (test-preparation strategy) factors. 

The relationships among these nine factors in R1 may be interpreted in numerous ways, and 

it can be inferred that beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement (BF3) may be positively 

associated with test-preparation strategies (SF3). For instance, students who believed they would 

pass the EFL exit test (TTB item 4) would be likely to use the strategies of taking mock tests 
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(TPS item 10), learning from the mistakes made on sample test questions or mock tests (TPS 

item 11), memorizing the relevant vocabulary (TPS item 9), and studying by themselves to 

prepare for the test (TPS item 7). Moreover, it can also be speculated that beliefs about the 

impact of EFL exit tests (BF2) may be associated with strategies for planning and being strategic 

(SF1). In other words, students who felt that the EFL exit test had made them learn English (TTB 

item 2) would be likely to use the strategies of thinking about their progress in learning English 

(SILL item 38), trying as many ways as possible to learn English and finding out which way 

suited them (SILL item 39), trying to find out how to be a better learner of English (SILL item 

33), and noticing their English mistakes and using that information to help them do better (SILL 

item 31). These belief items also showed significant positive correlations with the strategy items 

at p < 0.01 (see Appendix I). 

The second canonical correlation (R2) indicated an association between a cluster of belief 

variables (low scores on the beliefs about motives for learning English [BF4] and high scores on 

beliefs about the self-concept [BF5]) on the one hand, and a cluster of strategy scores (high 

scores on the cognitive language learning strategies [SF2] and high scores on the holistic English 

strategies [SF4]) on the other hand. This finding is different from Yang’s (1999) finding. This 

study’s motivation belief factor (BF4) overlapped Yang’s (1999) belief factor of the value and 

nature of learning spoken English, just as this study’s holistic English strategy factor (SF4) 

overlapped Yang’s (1999) formal oral-practice strategy factor. Yang (1999) found that that 

students’ stronger beliefs about the value and nature of spoken English were associated with their 

more frequent use of formal oral-practice strategies, yet the current study indicated a canonical 

correlation between low scores on the beliefs about motives for learning English (BF4) and high 

scores on the holistic English strategies (SF4). It is possible that Taiwanese students may not 
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practice the sounds of English and try to talk like native English speakers in the EFL exit test 

context as often as they do in non-test contexts because the most common EFL exit tests—the 

CSEPT and the TOEIC—do not include a speaking portion. 

The relationships among these four factors in R2 may be interpreted in several ways, yet 

based on the result of a Pearson correlation analysis (see Appendix I), it can be interpreted that 

beliefs about motivation (BF4) may be associated with cognitive strategies (SF2) negatively. For 

example, students who do not believe that it is easier for children than adults to learn a foreign 

language (BALLI item 1) would be likely to use the strategies of trying to think in English (SILL 

item 18) and looking for people they could talk to in English (SILL item 35). A possible reason 

is that they are aware of adults’ increased metacognitive knowledge. In addition, it can also be 

speculated that beliefs about self-concept (BF5) may be related to holistic strategies (SF4) 

positively. For instance, students who enjoyed practicing English with the Americans they met 

(BALLI item 12) and believed that they would learn to speak English very well (BALLI item 6) 

might tend to use the strategies of starting conversations in English (SILL item 14), paying 

attention when someone was speaking English (SILL item 32), and trying to talk like native 

English speakers (SILL item 11). These belief items also show significant negative and positive 

correlations with the strategy items at p < 0.05 (see Appendix I). 

 

6. Do students’ beliefs and strategy use differ according to their characteristics (e.g., major, 

gender, grade level, entrance exam English score, EFL exit test experience) in an EFL exit 

test context?     

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), univariate ANOVAs, and post hoc Tukey 

HSD multiple comparisons were conducted to address the sixth research question. The results 
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indicated that according to students’ major, grade level, entrance exam English score, and EFL 

exit test experience, they showed significant differences in their beliefs and strategy use in an 

EFL exit test context. However, unlike Green and Oxford’s (1995) and Peacock and Ho’s (2003) 

studies that showed higher levels of language learning strategy use by women than by men, the 

results of this study did not suggest that students’ beliefs and strategy use differed significantly 

based on gender.  

Students’ beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement (BF3) and positive self-concept (BF5) 

as well as their use of strategies for planning and being strategic (SF1), cognitive language 

learning strategies (SF2), holistic English strategies (SF4), and test-taking strategies (SF5) 

showed significant differences based on academic major. According to the results, English 

majors agreed with beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement (BF3) and beliefs about positive 

self-concept (BF5) more than social-science majors did, and they used strategies for planning 

and being strategic (SF1), cognitive language learning strategies (SF2) and test-taking strategies 

(SF5) more often than those majors did. English majors also endorsed beliefs about positive self-

concept (BF5) and used strategies for planning and being strategic (SF1), cognitive language 

learning strategies (SF2), holistic English strategies (SF4) and test-taking strategies (SF5) more 

frequently than business majors did. In the EFL exit test context, English majors seem to agree 

with the EFL exit test requirement and feel they and everyone else will pass the test more than 

non-English majors do, especially business and social-science majors. English majors also seem 

to use metacognitive and cognitive language learning strategies as well as test-taking strategies 

more often than non-English majors. A possible explanation is that English is likely viewed as 

more important for English majors’ current studies and future professions, so they tend to agree 

with certain beliefs and use certain strategies more often than social-science majors and business 
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majors do. English majors may also have more access to various language learning strategies 

than non-English majors do. This finding is consistent with Peacock and Ho’s study (2003) that 

found that, among students of eight majors, the English majors used the most language learning 

strategies.     

Based on their grade level, participants also showed significant differences in their beliefs 

about aptitude (BF6) and their use of test-taking strategies (SF5). This finding is different from 

Chen’s (2009) finding that a significant relationship existed between grade level and the use of 

memory, cognitive, and metacognitive strategies in an EFL context. The results of this study 

indicated that seniors agreed with the stated beliefs about aptitude (BF6) more than freshmen did 

and that seniors also tended to use test-taking strategies (SF5) more often than freshmen did. A 

possible reason for these differences may be that the study and test experience seniors have may 

lead them to agree with the aptitude statements and use test-taking strategies more often. It is 

possible that the seniors understand the importance of test-taking strategies on the EFL exit test 

better than freshmen do because of their test-taking experience. It is also possible that more and 

more seniors in their final year see foreign language aptitude and test aptitude play important 

roles in learning English and passing the EFL exit test.     

Students’ beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies (BF1), the EFL exit test 

requirement (BF3), and positive self-concept (BF5), as well as their use of strategies for planning 

and being strategic (SF1), cognitive language learning strategies (SF2), holistic English 

strategies (SF4), and vocabulary strategies (SF6) also showed significant differences based on 

their entrance exam English score. Based on the results of this study, the highest-score group 

agreed with beliefs about the EFL exit test requirement (BF3) and beliefs about positive self-

concept (BF5) more, as well as used strategies for planning and being strategic (SF1), cognitive 
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language learning strategies (SF2), and holistic English strategies (SF4) more often than the 

lowest-score group and the second–lowest-score group. The highest-score group also endorsed 

beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies (BF1) more and used vocabulary strategies 

(SF6) more frequently than did the lowest-score group. Similarly, the second-highest-score 

group shared beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies (BF1) and beliefs about 

positive self-concept (BF5) more. They also used strategies for planning and being strategic 

(SF1), cognitive language learning strategies (SF2), holistic English strategies (SF4), and 

vocabulary strategies (SF6), more frequently than the lowest-score group. These findings are in 

accordance with Green and Oxford’s (1995) and Lai’s (2009) studies that both found greater use 

of language learning strategies among more successful learners. It is possible that students with 

higher entrance exam English scores tend to feel they have a special ability for learning English 

and agree with the EFL exit test requirement because they are more likely to think they will pass 

the test. It is also possible that, due to a higher level of language learning motivation, students 

with higher entrance exam English scores tend to use metacognitive, cognitive, and 

compensation language learning strategies to help themselves learn or use English more often 

than those with lower scores do.     

Based on students’ EFL exit test experience, significant differences also existed in their 

beliefs about tool-use and communicative strategies (BF1), the EFL exit test requirement (BF3), 

motivation (BF4), and positive self-concept (BF5), as well as their use of strategies for planning 

and being strategic (SF1), cognitive language learning strategies (SF2), holistic English 

strategies (SF4), and vocabulary strategies (SF6). According to the results, the students who had 

taken and passed an EFL exit test tended to have certain beliefs and strategies in common more 

than those who had not taken a test. The most frequently reported common beliefs of the students 
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who had taken and passed an EFL exit test were those about tool-use and communicative 

strategies (BF1), the EFL exit test requirement (BF3), motivation (BF4), and positive self-

concept (BF5), as well as strategies for planning and being strategic (SF1), cognitive language 

learning strategies (SF2), holistic English strategies (SF4), test-taking strategies (SF5), and 

vocabulary strategies (SF6). This finding is in accordance with Amer’s (1993) study, which 

found that there was a positive relationship between test performance and test-taking strategy use 

as well as Song and Cheng’s (2006) study that higher use of memory strategies predicted high 

language proficiency test performance. It is possible that students who had not taken an EFL exit 

test had not started to use language learning strategies to learn English for the EFL exit test or to 

use test-taking strategies on a test, so they may not know whether they agree with the EFL exit 

test requirement and what their language learning strategies are as much as those who had passed 

a test did. In addition, the students who had taken and passed an EFL exit test also endorsed 

beliefs about the justice of the EFL exit test requirement (B3) more than those who had taken but 

not passed an EFL exit test. It is possible that those who had passed one of the tests tended to 

agree with the EFL exit test requirement more because they had already passed the test.  

Moreover, the students who had taken but not passed a test agreed more on beliefs about 

tool-use and communicative strategies (BF1) and beliefs about positive self-concept (BF5) and 

used strategies for planning and being strategic (SF1) more frequently than those who had not 

taken an EFL exit tests. It is possible that the students who had taken but not passed the EFL exit 

tests might have learned some lessons from their experience and, as a result, may be more aware 

of their weaknesses. They also tended to choose metacognitive language learning strategies to 

help them learn English and eventually pass the EFL exit test, such as having clear goals for 

improving their English skills (for example, reading or listening skills), planning their schedules 
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to study English, thinking about their progress in learning English, looking for opportunities to 

read as much as possible in English, using their English mistakes to help them do better, trying 

as many ways as possible to learn English, and finding out how to be better learners of English.  

 

Conclusions 

The purpose of the EFL exit tests in Taiwan is to ensure that university students have 

sufficient English abilities to succeed in what they do after graduation, such as using English for 

work, including engaging in English conversations for professional purposes, and exchanging 

English e-mails with foreigners. Typically, Taiwanese university graduates with adequate 

English abilities have more job opportunities than those without such abilities because many 

companies in Taiwan are in the global marketplace, and these companies require job applicants 

to engage in English communication with international clients. Responding to this demand on the 

job market, the majority of the participants in the study agreed that better job opportunities come 

with speaking English well, that the EFL exit test prepares them for using English at work, and 

that passing the EFL exit test leads to better job opportunities. It seems therefore that the 

participants in the study saw the test as valued.     

The main purpose of the EFL exit test is to push students to thoroughly learn English at 

college so that they will have sufficient English abilities when they graduate. Therefore, this 

study sought, and found, evidence to support this goal. For example, most of the participants in 

the study believed that preparing for the EFL exit test made them learn English. The majority 

used the metacognitive strategies of finding out how to be a better learner of English, trying as 

many ways as possible to learn English and choosing one that suits them, and seeking out 

opportunities to use English.     
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Although the purpose of the EFL exit test is to ensure that students can communicate in 

English at work, the participants in the study perceived that vocabulary was particularly 

important in preparing for the EFL exit test. For example, most of the participants in this study 

endorsed the belief that the most important part of learning a foreign language is learning 

vocabulary words. The students believed vocabulary to be so important that they frequently used 

strategies to help them remember vocabulary words, such as saying or writing new English 

words several times, forming a mental picture of a situation in which the word might be used, 

and memorizing the relevant vocabulary for the EFL exit test. Beliefs in the importance of 

vocabulary learning and the use of vocabulary learning strategies did not depend on the specific 

exit test students planned to take. Thus, it appears that they believed vocabulary to be a 

fundamental part of learning English. Possibly, the implementation of EFL exit tests has made 

Taiwanese students focus on vocabulary learning.     

Most participants used cognitive strategies--one of Oxford’s (1990) six categories of 

language learning strategies--including watching English TV shows or going to English movies, 

saying or writing new English words several times, listening to or singing English songs, and 

using electronic dictionaries. The students also tended to turn to the media to learn English. But 

the category of cognitive strategies seems very broad. For example, the other cognitive strategy 

of saying or writing new English words several times seems word-based and may be used to 

remember English words, not necessarily to learn to speak conversational English. This again 

reflects the importance students give to vocabulary learning, while other commonly reported 

strategies reflect the growing technological culture.     

Today, English learning in Taiwan seems different from the way it was ten to twenty years 

ago. Students used to depend mainly on English textbooks and the English materials provided or 
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chosen by their teachers. In addition to these materials, modern students use the Internet and 

other computer technology resources to learn English. For example, most of the participants in 

the study watched English films on YouTube, read or wrote English texts on Facebook and 

Twitter, and used English-learning websites or computer programs. Computer-assisted language 

learning (CALL), which was a new and innovative idea in Taiwan about twenty years ago, has 

become an essential part of students’ English learning, through computers, smart phones, and the 

Internet.     

In preparing for the EFL exit test, students tended to use individual-oriented strategies. For 

example, most of the participants reported that they studied by themselves while preparing for 

the test. The most frequently used test-preparation strategies—such as learning from the mistakes 

on sample EFL exit test questions or mock tests, familiarizing oneself with the test question 

patterns, memorizing the relevant vocabulary, and studying test preparation books—are all 

individual-oriented. The most often used memory, compensation, cognitive, and metacognitive 

strategies of language learning are also oriented to individual use.     

As for the relationship between beliefs and strategy use, students’ beliefs about language 

learning and the EFL exit test were consistent with their reported language learning and test-

preparation strategy use. There is a correlation between students’ use of metacognitive, 

cognitive, compensation, and test preparation strategies, and how strongly they believe in the 

following: EFL exit tests’ influence on them to learn English, the merit of universities’ EFL exit 

test requirement, their having foreign language aptitude, the importance of using computer 

technology, the usefulness of English media, the desire for American friends, the benefit of 

practicing with multi-media, and the importance of knowledge about English-speaking cultures 

to learn English, as well as the importance of speaking English, repeating and practicing, 
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learning vocabulary, learning English in an English-speaking country, and passing the EFL exit 

test. In addition, students who believed in their having foreign language aptitude but not in the 

importance of speaking English, repeating and practicing, learning vocabulary, learning English 

in an English-speaking country, and passing the EFL exit test were more likely to use cognitive 

strategies and compensation strategies.  

Learners’ beliefs and strategy use differed according to several background factors. In 

particular, learners’ major area of study, grade level, level of entrance exam English score, and 

EFL exit test experience seemed to play a significant role in how learners’ beliefs and strategy 

use differed in the EFL exit test context, while gender did not. For example, English majors 

seemed to have common beliefs about their having foreign language aptitude, as well as to 

endorse the use of metacognitive, cognitive, and test-taking strategies more often than social-

science majors and business majors. 

Moreover, students who had taken and passed an EFL exit test tended to believe in the 

university’s having the EFL exit test requirement, their having foreign language aptitude, the 

importance of using computer technology, using English media, having American friends, 

practicing with multi-media, knowing about English-speaking cultures to learn English, and the 

importance of speaking English, repeating and practicing, learning vocabulary, learning English 

in an English-speaking country, and passing the EFL exit test. They were also likely to use 

metacognitive, cognitive, compensation, memory, and test-taking strategies more frequently than 

those who had not taken a test. 

In summary, the majority of the participants in this study felt that learning English would 

provide them better employment opportunities and that the EFL exit test would help them learn 

English. The results suggest that students believe that vocabulary is one of the most important 
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aspects of the language to study. The results also suggest that students study English using many 

different strategies--primarily individual-oriented--and that students’ beliefs were associated with 

the types of strategies they used. There is a correlation between students’ use of metacognitive, 

cognitive, compensation, and test preparation strategies, and how strongly they believe in tool-

use and communicative strategies, the impact and requirement of the EFL exit tests, motives for 

learning English and using specific strategies, and positive self-concept. Students’ beliefs and 

strategy use also differed according to their backgrounds, including their major, grade level, 

entrance exam English scores, and EFL exit test experience. Both English majors and students 

who had taken and passed the EFL exit test held stronger beliefs and a higher level of strategy 

use than non-English majors and those that had not taken the EFL exit test, respectively. 

 

Implications 

Theoretical Implications 

Based on social-cultural theory, the principle of “context of learning” maintains that 

learning may be influenced by environmental factors such as society, social interaction, culture, 

and instruction, and real-world or authentic contexts give learning a meaning and a purpose 

(Bonk & Cunningham, 1998). Previous studies have suggested that such context may influence 

learners’ beliefs or strategy use (Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2007; Jang & Jimenez, 2011; Yu & 

Wang, 2009). In comparison with Yang’s (1992, 1999) studies, which were conducted at a time 

when there were no EFL exit tests in Taiwan, this study suggested that the EFL exit test context 

may indeed influence learner beliefs and strategy use. For example, the students seemed to 

regard English vocabulary as more important in the EFL exit test context than in a context 

without the test. Previous studies have explored language learning strategy use in many contexts, 
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but few have investigated beliefs and strategy use in an EFL exit test context. These tests are 

becoming more common around the world. This study contributes to the understanding of the 

influence of context on learners’ beliefs and strategy use.     

The study investigated the relationship between learners’ beliefs and strategy use in an EFL 

exit test context and found some empirical evidence of two significant associations. Learners’ 

beliefs about language learning were found to be associated with their language learning strategy 

use, confirming the relationship between language learning beliefs and strategy use as claimed 

by Wenden (1986, 1987) and Horwitz (1985, 1987, 1988) and as suggested by Yang (1992, 

1999). In addition to this relationship, this study indicated that the cluster of beliefs about 

language learning and the EFL exit test was associated with the cluster of language learning 

strategy and test-preparation strategy use. The finding was specific to an EFL exit test context, so 

beliefs about the EFL exit test and test-preparation strategy use were involved in this association. 

The canonical correlation analysis does not suggest a causal relationship, so the study did not 

show whether beliefs drive strategy use or vice versa, yet it seems logical to infer that beliefs 

may drive strategy use in the EFL exit test context. It is also possible that there is a reciprocal 

relationship where strategies influence the development of beliefs.  

This study also suggested that test-taking strategy use did not play a significant role in the 

association. Unlike beliefs about the EFL exit test and test-preparation strategy use, both of 

which involve English learning in different respects, test-taking strategy use focuses on how to 

take the EFL exit test in a narrow sense. Thus, it is not surprising that test-testing strategy use 

was not significantly associated with the other four variables.  

Oxford (1990) categorized language learning strategies into memory, compensation, 

cognitive, metacognitive, social, and affective strategies. However, this study has further 
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distinguished cognitive strategies into word-based and integrated categories. For example, the 

strategy of saying or writing new English words several times may be categorized as a word-

based strategy, and watching English-language TV shows or going to English-language movies 

may be categorized as integrated strategies. In addition, Oxford’s (1990) memory, compensation, 

cognitive, and metacognitive strategies were adopted for the questionnaire of this study; 

however, the factor analysis results pointed to different categories. For instance, Oxford’s (1990) 

cognitive strategies of “finding the meaning of an English word by dividing it into parts that I 

understand” and “looking for words in my own language that are similar to new words in 

English” were assigned to the vocabulary (memory) category rather than the cognitive category. 

Therefore, some cognitive strategies may be categorized as word-based strategies, and 

researchers may want to consider different categorizations of language learning strategies.  

Previous studies have suggested that, based on learners’ characteristics, such as gender, 

grade level, proficiency level, and major, their beliefs or strategy use may differ (Chen, 2009; 

Green & Oxford, 1995; Huang, 2003; Huang, 2010; Lai, 2009; Liao, 2002; Peacock, 1999; 

Peacock & Ho, 2003; Yang, 1992). This study supported this suggestion in some instances yet 

also indicated that learners’ beliefs and strategy use in the EFL exit test context did not differ 

significantly based on gender. The study also suggested learners’ beliefs or strategy use may 

differ according to their EFL exit test experience. This variable is specific for the EFL exit test 

context, and this finding adds a new dimension to the collective understanding of learners’ 

beliefs and strategy use because few previous studies took EFL exit test experience into 

consideration as an independent variable. Moreover, while some studies (e.g., Chen, 2009; Green 

& Oxford, 1995; Huang, 2003; Lai, 2009; Liao, 2002; Peacock & Ho’s, 2003; Yang, 1992) have 

explored how strategy use differs according to background variables, not many have investigated 
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how beliefs differ according to background variables (e.g., Huang, 2003; Liao, 2002; Peacock, 

1999; Yang, 1992). Therefore, this study contributes to the understanding of how learners’ 

beliefs differ according to background variables. 

In summary, this study contributes to the Second Language Acquisition research field by 

suggesting that EFL exit test environments may influence students’ beliefs and strategy use. The 

results of this study suggest that students seemed to regard English vocabulary as more important 

in the EFL exit test context than in a context without the test. Another contribution is that the 

study supported the association between learners’ language learning beliefs and strategy use. 

This study supports previous findings suggesting that learners’ beliefs or strategy use may differ 

based on their characteristics, but results showed no significant difference in beliefs or strategy 

use based on gender. This study also suggests that beliefs about EFL exit tests and test-

preparation strategy use contributed to the general association between beliefs and strategy use. 

This study contributes to distinguishing further the categories stemming from Oxford’s (1990) 

original six, suggesting that researchers may want to consider different categorizations of 

language learning strategies, especially cognitive strategies. 

 

Pedagogical Implications     

As pointed out by Horwitz (1987), student beliefs may have a strong impact on their success 

in language learning and use of language learning strategies, and this study confirmed the 

association between the two. Due to different majors, grade levels, entrance exam English 

scores, EFL exit test experience, and other factors, EFL students may come to language 

classrooms with widely varying beliefs. As indicated by Horwitz (1987), erroneous beliefs may 

lead to less-effective strategies. Thus, it seems important to help ELF students develop 
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appropriate beliefs about language learning and the EFL exit test. For this purpose, the 

BALLIEETC may be used to identify students’ beliefs about language learning and the EFL exit 

test, and, after studying the results, teachers may correct students’ erroneous beliefs in class so 

that they may use more-effective strategies. In addition, strategy training may help students 

become aware of language learning strategies (Bialystok, 1990), and training students to use 

language learning strategies may improve their language performance (O'Malley & Chamot, 

1990). Likewise, the SILLEETC may be used to investigate students’ strategy use, and, 

according to the results, teachers may want to focus on certain strategies that students use less 

often to help them become more familiar with using those strategies and find additional effective 

strategies to support their language learning and preparation for EFL exit tests. 

One major finding showed that students regarded English vocabulary as very important. 

However, some students may use their lack of vocabulary as an excuse for not using English in a 

more communicative fashion. They may be discouraged by the lack of progress they have made 

with memorization strategies. The teacher may help students recognize how strategies 

complement each other and the importance of becoming familiar with new vocabulary in context 

rather than memorizing out of context for the EFL exit test. Although students are correct in 

assuming vocabulary is important to language learning, they must grow to realize the other 

aspects of language that make up communication, including grammar, culture, and body 

language, which can be supported with the introduction of other language learning strategies.  

To achieve this balance, compensation strategies can be introduced to help students with 

missing vocabulary that is necessary for communication. In addition to the two frequently used 

compensation strategies suggested by Oxford (1990), such as making a guess at the meanings of 

unfamiliar English words and using a word or phrase that means the same thing if one cannot 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
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think of a certain English word, students may be taught Oxford’s (1990) other compensation 

strategies that are less often used, such as using a gesture when unable to think of a word during 

an English conversation, making up new words if the right ones are not known, reading English 

text without looking up every new word, and trying to guess what another person will say next in 

English.  

In the field of EFL, instruction may change due to the prevalence of Internet and computer 

technology. As most current university students are comfortable with such resources, a lot of 

English materials and English-learning resources on the Internet may be used for teaching. For 

example, the English-captioned videos at the English-learning division on the Voice of America 

website can be used to teach English listening; students can listen to the videos and check their 

listening comprehension with the subtitles at the same time. What is convenient for students is 

that these resources are online, available twenty four hours a day anywhere they have Internet 

access. Thus, students can even use them at any time outside of class. 

Moreover, perhaps EFL exit test writers, based on further research would consider avoiding 

the inclusion of words that are likely to confuse students on the tests so that students will not put 

undue emphasis on the vocabulary relevant only to the EFL exit test, making the test a more 

valid representation of a useful level of English language proficiency. Subsequently, although, 

many EFL exit test preparation materials focus on vocabulary, changes to the test may influence 

the writers of these “cram materials” to consider introducing English skills, such as reading or 

listening skills, to help students compensate for their missing vocabulary.  

Instruction may also change due to the EFL exit test context.  As indicated by Cohen 

(1994), the test may affect the instructional content and how the content is taught. Students may 

ask teachers questions related to the EFL exit test, specifically how to prepare for it. To help 

about:blank
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students prepare, teachers may sometimes provide handouts or other materials related to the EFL 

exit test because of the test’s effect on the instructional content. In addition, several EFL exit test 

preparation courses are provided for students outside of class, and the content of these courses is 

specifically determined by content of the EFL exit test. 

In summary, due to the influence of beliefs on strategy use, instructors should use 

questionnaires to become aware of students’ language learning beliefs so that they may correct 

beliefs that are associated with less effective strategies. Instructors may also use questionnaires 

to become aware of students’ strategy use to provide strategy training in the classroom to 

improve students’ performance. Students’ strong beliefs in the importance of vocabulary can be 

balanced with communicative and compensation strategies to help supplement their growing 

knowledge. Using technology in the language learning effort will also give students access to 

unlimited English language materials to test their comprehension and increase their language 

exposure at their convenience. Instruction may change to help prepare students for the EFL exit 

test. For example, instructors may help students prepare by providing handouts and practice tests 

in class and by allowing students to discuss their results so that they may learn from the 

experience. 

 

Limitations of the Study   

This study has several limitations. First, I cannot be sure that the changes or differences in 

terms of students’ beliefs and strategy use that were observed are due to the implementation of 

EFL exit tests because I did not compare the beliefs and strategy use of a group of students in a 

non-test context and a group of students in an EFL exit test context. For this reason, I can only 

speculate that students’ changes in beliefs and strategy use may be due to the EFL exit tests. It 
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should also be noted that their changes may be influenced by other factors, such as the time when 

the data were collected and the type of university where the data were collected.       

Second, the main study that I used to compare to the current study was conducted in 1992 

(Yang, 1999), possibly suggesting a large gap in the pedagogical culture in which students were 

immersed. In addition, the participants in Yang’s (1999) study were general university students, 

as opposed to the technological university students who participated in the current study, 

reducing how certainly I may compare the findings between an EFL exit test and non-test 

environment. 

Third, the findings of this study are also limited by the technological university chosen and 

the 518 questionnaire respondents. Therefore, the findings may not be generalized to all tertiary 

students in Taiwan or to populations in other countries. Furthermore, since this study was 

conducted in 2011–2012, the findings may not be generalized to other periods of time. In 

addition, the data collection was conducted in Taiwan for only about 3 months in 2011–2012. 

More time for collection may have resulted in more extensive and richer data. 

Fourth, the limitation associated with translation from Chinese into English should also be 

noted. In this study, I translated the questionnaire and the interview guides of my ancillary study 

from English into Chinese and the interviewees’ responses from Chinese into English. Although 

all translations were verified by a Chinese-English bilingual person through back-translation to 

ensure their accuracy, there may be natural gaps between shades of meaning in the English 

translations and the Chinese words, or vice versa.  

Fifth, one limitation of the questionnaire is that, because there are so many possible beliefs 

and strategies, some might not be included in the questionnaire. Requiring students to self-report 

their behavior, questionnaire results may not correctly reflect students’ true beliefs or strategy 
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use because they may not be fully aware of these. Also, the questionnaire design leaves some 

room for improvement. For example, the open-ended question data showed that there are some 

test-taking beliefs, test-preparation strategies, and language learning strategies and beliefs that 

the questionnaire does not cover, such as the justice of the EFL exit test policy, visiting the self-

learning language center, and listening to public radio broadcasts in English. Due to the potential 

limitations of the questionnaire, it may be difficult to actually identify students’ real beliefs and 

strategy use with this instrument. However, questionnaire administration is the most commonly 

used method for investigating language beliefs and strategies (Horwitz, 1985, 1987, 1988, 1999; 

Oxford, 1989, 1990; Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995; Oxford & Crookall, 1989). 

 Moreover, the use of five-point Likert scales allowed more than 33% of the participants 

to choose the neutral category for some items, thereby avoiding agreeing or disagreeing with an 

item. Although four-point Likert scales would encourage participants to choose either a positive 

or negative end of the scale for each questionnaire item, as it would not allow a neutral middle, 

the wide use of five-point Likert scales in relevant research makes comparing results among 

studies more feasible. In addition, participants who truly have a neutral opinion may be likely to 

leave four-point items blank, making their questionnaires unusable for data analysis. 

Finally, canonical correlation analysis can indicate a relationship between two clusters of 

variables, yet it cannot indicate a causal relationship or even the direction of the relationship. 

Thus, the study results showed that associations between beliefs and strategy use exist in the EFL 

exit test context, but they did not show whether beliefs influenced strategy use or vice versa. 
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Suggestions for Future Research       

The study found that students believed that vocabulary learning is very important in 

learning English, and many students tended to use memory strategies to remember vocabulary in 

the EFL exit test environment. It may be useful to analyze the contents of different EFL exit tests 

to investigate how much they test vocabulary to determine the validity of students’ focus on 

vocabulary learning. It may be also useful to let a group of students take a separate vocabulary 

test, investigate how they perform on the EFL exit tests, and finally explore the correlations 

between students’ vocabulary test scores and their EFL exit test performance according to both 

their focus on vocabulary learning and the weight of vocabulary in the test.   

Due to the limitations of time, budget, and social connections, this research was conducted 

at a single university in southern Taiwan. It would be useful if future research could be 

conducted at more universities of different types in other parts of Taiwan to identify the 

similarities and differences in students’ beliefs and strategy use in different learning 

environments. This research could also be conducted in senior high schools and vocational high 

schools in order to document students’ beliefs and strategy use before college and compare these 

results with those at the college level to ascertain how they have changed in the EFL exit test 

environment. In addition, it would be useful to examine the beliefs and strategies of students in 

other countries where EFL exit tests have been implemented. 

Moreover, the results of this study showed two canonical correlations between belief 

variables and strategy variables. Future research may use Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) 

to further explore the possible causal relationships between the belief variables and strategy 

variables. Also, to further investigate the causal relationship between beliefs and strategy, future 

research may be most effective if it adheres to an experimental design. For example, to 
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investigate the influence of beliefs on strategy use, a control group of students and a treatment 

group of students could be compared in terms of their strategy use after the treatment group 

discussed their beliefs with their teacher. Similarly, to investigate the influence of strategy use on 

beliefs, a control group of students and a treatment group of students could be compared in terms 

of their beliefs after the treatment group receives strategy training for a period of time. 

Furthermore, it would be helpful to do follow-up interviews to elicit students’ opinions about 

their beliefs, strategies, and how they interrelate. Lastly, the data collection of this study was 

conducted in 2011–2012, but since students’ beliefs and strategy use may change over time, 

replication of the study may be warranted in the future. 
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Appendix A 

Questionnaire: 

 

Taiwanese University Students’ Language Learning Beliefs and Strategy Use in an EFL 

Exit Test Context 

 

Open-ended questions 

1.What do you think of EFL exit tests? 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

2. Do you do anything special to prepare for the EFL exit test? 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

3. What advice have others given you to prepare for the EFL exit test? 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

4. Which advice has been the most helpful for you in preparing for the EFL exit test? 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

5. Have you changed the way you study English because of the EFL exit test? 
Yes _______ No ________ 

If your answer is “Yes,” please specify the way(s) you have changed: 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

Section I of the questionnaire: Individual Background Questionnaire 
 

This questionnaire is for research purposes only. Your answer will not be made available to 

anyone else but the researcher. Please fill in the following questions or check the proper answers.  

 

1. Major & class: _______________ 

2. Sex: _______ Male  ________ Female 

3. Grade: ______ Freshman ______ Sophomore ______ Junior ______Senior 

4. When did you start learning English? 

Before K____ K 1____ K 2____ K 3____Grade 1____ Grade 2____ Grade 3____ 

Grade4____Grade 5 ____ Grade6____ Grade 7____ 

5. Have you ever traveled or lived in an English-speaking country?  

_____Yes _____No 

If your answer is “Yes,” please answer the following questions: Otherwise, continue on to 

question #6.  

(a) Which country /countries have you been to: _____ US _____ UK _____ Canada _____ 

Australia _____ Other countries (please specify_____________) 

(b) For how long: __________________________ 

6. How do you rate your overall proficiency in English as compared with the proficiency of 



179 

 

 

other students in your class? 

_______ Poor _______ Not good _______ Fair _______ Very good ______ Excellent 

7. How do you rate yourself in the language skills listed below as compared with those of other 

students in your class? 

(a) Reading: 

_______ Poor _______ Not good _______ Fair _______ Very good ______ Excellent 

(b) Writing: 

_______ Poor _______ Not good _______ Fair _______ Very good ______ Excellent 

(c) Listening: 

_______ Poor _______ Not good _______ Fair _______ Very good ______ Excellent 

(d) Speaking: 

_______ Poor _______ Not good _______ Fair _______ Very good ______ Excellent 

(e) Grammar: 

_______ Poor _______ Not good _______ Fair _______ Very good ______ Excellent 

(f) Vocabulary and idioms: 

_______ Poor _______ Not good _______ Fair _______ Very good ______ Excellent 

8. How do you rate your strength of motivation to learn English? 

______ Very low ______ Low ______ Fair _____ High _____ Very high 

9. How important is it for you to become proficient in English for your work later on? 

_____ Not important at all _____ Not very important _____ Moderately important 

_____ Important _____Very important 

10. On the average, how many hours do you spend every week studying English, outside of the 

English class? 

_____ Less than 2 hours _____ 2-4 hours _____ 4-6 hours _____ 6-8 hours 

_____ More than 8 hours 

11. How much do you enjoy learning English? 

______Not at all ______Not much ______ Moderately _____ Much _____Very much 

12. What was your English score on the joint technology college entrance exam? ______ 

13. How many times have you taken the EFL exit tests? _________ 

14. Which EFL exit test have you taken? (Check all that apply.) 

(1) CSEPT (2) TOEIC (3) TOEFL (4) University’s EFL exit test for seniors (5) University’s EFL 

exit test for summer English course for graduating students (6) GEPT (7) IELTS 

15. Have you passed an EFL exit test? ______ Yes _______ No 

A) If your answer is “Yes,” 

a) which EFL exit test have you passed? (Check all that apply.) 

(1) CSEPT (2) TOEIC (3) TOEFL (4) University’s EFL exit test for seniors (5) University’s EFL 

exit test for summer English course for graduating students (6) GEPT (7) IELTS  

b) what was the level you passed? (Check all that apply.) 

(1) University pass level  (2) Beginner  (3) Intermediate  (4) Upper intermediate 

c) when did you pass it? (Check all that apply.) 

(1) Before admission (2) Freshman year (3) Sophomore year (4) Junior year (5) Senior year 

B) If your answer is “No,” 

a) which EFL exit test do you plan to take?  

(1) CSEPT (2) TOEIC (3) TOEFL (4) University’s EFL exit test for seniors (5) University’s EFL 

exit test for summer English course for graduating students (6) GEPT (7) IELTS 

b) which level do you plan to take?  
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(1) University pass level  (2) Beginner  (3) Intermediate  (4) Upper intermediate 

b) when do you plan to take it? 

(1) Freshman year  (2) Sophomore year  (3) Junior year  (4) Senior year 
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Appendix B 

Section II of the questionnaire: The Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory in the EFL 

exit test context 

 

Part A 

Directions: For each item, indicate whether you (1) strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neither 

agree nor disagree (4) agree or (5) strongly agree. For questions 4 and14, select the number that 

most closely corresponds to your opinion.  

 

1. It is easier for children than adults to learn a foreign language. 

2. Some people have a special ability for learning foreign languages. 

3. Some languages are easier to learn than others. 

4. English is: 

1. a very difficult language. 

2. a difficult language. 

3. a language of medium difficulty. 

4. an easy language. 

5. a very easy language.  

5. People in Taiwan are good at learning foreign languages. 

6. I believe that I will learn to speak English very well. 

7. It is important to speak English with an excellent pronunciation. 

8. It is necessary to know about English-speaking cultures in order to speak English. 

9. You shouldn’t say anything in English until you can say it correctly. 

10. It is easier for someone who already speaks a foreign language to learn another one.  

11. It is best to learn English in an English-speaking country. 

12. I enjoy practicing English with the Americans I meet.  

13. It’s o.k. to guess if you don’t know a word in English. 

14. If someone spent one hour a day learning a language, how long would it for them to learn 

that language very well? 

   1. 1-2 years. 

   2. 3-5 years. 

   3. 5-10 years. 

   4. More than 10 years. 

   5. You can’t learn a language in one hour a day. 

15. I have a special ability for learning foreign languages. 

16. The most important part of learning a foreign language is learning vocabulary words.  

17. It is important to repeat and practice a lot. 

18. I feel timid speaking English with other people. 

19. If beginning students are permitted to make errors in English, it will be difficult for them to 

speak correctly later on.  

20. The most important part of learning a foreign language is learning the grammar. 

21. It is important to practice with CDs, DVDs, MP3s or Podcasts.  

22. Women are better than men at learning foreign languages. 

23. I want to speak English well. 

24. It is easier to speak than understand a foreign language. 
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25. Learning a foreign language is different from learning other academic subjects. 

26. The most important part of learning English is learning how to translate from my native 

language.  

27. If I learn to speak English very well, I will have better opportunities for a good job. 

28. It is easier to read and write English than to speak and understand it.  

29. People who are good at mathematics or science are not good at learning foreign languages.  

30. People in Taiwan feel that it is important to speak English. 

31. I would like to have American friends. 

32. People who speak more than one language are very intelligent. 

33. Everyone can learn to speak a foreign language. 

34. I would like to learn English so that I can get to know Americans. 

35. Using computer technology to learn English is important. 

36. Using English media to learn English is important.  

Do you have any other thoughts or ideas about learning English that you would like to add?  

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

Part B 

Directions: For each item, indicate whether you (1) strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neither 

agree nor disagree (4) agree or (5) strongly agree.  

 

1. The EFL exit test will reflect my true English ability. 

2. The EFL exit test has made me learn English.  

3. It is easier for freshmen than seniors to pass the EFL exit test. 

4. I believe that I will pass the EFL exit test. 

5. If I pass the EFL exit test, I will have better opportunities for a good job. 

6. People who major in business or engineering are not good at passing the EFL exit test.  

7. People who pass the EFL exit test are good at taking tests. 

8. Engineering majors should pass the EFL exit test. 

9. Everyone can pass the EFL exit test. 

10. I should study by myself to prepare for the EFL exit test. 

11. Business majors should pass the EFL exit test. 

12. I should study in a group to prepare for the EFL exit test. 

13. It is a good idea for the university to require students to pass the EFL exit test.  

14. I believe that I will have to take the EFL exit test more than once. 

15. English majors should pass the EFL exit test. 

16. The EFL exit test requirement is unfair because I won’t need English at work. 

17. The EFL exit test will ensure Taiwan will have more qualified English speakers for its 

economic development.  

18. My English classes have adequately prepared me for the EFL exit test.  

19. Social science majors should pass the EFL exit test. 

20. The seriousness of the EFL exit test encourages me to really read and listen to English more 
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than in language classrooms. 

21. Preparing for the EFL exit test will prepare me for my English at work. 

22. Some people have a special ability for passing the EFL exit test. 

23. I want to pass the EFL exit test. 

24. Passing the EFL exit test is different from passing other tests. 

25. Please rank the following EFL exit tests in terms of difficulty from 1 to 7: (1) the least 

difficult to (7) the most difficult. Please fill in 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, or 7 according to difficulty.  

_______ CSEPT (assessing listening and reading) 

_______ TOEIC (a test for communication; assessing listening and reading) 

_______ TOEFL (an English test for studying in the US; assessing 4 skills) 

_______ University’s EFL exit test for seniors (assessing reading) 

_______ University’s EFL exit test for summer English course for graduating students  

(assessing reading) 

_______ GEPT (assessing 4 skills) 

_______ IELTS (an English test for studying in the UK; assessing 4 skills) 

_______ If you don’t know the difficulty of these EFL exit tests above, please check this 

item.  

Do you have any other thoughts or ideas about the EFL exit test that you would like to add?  

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix C 

Section III of the questionnaire: Strategy Inventory for Language Learning in the EFL exit 

test context 

 

Part A: Items about your preparation for the EFL exit test 

Directions: For each item, indicate whether you (1) strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neither 

agree nor disagree (4) agree or (5) strongly agree. 

 

1. It is important to take an EFL exit test preparation course. 

2. It is important to practice sample EFL exit test questions. 

3. It is important to study EFL exit test preparation books. 

4. It is important to familiarize myself with the EFL exit test question patterns. 

5. It is important to choose to take the easier among the available EFL exit tests. 

6. It is important to join a study group to prepare for the EFL exit test along with other students. 

7. It is important to study by myself to prepare for the EFL exit test.  

8. It is important to go to a cram school to prepare for the EFL exit test. 

9. It is important to memorize the relevant vocabulary for the EFL exit test. 

10. It is important to take the mock tests before taking the official EFL exit test. 

11. It is important to learn from the mistakes I make on sample EFL exit test questions or mock 

tests.  

12. It is important to memorize sample compositions or conversations for a particular EFL exit 

test. 

 

Part B: Strategies you use on the EFL exit test 

Directions: For each item, indicate whether you (1) strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neither 

agree nor disagree (4) agree or (5) strongly agree. 

 

1. It is important to read the EFL exit test instructions carefully. 

2. It is important to schedule my time appropriately on the EFL exit test. 

3. It is important to work fast to interpret the questions to do well on the EFL exit test. 

4. It is important to make use of clue words in the EFL exit test questions. 

5. It is important to delay answering difficult EFL exit test questions. 

6. It is important to review my work in order to check my answers on the EFL exit test. 

 

Part C: Language learning strategies 

Directions: For each item, indicate whether you (1) never do this (2) seldom do this (3) 

sometimes do this (4) usually do this (5) always do this. 

 

1. I think of relationships 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. 
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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 memorize new English words by grouping them into categories (e.g. synonym, antonym, 

noun, verb).  

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. 

Part D 
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 conversations 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. 

18. I try to think in English. 
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. 

Part E 
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 gesture. 

26. I make up new words if I do 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. 

Part F 
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 schedule 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. 

38. I think about my progress in learning English. 

39. I try as many ways as I can to learn English and find out which way suits me. 

Part G 

40. Which media or method do you use to learn English? (Check all that apply.) 

________ (1) listen to or sing English songs 

________ (2) read English newspapers or magazines 
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________ (3) read English textbooks 

________ (4) listen to English radio broadcasts 

________ (5) use electronic dictionary 

41. Which computer technology resource do you use to learn English? (Check all that apply.) 

________ (1) read or write e-mails in English 

________ (2) use English learning websites or computer programs 

________ (3) listen to English podcasts 

________ (4) read or write blogs in English 

________ (5) read or write English texts on Facebook or Twitter 

________ (6) chat in English on MSN, Facebook or Gmail 

________ (7) browse English websites 

________ (8) communicate in English in virtual world (such as Second Life) 

________ (9) watch English films on YouTube 

________ (10) play English-version online games 

Part H 
Do you have any other thoughts or ideas about English learning strategies that you would like to 

add? 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Do you have any other thoughts or ideas about the EFL exit test taking or preparation strategies 

that you would like to add? 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Thank you very much for filling in this questionnaire. 
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Appendix D 

Interview Guide for Questionnaire Item Pool 

1. What do you think are the best ways to learn English? What suggestions would you have for 

other people who are studying English? What kinds of people are good at learning English? 

Have you always thought that? Did you have anything different in your college days?  

2. What are your English learning strategies? Do you use different English learning strategies 

between now and your college days in Taiwan? Why? 

3. In your own views, what English learning strategies are most helpful for improving one’s 

English abilities to pass the EFL exit test? Why? 

4. What is the EFL exit test like in your university? Do you think the EFL exit test is a good 

idea? Do you think the EFL tests the university is using as exit tests are good ones? Should 

they be changed? Why?  

5. What did you do to prepare for the EFL exit test? Did you have special tricks or advice? Did 

other people give you advice?  

6. What do you study at the UT? How long have you stayed here? What university in Taiwan 

did you attend? What was your major? When did you enter the university and graduate? 
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Interview Guide for Questionnaire Item Pool (Teacher email version) 

1. What do you think are the best ways to learn English? What suggestions would you have for 

other people who are studying English? What kinds of people are good at learning English?  

2. In your own views, what English learning strategies are most helpful for improving students’ 

English abilities to pass the EFL exit test? Why? 

3. What is the EFL exit test like in your university? Do you think the EFL exit test is a good 

idea? Do you think the EFL tests the university is using as exit tests are good ones? Should 

they be changed? Why?  

4. What do you suggest students do to prepare for the EFL exit test? Do you have special tricks 

or advice for them? 

5. What is your title at your university? How long have you worked there? What courses do you 

teach this semester?  
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Interview Guide for Questionnaire Item Pool (Student email version) 

1. What do you think are the best ways to learn English? What suggestions would you have for 

other people who are studying English? What kinds of people are good at learning English?  

2. In your own views, what English learning strategies are most helpful for improving one’s 

English abilities to pass the EFL exit test? Why? 

3. What is the EFL exit test like in your university? Do you think the EFL exit test is a good 

idea? Do you think the EFL tests the university is using as exit tests are good ones? Should 

they be changed? Why?  

4. What do you do to prepare for the EFL exit test? Do you have special tricks or advice? Did 

other people give you advice?  

5. What is your major at your university? What grade level are you in? What is your gender? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



190 

 

 

Appendix E 

Consent Form for Questionnaire 

 

CONSENT FORM 

IRB PROTOCOL # 2011-09-0100 

 

Title: Taiwanese University Students’ Beliefs about Language Learning and Strategy Use in an 

EFL Exit Test Environment 

            

Conducted By: Tung-Wei Kao 

Of The University of Texas at Austin:   Foreign Language Education program / SZB 528; 

Telephone: 001-512-232-4080; 001-512-287-9507 

Email: tungweikao@yahoo.com.tw 

 

You are being asked to participate in a research study.  This form provides you with 

information about the study.  The person in charge of this research will also describe this study 

to you and answer all of your questions. Please read the information below and ask any questions 

you might have before deciding whether or not to take part. Your participation is entirely 

voluntary.  You can refuse to participate or stop participating at any time without penalty or 

loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.  You can stop your participation at any time 

and your refusal will not impact current or future relationships with UT Austin or your 

university.  To do so simply tell the researcher you wish to stop participation.  The researcher 

will provide you with a copy of this consent for your records. 

 

The purpose of this study is to explore Taiwanese University Students’ Beliefs about Language 

Learning and Strategy Use in an EFL Exit Test Environment.  

 

If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to do the following things: 

 One questionnaire about language learning beliefs, strategy use, and personal background, 

about 40 minutes. 

Total estimated time to participate in study is 40 minutes. 

 

Risks of being in the study 

 There might be a risk for loss of confidentiality. 

 The decision to participate or not will not affect anything.  

 This study may involve risks that are currently unforeseeable. If you wish to discuss the 

information above or any other risks you may experience, you may ask questions now or 

call the Principal Investigator listed on the front page of this form. 

 

Benefits of being in the study 

There will be no direct benefit toward participants in the study. However, foreign language 

learning might benefit from the research findings of this study. 

 

Compensation: 

 A pen if you complete the questionnaire. 
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Confidentiality and Privacy Protections: 

 Questionnaire materials and data will be stored securely and kept confidential. No one 

else except the researcher will have access to the data. The researcher will use them for 

the purposes of this research only. The paper materials will be stored in a locked cabinet 

at the researcher’s home. The data will be kept in the researcher’s private and password 

protected computer. The participants’ real names will not be recorded during the whole 

research process. 

 The data resulting from your participation may be made available to other researchers in 

the future for research purposes not detailed within this consent form. In these cases, the 

data will contain no identifying information that could associate you with it, or with your 

participation in any study. 

 

The records of this study will be stored securely and kept confidential. Authorized persons from 

The University of Texas at Austin and members of the Institutional Review Board have the legal 

right to review your research records and will protect the confidentiality of those records to the 

extent permitted by law.  All publications will exclude any information that will make it possible 

to identify you as a subject. Throughout the study, the researchers will notify you of new 

information that may become available and that might affect your decision to remain in the study. 

 

Contacts and Questions: 

 

If you have any questions about the study, please ask now.  If you have questions later, want 

additional information, or wish to withdraw your participation, please contact the researchers 

conducting the study.  Their names, phone numbers, and e-mail addresses are at the top of this 

page.   

 

If you would like to obtain information about the research study, have questions, concerns, 

complaints or wish to discuss problems about a research study with someone unaffiliated with 

the study, please contact the University of Texas at Austin Institutional Review Board at (512) 

471-8871. Anonymity, if desired, will be protected to the extent possible. As an alternative 

method of contact, an email may be sent to orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu or a letter sent to IRB 

Administrator, P.O. Box 7426, Mail Code A 3200, Austin, TX 78713. 

You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records. 

Statement of Consent: 

 

I have read the above information and have sufficient information to make a decision about 

participating in this study. I consent to participate in the study. 

 

Signature: ____________________________________________ Date: _________________ 

 

 

_____________________________________________________ Date: _________________ 

Signature of Person Obtaining Consent 

 

 

Signature of Investigator: ________________________________ Date: _________________ 

mailto:orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu
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Appendix F 

Chinese translation of the questionnaire 

簡答題： 

1.你對英語能力畢業門檻考試的看法為何？

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2.你有做什麼特別的事情來準備英語能力畢業門檻的考試嗎？

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

3.別人有給你什麼建議來準備英語能力畢業門檻的考試嗎？

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4.哪些意見對你準備英語能力畢業門檻的考試最有幫助呢？

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

5.為了英語能力畢業門檻考試，你有改變學習英語的方式嗎？  

是_______否________ 

如果你勾選 “是”，請說明你所改變的方式：

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

作答說明: 

一、這份問卷包含三部分。第一部分包含關於你的背景資料及學習英語的問

題。第二部分的問題主要在了解你對學習外語的信念及看法。第三部分的問

題與你學英語的方法和策略相關。 

二、這不是考試，答案無所謂對或錯。請依照你自己的看法以及實際情況，

仔細地作答。 

三、請直接在問卷上作答。每題都要作答。 

 

第一部分:個人背景問卷  

這份問卷僅供研究參考，你的回答只有研究者可以看到。請填寫下列問題或在適當

的答案前打勾。 

1.科系及班級：_________________  學號：________________ 

2.性別：_______男 ________女 

3.年級:_____大一 _____大二 _____大三 _____大四 
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4.你何時開始學習英文? _____幼稚園小班之前_____幼稚園小班_____幼稚園中班     

_____幼稚園大班_____小一_____小二_____小三_____小四_____小五_____小六____國一 

5.你曾到英語系國家旅遊或居住的經驗嗎? ______有 ______沒有 

如果你的答案是“有”，請回答以下問題；若”沒有”，請直接跳到第6題: 

a)你去過那些國家:____美國____英國____加拿大____澳洲____其他(如:___________) 

b)停留多久:____________ 

6.與班上其他同學比較，你覺得自己整體的英文程度如何? 

________太差  ________不好  ________中等  ________良好  ________優異 

7.與班上其他同學比較，你覺得自己在下列的英文技能表現如何? 

a)閱讀: 

________太差  ________不好  ________中等  ________良好  ________優異 

b)寫作: 

________太差  ________不好  ________中等  ________良好  ________優異 

c)聽力: 

________太差  ________不好  ________中等  ________良好  ________優異 

d)會話: 

________太差  ________不好  ________中等  ________良好  ________優異 

e)文法: 

________太差  ________不好  ________中等  ________良好  ________優異 

f) 字彙和片語: 

________太差  ________不好  ________中等  ________良好  ________優異 

8.你學習英文的動機有多強? 

________完全沒有 ________不強 ________普通 ________強 ________非常強 

9.學好英文對你未來的工作有多重要? 

_______完全不重要 _______不重要 _______普通 _______重要 _______非常重要 

10.除了上課時間以外，你每週平均花多少時間學英文? 

____少於2小時 ____2至4小時 ____4至6小時 ____6至8小時 ____超過8小時 

11.你喜歡學習英文嗎? 

_______完全不喜歡________不喜歡 _______普通 _______喜歡 _______非常喜歡 

12.你統測的英文分數？________分  

13.你總共已經參加過幾次英語能力畢業門檻考試？_______次 

14.你已經參加過何種英語能力畢業門檻考試？（可複選；請選所有適用的答案） 

(1)大學校院英檢 (2)多益 (3)托福 (4)本校大四生英文檢定考試  

(5)本校畢業生暑修英文檢定考試 (6)全民英檢 (7)雅思(英國留學英檢考試) 

15.你已經通過了英語能力畢業門檻考試嗎？ 

如果你的答案是“有”，請回答問題A);如果你的答案是“沒有”，請回答問題B): 

A) ______有，已通過英語能力畢業門檻考試。 

a)你通過下列何種英語能力畢業門檻考試？（可複選） 

(1)大學校院英檢 (2)多益 (3)托福 (4)本校大四生英文檢定考試        



194 

 

 

(5)本校畢業生暑修英文檢定考試 (6)全民英檢 (7)雅思 

b)你通過的級別？ (可複選) 

(1)及格 (2)初級 (3)中級 (4)中高級 

c)你何時通過英語能力畢業門檻考試？ (可複選) 

(1)入學前 (2)大一 (3)大二 (4)大三 (5)大四 

 

B)______沒有，尚未通過英語能力畢業門檻考試。 

a)你計畫報考哪一種英語能力畢業門檻考試呢？（可複選） 

(1)大學校院英檢 (2)多益 (3)托福 (4)本校大四生英文檢定考試  

(5)本校畢業生暑修英文檢定考試 (6)全民英檢 (7)雅思(英國留學英檢考試) 

b)你計畫報考的級別？ (可複選) 

(1)及格 (2)初級 (3)中級 (4)中高級 

c)你計畫何時要報考英語能力畢業門檻考試？ (可複選) 

(1)大一 (2)大二 (3)大三 (4)大四 

 

第二部分 

Part A 

在以下敘述中，你會看到一般人對學習外語的一些看法。答案無所謂對或錯，

本研究只對你的看法進行調查。第4、14題稍有不同，請按照說明回答。 

請閱讀每項敘述，然後決定你是: 

(1) 非常不同意 (2)不同意 (3)沒意見 (4)同意 (5)非常同意 

 

1.小孩比成人容易學外國語言。 

2.某些人擁有學外語的天分。 

3.某些外國語言比較容易學。 

4.英語是(A)非常難學的語言。(B)難學的語言。(C)稍微難學的語言。              

(D)容易學的語言。(E)非常容易學的語言。 

5.台灣人擅長於學習外語。 

6.我認為我可以學好說英語。我相信我能經由學習，說好英語。 

7.超棒的英語發音是很重要的。 

8.學說英語必須認識英語系國家的文化。為了學習說英語，瞭解英語系國家的

文化是必要的。 

9.能把英文說得正確無誤之前，我不要開口說英語。直到你有把握說出正確的英語

前，你不應該開口說話。 

10.對於已經會說一種外語的人，他們會比較容易再學另一種外語。 

11.在英語系國家學英語最棒了。 

12.我樂於和美國朋友練習英語。 

13.如果我不認得某一個英文單字時，不妨猜一猜。 
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請詳讀每項敘述，然後決定你是: 

(1)非常不同意 (2)不同意 (3)沒意見 (4)同意 (5)非常同意 

 

14.如果有人每天花一個小時學外語，他需要多久時間才能說得一口流利的

外語？  
(A)一至二年 (B)三至五年 (C)五至十年 (D)十年以上 (E)他永遠學不好 

15.我有學習外語的天分。 

16.學單字是外語學習中最重要的部分。 

17.反覆練習很重要。 

18.我不敢和別人說英語。 

19.如果容許英語初學者犯錯而不隨時糾正，往後他們會不容易改正。 

20.學文法是外語學習中最重要的部分。 

21.利用CD、DVD、MP3或podcast來練習是很重要的。 

22.女生比男生更擅長學習外語。 

23.我很想把英語說好。 

24.說外語比聽懂外語容易。 

25.學外語和學其他學科不一樣。 

26.學英語最重要的就是學習如何將中文翻譯成英文。 

27.如果我把英語說好，將來就有更好的工作機會。 

28.讀、寫英文比聽、說英文容易。 

29.擅長數理方面的人並不擅於學外語。 

30.在台灣，大家都認為會說英語是很重要的。 

31.我想結交一些美國朋友。 

32.會說超過一種以上語言的人很聰明。 

33.每個人都能夠學說外語。 

34.我想學英語，這樣我才能多了解美國人。 

35.利用電腦科技來學習英語是重要的。 

36.使用英文媒體來學習英語是重要的。 

 

除了以上所提到的，你對學習英語還有什麼看法？___________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

Part B 

在以下敘述中，你會看到一般人對於英語能力畢業門檻考試的一些看法。答案無

所謂對或錯，本研究只對你的看法進行調查。第25題稍有不同，請按照說明回

答。 

請閱讀每項敘述，然後決定你是: 

(1) 非常不同意 (2)不同意 (3)沒意見 (4)同意 (5)非常同意 

 

1.英語能力畢業門檻的考試將反映我的真實英語能力。 

2.英語能力畢業門檻的考試促使我學習英語。  
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3.大一學生比大四學生較容易通過英語能力畢業門檻的考試。 

請閱讀每項敘述，然後決定你是: 

(1)非常不同意 (2)不同意 (3)沒意見 (4)同意 (5)非常同意 

 

4.我相信我會通過英語能力畢業門檻的考試。 

5.如果我通過英語能力畢業門檻的考試，我將會有比較好的工作機會。 

6.管理學院或工學院的學生不擅長通過英語能力畢業門檻的考試。 

7.通過英語能力畢業門檻考試的人，也擅長考試。 

8.工學院的學生應該通過英語能力畢業門檻的考試。 

9.每個人都可以通過英語能力畢業門檻的考試。 

10.我應該自己念書來準備英語能力畢業門檻的考試。 

11.管理學院的學生應該通過英語能力畢業門檻的考試。 

12.我應該參加讀書會來準備英語能力畢業門檻的考試。 

13.正修科技大學要求學生通過英語能力畢業門檻的考試，是一個好主意。 

14.我相信我會參加不止一次的英語能力畢業門檻考試。 

15.應用外語系的學生應該通過英語能力畢業門檻的考試。 

16.通過英語能力畢業門檻考試的要求是不公平的，因為我將來的工作不需要使用英語。 

17.英語能力畢業門檻的考試將確保台灣有更多英語人才來發展經濟。 

18.我的英文課有充分地幫我準備通過英語能力畢業門檻的考試。 

19.生活創意學院的學生應該通過英語能力畢業門檻的考試。 

20.英語能力畢業門檻考試的重要性比在英語課堂更鼓勵我用心讀英文及聽英文。 

21.準備英語能力畢業門檻考試可滿足我未來工作的英語需求。 

22.某些人擁有通過英語能力畢業門檻考試的天分。 

23.我想要通過英語能力畢業門檻的考試。 

24.通過英語能力畢業門檻的考試跟通過其他考試不同。 

25.請對下列英語能力畢業門檻考試的難度，從 1到7做出排名：（1）最不困難的（7）

最困難的。請依難度，寫下1(最不困難的)、2、3、4、5、6或7(最困難的)。 

_____大學校院英檢 (考聽力、閱讀) 

_____多益 (職場溝通英文考試；考聽力、閱讀) 

_____托福 (美國留學英文考試；考聽、說、讀、寫) 

_____本校大四生英文檢定考試 (考閱讀) 

_____本校畢業生暑修英文檢定考試 (考閱讀) 

_____全民英檢 (考聽、說、讀、寫) 

_____雅思 (英國留學英文考試；考聽、說、讀、寫) 

_____如果目前你不了解以上七項考試的難易度，請打勾。 

 

除了以上所提到的，你對英語畢業門檻考試還有什麼看法？

___________________________________________________________________________ 
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___________________________________________________________________________ 

第三部分 

請閱讀每項敘述，然後決定你是: 

(1) 非常不同意 (2)不同意 (3)沒意見 (4)同意 (5)非常同意 

 

準備英語能力畢業門檻考試的策略： 

1.參加專為英語能力畢業門檻考試所開設的課程是重要的。 

2.練習考古題是重要的。 

3.讀專門準備英語能力畢業門檻考試的書是重要的。 

4.熟悉英語能力畢業門檻考試的題型是重要的。 

5.選擇較簡單的英語能力畢業門檻考試是重要的。 

6.加入讀書會與其他學生一起準備英語能力畢業門檻考試是重要的。 

7.自己念書準備英語能力畢業門檻考試是重要的。 

8.去補習班準備英語能力畢業門檻考試是重要的。 

9.背誦英語能力畢業門檻考試相關的單字是重要的。 

10.參加英語能力畢業門檻考試的模擬考是重要的。 

11.從考古題或模擬考的錯誤中學習是重要的。 

12.背誦特定英語能力畢業門檻考試的英文作文或對話範本是重要的。 

 

請閱讀每項敘述，然後決定你是: 

(1)非常不同意 (2)不同意 (3)沒意見 (4)同意 (5)非常同意 

 

英語能力畢業門檻考試策略： 

1.仔細閱讀測驗說明是重要的。 

2.適當地調配題目的應答時間是重要的。 

3.考試時，做答動作迅速是重要的。 

4.考試時，利用線索詞是重要的。 

5.延後回答較難的題目是重要的。 

6.檢查答案是重要的。 

 

你有其他英語能力畢業門檻測驗的應考策略嗎？

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

以下你將會看到有關學英語的敘述。請閱讀每一項敘述，然後在問卷上寫下答案

( 1至5 )以表明該敘述是否符合你的實際狀況。 

(1)我從來不會這樣做  

(2)我通常不會這樣做  

(3)我有時會，有時不會這樣做 

(4)我通常會這樣做  

(5)我總是會這樣做 
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請依該敘述符合你真實情況的程度來作答，切勿依你認為 『你應該如何』或

『別人會怎樣』來回答。這些敘述並無所謂對或錯的答案。 

請閱讀每項敘述，然後決定你是: 

(1)從來不會這樣做 (2)通常不會這樣做 (3)有時會，有時不會這樣做 

(4)通常會這樣做 (5)總是會這樣做 

 

英語學習策略： 

1.我會把新學的東西聯想到已學過的部分。 

2.我會用新學的英文單字造句，以加深記憶。 

3.我把英文單字的發音與其相關的形象或圖形聯想，以幫助記憶。 

4.我藉著想像使用某個英文單字的可能狀況，來記憶那個字。 

5.我運用相似的發音來記憶英文生字(如rice 和ice; no 和 know)。 

6.我使用單字卡來背英文生字。 

7.我把英文生字分組來記憶(如同義字，反義字;名詞，動詞) 

8.我時常複習英文功課。 

9.我靠英文單字或片語出現在書上，黑板上，或路標上的位置來記憶。 

10.我會反覆練習說或寫英文生字。 

11.我嘗試說得像以英語為母語的人一樣。 

12.我練習英語發音。 

13.我用不同的方式來練習我所學的英文單字。 

14.我嘗試以英語交談。 

15.我看英語發音的電視節目或電影。 

16.我閱讀英文書刊以自娛。 

17.我用英文寫筆記、書信或報告。 

18.我嘗試用英語思考。 

19.我會尋找英文與中文之間的相同與相異處。 

20.我嘗試找出英文的句型。 

21.我把一個英文生字分解成幾個我認得的部分(如宇首或字根) ，以找出它的意

義。 

22.我避免逐字翻譯。 

23.我將我所聽到的和讀到的英文作成摘要筆記。 

24.我遇到不熟悉的英文字時，我會猜一猜它的意思。 

25.在英語會話中，若我想不起某個字，我會使用手勢或動作來表達。 

26.當我不知道適切的英文字怎麼說時，我會自己造字來表達(如用air ball來表

達汽球balloon)。 

27.在閱讀英文時，我不會每個字都去查字典。 

28.我會去猜測別人下一句要說的英文。 

29.當我想不出某個英文字時，我會使用意義相通的字詞。 

30.我會盡可能找各種方式來運用我所學的英文。 

31.我會留意自己的英語錯誤，並利用它來改進。 

32.當別人說英語時，我會特別留意聽。 
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33.我試著找出如何學好英語的方法。 

34.我會訂立作息表，讓自己有足夠的時間研習英語。 

請閱讀每項敘述，然後決定你是: 

(1)從來不會這樣做 (2)通常不會這樣做 (3)有時會，有時不會這樣做 

(4)通常會這樣做 (5)總是會這樣做 

 

35.我會留心尋訪自己可以用英語交談的對象。 

36.我會找機會多閱讀英文。 

37.我有明確的目標，改進我的英語技能。 

38.我會評估自己學習英語是否進步。 

39.我會嘗試各種英語學習方法，並找出適合自己的。 

 

第40、41、42題回答方式稍有不同，請按照說明回答。 

40.你使用哪些媒體或方法來學習英語呢？ （勾選所有適用的答案。） 

_______（1）聽或唱英文歌曲 

_______（2）閱讀英文報紙或雜誌 

_______（3）閱讀原文教科書 

_______（4）聽英語電台廣播 

_______（5）使用電子辭典 

41.你使用哪些電腦科技資源來學習英語呢？ （勾選所有適用的答案。） 

_______（1）讀或寫英文電子郵件 

_______（2）使用英語學習網站或軟體 

_______（3）聽英語播客(podcasts) 

_______（4）讀或寫英文部落格 

_______（5）在Facebook(臉書)或Twitter(推特)讀寫英文訊息 

_______（6）在MSN、Skype、Facebook或Gmail用英語聊天 

_______（7）瀏覽一般英文網站(非英語學習網站) 

_______ (8) 在網路虛擬世界(如Second Life)用英語溝通 

_______ (9) 在Youtube看英文影片 

_______ (10) 打英文版線上遊戲 

 

除了以上所提的學習策略，你學英語時還使用什麼其他的方法或策略? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 
非常感謝你填寫本問卷調查。 
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Chinese translation of Consent Form for Questionnaire 

問卷調查同意書 

台灣大學生面對英語能力畢業門檻的英語學習信念及策略 

 

歡迎你參與這個研究，本研究主要探討台灣大學生面臨英語能力畢業門檻時的

英語學習信念及策略。我是高統位，應用外語系的專任教師，也是美國德州大學奧

斯汀校區外語教育研究所的博士候選人。這個研究是我的博士論文，希望能夠瞭

解你面對英語畢業門檻時，對於英語學習的看法，以及你所採取的英語學習方法。

因為你是正在學習英語的台灣大學生，所以邀請你參與這個研究。總共約有500位同

學參與研究，你是其中的一位。 

如果你同意參加這個研究，我會請你填寫一份問卷，約需40分鐘。你無需回

答每個問題。填寫這一份問卷沒有任何風險。填寫完問卷將穫得一支原子筆作為

小禮物。這個研究也將有助於你瞭解自己學習英語過程中的信念及策略。 

在本研究中任何跟你有關的資料都會被保密，沒有你的同意就不會對外透

露。無論你同意或不同意參加此次研究都不會影響你在校成績，也不會影響你目前

或日後與老師、學校或美國德州大學奧斯汀校區的關係。 

如果現在你有任何問題，請直接問我。如果之後你有任何問題，你可以透過電

話 002-1-512-287-9507或 e-mail: tungweikao@yahoo.com.tw 與我聯絡。 你也可以

與我的指導教授 Elaine K. Horwitz博士聯絡，電話號碼 002-1-512-471-4078，e-

mail:  horwitz@mail.utexas.edu 。  

請你現在決定是否參加這個研究，你在下面欄位簽名就表示你已讀 過以上的

說明並同意參與。假如你之後決定不想參與，只要告訴我就可以了。你可以隨時退

出這個研究。 
 
 
 
 

參加者簽名 日期 
 
 
 

 
研究者簽名                                           日期 

 

 

 

 

mailto:posen@mail.utexas.edu
mailto:Horwitz@mail.utexas.edu
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Appendix G 

Factor Analysis Results for the BALLIEETC and the SILLEETCC 

Factor analysis of the 60-item BALLIEETC 

 

Total Variance Explained 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

 

1 9.090 15.149 15.149 9.090 15.149 15.149 3.083 5.138 5.138 

2 3.515 5.858 21.008 3.515 5.858 21.008 3.043 5.072 10.210 

3 2.456 4.093 25.100 2.456 4.093 25.100 3.009 5.015 15.225 

4 2.223 3.704 28.805 2.223 3.704 28.805 2.773 4.622 19.847 

5 2.101 3.502 32.306 2.101 3.502 32.306 2.668 4.447 24.294 

6 1.939 3.232 35.538 1.939 3.232 35.538 2.564 4.273 28.568 

7 1.580 2.633 38.171 1.580 2.633 38.171 1.952 3.253 31.821 

8 1.497 2.495 40.666 1.497 2.495 40.666 1.817 3.028 34.848 

9 1.367 2.279 42.945 1.367 2.279 42.945 1.717 2.861 37.709 

10 1.311 2.185 45.129 1.311 2.185 45.129 1.664 2.774 40.483 

11 1.242 2.070 47.200 1.242 2.070 47.200 1.608 2.680 43.164 

12 1.235 2.058 49.257 1.235 2.058 49.257 1.600 2.666 45.830 

13 1.223 2.039 51.296 1.223 2.039 51.296 1.593 2.655 48.485 

14 1.199 1.999 53.295 1.199 1.999 53.295 1.543 2.571 51.056 

15 1.102 1.836 55.131 1.102 1.836 55.131 1.488 2.480 53.536 

16 1.072 1.787 56.918 1.072 1.787 56.918 1.448 2.413 55.949 

17 1.049 1.748 58.666 1.049 1.748 58.666 1.332 2.220 58.169 

18 1.016 1.694 60.359 1.016 1.694 60.359 1.314 2.190 60.359 

19 .965 1.608 61.967       

20 .943 1.572 63.539       

21 .935 1.558 65.097       

22 .907 1.512 66.609       

23 .878 1.463 68.072       

24 .857 1.428 69.500       

25 .819 1.365 70.865       

26 .810 1.350 72.215       
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27 .780 1.300 73.515       

28 .746 1.243 74.758       

29 .717 1.195 75.953       

30 .705 1.175 77.128       

31 .686 1.144 78.272       

32 .671 1.118 79.390       

33 .658 1.097 80.487       

34 .652 1.087 81.574       

35 .622 1.037 82.611       

36 .609 1.015 83.626       

37 .599 .999 84.625       

38 .565 .942 85.567       

39 .548 .914 86.480       

40 .534 .890 87.370       

41 .523 .872 88.242       

42 .505 .841 89.083       

43 .493 .821 89.904       

44 .480 .800 90.704       

45 .450 .750 91.454       

46 .443 .739 92.193       

47 .428 .714 92.906       

48 .425 .708 93.614       

49 .410 .683 94.297       

50 .390 .651 94.948       

51 .375 .625 95.572       

52 .359 .599 96.172       

53 .343 .571 96.743       

54 .331 .552 97.295       

55 .309 .514 97.809       

56 .305 .508 98.317       

57 .291 .485 98.803       

58 .253 .422 99.225       

59 .235 .392 99.617       

60 .230 .383 100.000       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

BALLI.31 .676     .196 -.107 .255 

BALLI.34 .631 .229     .107 .139 

BALLI.35 .589 .236 .151   .112   

BALLI.36 .580 .280 .234     -.132 

BALLI.23 .495 .200 .219 .331 -.190   

BALLI.8 .403 .160     .128 .134 

TTB.23 .401 .316 .244 .336 -.192   

TTB.14 .395 .170 .285       

BALLI.21 .369 .336 .103 .169   -.112 

BALLI.7 .335 .296   .273     

TTB.24 .331     .103 .287 -.153 

TTB.21 .322 .580 .200       

BALLI.20   .576         

TTB.1   .571     .168   

TTB.20   .556 .212   .148 .123 

TTB.2 .230 .525 .132 .106     

TTB.17 .334 .452 .258   .139   

TTB.5 .355 .443 .147       

BALLI.19   .363 .141 .250   -.127 

TTB.12 .141 .339 .301     .101 

BALLI.28 -.278 .337   .251 .106   

TTB.18   .335 .175     .280 

TTB.10 .186 .316 .311 .227     

BALLI.26   .296 -.144   .291   

TTB.11     .809 .100 .106   

TTB.8     .767   .146   

TTB.19     .741   .103   

TTB.13 .189 .379 .531   -.118 .187 

TTB.9   .199 .494   -.108 .170 

TTB.4   .116 .478 .273 -.169 .317 

BALLI.33 .292 .186 .295 .139 -.128 .122 

BALLI.2   -.107 -.113 .600 .118   

BALLI.1       .509 .114   
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BALLI.17 .212 .323   .496 -.163   

BALLI.30 .268 .142 .221 .487   -.147 

BALLI.27 .372 .218 .228 .478   -.132 

TTB.15 .211   .386 .432   -.139 

BALLI.16   .305   .410     

BALLI.11 .310 -.150   .403 .205   

BALLI.13     .179 .366   .157 

BALLI.3       .280 .202 .223 

TTB.7 .215     -.101 .600   

TTB.6       -.176 .567   

TTB.3   .160 .150   .465   

BALLI.22 -.102       .457   

BALLI.32 .251 .150   .242 .455   

TTB.22 .103     .329 .444 -.125 

TTB.16 -.158 -.186 -.385 -.146 .428   

BALLI.29 -.144       .383   

BALLI.9 -.266   -.116 -.196 .355 -.181 

BALLI.24   .153     .286 .189 

BALLI.10 .193     .144 .239   

BALLI.15           .717 

BALLI.4           .655 

BALLI.18 -.246 .200   .158 .110 -.534 

BALLI.6 .346 .163 .195   -.130 .490 

BALLI.12 .470 -.146 .116 .132   .473 

BALLI.5       .171 .149 .399 

BALLI.25 .209     .152 .225 -.247 

BALLI.14 .105     -.101 .155 -.164 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations. 

 

 

Factor analysis of the 39-item BALLIEETC 

 

Total Variance Explained 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

 1 7.402 18.980 18.980 7.402 18.980 18.980 3.399 8.717 8.717 
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2 2.533 6.496 25.476 2.533 6.496 25.476 3.292 8.440 17.157 

3 2.242 5.748 31.224 2.242 5.748 31.224 3.158 8.098 25.255 

4 1.955 5.013 36.237 1.955 5.013 36.237 2.997 7.685 32.940 

5 1.705 4.373 40.610 1.705 4.373 40.610 2.325 5.963 38.903 

6 1.617 4.145 44.756 1.617 4.145 44.756 2.283 5.853 44.756 

7 1.268 3.252 48.008       

8 1.243 3.186 51.194       

9 1.120 2.871 54.065       

10 1.013 2.597 56.662       

11 .992 2.542 59.204       

12 .907 2.326 61.530       

13 .868 2.226 63.757       

14 .855 2.192 65.949       

15 .840 2.155 68.104       

16 .832 2.134 70.238       

17 .811 2.081 72.319       

18 .728 1.867 74.186       

19 .702 1.800 75.986       

20 .677 1.737 77.723       

21 .640 1.642 79.365       

22 .629 1.613 80.978       

23 .602 1.544 82.521       

24 .567 1.454 83.975       

25 .545 1.396 85.372       

26 .518 1.328 86.700       

27 .515 1.320 88.020       

28 .508 1.304 89.324       

29 .492 1.261 90.584       

30 .488 1.250 91.834       

31 .458 1.174 93.009       

32 .423 1.085 94.093       

33 .396 1.016 95.109       

34 .388 .994 96.103       

35 .359 .920 97.023       

36 .319 .819 97.841       
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37 .304 .780 98.622       

38 .281 .720 99.341       

39 .257 .659 100.000       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 

Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

BALLI.35 .749 .143 .150       

BALLI.36 .702 .233 .194 .141 -.111   

BALLI.34 .663 .152     .288 .129 

BALLI.31 .569     .237 .472   

BALLI.21 .492 .213   .202     

BALLI.8 .424       .223 .175 

BALLI.23 .410 .224 .170 .396 .263 -.135 

TTB.21 .269 .687 .141     .105 

TTB.2   .676   .175 .133   

TTB.1   .649 -.111     .169 

TTB.20   .613 .185       

TTB.5 .243 .579   .180   .122 

TTB.17 .318 .499 .218 .106   .159 

TTB.11 .109 .108 .819 .103     

TTB.8     .796     .140 

TTB.19     .772       

TTB.4   .147 .474 .268 .370 -.217 

TTB.9   .230 .472   .162 -.171 

TTB.13 .138 .424 .453 .149 .251 -.101 

BALLI.2   -.151 -.100 .612     

BALLI.1 -.140     .544   .128 

BALLI.27 .338 .244 .186 .544     

BALLI.30 .219 .163 .180 .523     

BALLI.17 .171 .273   .517 .175 -.137 

TTB.15 .195   .387 .465   .165 

BALLI.16   .198   .434 .134   

BALLI.11 .265 -.194   .425   .276 

TTB.23 .286 .370 .184 .417 .197 -.173 

BALLI.15   .103   -.104 .753   

BALLI.12 .269     .119 .630   

BALLI.6 .262 .157 .184   .569 -.121 
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BALLI.5 -.133       .384 .157 

TTB.7 .127       .110 .673 

TTB.6       -.159   .639 

BALLI.32 .213 .162   .262   .518 

TTB.3   .169 .155   -.167 .447 

TTB.22     .106 .326 -.146 .427 

BALLI.29 -.181         .420 

BALLI.10 .133     .157 .102 .295 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations. 

 

Factor analysis of the 57-item SILLEETC 

 

Total Variance Explained 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

 

1 14.230 24.965 24.965 14.230 24.965 24.965 6.310 11.070 11.070 

2 4.887 8.573 33.537 4.887 8.573 33.537 4.633 8.127 19.197 

3 2.537 4.450 37.988 2.537 4.450 37.988 4.414 7.744 26.941 

4 2.254 3.955 41.943 2.254 3.955 41.943 3.588 6.294 33.235 

5 2.037 3.574 45.517 2.037 3.574 45.517 2.716 4.765 38.000 

6 1.586 2.782 48.299 1.586 2.782 48.299 2.300 4.036 42.036 

7 1.343 2.357 50.656 1.343 2.357 50.656 2.209 3.875 45.910 

8 1.289 2.261 52.917 1.289 2.261 52.917 2.083 3.654 49.564 

9 1.202 2.109 55.026 1.202 2.109 55.026 2.003 3.514 53.078 

10 1.113 1.952 56.978 1.113 1.952 56.978 1.689 2.962 56.041 

11 1.019 1.788 58.766 1.019 1.788 58.766 1.553 2.725 58.766 

12 .997 1.749 60.515       

13 .987 1.732 62.247       

14 .884 1.552 63.799       

15 .857 1.503 65.302       

16 .855 1.500 66.801       

17 .822 1.442 68.243       
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18 .814 1.428 69.671       

19 .799 1.401 71.072       

20 .766 1.344 72.416       

21 .707 1.241 73.657       

22 .687 1.206 74.862       

23 .664 1.164 76.027       

24 .654 1.148 77.175       

25 .631 1.107 78.282       

26 .619 1.086 79.368       

27 .579 1.016 80.384       

28 .568 .997 81.381       

29 .542 .951 82.332       

30 .540 .948 83.280       

31 .519 .911 84.191       

32 .501 .878 85.069       

33 .477 .837 85.906       

34 .469 .824 86.730       

35 .461 .808 87.538       

36 .446 .783 88.321       

37 .438 .769 89.090       

38 .433 .759 89.849       

39 .414 .726 90.575       

40 .391 .686 91.261       

41 .377 .662 91.923       

42 .372 .653 92.576       

43 .367 .644 93.220       

44 .353 .619 93.839       

45 .346 .608 94.447       

46 .335 .589 95.036       

47 .328 .575 95.611       

48 .313 .549 96.160       

49 .303 .532 96.692       

50 .284 .499 97.190       

51 .262 .460 97.651       

52 .253 .444 98.095       
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53 .246 .432 98.526       

54 .231 .405 98.932       

55 .213 .374 99.305       

56 .203 .356 99.661       

57 .193 .339 100.000       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 

Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

SILL.38 .733 .210 .160 .155   .131 

SILL.37 .725 .162   .105 .140 .252 

SILL.36 .706 .244       .223 

SILL.39 .695 .228 .205 .218 .115   

SILL.34 .657   .118 .100   .338 

SILL.33 .631 .236 .304 .129   -.107 

SILL.31 .589 .355 .156 .239     

SILL.8 .586     .113   .337 

SILL.35 .530 .404       .268 

SILL.10 .446 .148 .188 .294     

SILL.23 .438 .175 .137 .222   .363 

SILL.20 .432 .282   .366   .311 

SILL.2 .392 .235   .391   .343 

TPS.5 -.331   .241 .135     

SILL.14 .265 .684       .210 

SILL.11 .295 .622   .120   .144 

SILL.15 .158 .622         

SILL.32 .402 .556 .199     -.143 

SILL.25   .528   .245     

SILL.28 .194 .521   .298   .157 

SILL.16 .310 .519       .435 

SILL.12 .422 .500   .138     

SILL.30 .462 .497 .112 .220     

SILL.18 .323 .493 -.122   .107 .481 

SILL.27   .463   .207     

SILL.29 .345 .447   .311 .136 -.263 

SILL.13 .384 .445   .244   .244 

SILL.26   .395 .159 .373   -.101 
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SILL.22 .285 .350   .188 .201 .156 

TPS.4   .178 .729       

TPS.3     .725   .128 .115 

TPS.2 .114   .708   .101   

TPS.10     .664 .167 .178   

TPS.11 .152   .653 .124 .159 -.122 

TPS.9 .144   .649   .158   

TPS.1     .639     .181 

TPS.12     .535 .154 .132 .196 

TPS.7 .119 .216 .517 -.121 .142   

TPS.6 .162   .430     .346 

SILL.3   .168   .690 .138   

SILL.4 .173 .219   .649 .153   

SILL.5 .103   .120 .586   .219 

SILL.21 .300 .182   .551     

SILL.19 .263 .332   .426 .140 .235 

SILL.9 .157 .180 .170 .390   .151 

SILL.1 .372 .375   .386 .111   

SILL.24 .312 .300 .291 .380   -.175 

TTS.2 .142   .179   .837   

TTS.4     .199   .792   

TTS.6     .189 .146 .727   

TTS.1     .167 .130 .705   

TTS.5     .202 .188 .619   

TTS.3 .123 .132 .104 -.105 .577   

SILL.17 .310 .402       .613 

SILL.6     .241 .258   .462 

SILL.7 .238 .108 .140 .339   .448 

TPS.8   -.134 .255   .124 .448 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations. 

 

Factor analysis of the 56-item SILLEETC 

 

Total Variance Explained 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
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Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

 

1 14.214 25.383 25.383 14.214 25.383 25.383 5.429 9.694 9.694 

2 4.839 8.641 34.024 4.839 8.641 34.024 5.138 9.175 18.869 

3 2.491 4.448 38.472 2.491 4.448 38.472 4.897 8.744 27.613 

4 2.189 3.908 42.381 2.189 3.908 42.381 4.863 8.683 36.297 

5 2.022 3.611 45.992 2.022 3.611 45.992 3.519 6.284 42.581 

6 1.573 2.810 48.801 1.573 2.810 48.801 3.484 6.221 48.801 

7 1.343 2.398 51.199       

8 1.261 2.252 53.451       

9 1.194 2.132 55.583       

10 1.026 1.833 57.416       

11 1.019 1.820 59.236       

12 .988 1.763 60.999       

13 .961 1.716 62.715       

14 .874 1.560 64.276       

15 .857 1.530 65.805       

16 .850 1.518 67.323       

17 .821 1.466 68.790       

18 .814 1.453 70.242       

19 .776 1.386 71.628       

20 .727 1.298 72.927       

21 .701 1.251 74.178       

22 .665 1.188 75.366       

23 .656 1.172 76.538       

24 .648 1.157 77.696       

25 .629 1.122 78.818       

26 .611 1.091 79.909       

27 .573 1.024 80.932       

28 .551 .984 81.916       

29 .542 .968 82.884       

30 .520 .928 83.812       

31 .502 .896 84.708       

32 .481 .859 85.568       

33 .476 .849 86.417       
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34 .469 .837 87.254       

35 .448 .799 88.053       

36 .441 .787 88.840       

37 .433 .774 89.614       

38 .415 .740 90.355       

39 .396 .706 91.061       

40 .386 .690 91.751       

41 .377 .673 92.424       

42 .368 .657 93.081       

43 .354 .632 93.713       

44 .347 .619 94.332       

45 .336 .599 94.931       

46 .330 .589 95.520       

47 .314 .561 96.082       

48 .305 .544 96.626       

49 .285 .509 97.135       

50 .262 .469 97.604       

51 .253 .452 98.056       

52 .247 .441 98.498       

53 .231 .413 98.911       

54 .213 .381 99.291       

55 .203 .363 99.654       

56 .194 .346 100.000       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 

Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

SILL.38 .682 .329 .160 .174   .143 

SILL.39 .668 .223 .195 .232 .115 .193 

SILL.37 .643 .439 .107   .139 .109 

SILL.33 .641   .277 .273     

SILL.36 .621 .444 .112 .156     

SILL.31 .583 .153 .131 .381   .198 

SILL.34 .564 .467 .147     .122 

SILL.8 .492 .454 .122     .134 
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SILL.10 .447   .174 .195   .265 

TPS.5 -.341   .259     .142 

SILL.17 .133 .768   .197     

SILL.18 .169 .682   .317 .109   

SILL.16 .163 .645   .355     

SILL.35 .438 .483   .302     

SILL.23 .332 .480 .174     .232 

SILL.7 .131 .473 .185     .364 

SILL.20 .339 .454   .207   .363 

SILL.2 .300 .453   .160   .397 

SILL.13 .294 .440   .370   .223 

SILL.6   .423 .293     .292 

SILL.22 .223 .315   .293 .203 .169 

TPS.3     .736   .131   

TPS.4     .719 .232     

TPS.2 .112   .713   .103   

TPS.10     .672   .181 .161 

TPS.1   .161 .659       

TPS.11 .190 -.129 .641   .163 .103 

TPS.9 .182   .634   .158   

TPS.12     .553   .132 .170 

TPS.7 .131   .500 .229 .143 -.147 

TPS.6 .130 .256 .443     .128 

SILL.14 .170 .460   .589     

SILL.32 .408   .163 .578     

SILL.15 .109 .255   .573   -.119 

SILL.11 .224 .372   .562     

SILL.25   .123   .535   .197 

SILL.29 .386     .534 .139 .244 

SILL.30 .454 .144   .520   .163 

SILL.27       .498   .159 

SILL.28 .141 .317   .479   .267 

SILL.12 .373 .290   .472     

SILL.26     .128 .463   .329 

SILL.1 .352 .196   .390 .110 .355 

SILL.24 .348   .258 .390   .331 

TTS.2 .134   .175   .838   

TTS.4     .187   .793   

TTS.6     .193   .727 .148 

TTS.1     .169   .706 .124 
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TTS.5     .200   .619 .190 

TTS.3   .163 .113   .578 -.111 

SILL.3       .219 .142 .668 

SILL.4 .147 .144   .256 .155 .629 

SILL.5   .155 .136     .605 

SILL.21 .297     .240   .521 

SILL.19 .200 .343   .292 .141 .415 

SILL.9 .105 .213 .188 .171   .378 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: 

Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. a. Rotation converged in 16 

iterations. 
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Appendix H 

Crosstabulation Results 

EFL exit test experience * BALLI item 16 Crosstabulation 

 
BALLI.16 

Total 1 2 3 4 5 

EFL exit test 

experience 

not taken Count 0 2 15 74 34 125 

% within EFL exit 

test experience 

.0% 1.6% 12.0% 59.2% 27.2% 100.0% 

% within BALLI.16 .0% 18.2% 25.0% 28.2% 18.7% 24.1% 

% of Total .0% .4% 2.9% 14.3% 6.6% 24.1% 

taken, not 

passed 

Count 1 8 22 107 76 214 

% within EFL exit 

test experience 

.5% 3.7% 10.3% 50.0% 35.5% 100.0% 

% within BALLI.16 33.3% 72.7% 36.7% 40.8% 41.8% 41.3% 

% of Total .2% 1.5% 4.2% 20.7% 14.7% 41.3% 

taken, passed Count 2 1 23 81 72 179 

% within EFL exit 

test experience 

1.1% .6% 12.8% 45.3% 40.2% 100.0% 

% within BALLI.16 66.7% 9.1% 38.3% 30.9% 39.6% 34.6% 

% of Total .4% .2% 4.4% 15.6% 13.9% 34.6% 

Total Count 3 11 60 262 182 518 

% within EFL exit 

test experience 

.6% 2.1% 11.6% 50.6% 35.1% 100.0% 

% within BALLI.16 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total .6% 2.1% 11.6% 50.6% 35.1% 100.0% 
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EFL exit test experience * SILL item 4 Crosstabulation 

 
SILL.4 

Total 1 2 3 4 5 

EFL exit test 

experience 

not taken Count 10 20 49 37 9 125 

% within EFL exit 

test experience 

8.0% 16.0% 39.2% 29.6% 7.2% 100.0% 

% within SILL.4 50.0% 25.3% 23.7% 22.4% 19.1% 24.1% 

% of Total 1.9% 3.9% 9.5% 7.1% 1.7% 24.1% 

taken, not 

passed 

Count 5 32 92 69 16 214 

% within EFL exit 

test experience 

2.3% 15.0% 43.0% 32.2% 7.5% 100.0% 

% within SILL.4 25.0% 40.5% 44.4% 41.8% 34.0% 41.3% 

% of Total 1.0% 6.2% 17.8% 13.3% 3.1% 41.3% 

taken, passed Count 5 27 66 59 22 179 

% within EFL exit 

test experience 

2.8% 15.1% 36.9% 33.0% 12.3% 100.0% 

% within SILL.4 25.0% 34.2% 31.9% 35.8% 46.8% 34.6% 

% of Total 1.0% 5.2% 12.7% 11.4% 4.2% 34.6% 

Total Count 20 79 207 165 47 518 

% within EFL exit 

test experience 

3.9% 15.3% 40.0% 31.9% 9.1% 100.0% 

% within SILL.4 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 3.9% 15.3% 40.0% 31.9% 9.1% 100.0% 
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EFL exit test experience * SILL item 10 Crosstabulation 

 
SILL.10 

Total 1 2 3 4 5 

EFL exit test 

experience 

not taken Count 6 24 63 29 3 125 

% within EFL exit 

test experience 

4.8% 19.2% 50.4% 23.2% 2.4% 100.0% 

% within SILL.10 42.9% 36.9% 27.5% 17.2% 7.3% 24.1% 

% of Total 1.2% 4.6% 12.2% 5.6% .6% 24.1% 

taken, not 

passed 

Count 5 25 92 71 21 214 

% within EFL exit 

test experience 

2.3% 11.7% 43.0% 33.2% 9.8% 100.0% 

% within SILL.10 35.7% 38.5% 40.2% 42.0% 51.2% 41.3% 

% of Total 1.0% 4.8% 17.8% 13.7% 4.1% 41.3% 

taken, passed Count 3 16 74 69 17 179 

% within EFL exit 

test experience 

1.7% 8.9% 41.3% 38.5% 9.5% 100.0% 

% within SILL.10 21.4% 24.6% 32.3% 40.8% 41.5% 34.6% 

% of Total .6% 3.1% 14.3% 13.3% 3.3% 34.6% 

Total Count 14 65 229 169 41 518 

% within EFL exit 

test experience 

2.7% 12.5% 44.2% 32.6% 7.9% 100.0% 

% within SILL.10 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 2.7% 12.5% 44.2% 32.6% 7.9% 100.0% 
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Major * SILL item 40.3 Crosstabulation 

 
SILL.40.3 

Total No Yes 

Major English Count 120 49 169 

% within Major 71.0% 29.0% 100.0% 

% within SILL.40.3 28.8% 48.0% 32.6% 

% of Total 23.2% 9.5% 32.6% 

Business Count 126 16 142 

% within Major 88.7% 11.3% 100.0% 

% within SILL.40.3 30.3% 15.7% 27.4% 

% of Total 24.3% 3.1% 27.4% 

Engineering Count 92 31 123 

% within Major 74.8% 25.2% 100.0% 

% within SILL.40.3 22.1% 30.4% 23.7% 

% of Total 17.8% 6.0% 23.7% 

Social sciences Count 78 6 84 

% within Major 92.9% 7.1% 100.0% 

% within SILL.40.3 18.8% 5.9% 16.2% 

% of Total 15.1% 1.2% 16.2% 

Total Count 416 102 518 

% within Major 80.3% 19.7% 100.0% 

% within SILL.40.3 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 80.3% 19.7% 100.0% 
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EFL exit test experience * TPS item 9 Crosstabulation 

 
TPS.9 

Total 1 2 3 4 5 

EFL exit test 

experience 

not taken Count 0 3 32 75 15 125 

% within EFL exit 

test experience 

.0% 2.4% 25.6% 60.0% 12.0% 100.0% 

% within TPS.9 .0% 25.0% 32.3% 25.3% 14.2% 24.1% 

% of Total .0% .6% 6.2% 14.5% 2.9% 24.1% 

taken, not 

passed 

Count 2 5 33 137 37 214 

% within EFL exit 

test experience 

.9% 2.3% 15.4% 64.0% 17.3% 100.0% 

% within TPS.9 40.0% 41.7% 33.3% 46.3% 34.9% 41.3% 

% of Total .4% 1.0% 6.4% 26.4% 7.1% 41.3% 

taken, passed Count 3 4 34 84 54 179 

% within EFL exit 

test experience 

1.7% 2.2% 19.0% 46.9% 30.2% 100.0% 

% within TPS.9 60.0% 33.3% 34.3% 28.4% 50.9% 34.6% 

% of Total .6% .8% 6.6% 16.2% 10.4% 34.6% 

Total Count 5 12 99 296 106 518 

% within EFL exit 

test experience 

1.0% 2.3% 19.1% 57.1% 20.5% 100.0% 

% within TPS.9 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 1.0% 2.3% 19.1% 57.1% 20.5% 100.0% 
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Appendix I 

Pearson correlations between BALLIEETC items and SILLEETC items 

Pearson correlations between BF1 factor items and all the SF factor items 
 BF1 

BALLI.35 BALLI.36 BALLI.34 BALLI.31 BALLI.21 BALLI.8 BALLI.23 

SF1 SILL.38 Pearson Correlation .175** .248** .256** .287** .197** .247** .288** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.39 Pearson Correlation .247** .288** .290** .308** .160** .263** .337** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.37 Pearson Correlation .211** .250** .238** .225** .144** .263** .251** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.33 Pearson Correlation .250** .266** .261** .299** .209** .243** .423** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.36 Pearson Correlation .252** .284** .312** .298** .143** .225** .319** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.31 Pearson Correlation .144** .196** .201** .251** .190** .182** .229** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.34 Pearson Correlation .159** .197** .224** .180** .197** .184** .191** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.8 Pearson Correlation .166** .226** .223** .191** .205** .160** .137** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .002 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.10 Pearson Correlation .162** .235** .151** .189** .159** .138** .206** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .002 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.5 Pearson Correlation .158** .084 .012 -.012 .091* .042 -.028 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .056 .783 .788 .038 .345 .531 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF2 SILL.17 Pearson Correlation .152** .140** .196** .221** .128** .175** .111* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .001 .000 .000 .004 .000 .012 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.18 Pearson Correlation .220** .198** .246** .272** .120** .251** .124** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .006 .000 .005 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.16 Pearson Correlation .252** .217** .243** .308** .130** .178** .174** 



221 

 

 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .003 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.35 Pearson Correlation .192** .187** .301** .397** .111* .194** .225** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .011 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.23 Pearson Correlation .216** .219** .154** .117** .173** .176** .135** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .008 .000 .000 .002 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.7 Pearson Correlation .144** .139** .193** .135** .121** .099* .142** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .001 .000 .002 .006 .024 .001 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.20 Pearson Correlation .232** .241** .214** .226** .129** .163** .184** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .003 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.2 Pearson Correlation .208** .253** .258** .253** .145** .215** .170** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.13 Pearson Correlation .248** .238** .247** .256** .124** .160** .161** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .005 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.6 Pearson Correlation .181** .186** .159** .092* .245** .098* .101* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .036 .000 .025 .022 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.22 Pearson Correlation .115** .100* .143** .136** .080 .107* .066 

Sig. (2-tailed) .009 .023 .001 .002 .069 .015 .133 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF3 TPS.3 Pearson Correlation .226** .302** .166** .203** .222** .166** .286** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.4 Pearson Correlation .164** .219** .179** .208** .195** .135** .298** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .002 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.2 Pearson Correlation .201** .238** .256** .196** .191** .189** .217** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.10 Pearson Correlation .260** .315** .223** .211** .274** .132** .259** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .003 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.1 Pearson Correlation .218** .322** .225** .195** .266** .172** .300** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.11 Pearson Correlation .183** .297** .178** .207** .276** .141** .323** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 
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TPS.9 Pearson Correlation .312** .293** .200** .163** .258** .121** .279** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .006 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.12 Pearson Correlation .281** .286** .278** .112* .242** .156** .174** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .011 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.7 Pearson Correlation .173** .258** .188** .189** .189** .107* .265** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .015 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.6 Pearson Correlation .313** .343** .277** .224** .262** .143** .250** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF4 SILL.14 Pearson Correlation .155** .160** .204** .366** .037 .142** .187** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .402 .001 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.32 Pearson Correlation .152** .220** .253** .385** .169** .140** .377** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.15 Pearson Correlation .188** .160** .172** .285** .126** .192** .150** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .004 .000 .001 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.11 Pearson Correlation .238** .245** .266** .316** .144** .192** .231** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.25 Pearson Correlation .141** .098* .053 .141** .017 .164** .098* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .026 .226 .001 .702 .000 .026 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.29 Pearson Correlation .128** .137** .123** .178** .093* .157** .154** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .002 .005 .000 .034 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.30 Pearson Correlation .219** .221** .199** .278** .152** .224** .245** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.27 Pearson Correlation .041 .039 .056 .123** .016 .053 .069 

Sig. (2-tailed) .346 .375 .205 .005 .718 .231 .119 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.28 Pearson Correlation .114** .084 .141** .240** .071 .089* .082 

Sig. (2-tailed) .009 .055 .001 .000 .105 .042 .064 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.12 Pearson Correlation .204** .261** .237** .294** .163** .179** .255** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.26 Pearson Correlation .170** .143** .060 .045 .082 .177** .137** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .001 .173 .311 .061 .000 .002 
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N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.1 Pearson Correlation .194** .163** .151** .206** .118** .139** .165** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .001 .000 .007 .002 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.24 Pearson Correlation .182** .216** .077 .109* .163** .056 .191** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .081 .013 .000 .204 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF5 TTS.2 Pearson Correlation .163** .214** .071 .112* .144** .190** .119** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .104 .011 .001 .000 .007 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.4 Pearson Correlation .139** .202** .059 .095* .089* .155** .142** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .000 .179 .031 .042 .000 .001 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.6 Pearson Correlation .133** .219** .161** .119** .126** .195** .178** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .000 .000 .007 .004 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.1 Pearson Correlation .147** .230** .097* .103* .209** .184** .153** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .000 .028 .020 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.5 Pearson Correlation .180** .151** .124** .082 .065 .070 .061 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .001 .005 .062 .139 .111 .168 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.3 Pearson Correlation .137** .124** .171** .139** .130** .200** .118** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .005 .000 .002 .003 .000 .007 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF6 SILL.3 Pearson Correlation .151** .131** .100* .053 .127** .129** .104* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .003 .022 .229 .004 .003 .018 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.4 Pearson Correlation .225** .199** .179** .176** .137** .124** .102* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .002 .005 .021 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.5 Pearson Correlation .195** .195** .075 -.016 .137** .070 .071 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .089 .723 .002 .110 .105 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.21 Pearson Correlation .157** .132** .149** .116** .096* .080 .137** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .003 .001 .008 .028 .069 .002 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.19 Pearson Correlation .211** .298** .200** .222** .134** .168** .190** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .002 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.9 Pearson Correlation .131** .125** .092* .093* .104* .110* .123** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .004 .036 .035 .018 .012 .005 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 
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Pearson correlations between BF2 factor items and all the SF factor items 
 BF2 

TTB.21 TTB.2 TTB.1 TTB.20 TTB.5 TTB.17 

SF1 SILL.38 Pearson Correlation .242** .330** .142** .186** .197** .246** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.39 Pearson Correlation .263** .280** .146** .198** .233** .193** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.37 Pearson Correlation .243** .240** .171** .192** .198** .232** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.33 Pearson Correlation .230** .275** .119** .202** .255** .231** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .007 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.36 Pearson Correlation .160** .220** .141** .187** .219** .240** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.31 Pearson Correlation .226** .262** .169** .193** .182** .188** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.34 Pearson Correlation .159** .223** .188** .207** .175** .182** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.8 Pearson Correlation .168** .219** .200** .163** .257** .192** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.10 Pearson Correlation .187** .223** .058 .187** .173** .169** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .189 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.5 Pearson Correlation -.044 -.020 .062 -.001 .019 .046 

Sig. (2-tailed) .321 .652 .160 .989 .672 .298 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF2 SILL.17 Pearson Correlation .156** .087* .119** .166** .093* .120** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .048 .007 .000 .035 .006 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.18 Pearson Correlation .169** .048 .093* .123** .164** .122** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .278 .035 .005 .000 .005 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.16 Pearson Correlation .124** .074 .018 .130** .078 .162** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .005 .093 .678 .003 .075 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.35 Pearson Correlation .097* .113* .054 .111* .069 .095* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .027 .010 .221 .011 .117 .031 
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N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.23 Pearson Correlation .170** .225** .160** .212** .131** .093* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .003 .034 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.7 Pearson Correlation .157** .136** .163** .165** .137** .100* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .002 .000 .000 .002 .023 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.20 Pearson Correlation .183** .232** .098* .177** .240** .149** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .026 .000 .000 .001 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.2 Pearson Correlation .183** .120** .086* .166** .145** .215** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .006 .050 .000 .001 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.13 Pearson Correlation .076 .068 .096* .037 .082 .107* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .082 .123 .029 .406 .064 .015 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.6 Pearson Correlation .136** .109* .146** .150** .091* .092* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .013 .001 .001 .039 .037 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.22 Pearson Correlation .092* .111* .021 .083 -.014 .045 

Sig. (2-tailed) .036 .011 .634 .059 .745 .308 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF3 TPS.3 Pearson Correlation .275** .302** .202** .200** .274** .268** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.4 Pearson Correlation .219** .300** .179** .205** .192** .220** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.2 Pearson Correlation .211** .274** .186** .195** .248** .220** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.10 Pearson Correlation .255** .290** .203** .209** .292** .263** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.1 Pearson Correlation .320** .335** .165** .219** .344** .289** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.11 Pearson Correlation .315** .273** .157** .225** .276** .306** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.9 Pearson Correlation .323** .339** .132** .241** .287** .263** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .003 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.12 Pearson Correlation .284** .161** .158** .218** .209** .265** 



226 

 

 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.7 Pearson Correlation .173** .169** .123** .143** .137** .132** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .005 .001 .002 .003 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.6 Pearson Correlation .290** .223** .159** .213** .193** .178** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF4 SILL.14 Pearson Correlation .142** .081 .022 .156** .057 .085 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .066 .614 .000 .193 .053 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.32 Pearson Correlation .170** .212** .039 .165** .182** .155** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .379 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.15 Pearson Correlation .057 .048 -.056 .034 .070 .053 

Sig. (2-tailed) .194 .278 .203 .441 .110 .229 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.11 Pearson Correlation .132** .183** .038 .148** .168** .126** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .000 .384 .001 .000 .004 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.25 Pearson Correlation -.013 .064 -.039 .014 .017 .023 

Sig. (2-tailed) .759 .144 .381 .758 .701 .609 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.29 Pearson Correlation .085 .147** .038 .100* .065 .122** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .053 .001 .384 .023 .139 .005 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.30 Pearson Correlation .156** .180** .059 .126** .154** .190** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .182 .004 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.27 Pearson Correlation .041 .060 -.018 .144** .006 .008 

Sig. (2-tailed) .356 .176 .688 .001 .897 .863 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.28 Pearson Correlation .110* .066 -.014 .110* .090* .080 

Sig. (2-tailed) .013 .133 .746 .013 .041 .068 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.12 Pearson Correlation .188** .173** .083 .157** .208** .183** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .059 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.26 Pearson Correlation .106* .105* .050 .098* .045 .117** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .016 .017 .255 .025 .306 .008 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.1 Pearson Correlation .157** .123** -.023 .128** .117** .131** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .005 .605 .004 .007 .003 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 
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SILL.24 Pearson Correlation .227** .234** .105* .237** .215** .154** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .017 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF5 TTS.2 Pearson Correlation .209** .142** .099* .094* .185** .123** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .001 .024 .033 .000 .005 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.4 Pearson Correlation .226** .153** .081 .067 .167** .138** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .064 .127 .000 .002 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.6 Pearson Correlation .178** .131** .076 .061 .216** .173** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .003 .084 .168 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.1 Pearson Correlation .180** .106* .058 .079 .134** .148** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .016 .189 .074 .002 .001 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.5 Pearson Correlation .144** .099* .025 .046 .124** .130** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .024 .569 .297 .005 .003 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.3 Pearson Correlation .074 .147** .082 .073 .126** .119** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .092 .001 .063 .096 .004 .007 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF6 SILL.3 Pearson Correlation .076 .096* .054 .136** .083 .089* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .084 .028 .218 .002 .058 .043 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.4 Pearson Correlation .119** .094* .023 .135** .112* .110* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .007 .032 .601 .002 .011 .012 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.5 Pearson Correlation .146** .106* .035 .156** .121** .125** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .016 .427 .000 .006 .004 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.21 Pearson Correlation .122** .141** .064 .116** .097* .129** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .006 .001 .145 .008 .027 .003 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.19 Pearson Correlation .172** .116** .065 .105* .151** .172** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .008 .141 .017 .001 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.9 Pearson Correlation .165** .180** .156** .204** .122** .120** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .005 .006 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

 



228 

 

 

Pearson correlations between BF3 factor items and all the SF factor items 
 BF3 

TTB.11 TTB.8 TTB.19 TTB.4 TTB.9 TTB.13 

SF1 SILL.38 Pearson Correlation .203** .080 .192** .304** .156** .361** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .068 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.39 Pearson Correlation .176** .060 .173** .281** .172** .348** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .170 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.37 Pearson Correlation .194** .122** .164** .258** .210** .354** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .005 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.33 Pearson Correlation .233** .125** .166** .279** .212** .321** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .004 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.36 Pearson Correlation .192** .095* .187** .248** .178** .366** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .031 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.31 Pearson Correlation .150** .119** .144** .272** .194** .317** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .006 .001 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.34 Pearson Correlation .167** .012 .182** .135** .104* .273** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .792 .000 .002 .018 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.8 Pearson Correlation .089* .016 .094* .113** .109* .243** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .043 .712 .032 .010 .013 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.10 Pearson Correlation .143** .094* .109* .222** .150** .227** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .032 .013 .000 .001 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.5 Pearson Correlation .062 .059 .044 -.067 -.021 -.099* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .158 .181 .320 .126 .633 .024 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF2 SILL.17 Pearson Correlation .087* .045 .120** .074 .113* .196** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .048 .303 .006 .092 .010 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.18 Pearson Correlation .077 .120** .156** .115** .168** .194** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .079 .006 .000 .009 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.16 Pearson Correlation .155** .132** .231** .151** .172** .252** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .003 .000 .001 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.35 Pearson Correlation .104* .038 .133** .154** .068 .208** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .018 .382 .002 .000 .122 .000 
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N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.23 Pearson Correlation .098* .091* .101* .140** .131** .275** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .025 .039 .022 .001 .003 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.7 Pearson Correlation .130** .047 .171** .065 .118** .179** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .290 .000 .141 .007 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.20 Pearson Correlation .129** .085 .152** .160** .160** .300** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .052 .001 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.2 Pearson Correlation .090* .034 .141** .126** .123** .259** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .041 .446 .001 .004 .005 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.13 Pearson Correlation .119** .062 .103* .123** .124** .200** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .007 .162 .019 .005 .005 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.6 Pearson Correlation .096* -.032 .085 .009 .073 .152** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .028 .467 .054 .847 .098 .001 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.22 Pearson Correlation .025 .023 .079 .075 .100* .157** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .574 .600 .073 .090 .022 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF3 TPS.3 Pearson Correlation .180** .090* .156** .147** .116** .240** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .041 .000 .001 .008 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.4 Pearson Correlation .201** .074 .116** .212** .156** .253** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .092 .008 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.2 Pearson Correlation .160** .016 .089* .115** .139** .285** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .718 .042 .009 .002 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.10 Pearson Correlation .260** .096* .208** .239** .275** .328** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .029 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.1 Pearson Correlation .203** .107* .155** .170** .221** .316** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .015 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.11 Pearson Correlation .249** .118** .172** .265** .186** .348** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .007 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.9 Pearson Correlation .257** .105* .110* .251** .214** .307** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .017 .013 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.12 Pearson Correlation .150** .108* .105* .106* .152** .184** 
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Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .014 .017 .016 .001 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.7 Pearson Correlation .186** .091* .084 .275** .187** .220** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .038 .056 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.6 Pearson Correlation .185** .076 .118** .089* .159** .345** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .083 .007 .042 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF4 SILL.14 Pearson Correlation .105* .038 .136** .203** .100* .183** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .017 .391 .002 .000 .023 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.32 Pearson Correlation .211** .117** .194** .327** .121** .311** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .008 .000 .000 .006 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.15 Pearson Correlation .153** .121** .167** .184** .096* .178** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .006 .000 .000 .029 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.11 Pearson Correlation .122** .046 .128** .220** .102* .250** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .005 .297 .004 .000 .021 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.25 Pearson Correlation .035 -.027 .012 .068 .025 .070 

Sig. (2-tailed) .425 .543 .787 .121 .570 .111 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.29 Pearson Correlation .200** .099* .126** .287** .117** .259** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .024 .004 .000 .008 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.30 Pearson Correlation .160** .113* .192** .247** .165** .286** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .010 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.27 Pearson Correlation .108* .049 .111* .138** .116** .179** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .014 .267 .012 .002 .008 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.28 Pearson Correlation .096* .080 .123** .097* .084 .166** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .029 .071 .005 .027 .056 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.12 Pearson Correlation .189** .100* .205** .224** .154** .263** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .022 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.26 Pearson Correlation .134** .000 .036 .122** .106* .152** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .991 .409 .005 .016 .001 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.1 Pearson Correlation .125** .060 .130** .171** .083 .282** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .171 .003 .000 .058 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 
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SILL.24 Pearson Correlation .219** .083 .148** .205** .210** .299** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .058 .001 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF5 TTS.2 Pearson Correlation .138** .098* .149** .244** .139** .236** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .025 .001 .000 .002 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.4 Pearson Correlation .156** .091* .155** .209** .095* .213** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .038 .000 .000 .031 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.6 Pearson Correlation .105* .061 .092* .185** .167** .226** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .017 .168 .036 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.1 Pearson Correlation .123** .066 .112* .188** .085 .238** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .005 .131 .011 .000 .053 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.5 Pearson Correlation .112* .075 .076 .077 .076 .085 

Sig. (2-tailed) .011 .087 .082 .080 .085 .054 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.3 Pearson Correlation .112* .058 .110* .137** .085 .168** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .011 .187 .012 .002 .054 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF6 SILL.3 Pearson Correlation .059 -.002 .072 .104* .091* .131** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .180 .966 .100 .017 .039 .003 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.4 Pearson Correlation .059 .046 .067 .156** .124** .155** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .180 .293 .129 .000 .005 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.5 Pearson Correlation .013 -.001 .050 .055 .067 .156** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .763 .982 .254 .209 .125 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.21 Pearson Correlation .163** .047 .160** .185** .100* .195** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .284 .000 .000 .023 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.19 Pearson Correlation .131** .028 .078 .133** .107* .205** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .525 .075 .002 .014 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.9 Pearson Correlation .068 -.014 .075 .145** .113** .184** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .124 .752 .089 .001 .010 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 
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Pearson correlations between BF4 factor items and all the SF factor items 
 BF4 

BALLI.2 BALLI.1 BALLI.27 BALLI.30 BALLI.17 TTB.15 BALLI.16 BALLI.11 TTB.23 

SF1 SILL.38 Pearson 

Correlation 
.010 .001 .194** .112* .185** .109* .079 -.013 .267** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .823 .988 .000 .011 .000 .013 .072 .772 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.39 Pearson 
Correlation 

-.003 -.015 .275** .173** .215** .101* .037 .047 .322** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .947 .737 .000 .000 .000 .022 .399 .287 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.37 Pearson 

Correlation 
-.008 -.044 .126** .084 .142** .054 .104* -.068 .234** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .853 .315 .004 .057 .001 .219 .017 .123 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.33 Pearson 

Correlation 
.025 .034 .331** .260** .230** .145** .122** .057 .385** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .577 .445 .000 .000 .000 .001 .005 .195 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.36 Pearson 
Correlation 

-.049 -.042 .190** .094* .171** .081 .070 .002 .191** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .269 .336 .000 .033 .000 .064 .112 .956 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.31 Pearson 

Correlation 
.049 .064 .180** .129** .221** .025 .058 .051 .278** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .265 .148 .000 .003 .000 .572 .187 .247 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.34 Pearson 

Correlation 
-.042 -.037 .121** .062 .112* -.004 .067 -.065 .125** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .340 .399 .006 .156 .010 .935 .128 .138 .004 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.8 Pearson 
Correlation 

-.093* -.009 .110* .003 .180** -.010 .104* -.038 .125** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .033 .830 .012 .943 .000 .818 .018 .392 .004 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.10 Pearson 

Correlation 
-.031 -.005 .186** .130** .206** .057 .133** .028 .254** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .488 .902 .000 .003 .000 .195 .002 .524 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.5 Pearson 

Correlation 
-.005 .009 .087* .063 -.023 .074 .086* .143** .002 

Sig. (2-tailed) .918 .846 .049 .153 .607 .092 .050 .001 .964 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF2 SILL.17 Pearson 
Correlation 

-.028 -.053 .013 -.037 .061 -.053 -.046 -.008 .074 

Sig. (2-tailed) .528 .226 .760 .402 .167 .224 .291 .858 .094 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.18 Pearson 

Correlation 
-.038 -.100* .009 -.024 .064 -.023 -.020 -.022 .081 

Sig. (2-tailed) .390 .022 .843 .593 .146 .604 .651 .616 .066 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.16 Pearson 

Correlation 
-.004 -.056 .056 .042 .059 .026 -.043 .067 .082 
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Sig. (2-tailed) .919 .204 .207 .341 .178 .548 .334 .128 .063 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.35 Pearson 
Correlation 

-.052 -.119** .096* .040 .044 -.006 -.038 -.036 .133** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .237 .007 .030 .369 .315 .900 .387 .411 .002 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.23 Pearson 

Correlation 
-.027 -.038 .079 .037 .158** .011 .027 -.013 .148** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .539 .384 .072 .406 .000 .794 .542 .759 .001 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.7 Pearson 

Correlation 
-.076 .053 .093* -.047 .153** -.012 .052 -.045 .079 

Sig. (2-tailed) .083 .230 .034 .287 .000 .787 .241 .306 .073 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.20 Pearson 
Correlation 

-.008 .061 .121** .098* .176** -.031 .022 .010 .164** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .853 .166 .006 .026 .000 .479 .610 .813 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.2 Pearson 

Correlation 
-.078 -.061 .077 .034 .115** -.001 -.002 -.036 .129** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .078 .163 .080 .445 .009 .977 .967 .413 .003 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.13 Pearson 

Correlation 
-.051 -.045 .090* .039 .099* -.048 .029 .008 .118** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .248 .302 .041 .375 .024 .271 .511 .858 .007 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.6 Pearson 
Correlation 

-.087* .038 .079 .025 .139** .051 .152** .001 .095* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .047 .390 .073 .572 .001 .242 .001 .981 .031 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.22 Pearson 

Correlation 
.003 -.053 .070 -.046 .088* -.018 -.075 -.008 .047 

Sig. (2-tailed) .950 .225 .112 .294 .046 .682 .087 .852 .281 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF3 TPS.3 Pearson 

Correlation 
.066 .131** .316** .214** .265** .222** .113* .128** .333** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .134 .003 .000 .000 .000 .000 .010 .004 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.4 Pearson 
Correlation 

.086 .148** .355** .261** .314** .260** .155** .197** .375** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .051 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.2 Pearson 

Correlation 
.053 .100* .328** .203** .282** .221** .150** .096* .266** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .227 .023 .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .028 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.10 Pearson 

Correlation 
.072 .162** .341** .279** .270** .316** .180** .138** .330** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .102 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .002 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.1 Pearson 
Correlation 

.076 .119** .312** .225** .275** .233** .177** .137** .314** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .084 .007 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .002 .000 
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N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.11 Pearson 

Correlation 
.103* .124** .392** .362** .358** .286** .214** .158** .403** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .019 .005 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.9 Pearson 
Correlation 

.074 .149** .391** .275** .372** .277** .292** .125** .354** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .094 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .004 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.12 Pearson 

Correlation 
.035 .101* .262** .185** .231** .144** .134** .143** .236** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .428 .021 .000 .000 .000 .001 .002 .001 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.7 Pearson 

Correlation 
.151** .171** .226** .228** .262** .258** .141** .154** .325** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.6 Pearson 
Correlation 

-.002 .052 .192** .130** .206** .104* .085 .031 .212** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .959 .240 .000 .003 .000 .018 .053 .477 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF4 SILL.14 Pearson 

Correlation 
-.030 -.066 .042 .059 .067 .009 .006 -.001 .168** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .501 .132 .338 .181 .129 .847 .897 .973 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.32 Pearson 

Correlation 
-.001 .007 .228** .185** .237** .134** .074 .114** .334** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .981 .881 .000 .000 .000 .002 .094 .010 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.15 Pearson 
Correlation 

-.008 -.042 .135** .082 .060 .107* .013 .122** .151** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .849 .342 .002 .062 .176 .015 .773 .006 .001 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.11 Pearson 

Correlation 
-.012 -.035 .117** .081 .104* .070 .037 .122** .167** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .787 .424 .008 .067 .018 .113 .398 .006 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.25 Pearson 

Correlation 
.005 .054 .061 .013 .026 .064 .030 .021 .170** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .904 .216 .167 .774 .560 .144 .501 .635 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.29 Pearson 
Correlation 

.085 .038 .131** .103* .170** .148** .048 .023 .255** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .052 .389 .003 .019 .000 .001 .279 .595 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.30 Pearson 

Correlation 
.044 -.017 .148** .149** .148** .092* .067 .029 .235** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .318 .699 .001 .001 .001 .037 .130 .503 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.27 Pearson 

Correlation 
.044 .071 .044 .057 .024 .041 .005 -.015 .158** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .319 .106 .315 .198 .579 .353 .911 .734 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 
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SILL.28 Pearson 

Correlation 
-.011 .002 .049 -.039 .063 -.016 -.009 -.001 .088* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .803 .966 .265 .371 .149 .722 .834 .989 .045 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.12 Pearson 

Correlation 
.030 -.068 .200** .112* .145** .085 .068 .079 .225** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .497 .122 .000 .011 .001 .054 .123 .073 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.26 Pearson 
Correlation 

.080 .057 .060 .138** .047 .042 .034 .009 .167** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .069 .198 .174 .002 .284 .342 .442 .846 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.1 Pearson 

Correlation 
-.009 -.076 .149** .113* .175** .052 .078 .021 .137** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .844 .082 .001 .010 .000 .239 .076 .633 .002 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.24 Pearson 

Correlation 
.084 .085 .257** .255** .214** .155** .082 .047 .260** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .056 .053 .000 .000 .000 .000 .061 .287 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF5 TTS.2 Pearson 
Correlation 

.106* .098* .200** .144** .196** .165** .108* .034 .238** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .016 .026 .000 .001 .000 .000 .014 .438 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.4 Pearson 

Correlation 
.135** .087* .214** .139** .219** .225** .114** .091* .275** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .049 .000 .002 .000 .000 .009 .039 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.6 Pearson 

Correlation 
.049 .109* .189** .162** .186** .153** .051 .056 .209** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .261 .013 .000 .000 .000 .000 .249 .202 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.1 Pearson 
Correlation 

.121** .025 .177** .145** .194** .126** .054 .016 .188** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .006 .569 .000 .001 .000 .004 .216 .715 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.5 Pearson 

Correlation 
.030 .073 .166** .138** .192** .165** .167** .113* .163** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .500 .098 .000 .002 .000 .000 .000 .010 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.3 Pearson 

Correlation 
.040 .090* .129** .100* .131** .108* .019 .066 .104* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .366 .040 .003 .023 .003 .014 .667 .131 .018 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF6 SILL.3 Pearson 
Correlation 

.043 .048 .127** .166** .133** .049 .099* .015 .118** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .334 .274 .004 .000 .002 .263 .024 .741 .007 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.4 Pearson 
Correlation 

-.068 .052 .148** .095* .153** -.023 .094* -.022 .138** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .124 .236 .001 .031 .000 .600 .032 .619 .002 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.5 Pearson 

Correlation 
-.004 .028 .148** .026 .135** .062 .060 -.049 .106* 
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Sig. (2-tailed) .933 .531 .001 .558 .002 .156 .171 .269 .016 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.21 Pearson 
Correlation 

.001 .007 .160** .164** .139** .022 .089* -.022 .208** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .975 .870 .000 .000 .002 .623 .043 .621 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.19 Pearson 

Correlation 
.043 -.003 .086* .044 .071 .001 .021 -.033 .181** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .326 .941 .050 .322 .108 .980 .638 .452 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.9 Pearson 

Correlation 
-.003 .004 .068 .075 .109* -.013 .141** .035 .173** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .941 .935 .123 .088 .013 .774 .001 .425 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 
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Pearson correlations between BF5 factor items and all the SF factor items 
 BF5 

BALLI.15 BALLI.12 BALLI.6 BALLI.5 

SF1 SILL.38 Pearson Correlation .241** .250** .341** .047 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .282 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.39 Pearson Correlation .204** .249** .378** .062 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .158 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.37 Pearson Correlation .277** .302** .328** .115** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .009 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.33 Pearson Correlation .228** .237** .279** .127** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .004 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.36 Pearson Correlation .284** .293** .370** .108* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .014 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.31 Pearson Correlation .280** .214** .303** .121** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .006 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.34 Pearson Correlation .217** .190** .271** .085 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .052 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.8 Pearson Correlation .281** .209** .275** .077 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .081 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.10 Pearson Correlation .095* .112* .281** .069 

Sig. (2-tailed) .030 .011 .000 .117 

N 518 518 518 518 

TPS.5 Pearson Correlation -.152** -.032 -.070 -.068 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .468 .111 .125 

N 518 518 518 518 

SF2 SILL.17 Pearson Correlation .260** .254** .277** .014 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .757 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.18 Pearson Correlation .311** .255** .307** .037 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .397 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.16 Pearson Correlation .279** .303** .311** .059 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .178 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.35 Pearson Correlation .258** .408** .267** .118** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .007 
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N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.23 Pearson Correlation .198** .158** .143** -.026 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .001 .558 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.7 Pearson Correlation .226** .197** .220** .034 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .434 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.20 Pearson Correlation .303** .208** .295** .091* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .039 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.2 Pearson Correlation .233** .264** .278** .112* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .011 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.13 Pearson Correlation .228** .236** .282** .001 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .985 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.6 Pearson Correlation .028 .045 .109* -.082 

Sig. (2-tailed) .530 .302 .013 .063 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.22 Pearson Correlation .178** .146** .190** .139** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .001 .000 .001 

N 518 518 518 518 

SF3 TPS.3 Pearson Correlation .046 .105* .096* .039 

Sig. (2-tailed) .296 .017 .029 .370 

N 518 518 518 518 

TPS.4 Pearson Correlation .027 .118** .138** .033 

Sig. (2-tailed) .538 .007 .002 .457 

N 518 518 518 518 

TPS.2 Pearson Correlation .046 .133** .138** .021 

Sig. (2-tailed) .300 .002 .002 .641 

N 518 518 518 518 

TPS.10 Pearson Correlation .040 .174** .180** .046 

Sig. (2-tailed) .360 .000 .000 .292 

N 518 518 518 518 

TPS.1 Pearson Correlation .053 .149** .188** .084 

Sig. (2-tailed) .231 .001 .000 .055 

N 518 518 518 518 

TPS.11 Pearson Correlation .028 .128** .148** -.011 

Sig. (2-tailed) .524 .004 .001 .802 

N 518 518 518 518 

TPS.9 Pearson Correlation .013 .100* .159** .025 

Sig. (2-tailed) .764 .023 .000 .563 

N 518 518 518 518 

TPS.12 Pearson Correlation -.018 .070 .152** -.018 
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Sig. (2-tailed) .681 .110 .001 .686 

N 518 518 518 518 

TPS.7 Pearson Correlation .104* .106* .162** .126** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .018 .016 .000 .004 

N 518 518 518 518 

TPS.6 Pearson Correlation .038 .100* .188** .089* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .383 .022 .000 .044 

N 518 518 518 518 

SF4 SILL.14 Pearson Correlation .275** .417** .308** .072 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .101 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.32 Pearson Correlation .302** .346** .333** .217** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.15 Pearson Correlation .190** .258** .204** .100* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .023 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.11 Pearson Correlation .268** .320** .311** .136** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .002 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.25 Pearson Correlation .104* .133** .102* .032 

Sig. (2-tailed) .018 .002 .021 .468 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.29 Pearson Correlation .230** .195** .249** .102* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .020 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.30 Pearson Correlation .216** .267** .321** .087* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .047 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.27 Pearson Correlation .161** .160** .095* .063 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .031 .150 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.28 Pearson Correlation .255** .215** .163** .073 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .095 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.12 Pearson Correlation .275** .294** .320** .122** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .005 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.26 Pearson Correlation .104* .034 .142** .080 

Sig. (2-tailed) .018 .440 .001 .069 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.1 Pearson Correlation .268** .232** .308** .128** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .004 

N 518 518 518 518 
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SILL.24 Pearson Correlation .123** .206** .218** .177** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .005 .000 .000 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 

SF5 TTS.2 Pearson Correlation .019 .074 .242** .046 

Sig. (2-tailed) .660 .091 .000 .299 

N 518 518 518 518 

TTS.4 Pearson Correlation .022 .058 .202** .018 

Sig. (2-tailed) .619 .191 .000 .686 

N 518 518 518 518 

TTS.6 Pearson Correlation -.018 .041 .215** .000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .678 .346 .000 .992 

N 518 518 518 518 

TTS.1 Pearson Correlation .027 .067 .158** .052 

Sig. (2-tailed) .545 .127 .000 .235 

N 518 518 518 518 

TTS.5 Pearson Correlation -.057 -.027 .136** -.035 

Sig. (2-tailed) .192 .544 .002 .424 

N 518 518 518 518 

TTS.3 Pearson Correlation .129** .153** .163** .072 

Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .000 .000 .101 

N 518 518 518 518 

SF6 SILL.3 Pearson Correlation .055 .072 .169** .057 

Sig. (2-tailed) .215 .103 .000 .192 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.4 Pearson Correlation .093* .095* .187** .025 

Sig. (2-tailed) .034 .031 .000 .566 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.5 Pearson Correlation .025 -.051 .077 .093* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .565 .243 .081 .035 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.21 Pearson Correlation .141** .168** .147** .082 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .000 .001 .061 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.19 Pearson Correlation .184** .135** .233** .113** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .002 .000 .010 

N 518 518 518 518 

SILL.9 Pearson Correlation .119** .086 .196** -.024 

Sig. (2-tailed) .007 .051 .000 .579 

N 518 518 518 518 
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Pearson correlations between BF6 factor items and all the SF factor items 
 BF6 

TTB.7 TTB.6 BALLI.32 TTB.3 TTB.22 BALLI.29 BALLI.10 

SF1 SILL.38 Pearson Correlation .073 -.155** .100* -.002 .057 -.113** .072 

Sig. (2-tailed) .099 .000 .023 .958 .197 .010 .104 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.39 Pearson Correlation .121** -.126** .073 -.021 .022 -.078 .106* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .006 .004 .098 .638 .622 .075 .016 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.37 Pearson Correlation .133** -.089* .071 .027 .024 -.103* .100* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .043 .106 .538 .593 .019 .023 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.33 Pearson Correlation .071 -.131** .163** -.029 .054 -.060 .090* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .104 .003 .000 .505 .216 .173 .040 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.36 Pearson Correlation .134** -.045 .111* .037 .027 -.077 .101* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .310 .011 .405 .539 .078 .021 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.31 Pearson Correlation .064 -.132** .055 .059 .063 -.107* .036 

Sig. (2-tailed) .147 .003 .212 .182 .150 .015 .416 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.34 Pearson Correlation .125** -.035 .034 -.016 -.002 .013 .111* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .425 .445 .710 .961 .774 .012 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.8 Pearson Correlation .054 -.064 .020 -.021 -.072 -.016 .042 

Sig. (2-tailed) .217 .147 .651 .640 .101 .710 .338 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.10 Pearson Correlation .016 -.104* .088* .106* .038 -.045 .102* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .719 .018 .045 .016 .386 .306 .020 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.5 Pearson Correlation .155** .135** -.009 .150** .176** .052 -.013 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .002 .842 .001 .000 .240 .761 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF2 SILL.17 Pearson Correlation .084 .024 .008 -.021 -.022 -.061 .036 

Sig. (2-tailed) .055 .590 .854 .641 .615 .164 .412 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.18 Pearson Correlation .113** .050 .026 -.004 -.039 -.047 .031 

Sig. (2-tailed) .010 .257 .556 .924 .374 .285 .479 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.16 Pearson Correlation .030 -.048 .062 -.023 -.002 -.061 .109* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .492 .279 .158 .608 .966 .169 .013 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.35 Pearson Correlation .110* -.043 .024 -.003 .012 -.074 .085 

Sig. (2-tailed) .012 .334 .593 .949 .789 .094 .053 
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N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.23 Pearson Correlation .048 -.099* .004 .041 .003 -.056 .034 

Sig. (2-tailed) .273 .024 .931 .346 .950 .202 .441 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.7 Pearson Correlation .111* .046 .016 .025 -.041 .038 .073 

Sig. (2-tailed) .011 .293 .712 .577 .349 .383 .096 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.20 Pearson Correlation .086* -.076 .071 .006 -.048 -.122** .048 

Sig. (2-tailed) .049 .084 .107 .884 .275 .006 .279 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.2 Pearson Correlation .185** -.002 .117** -.015 -.002 -.072 .100* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .965 .008 .739 .957 .102 .022 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.13 Pearson Correlation .056 -.099* .047 -.009 .009 -.059 .080 

Sig. (2-tailed) .207 .024 .288 .831 .843 .177 .068 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.6 Pearson Correlation -.004 -.050 .046 .126** .100* .009 .117** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .925 .256 .293 .004 .023 .831 .007 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.22 Pearson Correlation .029 -.023 .003 .007 .041 -.102* .033 

Sig. (2-tailed) .517 .600 .943 .877 .357 .020 .456 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF3 TPS.3 Pearson Correlation .163** .033 .145** .108* .236** -.059 .088* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .447 .001 .014 .000 .181 .046 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.4 Pearson Correlation .091* -.034 .144** .139** .190** -.007 .100* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .039 .443 .001 .002 .000 .868 .023 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.2 Pearson Correlation .129** -.023 .125** .021 .169** -.010 .031 

Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .595 .004 .642 .000 .815 .484 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.10 Pearson Correlation .107* -.065 .152** .132** .169** -.008 .123** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .014 .137 .001 .003 .000 .850 .005 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.1 Pearson Correlation .125** .020 .120** .095* .120** .001 .023 

Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .655 .006 .031 .006 .987 .601 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.11 Pearson Correlation .058 -.086* .136** .032 .201** -.066 .001 

Sig. (2-tailed) .184 .050 .002 .468 .000 .133 .985 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.9 Pearson Correlation .069 -.110* .207** .136** .194** .021 .096* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .119 .012 .000 .002 .000 .635 .030 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.12 Pearson Correlation .162** .048 .118** .148** .169** .014 .037 



243 

 

 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .276 .007 .001 .000 .756 .406 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.7 Pearson Correlation .036 -.016 .162** .087* .121** -.045 .013 

Sig. (2-tailed) .412 .721 .000 .048 .006 .305 .771 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TPS.6 Pearson Correlation .029 -.063 .075 .078 .064 -.025 .077 

Sig. (2-tailed) .515 .154 .088 .075 .143 .577 .079 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF4 SILL.14 Pearson Correlation .097* -.026 .026 .010 -.030 -.105* -.009 

Sig. (2-tailed) .027 .549 .554 .826 .495 .017 .839 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.32 Pearson Correlation .081 -.063 .117** -.011 .066 -.080 .055 

Sig. (2-tailed) .064 .153 .008 .799 .132 .071 .214 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.15 Pearson Correlation -.025 -.058 -.003 -.047 -.039 -.061 .025 

Sig. (2-tailed) .567 .186 .952 .284 .376 .163 .566 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.11 Pearson Correlation .139** .018 .095* .012 .000 -.046 .082 

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .684 .031 .793 .999 .298 .062 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.25 Pearson Correlation .060 .002 -.093* -.047 -.005 -.055 .008 

Sig. (2-tailed) .170 .970 .033 .285 .908 .212 .850 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.29 Pearson Correlation -.013 -.122** -.017 -.018 .009 -.063 .061 

Sig. (2-tailed) .763 .005 .705 .678 .840 .149 .169 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.30 Pearson Correlation .114** -.068 .010 .006 .015 -.083 .134** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .009 .123 .816 .899 .726 .059 .002 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.27 Pearson Correlation .013 -.055 .011 -.057 .057 .038 .095* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .774 .213 .802 .196 .193 .382 .030 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.28 Pearson Correlation .136** -.066 .017 .013 .035 -.128** .029 

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .133 .704 .775 .426 .003 .509 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.12 Pearson Correlation .013 -.068 .110* -.034 .040 -.029 .042 

Sig. (2-tailed) .762 .125 .012 .438 .366 .516 .342 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.26 Pearson Correlation -.012 -.047 -.006 -.027 .022 -.022 .093* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .793 .290 .895 .534 .610 .621 .034 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.1 Pearson Correlation .097* -.169** -.002 -.046 -.022 -.121** .045 

Sig. (2-tailed) .027 .000 .961 .298 .617 .006 .307 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 
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SILL.24 Pearson Correlation .006 -.108* .087* .011 .076 -.054 .078 

Sig. (2-tailed) .886 .014 .048 .802 .083 .218 .075 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF5 TTS.2 Pearson Correlation .089* -.012 .140** .097* .164** -.105* .003 

Sig. (2-tailed) .043 .786 .001 .027 .000 .017 .941 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.4 Pearson Correlation .010 -.089* .124** .071 .226** -.146** .054 

Sig. (2-tailed) .825 .043 .005 .104 .000 .001 .219 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.6 Pearson Correlation .063 -.015 .144** .047 .113* -.067 .066 

Sig. (2-tailed) .150 .730 .001 .290 .010 .127 .131 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.1 Pearson Correlation .074 -.023 .105* .072 .176** -.093* .058 

Sig. (2-tailed) .090 .605 .016 .100 .000 .034 .184 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.5 Pearson Correlation .057 -.044 .078 .081 .198** -.068 .019 

Sig. (2-tailed) .196 .315 .077 .066 .000 .123 .671 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

TTS.3 Pearson Correlation .168** .003 .156** .035 .062 -.078 .053 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .952 .000 .421 .161 .075 .230 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SF6 SILL.3 Pearson Correlation .053 -.025 .011 .025 .070 -.043 .135** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .232 .567 .795 .568 .110 .327 .002 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.4 Pearson Correlation .024 -.114** .010 -.012 .009 -.083 .123** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .582 .009 .816 .786 .837 .059 .005 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.5 Pearson Correlation .063 .038 .038 .096* .116** -.052 .165** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .155 .387 .386 .029 .008 .239 .000 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.21 Pearson Correlation -.002 -.112* .040 .010 .058 .052 .077 

Sig. (2-tailed) .956 .010 .363 .814 .187 .235 .079 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.19 Pearson Correlation .060 -.081 -.006 -.027 .003 -.102* .040 

Sig. (2-tailed) .170 .066 .887 .538 .939 .021 .368 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 

SILL.9 Pearson Correlation .042 -.034 .010 .055 .061 -.085 .095* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .338 .439 .822 .210 .167 .054 .030 

N 518 518 518 518 518 518 518 
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