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ABSTRACT 

Learning strategies are deliberate thoughts and actions which learners can utilize to 

improve their learning and achieve their goals. This subject has intrigued researchers for 

many years and has been found to be one of the few elements of learning which can be 

adapted and adopted by learners at any stage of learning. Quite often, learners in less 

advanced societies are unaware that they are actually using certain strategies when 

learning a second language. Research has suggested that if they are able to orchestrate 

these strategies, they can improve their proficiency and become more successful 

language learners. 

This study has assessed the language learning strategies used by a group of 

undergraduate students at the University of the South Pacific in Fiji, with the intention of 

finding out if there are any correlations with proficiency in their academic writing. The 

research investigated the use of fifty common second language learning strategies by 105 

Fiji students across the three broad areas represented by the three faculties of the 

University of the South Pacific – Science, Technology and Environment; Business and 

Economics; and Arts, Law and Education. The research subjects were full time students 

based at the Laucala campus in Suva, Fiji.  

The study analyses second language learning strategy use and also examines the 

relationships with gender, ethnicity and academic language proficiency. Data for 

language learning strategy use were collected through a standard questionnaire, Oxford’s 

(1990) Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL). In-depth interviews were also 

conducted to further explore the students’ language learning strategies in early 

childhood. An error analysis of students’ written texts was undertaken to determine 

proficiency in academic language. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS) for Windows, Version 19 was used for quantitative data analysis. Descriptive 

statistics, including means, standard deviations, and frequencies were calculated to 

represent demographic information and to summarize overall strategy use. Pearson’s r 

correlations and independent samples t-tests were computed to determine the 
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correlations between strategy use and proficiency in academic language. An error 

analysis of participants’ written tasks was utilized to measure proficiency. 

The results of this study show that: (1) Fiji students at the University of the South Pacific 

use language learning strategies with a medium frequency. (2) Metacognitive strategies 

were used most frequently followed by cognitive while affective and memory strategies 

were used least frequently. (3) There was no significant correlation between strategy use 

and gender and ethnicity. (4) The most common errors made by Fiji students in their 

written texts are in mechanics of writing, word choice, relevancy of information, 

cohesion and coherence, subject-verb agreement, use of singular and plural nouns and 

use of prepositions. There was no significant difference in the number and type of errors 

made in students’ written texts both before and after writing strategies were taught . (5) In 

the final analysis of the data using Pearson’s correlation coefficient, there was no 

significant correlation between strategy use and academic language proficiency.  

This study concludes that proficiency in academic writing of Fiji students does not have 

correlations with their language learning strategies. Both successful and unsuccessful 

English language learners used the same strategies with almost the same frequency. This 

study recommends further research to determine what other factors influence proficiency 

in the academic writing of Fiji students. It also recommends further research on 

correlations between strategy use and language proficiency after strategy training has 

been taught by educators and teachers in the classrooms. 
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PART 1: PROBLEM STATEMENT, AIM AND SCOPE, THESIS 
OVERVIEW 
 

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The Fiji situation 
Fiji is a multicultural country and major ethnic groups include I-Taukei 

(indigenous Fijians) 57.3%, Fijian Indian 37.6%, Rotuman 1.2%, and others 

(European, other Pacific Islanders, and Chinese) 3.9% (Fiji Bureau of Statistics 

2013).  The main languages of the people of Fiji are English, I-Taukei, and Fiji 

Hindi. According to the population census taken in 2007, Fiji’s population is 

approximately is 837,271. The indigenous Fijian population is 475,739 while the 

Fijian Indian is 313,798 (Fiji Bureau of Statistics 2013). The table below provides 

a breakdown of ethnic groups according to the population census of 2007(Note: 

The last population census was taken in 2013; however, the statistics were not 

available at the time of the writing of this thesis). 

Figure 1: Census of population by ethnicity 2007 

Ethnic group Number Percentage 

I-Taukei 475,739 56.8% 

Fijian Indian 313,798 37.5% 

Other Pacific Islanders 15,311 1.8% 

Part European 10,771 1.3% 

Rotuman 10,335 1.2% 

Chinese 4,704 0.6% 

European 2,953 0.35% 

All others 3,660 0.43% 

                                     Source: Fiji Bureau of Statistics June 2013  
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Apart from the two main ethnic groups, I-Taukei (indigenous Fijians) and Fijian 

Indians (Fijians of Indian descent), there are other cultural groups such as 

Chinese, Pacific islanders and Fijians of European descent, though very small in 

number.  In spite of this diversity, schools were established along ethnic lines 

(Burnett and Lingam 2013) and were further segregated along different religious 

and even Christian denominations. For example, the management of the schools 

included Fijian, Indian, Muslim, Arya Samaj, Sanatan Dharam, Sangam, 

Methodist, Catholic, Seventh Day Adventist, Mormon and Ahmadiyya 

committees. This was a legacy of the British colonial period which oversaw the 

establishment of committee-run schools along religious and racial lines; however, 

this policy of segregation according to race and religion has now been abolished. 

The new policy, known as “Policy in school zoning in Fiji,” came into effect in 

2011 (Ministry of Education, National Heritage, Culture and Arts 2014). 

According to this policy, students have the right to enroll in a school which falls 

in their zone. Such a desegregation initiative has meant that all schools which 

previously were named using terms such as “Indian” or “Fijian” or “Chinese” 

now have to conform to regulations which require the removal of such 

terminologies from their school names. This new policy hopes to “remove social 

stratifications such as parents’ occupation, socio-economic status, ethnicity and 

religious affiliations” (p.3). It must be noted that this zoning policy applies to 

urban schools only. 

As mentioned earlier, the three main languages of Fiji are Fijian or I-Taukei, Fiji 

Hindi which is a variety of Standard Hindi from the Indian subcontinent, and 

English. Minority languages include Mandarin and Cantonese (Chinese), 

Rotuman and Rabian. English is the language of education, business, government 

and entertainment and is a second language for the majority of its people.  

Chapter 1 section 3 subsections (3) and (4) of the current Constitution of Fiji 

(2013) states:  



3 

 

(3) This Constitution is to be adopted in the English language and translations in  

the I-Taukei and Hindi languages are to be made available. 

(4) If there is an apparent difference between the meaning of the English version  

of a provision of this Constitution, and its meaning in the I-Taukei and Hindi 

versions, the English version prevails (p.3). 

It is worth noting that the term used in the constitution for the two languages are 

“I-Taukei” and “Hindi.” This is a change from the 1970 Constitution which used 

the term “Fijian” and “Hindustani.” In the current constitution the term “Fijian” is 

used for all citizens irrespective of race while the national anthem is written and 

sung in English. There are no official Fijian or Hindi versions of the Fiji national 

anthem. Even though Standard English or British English is used in the written 

genres, the colloquial variety of English is commonly referred to as ‘Fiji English.’ 

This will be discussed extensively in Part 2 chapter 4.   

Fiji can be considered a multilingual society both at the individual and societal 

levels (Mangubhai and Mugler 2003, p.385). Many Fijians of Indian descent are 

bilingual in Fijian and Hindi, particularly those who have been born and raised in 

islands other than the main island of Viti Levu. Those who are from Savusavu, 

Levuka, Nairai in the Lomaiviti group and Wainunu in Bua in Vanua Levu are 

able to speak the indigenous language just as fluently as their L1 and English. In 

the same way, indigenous Fijians from the cane belt areas in the northern and 

western divisions of Fiji are fluent in Fiji Hindi and English. However, today 

English is the lingua franca and even though many people may not have acquired 

total fluency in English, the majority still has a working knowledge of it as can be 

seen on TV news when reporters interview people from the rural areas and remote 

villages. 

English is taught as a subject from class1 or grade 1. It began as a subject in the 

20th century only for children of the colonizers or in certain Fijian schools such as 

Queen Victoria and St John’s College in Ovalau (Mangubhai and Mugler 2003, 
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p.404). After World War II the policy of the colonial government changed and 

“English became a prominent subject in the school curriculum” (Mangubhai and 

Mugler 2003, p.405). At the primary level the goal of learning English is to 

provide adequate proficiency for it to become the language of instruction from 

class four (Mangubhai and Mugler, 2003, p.408). At the secondary school level 

the subject focuses on developing writing abilities in different genres and 

expository essays as well as an appreciation of literature in English. At the higher 

levels the curriculum is similar to Australian and New Zealand language 

curricula.  

A lot of changes have taken place in the last decade. Fijian and Hindi languages 

are now taught from primary up to tertiary levels. Some teacher training courses 

at certain universities have made it mandatory for their non-Hindi speaking 

graduates to study a semester of conversational Hindi and vice versa for the non-

Fijian speakers. Learning all three languages simultaneously in early childhood 

may be a factor affecting the learning of English. Nevertheless, there is now more 

exposure to English than what students had forty years ago. Students are now 

exposed to a variety of English programmes on television and radio. The Internet 

has brought about a whole new way of learning. Students are continuously using 

English via the social media, blogs and a variety of search engines. The World 

Wide Web has opened up new ways of learning English. Today we have a 

number of writers of novels, short stories and poems from Fiji and the Curriculum 

Development unit is writing English language books for Fiji students. 

It is highly unlikely that English in Fiji may be relegated to a third or fourth 

language in the near future as it is mandatory for education, business, government 

and entertainment. What needs to improve is the level of academic proficiency 

among the Fiji students.  
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1.2  The problem 
Fiji schools have students who come from bilingual to multilingual backgrounds. 

Because of its unique mix of population comprising indigenous Fijians, Fijians of 

Indian descent, Pacific Islanders, Chinese and people of European descent with a 

variety of first languages, and the fact that Fiji was colonized by Britain in 1874, 

English became the lingua franca. Today it is the native language of only 1% of 

Fiji’s population (Tent 2004, p.307). In spite of being immersed in English 

language for the better part of their lives, academic writing presents a challenge 

for a large number of Fiji students who enter tertiary institutions with inadequate 

academic literacy preparation. 

As Tent (2004, p.308) notes, English is a second language for the majority of the 

people born in Fiji and it is used as a lingua franca to perhaps the greatest extent 

than anywhere else in the South Pacific.  According to Ellis (1997), a second 

language can be acquired naturally by living in a country where it is spoken or 

learnt formally in a classroom. However, it must not be confused with learning a 

foreign language where students do not have much opportunity to practise their 

language skills outside of the classroom.  

Students differ in their proficiency levels as a result of many factors, some of 

which may be unequal opportunities to communicate in English, attitudes 

towards the language, learning styles, self-esteem, age, gender, geographical 

location, socio-economic background, religion and race.  These variables 

influence the process of language acquisition and play a key role in students’ 

educational lives. For many years now educators in Fiji tertiary institutes find 

that in spite of eight years of primary and four to five years of secondary school 

education with English as the medium of instruction, students who enroll in the 

local universities continue to have weak academic writing skills, in particular, 

very weak grammatical skills. Though no comprehensive research data is 

currently available on the exact areas of weaknesses in academic writing of Fiji 

students, from my thirty years of teaching English in secondary and tertiary 

institutions I have come across the following most common errors in their written 
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texts: tense, subject-verb agreement, weak sentence structures, mechanics (in 

particular punctuation and spelling), usage of articles, vocabulary, connectives, 

participles, word forms, word choice, and direct and reported speeches. Apart 

from weaknesses in grammar and punctuation, students’ lack appropriate skills 

and knowledge on the structure of formal letters, essays and reports. 

1.3  Overview of the study 
There are four parts to this study: 

Part I highlights the problem statement, aim and scope, significance and 

limitations of the study in chapter 1. 

Part 2 reviews the literature on the theoretical background and other aspects of 

this study in chapters 2, 3 and 4. Chapter 2 examines the literature on Language 

Learning Strategies (LLS). It defines Language Learning Strategies from the 

point of view of different researchers and reviews research done in the area. It 

discusses that even though there may be no clear patterns emerging between 

strategy use and proficiency in a second language, these strategies have an impact 

on academic writing skills. Chapter 3 examines the literature on academic writing 

skills, error analysis and the correlations of proficiency in academic language 

with learning strategies. It discusses the importance of good academic writing 

skills and the challenges faced by learners in second language learning and 

acquisition. It highlights the diglossic nature of the Fijian society and discusses 

that Fiji English may be one of the sources or causes of weaknesses in academic 

English for Fiji students. It demonstrates the importance of error analysis in 

determining the strategies used by second language learners. Chapter 4 reviews 

the development of World Englishes and discusses the models and classifications 

that have been proposed by scholars such as Kachru, Schneider, Quirk and 

Bolton and their application to the evolution, nature and characteristics of Fiji 

English.   
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Part 3 describes the research design, methods used for data analysis, results and 

analysis of the study. Chapter 5 outlines the details of the research design. It 

highlights the details of the research subjects, methods of data collection and 

analysis. It also describes the ethical considerations of the research and some 

limitations of design. Chapter 6 describes the results of the study. Chapter 7 

discusses the theoretical and pedagogical implications of the study. 

Part 4 is the final section of this report and includes chapter 8 which looks at the 

conclusions and recommendations that have come out of this research. 

1.4  Aim, objectives and key research questions 
The aim of this research is to identify the second language learning strategies 

used by tertiary students from the Republic of Fiji and investigate the impact 

these strategies have had upon their academic writing skills.  The rationale for 

this research stems from my thirty years of experience in teaching English at 

various secondary and tertiary institutes in Fiji and the persistent errors I have 

come across in students’ written texts. Making errors is seen as an integral part of 

the learning process; after all “to err is human.” One of the problems I noted in 

students’ writing was the high rate of linguistic inaccuracies when they were 

required to enter an academic discourse which implied having knowledge of the 

conventions and expressions peculiar to that discourse. I observed that students’ 

errors were similar regardless of gender, ethnicity and geographical location. 

After some research on causes and sources of errors in second language learners, 

I decided to investigate the strategies used by the second language learners of Fiji 

and if they had any correlations with proficiency in academic writing. It was 

decided to use error analysis as a measure of proficiency because it involved the 

lower level skills of punctuation, spelling, word choice and so on as most of the 

students I had come across in my teaching career had not mastered the higher 

skills of discourse analysis which goes beyond the sentence boundary. I had also 

observed that most students, who were not able to write linguistically accurate 

sentences, faced greater difficulties in the higher levels of writing which involved 
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planning and organizing. Therefore it was decided to use error analysis as a 

measure of language proficiency and investigate the correlations between 

strategy use and language proficiency. It can be argued that error analysis may 

not be a sound measurement of language proficiency as it cannot account for the 

phenomenon of avoidance. Learners may avoid using difficult vocabulary and 

syntactical structures to avoid making errors. However, I would argue that 

avoidance of errors is a strategy a learner uses and this indicates some semblance 

of monitoring and evaluation of strategies by the learner which are part of 

metacognitive strategies (Oxford (1990).  

When this research began in 2011, there were a few studies done on the strategies 

Fiji students used in their learning and acquisition of English as a second 

language; however, there was no comprehensive study done on strategy use and 

its correlations with the linguistic deviations seen in their written texts. As a 

teacher of English in Fiji secondary schools since 1980 and lecturer in English as 

a second language (ESL), English for Academic Studies and Communication 

Skills for the last thirteen years at various tertiary institutes in Fiji, it had become 

obvious to me over the years that there are many similarities in the linguistic 

deviations in students’ written discourse.  This prompted me to question what 

factors have been influencing our students in their learning of English and if 

these factors are correlated to the proficiency of their academic language. 

When students learn a second language they have two types of knowledge 

available to them:  knowledge of their mother tongue or first language (L1), and 

their awareness of the learning strategies and mechanisms they use to absorb the 

new material they are learning. According to Dekeyser (2003, p.315), acquiring 

linguistic competence of the native language or L1 is implicit in nature; however, 

when students learn a language through traditional schooling by learning its rules 

and studying examples, this learning is explicit. 

Prior to this study, it was not known to me whether the students (and teachers) of 

Fiji are aware of the strategies they use to learn English. This further prompted 
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me to investigate the strategies used by Fiji undergraduate students to learn 

English and discover if there is any correlation with proficiency in their academic 

language. Differences exist between language learners according to their abilities, 

motivation or the amount of effort they put in their learning but a major 

difference lies in their knowledge of what strategies and skills to use to be 

successful learners.  

1.4.1  Objectives  
  The main objectives of this research are:  

(1) To identify the second language learning strategies used by tertiary students 

of Fiji; 

(2) To investigate the types of grammatical errors made in academic writing by 

students studying in a tertiary institution in Fiji;  

(3) To find correlations between the types of errors made and the language 

learning strategies used; and 

(4) To make recommendations to language educators on ways to address these 

issues in the classroom. 

1.4.2  Key research question 
The key research question that this study addresses is: what is the correlation 

between language learning strategies of tertiary students in Fiji and their 

academic writing skills? 

Related research questions this study seeks to answer are:   

1. What language learning strategies are used by Fiji students? Is there a 

relationship between strategy use and gender/ethnicity?  

2. What are the most common types of errors made in academic writing by Fiji 

students studying in a tertiary institution?  

3. Is there any relationship between gender and errors and ethnicity and errors?  
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4. Are there any implications in the frequency of these errors? 

1.5  Significance of the study 
Some research has been done on language learning strategies of students in Fiji. 

Lal and Mangubhai (2000) conducted a study in Fiji on three groups: secondary 

school students in fifth form and tertiary students who were teacher trainees in 

year 1 and year 2. The study revealed that the most common strategies used by 

these students were metacognitive and social. It also revealed that the more 

advanced learners made a “greater overall use of language learning strategies” 

than those in lower levels (Lal and Mangubhai 2000, p.61).  Mangubhai (1990) 

also conducted research on three individual subjects and the strategies they 

employed to do a cloze test. One of the strategies these participants were given 

practice in was “think aloud,” that is, to verbalize what was going on in their 

minds while they were attempting to do the cloze test. This study was conducted 

under experimental conditions and each of the three participants was put in 

separate classrooms while doing the test. They were given the same set of 

instructions but no time limits were placed on them. Their “think aloud” 

strategies were audio taped. This study revealed that the more proficient subject 

used cognitive and metacognitive strategies. Their strategies correlated well with 

the categories the researcher had put them in according to their proficiency 

levels: high, middle and low. However, to date, no significant research has been 

done on the correlation between language learning strategies and proficiency of 

language in the written texts of tertiary students from Fiji. In particular, 

proficiency has not been measured in terms of linguistic inaccuracies or error 

analysis. 

A system to classify student errors helps to reveal problems faced by students in 

language acquisition. It also enables empirical research to examine the 

communicative effects of errors on learners’ language production, both oral and 

written. The results of this study would be significant as this will be a first for Fiji 

Island students. A positive correlation would reveal that students are aware of 
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good strategies and use them in second language acquisition. A negative 

correlation, on the other hand, would highlight either the students’ inability to use 

appropriate strategies or lack of knowledge on language learning strategy use. 

This study is also significant as can be of benefit to both the teachers of English 

in Fiji as well the as the course writers and developers in various institutions. 

Errors of punctuation, tense, agreement and use of articles have been identified 

by educators and researchers as problematic areas for students of the South 

Pacific (Green 2012). However, no research has been done till now to verify this 

for Fiji students.  It is hoped that the findings of this research will provide useful 

information to assist teachers, textbook writers, curriculum developers and 

tertiary institutions to develop suitable courses, textbooks and teacher education 

programs. It is hoped the findings will also be beneficial to teachers in the 

classroom who can utilize the information in assisting the students write with 

greater accuracy and substance. Finally, it is also hoped that this research will 

add to the small volume of literature on this topic for this region and trigger 

further related research in this area for other South Pacific island students. 

1.6  Limitations and constraints 
This study commenced in 2011. As with any research, there were some 

constraints and limitations. Firstly, the use of LLS questionnaires posed some 

constraints. This was the first time students had used such a questionnaire to 

reflect on the ways they learnt English. Therefore, there was bound to be some 

misunderstanding about the questions and how exactly the research subjects were 

required to respond. Though the questionnaires were adapted to suit the research 

subjects, there were some questions that may not have been directly applicable to 

certain participants; therefore, their answers may not accurately reflect their 

strategy use. Also, there was no way to ascertain whether students understood all 

the questions in the questionnaire when answering. Therefore, there may be some 

answers that do not reflect the students’ true feelings, attitudes and experiences.  
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While collecting the research data, another constraint was the difficulty of getting 

students for the longitudinal study in the second year of the research. It was 

proposed that twenty five students out of the ninety-five research subjects would 

be interviewed to collect more qualitative data on their language learning 

strategies and their assignments would be collected and analyzed to see their 

progress in their academic writing. However, eighteen students responded to 

participate in the qualitative research. 

Other limitations included the sampling of the population. It was envisaged that 

there would be a balance of gender and race in the ninety-five research subjects. 

A random sampling method was used to collect data but the final sample had 

more female students belonging to the Indo-Fijian race. There was, however, 

consistency in the age of the subjects. Ninety percent of them fell in the 19 – 25 

age categories. 

Software was used to identify errors from essays that were sent electronically. It 

was decided to use the software because the types of errors that could possibly be 

found in a written text were already categorized, so it was hoped that this would 

make error identification easy and less cumbersome. There were some limitations 

in the software, called Markin 4. Certain grammatical errors were not 

identifiable, for example, use of apostrophes to show possession and 

abbreviation. This error had to be shown as a punctuation error and therefore in 

the final analysis punctuation had the greatest percentage of errors. Other errors 

that the software did not directly identify were the use of nouns, pronouns, 

relative pronouns and demonstratives. Therefore, data from these categories had 

to be placed in categories such as word choice, word forms and conjunctions. 

Another limitation encountered in this research is the element of subjectivity that 

may have come into the interview data. In as much as an interview is an 

interpersonal encounter between the researcher and his/her subjects, there are 

some limitations in this method. There is a possibility that some variations may 

have occurred in the wording of certain questions to different participants and, as 
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a result, there may be some inconsistency in the data collected.  However, I hope 

that my own subjectivity in data interpretation did not have any effect on the final 

analysis. 
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PART 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

CHAPTER 2  LANGUAGE LEARNING STRATEGIES (LLS) 

2.1 Introduction 
Before proceeding with the definitions and research review, it is essential to 

consider some issues surrounding strategy use and proficiency as this forms the 

background of this thesis. Firstly, it is important to have a working definition of 

what a language learning strategy is in order to understand the subject of this 

study. Secondly, since this study focuses on how language learning strategies 

correlate with academic proficiency, it is important to have an understanding of 

the theories behind the use of these strategies and its pedagogical significance as 

related in the research literature. Thirdly, it is vital to define academic proficiency 

and how it is addressed in this study in order to explain its correlation with 

strategy use. Finally, it is important to place this study within the framework of 

other research done in this area for it to provide a useful contribution to an 

understanding of how language is learnt in the context of second language 

learners of Fiji islands. These are the key components of this research and part 2 

will address each of these in the subsequent chapters.  

Chapter 2 reviews current literature on language learning strategies. It has not 

been easy for researchers to define language learning strategies (O’Malley et al 

1985; Ellis 1994; Wendin and Rubin 1987); hence, chapter 2 begins with the 

definitions from various researchers so that there is a clear understanding of the 

subject of this study. Secondly, it provides an overview of language learning 

strategies and critiques the usefulness of using a generic inventory such as a 

Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) questionnaire to assess the 

impact of learning strategies on students’ academic writing skills. It then moves 

on to discuss the effects of strategy use on second language learners. It argues that 

language learning strategies may not show emerging universal patterns of 

learning; however, it gives some insight to the types of strategies learners use in 
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learning or acquiring a second language. Chapter 3 will consider the concept of 

proficiency and how it has been defined and addressed in this study in order to 

explain its correlation with strategy use. Finally, in chapter 4, the impact of Fiji 

English will be considered as a potential influence on the proficiency of the 

written language of Fiji students.  

To begin with, language learning models can operate at four levels: language 

processing, learning, testing and linguistic analysis (Ryan and Wray (eds.) 1997 p. 

iv). In his article on models of language, Alderson (1997, p.1) disagrees with the 

view of linguists such as Corder that linguistic knowledge is essential in language 

learning. When teaching oral English to Chinese students Zhou Jie (1999, Section 

IV, How can a Chinese Teacher of English Succeed in Oral English Classes) 

stated that “the use of language is more important than knowing about the usage 

of language.” On the other hand, according to Corder (1973 cited in Alderson, 

1997 p. 7), a teacher teaching English must have the most recent and up to date 

linguistic knowledge in order to be successful. Alderson (1997 p.8), however, 

questions this view according to the relevance (or irrelevance) of that linguistic 

knowledge and what teachers actually do in the classroom in terms of using their 

knowledge. 

According to Corder (1975 cited in Alderson 1997, p. 8), knowing the theory of a 

language helps to describe it and is a pre-requirement to teaching. “…we cannot 

teach systematically what we cannot describe.” However, he also agrees that 

“…learners do succeed to a large extent in learning languages” in spite of the 

inability “to describe a language from any of the various theoretical points of 

view” (ibid.). This is apparent in some learners who may have learnt a second or 

third language, such as French, Spanish, or Fijian and Hindi, or Arabic, but are 

only able to read in the language fluently, or in some cases write as well, without 

attaining any level of fluency and understanding to be able to converse in the 

language. According to Ellis (1986, p.165, cited in Griffiths 2004, p.16), 

strategies for learning and strategies for using the language are quite different and 
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that “successful use of communication strategies may actually prevent language 

learning, since skillful compensation for lack of linguistic knowledge may obviate 

the need for learning.” 

In a society such as Fiji, fluency and competency in English are essential for 

success in education, business, good career opportunities and eventually 

emigration overseas. The language situation in Fiji has been described as diglossic 

(Shameem 2004). Schiffman has described a diglossic language where  

“two (or more) varieties coexist in a speech community; the domains of 

linguistic behavior are parceled out in a kind of complementary 

distribution. These domains are usually ranked in a kind of hierarchy, 

from highly valued (H) to less valued (L); when the two varieties are 

recognized (or tacitly accepted) as genetically related, the H domains are 

usually the reserve of the more conservative form of the language, which 

is usually the literary dialect if there is a written form. `Formal' domains 

such as public speaking, religious texts and practice, education, and other 

prestigious kinds of usage are dominated by the H norm; the L norm is 

used for informal conversation, jokes, street and market, the telephone, 

and any other domains (e.g. letter writing, cinema, television) not reserved 

for the H norm. For diglossic situations involving two different 

(genetically unrelated) linguistic codes, (sometimes referred to as 

‘extended’ diglossia) the one dominating the H domains has the greater 

international prestige or is the language of the local power elite or the 

dominant religious community and/or its priesthood. In such cases, the H-

variety language is clearly the language of the more powerful section of 

the society, however power is defined” (1999 para.2 Power and Prestige). 

Being a diglossic society, language attitudes are tied to the education system in 

Fiji (Shameem 2004, p.168). Fiji’s colonial past with Britain has led to English 

becoming  the official language, however, over time the country has also 

developed its own variety of Fiji English which is more widely used “among 
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urban youth”  (Geraghty 1977, 1984;Siegel 1991; Tent & Mugler 1996 cited in 

Shameem 2004, p.156). This will be further discussed in chapter 4 on Fiji 

English. According to Shameem (2004), parents have also placed the learning of 

English as more important than their vernaculars as it is directly linked to job 

availability and subsequently becomes a status issue.  

2.2  Defining “strategies” of language learning 
There have been many definitions of language learning strategies. O’Malley and 

Chamot (1990) have defined them as “the special thoughts or behaviors that 

individuals use to help them comprehend, learn or retain new information” (p.1). 

Chamot (2004, p.15) describes it as “conscious thoughts and actions that learners 

take in order to achieve a learning goal.” Cohen (1996, p.2) states that LLS are 

“actions that are clearly aimed at language learning, as well as those that may lead 

to learning but which do not ostensibly have learning as their primary goal.”  

Brown (2007, p.119) defines it as specific methods of approaching a specific task. 

Below are definitions from the works of some researchers: 

Figure 2:  Definitions of LLS 

1978 Bialystok Language learning strategies are optional means for 
exploiting available information to improve competence in a 
second language (p.71). 

1987 
 
 
1987 
 
 
 

Rubin 
 
 
Chamot 
 
 
 

Learning strategies are those which contribute to the 
development of the language system that the learner 
constructs and affects learning directly (p.23). 
Learning strategies are techniques, approaches, or deliberate 
actions that students take in order to facilitate the learning 
and recall of both linguistic and content area information 
(p.71). 

1990 O’Malley & Chamot Learning strategies are the special thoughts or behaviors that 
individuals use to help them comprehend, learn, or retain 
new information (p.1). 

1990  Oxford Learning strategies are specific actions taken by the learner 
to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-
directed, more effective, and more transferable to new 
situations (p. 8). 

2001  Hall Learning strategies are goal-directed actions that are used by 
learners to mediate their own learning (p.92). 

2004 Chamot Learning strategies are the conscious thoughts and actions 
that learners take in order to achieve a learning goal. 
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Strategic learners have metacognitive knowledge about their 
own thinking and learning approaches, a good understanding 
of what a task entails, and the ability to orchestrate the 
strategies that best meet both the task demands and their own 
learning strengths (p.14). 

 

Learners use these strategies either deliberately, if they are aware of them, or 

subconsciously when performing tasks in a language learning environment. A 

language learning classroom may provide a problem-solving environment for 

learners when they are faced with new and difficult tasks given by their teachers 

so these strategies can help them find the quickest and easiest ways to do what is 

required (Hisamanoglu 2000, p.2). 

Awareness of the significance of learning strategies was first created by Rubin 

(1975) and Stern (1975) followed by O’Malley et al (1985) and Ellis (1994). 

There have been many definitions of learning strategies in addition to those given 

in Figure 1 above. (Bialystok 1978; Chamot 1987; O’Malley & Chamot 1990; 

Oxford 1990; Rubin 1987). Rubin and Stern (1975) have attributed the learning 

strategies to the processes used by learners to acquire knowledge while Skehan 

(1989, p.285, cited in Griffiths 2004) has called the learning strategies an 

“explosion of activity”. Chamot (2004, p.14) calls the learning strategies thoughts 

and actions individuals employ to acquire a learning goal which can only be 

identified through self-reporting by the learner, while Ellis (1994, p.529) finds the 

concept of learning strategies “fuzzy.” According to Griffiths (2004), the 

definition of “learning strategies” still remains unclear. Nevertheless, suffice it to 

say that this concept appeared when there was a shift from the emphasis given to 

language learning products to processes (Oxford, 1990).  As a result, language 

learning strategies emerged as an integral part in the learning process. 

Oxford (1990) developed a new system and came up with six groups of learning 

strategies, namely: memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective, 

and social strategies. The first three are grouped as direct strategies and the latter 

three are indirect. Direct strategies are used in the direct learning of the target 
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language while indirect strategies help learners to manage and support their 

learning without involving the target language directly (Wu 2008).  

� Memory strategies help learners learn and store information for future use. 

� Cognitive strategies involve the use of formal, direct steps to acquire 

knowledge or skill (Derry & Murphy 1996, Rubin 1987).  

� Compensation strategies enable learners to make up their missing 

knowledge through guessing, switching to their native language and other 

compensatory methods.  

� Metacognitive strategies help learners to take control of their learning.  

� Affective strategies help learners to take control of their emotions while in 

the process of language learning.  

� Social strategies allow learners to involve other people in their learning 

process by working together, asking questions and becoming aware of 

others’ feelings.   

These six strategies are measured using an LLS questionnaire designed by Oxford 

(1990) and it employs a Likert scale of one to five to rate an individual’s strategy 

use. (See Appendix 8 for the full questionnaire). 

Oxford’s full LLS taxonomy is as follows:  

A. Direct Strategies  

1. Memory Strategies (CARE)  

a. Creating mental linkages  

b. Applying images and sounds  

c. Reviewing well  

d. Employing action  
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2. Cognitive Strategies (PRAC)  

a. Practicing  

b. Receiving and sending messages  

c. Analyzing and reasoning  

d. Creating structure for input and output  

3. Compensation Strategies (GO) 

a. Guessing intelligently  

b. Overcoming limitations in speaking and writing  

B. Indirect Strategies  

4. Metacognitive Strategies (CAPE)  

a. Centering your learning  

b. Arranging and planning your learning  

c. Evaluating your learning  

5. Affective Strategies (LET)  

a. Lowering your anxiety  

b. Encouraging yourself  

c. Taking your emotional temperature  

6. Social Strategies (ACE)  

a. Asking questions  

b. Cooperating with others  

c. Empathizing with others  

            (Oxford 1990, p.17) 

These six categories are now known as the Strategy Inventory for Language 

Learning (SILL), which is used by many researchers in the learning strategy field 

to identify language learning strategies of L2 learners. Even though Oxford (ibid.) 
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acknowledges that these categories will overlap, she argues that there is no 

complete agreement on exactly what strategies are; how many strategies exist; 

how they should be defined, demarcated and categorized; and whether it is – or 

ever will be – possible to create a real, scientifically validated hierarchy of 

strategies. Classification conflicts are inevitable.  

However, these six categories are interrelated and interact with one another 

(Rahimi, et al 2004. p.34). According to Ellis (1994), Oxford’s classification of 

language learning strategies is the most comprehensive to date. Twenty years may 

have lapsed since Ellis made that comment; however, it has been validated by 

Hsiao and Oxford (2002) and Chamot (2004, p.17) also testifies to its superiority 

and variety as reported by language learners. These strategies have been 

developed generally for research purposes but Chamot (2004, p.17) also notes that 

in the naming of these strategies little attention has been given to students’ 

learning goals or teachers’ instructional goals. Chamot (ibid.) argues that these 

goals can vary according to the purpose of learning and teaching, ranging from 

learning communication skills for survival to passing examinations or for 

advanced academic studies. For example, in a classroom where the goal is to 

develop basic interpersonal communication skills (BICS) (Cummins 2003), 

learners can use social, compensation or affective strategies when interacting with 

speakers from the target language; however, if students are preparing for an 

examination on grammar and vocabulary then memory strategies may be used 

while affective strategies during examinations may be helpful in dealing with 

stress and anxieties. When learning English for academic purposes cognitive 

strategies may be useful in academic reading, writing, listening and speaking 

tasks (Chamot 2004).  

The choice of strategies will depend much on the learner’s own metacognition of 

his/her learning processes. However, teachers can assist students in selecting the 

best strategies depending on the task at hand where the learner needs most help. 

Students who are not able to gauge their progress can be taught to monitor their 
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learning, identify their difficulties and then select the strategies best suited for 

their progress (Chamot et al 1999). Chamot (2004, p.18) advises that in the 

language classroom teachers need to assist students in developing their 

metacognition as this will help them select appropriate strategies for a given task. 

2.3  Models of language learning strategy instruction 
A number of models for teaching strategies have been devised for both L1 and L2 

contexts. The table below compares three current models (Cohen 1998; Chamot et 

al 1999, Chamot 2005; Grenfell & Harris 1999, cited in Chamot 2004, p.22). All 

three models have similarities in that they recommend that the teacher is the role 

model and must be aware of and practice the strategies. They begin with the 

preparation stages where students are able to identify their learning strategies 

through the help of the teachers who then lead them in sharing and discussing 

their experiences of strategy use. The teacher is the model, trainer, facilitator and 

coach in the teaching of the strategies and each stage is interactive and has a 

hands-on approach. All three models focus on a strong development of the 

students’ understanding of what language learning strategies are and how they can 

use them to improve their learning.  

Figure 3: Models of LLS use 

SSBI* model (Cohen 1998) CALLA**model (Chamot 2005; 

Chamot et al 1999) 

Grenfell & Harris (1999) 

Teacher as diagnostician: Helps 
students identify current 
strategies and learning styles. 

Preparation: Teacher identifies 
students’ current learning strategies 
for familiar tasks 

Awareness raising: Students 
complete a task, and then 
identify the strategies they 
used. 

Teacher as language learner: 
Shares own learning experiences 
and thinking processes. 

Presentation: Teacher models, 
names, explain new strategy; asks 
students if and how they have used it. 

Modelling: Teacher models, 
discusses value of new 
strategy, makes checklist of 
strategies for later use. 

Teacher as learner trainer: 
Trains students on how to use 
learning strategies. 

Practice: Students practice new 
strategy; in subsequent strategy 
practice, teacher fades reminders to 
encourage independent strategy use. 

General practice: Students 
practice new strategies with 
different tasks. 

Teacher as coordinator: Self-evaluation: Students evaluate Action planning: Students set 
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Supervises students’ study plans 
and monitors difficulties. 

their own strategy use immediately 
after practice. 

goals and choose strategies to 
attain those goals. 

Teacher as coach: Provides 
ongoing guidance in students’ 
progress 

Expansion: Students transfer 
strategies to new tasks, combine 
strategies into clusters, develop 
repertoire of preferred strategies.  

Focused practice: Students 
carry out action plan using 
selected strategies; teacher 
fades prompts so that students 
use strategies automatically. 

 Assessment: Teacher assesses 
students’ use of strategies and impact 
on performance. 

Evaluation: Teacher and 
students evaluate success of 
action plan; set new goals; 
cycle begins again. 

*Styles and Strategies-Based Instruction **Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach 

(Table reproduced from Chamot 2004, p.22). 

2.4  Characteristics of a “good” language learner 
Early research (Rubin 1975, 1981; Stern 1975) tried to define the characteristics 

of a good language learner.  As research in this area increased in the seventies, 

educators and researchers realized that no single method could be attributed to 

success in teaching English as a second language (Brown 2007, cited in Zare 

2012, p.162). Some learners were successful in their ability to master a second 

language using methods that may not have been universally acknowledged. 

According to Brown (2007 p.132, cited in Zare 2012, p. 162), “Certain people 

appeared to be endowed with abilities to succeed; others lacked those abilities.” 

The early researchers (Rubin 1975; Stern 1975) described a good language learner 

as one who is able to: 

� Take responsibility for their learning; 

� Organize information about the language; 

� Create opportunities for their learning  and is willing to take risks and 

experiment with words and grammar; 

� Use memory strategies to remember what was learnt earlier; 

� Use their errors in a positive way; 
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� Use the linguistic knowledge of their L1 to make sense of their L2; 

� Use clues provided in the context to enhance their understanding; 

� Make intelligent guesses; 

� Vary the styles in their speech and writing according to formal and informal 

contexts; 

� Use compensation strategies to fill in the gap in their competence; 

� Carry on a conversation in spite of inadequacies in their knowledge of the 

target language. 

While these characteristics may not have resulted from any empirical data, they 

do reveal that successful learners continually engage in good learning practices. 

Therefore, it is vital that teachers of the second language find out what strategies 

their learners use and teach less successful learners those strategies that have been 

found to be successful. Wenden and Rubin (1987) have reported that all learners 

use certain strategies for learning; however, not all may be using the right ones to 

give them the required success. Quite often teachers may identify a learner as 

successful based on one or two of the four macro skills (listening, speaking, 

reading and writing) acquired; however, that can give an incorrect assessment of 

the learner. To identify a second language learner as “good and successful,” it is 

important to consider their speed of acquisition, exposure to English in early 

childhood, learner’s goals and level of proficiency (Sewell 2003, cited in Zare 

2012, p.163).  

2.5  Research on language learning strategies 
Although strategy use is often an unobservable event as it relates more to the 

mental processes of a learner, the vast literature on factors influencing it points to 

gender, ethnicity, motivation, proficiency, learning styles and learners’ level of 

language. Of these, motivation, proficiency, learning style and gender seem to 

have a strong correlation (Rahimi et al 2004, p.34). Learning style differs from 
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learning strategies as it deals with the personalities of learners and their 

naturalistic and habitual ways of acquiring a second language while learning 

strategies are conscious steps used by a learner to develop linguistic competence 

(Lessard-Clouston 1997).  

Early research, from the nineteen seventies and eighties, found that successful 

language learners had “a strong desire to communicate, were willing to guess 

when unsure, and were not afraid of being wrong or appearing foolish” (Rubin 

1975, p.43). However, they were mindful of correctness, form and meaning and 

monitored their own language as well as that of those surrounding them. These 

strategies were not employed universally by all successful language learners. It 

depended on the learners’ target language proficiency, age, situation and cultural 

differences. Filmore (1982, p.63 cited in Griffiths 2004) reported similar findings 

in her research on individual differences. She found that successful learners also 

used social strategies as they “spent more time...socialising...” Research has 

shown that a number of variables, such as gender, ethnicity, proficiency levels, 

socio-economic background and levels of motivation affect the type and 

frequency of strategy use by second/foreign language learners (O’Malley et al 

1985a; Oxford and Nyikos 1989; Ehrman and Oxford 1990). 

Grenfell and Harris (1999) identify two reasons for the importance of 

understanding students’ learning strategies in second language learning and 

teaching:  firstly, they give insights into learners’ metacognitive, cognitive, social, 

and affective processes involved in language learning;  and secondly, they can 

give information to language educators about the problems less successful 

language learners face and what new strategies can be taught  to improve their 

proficiency so they become better at their adopted language. 

Stern (1975) came up with ten language learning strategies: using positive 

learning; an active approach to the learning task; being tolerant and outgoing; 

having technical knowledge about language; experimenting and developing; 

constant searching for meaning of new language; willingness to practise; 
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willingness to use language in real situations; self-monitoring; and development 

of the target language as a separate reference system. 

In 1978, Naiman, Frohlich, Stern and Todesco (p.4) discovered that good 

language learners “are able to adapt learning styles to suit themselves, are actively 

involved in the language learning process, are able to develop an awareness of 

language both as a system of rules and as a means of communication, are 

constantly working at expanding their language knowledge, develop the target 

language as a separate system which does not always have to be related to the first 

language, and are realistically aware of the demands of learning language.”  

All of these are reflected in Oxford’s (1990) SILL which has been used in this 

study to identify strategy use of the research participants. 

O’Malley et al (1985, 1985a) reported that higher level students tended to use 

greater metacognitive strategies which implied that more successful language 

learners are able to exercise control over their learning. However, another study 

by Ehrman and Oxford (1995) revealed quite the contrary; it indicated that 

language learners could only use cognitive strategies successfully. This is not to 

say that the other strategies are not being used by the learners successfully. On the 

contrary, research shows that language learners at all levels use the strategies but 

some are not fully aware of the strategies they use or those strategies that may be 

most of most benefit to them (Oxford 1989).   

The above research shows that there are no clear universal patterns of learning 

among second language learners. Different language learning strategies are in 

constant use by higher level students in tertiary institutions according to research 

done by Green and Oxford (1995). They discovered some 23 strategies used by 

students across proficiency levels and concluded that even though these may have 

contributed to their learning, it is not necessarily true that they could lead less 

successful students to higher levels of proficiency. 
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Research done on strategy use over the last twenty years suggests that language 

performance is related to language learning strategy (Dreyer & Oxford 1996; 

Roehr 2004; Tsan 2008; Boyce 2009) and that strategies can be taught. In a study 

by Wu (2008) at National Chin-Yi University of Technology, Taiwan, it was 

found that students who had a higher proficiency in English used these strategies 

more frequently than those with lower proficiency. Similar results on the 

correlation between high levels of proficiency and an increased use of both direct 

and indirect strategies were found in research by Green and Oxford (1995) and 

Chen (2002) among others.  

 

More specifically, in a study done in Hong Kong by Peacock and Ho (2003) on 

1006 university students studying English for Academic Purposes (EAP), a 

positive correlation was found between twenty seven strategies and proficiency. 

In this study there were 51% male and 49% female students with an average age 

of 21. Strategy use was compared across eight disciplines of the university. It was 

found that students majoring in English use the LLS most frequently while 

computing majors’ students used them least frequently (p.185). Data was 

collected using two methods: the SILL questionnaire and a semi-structured 

interview with 48 students (p.184). The results showed that the most frequent 

strategies used by all students across the eight disciplines were compensation, 

followed by cognitive, metacognitive, social, memory and affective (p.185). 

Higher proficiency learners used cognitive and metacognitive strategies more 

frequently than those with lower proficiency (p.186). Females used more 

strategies and more frequently than the males while the mature age students used 

them more than the younger students (p.190). The 48 students who were 

interviewed were chosen three each from the lowest and highest users of the 

learning strategies.  When the low usage students were asked for their reasons of 

strategy use, the most common answer was that they did not enjoy or were not 

interested in learning English (p191). Other students indicated that learning 

English was not on their priority list as it was difficult for them and they did not 
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enjoy it. The high users of strategies were motivated to learn English as they 

enjoyed it and it was an important subject for them. This shows that there is a link 

between what the students believe about learning a language and strategy use. 

When compared with the various disciplines, it was found that only those students 

who were majoring in English were high users of the learning strategies. The rest 

of the seven disciplines, which included building, business, engineering, computer 

studies, math, primary education and science, recorded low use of the strategies 

with a few high users. This study has showed that students from the humanitarian 

discipline were more frequent users of language learning strategies than science, 

business and engineering students. 

Griffiths (2003) also discovered that language learning strategies were used more 

by higher level students than those in elementary levels. The strategies the higher 

level students used included interaction with others, vocabulary, reading, 

tolerance of ambiguity, language systems, management of feelings and learning 

and utilizing available resources. 

Just as successful learner strategies give valuable insights to language learning, so 

do strategies employed by unsuccessful learners.  Sinclair Bell (1995) reported 

about her personal experience while learning the Chinese language. She found it 

“immensely stressful” and attributed this to using “the same strategies and 

approaches” as she had used for L1 literacy (p.701). Similar conclusions were 

drawn by Porte (1988) in his study on 15 underachievers at a language learning 

school in London who had used the same or similar strategies at schools in their 

own countries but were not able to use them successfully for L2 literacy. 

However, research indicates that language learning strategies can be taught and 

that better strategies can improve language performance (Oxford 1990). 

2.5.1 Gender and strategy use 

Some studies have also been done on gender and learning strategies. According to 

Tannen (1986, 1990), several of the strategies used by females were typical of 
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female conversation styles. In this study both males and females used 

metacognitive strategies most frequently even though the female participants had 

a higher usage rate of 58% while male usage rate was 48%. The second most 

frequently used strategy for males was social (44%) whereas for females it was 

cognitive (50%). Females showed a greater inclination towards strategies which 

required learners to practise, analyze and use reasoning abilities while males 

inclined more towards learning while socializing. Both the genders showed a low 

usage of memory and affective strategies (males 13% and females 25%). 

Tannen’s results indicate and confirm people’s beliefs about women’s superior 

communicative skills and how they differ from men’s communicative styles. The 

higher use of metacognitive strategies indicate that women are in better control of 

their learning and their higher use of cognitive strategies give them an added 

advantage over men in their language performance; they perform better in 

language-related tasks. Men show greater inclination towards socializing as a 

means to improving their language skills. 

Ehrman and Oxford (1989) and Oxford and Nyikos (1989) found both genders 

used distinctively different learning strategies. Oxford and Nyikos (1989) found 

that females used language learning strategies more often than males in three of 

the five factors: formal rule-related practice, general study strategies and 

conversational input elicitation strategies while Ehrman and Oxford (1989) found 

that more women than men used the following strategies: general study strategies, 

strategies for authentic language use, strategies for searching for and 

communicating meaning, and metacognitive or self-management strategies.  

However, in a study by Ehrman and Oxford (1990) no distinct differences were 

found between the two genders.  

In a study by Politzer (1983) in the United States it was found that more females 

used language learning strategies than males. In another study by Green and 

Oxford (1995), it was found that females used one direct and three indirect 

strategies from the six groups in Oxford’s (1990) taxonomy more frequently than 
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males; these were memory, metacognitive, affective and social. They also 

identified fourteen individual strategies that females used more often than males. 

This led them to the conclusion that females used LLS more than males. 

 In another study by Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006), females had an inclination 

towards affective and social strategies more often than males. A study done in 

Japan by Watanabe (1990) also found significant differences in patterns of 

strategy use between male and female students in a metropolitan university and an 

all-female rural college. In another study done in China (Sy 1994), significant 

differences were also seen in strategy use between the two genders. Females used 

cognitive, compensation, metacognitive and social strategies more frequently than 

males.  

In a more recent study by Nguyen Trong Nhan and Ho Thi Lai (2013) to compare 

strategy use between male and female tertiary students, it was found that both 

were medium users of the strategies. However, contrary to the expectations of the 

researchers, it was found that males were greater strategy users than females. 

Males used direct strategies more frequently while females used indirect strategies 

more often. The study also showed that males used compensation and social 

strategies more while females were greater users of memory and affective 

strategies. It seemed that the males used opportunities to interact with others in 

the target language through their high usage of social strategies while using 

compensation strategies to overcome their deficiencies in their knowledge of the 

target language. 

A similar study was conducted with 148 undergraduate students to determine the 

differences in strategy use between male and female learners (Zare 2012, p.1242). 

61 males and 87 females participated in this study. They were fourth year 

undergraduates who were studying Teaching English as a Foreign Language 

(TEFL) in Shiraz, Iran. In the analysis of strategy use between the male and 

female gender, it was found that females were higher users of the strategies. 

Except for compensation strategies, females used all the strategies more 
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frequently than the males. This is similar to the study of the Vietnamese students 

by Nguyen and Ho (2013). The results the Iranian study (Zare 2012) showed that 

the students were medium users of the strategies. The average mean score of 

strategy use was 3.35 (p.1243). These results are consistent with Nguyen and Ho 

(2013). However, in this study the Iranian students used metacognitive strategies 

most, followed by compensation, cognitive, social, memory and affective. English 

is a foreign language in Iran, therefore learners do not have much exposure to the 

language in their daily lives (Zare 2012, p.1243). As a result, students created and 

looked for their own opportunities to use and practise English and constantly 

monitored and evaluated their learning to achieve high grades to pass their 

subjects. On the other hand, affective strategies were used least by the Iranians. 

According to Zare (2012, p.1243), Iranian learners are reserved and conservative 

with their feelings. They will participate only when they are sure they will not 

lose face in front of their peers and teachers. Also, Zare (ibid.) notes that as the 

students gained higher proficiency and knowledge of the target language, they did 

not use affective strategies as frequently as the younger learners did. 

These findings show that males and females quite often use different LLS; in spite 

of the variations, it seems females have a wider range of strategy use than males. 

These findings are significant because they show that there are differences in 

strategy use between the two genders which can be attributed to biological, social, 

cultural and/or geographical factors. These differences can have a profound effect 

in a language classroom. 

2.5.2 Motivation and strategy use  

Effects of motivation have also influenced learning strategies. This was revealed 

in the study by Oxford and Nyikos (1989) in a Midwestern American university. 

It was found that career choice was instrumental as a motivating factor for the use 

of language learning strategies. In Taiwan, Yang (1998) found that even though 

her students were aware of language learning strategies, they did not make much 

use of them. Similar findings were made by Politzer and McGroarty (1985) about 
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Asian students who did not use many of the strategies that would be normally 

used by “good” language learners. 

In a study in Australia by Willing (1988) on adult immigrant speakers of other 

languages, it was found that irrespective of ethnic origin, age, gender, proficiency 

and length of residence, the learning strategies used by language learners 

remained the same. Motivation was not an influential factor on the adult 

immigrant speakers. 

Lal and Manguhai (2000) conducted a study in Fiji on secondary school students 

with fifth form secondary school students and tertiary students who were teacher 

trainees. It was found that learning strategies used by these students were mostly 

metacognitive and social. Furthermore, there was greater use of learning strategies 

by more advanced students, in this case tertiary students in their first and second 

year of study. According to Lal and Mangubhai (2000, p.62), the use of 

metacognitive strategies could be attributed to the fact that a pass in English 

public examinations was necessary for entry into tertiary institutions; hence fifth 

form students would plan and take control of their learning to attain good marks. 

The desire to do well in national examinations was a motivating force for these 

students.  

Nunan (1997, cited in Huang 2003) reported on a successful training programme 

in Hong Kong which incorporated learning strategy into the curriculum to 

develop students’ academic writing and speaking skills. The aim of the study was 

to investigate the effect of learner strategy training on motivation and knowledge 

use and perceived uses of the strategies. The following strategies were taught: 

predicting, confirming, reflecting, self-evaluating, cooperating, summarizing, 

memorizing, inductive and deductive learning, learning skills, applying, 

classifying, and personalizing and developing independent strategies. The 

students utilized the strategies over one semester both in and out of the classroom. 

The results showed a significant effect on learner motivation and students’ use 

and appreciation of learner strategies. In another study on strategy training carried 
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out by Nunan (1995) involving 60 students in a 12-week program, it was 

concluded that classrooms should focus on teaching both content and language 

learning strategies.  

2.5.3 Use of different strategies 

In a study on Turkish university students learning English as a foreign language, 

Oxford’s (1990) SILL questionnaire was distributed to fifty participants who were 

third year learners of English. The results showed that the participants were high 

users of compensation and metacognitive strategies and medium users of the 

memory, cognitive, affective and social strategies (Deneme 2008, p.88). 

Research on affective strategies done over the last 30 years has confirmed that 

language learning is enhanced by affective strategies (Gardner & MacIntyre 1993 

cited in Rossiter 2003, p.2). Price (cited in Rossiter 2003. p.2) reported on 

learners with debilitating anxiety that was caused by teachers who were critical of 

pronunciation or focused on classroom performance rather than learning while 

Bailey’s (cited in Rossiter 2003. p.2) experience of her French classroom revealed 

that competitiveness and anxiety  can both be facilitating and debilitating. When it 

is facilitating, it encourages and motivates the learners to do better and improve; 

however, when it is debilitating it can influence learners to avoid classes and stay 

away from the learning. Affective strategies are as vital as cognitive strategies for 

successful language learning (Valdivia et. al 2011). 

Research on strategy training has shown that each group studied has its own 

unique effects. O’Malley and Chamot (1996) found that the more successful 

learners differed in their strategy use from the less successful ones. They also 

found that those students who were instructed on strategy use by their teachers 

used a greater variety of strategies in their learning and were more successful 

Although the findings of research done on strategy training do not clearly specify 

what exact strategies are used at all times, it can be concluded that teaching 

language learning strategies is an integral part of language teaching and current 
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researchers and educators need to exploit the potentials of such an approach in 

their classrooms. What is most important to realize is that no specific strategy has 

worked outright for all language learners. A combination of strategies and 

approaches would be the best method to use for effective second language 

learning and teaching. 

 2.6  Benefits of strategy use 
As discussed above language learning strategies are specific actions, thoughts and 

techniques that learners use to improve and develop their second language. Good 

language learners have been characterized by the variety of strategies they use 

deliberately and consciously in monitoring their improvement in L2 (Naiman, 

Frolich and Todesco, 1975; Frolich, Stern and Todesco, 1978; Rubin 1975; Stern 

1983;). 

According to some researchers (Abraham & Vann 1987; O’Malley & Chamot 

1990; Shmais 2003), successful L2 learners are aware of strategy use and are able 

to tailor it to suit their own needs. Less successful learners are also aware of 

strategy use; however, they are not able to use it effectively for their personal 

needs (Block, 1986; Galloway and Labarca 1991; Stern 1975; Vann & Abraham, 

1990;.  

Good language learners use a variety of strategies to assist them in gaining 

command over new language skills (O’Malley et al 1985, p.557-558) and  

promoting their own achievement (Hong 2006, p.1).However, Hişmanoğlu (2000) 

claims that there is always the possibility that the less successful ones can also use 

the same language learning strategies while becoming unsuccessful. These 

authors emphasize that using the same good language learning strategies does not 

guarantee that less successful learners will also become successful in language 

learning since other factors may also play an important role in success (Saricoban 

and Saricaoglu 2008, p.163).  
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Social psychologists Gardiner and McIntyre (1993) found that learners’ individual 

characteristics, personal situations and strategy use all interact in their unique 

ways to influence proficiency in their L2. Oxford (1989) showed gender and 

ethnicity as two important determinants of strategy use. McIntyre and Gardiner 

(1991) showed that certain affective learning strategies reduced the level of 

anxiety in L2 learning and thus learners were able to make good use of certain 

cognitive strategies.  

In his model of language learning McIntyre (1994) highlighted the importance of 

affective factors and linked the use of a strategy with task demands, proficiency, 

attitudes, motivation, self-confidence against strategy use, goals and criteria for 

success. In this model students must be aware of the strategy and have a reason to 

use it. According to McIntyre (1994, p.193): 

“This model allows for strategy use to be context dependent…indicates 

that students who are motivated to use a strategy may fail to do so because 

of interference from another variable, such as anxiety…also indicates that 

future strategy use depends on the consequences or outcomes of prior 

strategy use and that the judgment of success in meeting the 

communicative demand will be a key predictor of the continued use of a 

given strategy.” 

It can be concluded that language learning strategies enable learners to take a 

greater responsibility of their learning as it enables them to make conscious 

efforts to use the techniques of learning a second language. Depending on the 

language skills being taught, teaching strategy use has been effective in successful 

L2 language development (O’Malley & Chamot 1990; Oxford & Crookall 1989). 

2.7  Assessing the use of SILL  

Language learning strategies are identified through self-reporting and to that 

effect the SILL questionnaire has been used in many studies (Ozeki 2000; Rubin 

& Thompson 1994; Weaver & Cohen 1997; Goh 2002a; Fan 2003; Griffiths 
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2004; Wu 2008). A questionnaire such as this has the advantage of being suitable 

for use when the research sample is large and also it can be analyzed 

quantitatively, without much interference from the researcher’s interpretation 

(Dornyei 2003;Griffiths 2004, p.56). 

Although critics may say that self-reporting can be inaccurate as there is no way 

to verify if the learner has reported truthfully or if they have understood all the 

items in the instrument, there is no other objective way to identify what mental 

processes he/she is going through. Grenfell and Harris (1999, p.54) state that “…it 

is not easy to get inside the ‘black box’ of the human brain and find out what is 

going on there. We work with what we can get, which, despite the limitations, 

provides food for thought…” 

To this end, the SILL has been used by many researchers as an instrument to find 

contributions to a student’s success in second language acquisition (Goh and 

Foong 1997; Lal and Mangubhai 2000; Bull and Ma 2001; Lai 2009; Yang 2010). 

It is a questionnaire which consists of fifty statements following the format “I 

think of…”, “I use…” , “I connect…”. Students respond to the above statements 

using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “Always true of me” to “Never true of 

me.” Reliability of the SILL has been found to be 93% - 98% (Oxford & Burry 

1993; Oxford & Burry-Stock 1995). The statements are structured using Oxford’s 

(1990) system of classification into six groups. Hence, Part A has nine statements 

on memory related strategies. Part B has fourteen statements on cognitive 

strategies. Part C has six statements on compensation strategies. Part D has nine 

statements on metacognitive strategies. Part E has six statements on affective 

strategies and Part F has six statements on social strategies. 

These six categories are not mutually exclusive; they may overlap (Oxford, 1990, 

p.17). These categories were created to redress problems found in earlier versions 

of the SILL designed for native speakers who were learning a foreign language 

(Ehrman & Oxford, 1989). It was found in those versions that there was an over 

emphasis on cognitive and metacognitive strategies and a severe lack of attention 
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to affective and social strategies. As a result the earlier versions did not capture all 

the factors that affect L2 learning. The six categories, therefore, were designed to 

expand the earlier version which was quite restrictive and not adequately holistic 

in nature. The 1990 version can measure language learning strategies of learners 

across the survey or in each of the six categories. 

The SILL has been used in studies relating to language performance, gender and 

ethnicity differences in language learning. It provides some understanding of the 

strategies used by L2 learners in second language development. In studies 

conducted in a variety of geographical and cultural settings all over the world, it 

has been found that students who are successful L2 learners have used these 

strategies more frequently and certain strategies have shown greater correlations 

with successful learners. 

According to Fazeli (2012, p.501) 

“The SILL is a structured survey (Oxford, 1990), which according to 

Oxford and Nyikos (1989) the strategies which are included in SILL are 

gathered from extensive literature review. In addition, Oxford (1996a) 

claims in general, SILL reliabilities have been high, and the reliability 

remains “very acceptable” (Oxford & Bury-Stock 1995, p.6). Moreover, 

Green and Oxford (1995) remark that reliability using Cronbach alpha 

ranges from .93 to .95 depending whether the survey is taken in learners’ 

own language or in target language. Regarding validity, Oxford and 

Burry-Stock (1995) point out that the all types of validity are very high. 

Moreover, factor analysis of SILL is confirmed by many studies (Hsiao & 

Oxford 2002; Oxford 1996a; Oxford & Burry-Stock 1995). Ellis (1994) 

believes that Oxford’s taxonomy is possibly the most comprehensive 

currently available. Several empirical studies have been found to have 

moderate intercorrelation between the items of six categories in SILL 

(Oxford & Ehrman, 1995). Moreover, Oxford (1996b) states that “each 
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sub-scale would have an adequate number of items to facilitate more in-

depth understanding of the learning strategies” (p.3). 

Using a strategy instrument such as a SILL questionnaire for assessing language 

learning strategies has some advantages. They are quick and easy to use and 

administer while providing a general assessment of students’ strategies across a 

range of tasks, and conducted in a non-threatening environment using cost-

effective methods “under conditions of confidentiality” (Oxford and Burry-Stock 

1995, p.2).  However, the disadvantage of using such rating scales is that they do 

not provide information about the strategies that learners use for more specific 

language tasks. Other strategy assessment techniques include informal and formal 

observation in the classroom, interviews, group discussions, journals and diaries, 

recollective narratives and think-aloud protocols. Each of these techniques has 

their advantages and disadvantages (Cohen 1987 and Oxford 1990b). For 

example, informal and formal observation is easy to use but do not provide 

information on the mental strategies such as reasoning and analyzing. Group 

discussions give information about the strategies used by the class but are unable 

to provide data on individual strategies. Diaries and journals provide qualitative 

data on individual learners, however, that data cannot be used to compare strategy 

use between individuals. Recollective narratives may provide information of the 

bigger picture but without any details while think-aloud protocols “offer the most 

detailed information of all because the student describes strategies while doing a 

language task; but these protocols are usually used only on a one-to-one basis, 

take a great deal of time, reflect strategies related just to the task at hand, and are 

not summative across students for group information” (Oxford and Burry-Stock 

1995, p.2). 

Most of these techniques use some type of learner self-report which would be 

difficult to get if observation techniques were used only. However, researchers 

also question the learners’ willingness and ability to describe and rate their 

learning behaviours correctly (Oxford 1990b). Thus, critics of self-reporting 
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techniques, such as the SILL, question if the learners know how to answer the 

questionnaires; do they understand the items in each category; are they able to 

provide the right responses? These questions have been addressed by researchers 

who, after repeated use of these techniques and with clear instructions, state that 

the learners have the ability to answer and rate their strategy use clearly and 

objectively (Chamot and Kupper 1989 and O’Malley and Chamot 1990). 

There have been other strategy rating scales used apart from the SILL by 

Bialystok (1981), Politzer (1983), Politzer and McGroarty (1985), McGroarty 

(1987), Chamot (1987), Padron and Waxman (1988), Bedell (1993) (all cited in 

Oxford and Burry-Stock 1995, pp. 3-4). However, most of them could not provide 

reliability or validity data of their instruments. As a result, the SILL was 

developed by Oxford (1990). As Oxford and Burry-Stock state (1995, p.4),  

“If the psychometric properties of reliability and validity have not been 

explored, it is impossible to know whether we can put faith in the results 

of the research. Another reason for developing the SILL is that the 

instruments just mentioned do not always systematically represent all the 

kinds of strategies viewed as important to language learning. A more 

comprehensive scale was needed for measuring strategy use among ESL 

and EFL students.”  

The psychometric qualities of the 50-item SILL for ESL learners were 

investigated by Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995) and Park (2011). According to 

Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995), the SILL has utility, reliability and validity. 

Utility or usefulness of the SILL was measured by its wide employment as a 

research instrument for language learning strategies. According to Oxford and 

Burry-Stock (1995, p.6),  

“The most frequent venue has been the classroom, where the goal has 

been chiefly to reveal the relationship between strategy use and language 

performance. The reason this goal is important is that if there is a strong 
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relationship between these two variables, perhaps language performance 

can be improved by enhancing strategy use. Other classroom uses of the 

SILL have included assessing strategy use at a given point, to be 

compared with strategy use later (sometimes after strategy training 

interventions); comparing the often very different learning strategies of 

women and men; making the conceptual linkage between strategy use and 

underlying learning styles; and individualizing classroom instruction 

based on the strategy use of different students.” 

Reliability of the SILL is measured by Cronbach Alpha as the most appropriate 

reliability index. In most studies Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995, p.6) found that 

the SILL had an average of .94 reliability. However, it did go down slightly, to 

.88, when the SILL was administered in the target language, English, rather than 

the participant’s first language (Oxford and Burry-Stock 1995, p.7). Nevertheless, 

these reliabilities have been deemed “respectable’ by Oxford and Burry-Stock 

(ibid.) and that “measurement error is minimal.” 

Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995) have found that in most studies the SILL has been 

found to have high content, criterion-related and construct validity. Content 

validity, as determined by two strategy experts, is very high while criterion-

related validity, which involves either predictive or concurrent relationships with 

other variables such as proficiency, is shown in relationships between the SILL 

and another variable. For example, many studies in strategy use and proficiency  

(Rossi-Le, 1989; Phillips, 1990, 1991; Chang, 1991; Wen and Johnson, 1991; 

Green and Oxford, 1992; Park 1994; oral language proficiency tests (Chang, 

1991), grades in a language course (Mullins, 1991), language achievement tests 

directly related to course content (Oxford et al., 1993a, b), proficiency self-ratings 

(Oxford and Nyikos, 1989; Watanabe, 1990; Chang, 1991; and professional 

language career status (Ehrman and Oxford, 1989) cited in Oxford and Burry-

Stock 1995, p.7) have found that more proficient learners used more language 

learning strategies. To measure construct validity, a number of studies (Watanabe 
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1990; Chang 1991; Park 1994; Phillips 1990,1991; Green 1991; and Mullins 

1991, cited in Oxford and Burry-Stock 1995, pp.8-10) were used which measured 

correlations using statistical procedures. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) and 

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) are used to demonstrate construct 

validity. Factor analysis and multidimensional scaling are also used to measure 

theoretical construct. 

Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995) conducted a large meta-study to compare the 

factor structures of six sets of ESL/EFL SILL data. The data were from Puerto 

Rico, Taiwan, People’s Republic of China, Japan, Egypt and US. The six-factor 

analyses used the 50-item SILL. The strategies used for factor analyses were: 

active language use; metacognitive planning; affective and social; reflection 

(analysis and anxiety); sensory memory strategies; social/cognitive conversation; 

sensory (visual) memory; cognitive and relaxation; and general compensation. 

The findings showed that the most significant factors to explain the variance 

were: active, naturalistic language use, metacognitive planning, and sensory 

memory strategies. These strategies were found to prevail across the six sets of 

data. Affective and social strategies as a combination, affective strategies alone, 

reflective strategies, formal oral practice, compensation and analysis, 

compensation in speaking, social strategies, visual memory, attention to key 

details and general memory strategies were also common among some data sets 

(Oxford and Burry-Stock 1995, pp.14-18).  The researchers concluded that 

“Because of the national and cultural differences in these factor analyses, it is 

obvious that the same SILL factor structure might not be appropriate for all 

people who are learning ESL or EFL. National/cultural differences exist, even 

though a particular individual might not fully reflect the trends” (Oxford and 

Burry-Stock 1995, p.18). 

Park (2011) conducted a confirmatory factor analysis on the SILL to examine its 

validity. The study used 914 university students learning English in Korea. The 

results showed “that all the fit indices including chi-square, RMSEA, CFI and 
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NFI used to test Oxford’s two construct and six construct taxonomy of the SILL 

provided unacceptable fit to the data” (p.1). According to Park, the results may 

have been partly due to the large number of research subjects and also due to the 

high correlation among the constructs. One of the findings from this study was its 

below acceptable value of Cronbach Alpha coefficient of .60 for compensation 

and affective strategies. However, the Cronbach Alpha of the total SILL was 

higher than .90 and Park (2011) concluded that the items of the SILL measure 

similar characteristics about language learning strategies (p.23). Another finding 

from this study was that all the correlations among the constructs were 

statistically significant, which is consistent with other studies (Park 1997 and 

Nisbet et al. 2005, cited in Park 2011, p.23). However, Park cautions that when 

correlations are high between constructs the rationale to classify the SILL into 

either two or six is questionable. The main finding of this study is perhaps 

interesting. There is a misfit with the indices used to test the models of the SILL 

and the data. According to Park (2011, p.24), the structural validity of the SILL 

(Oxford 1990) is “potentially problematic”, and therefore there should be a 

reinvestigation of the strategy classification of the SILL.  

In another study done by Yeh (2014) on confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and 

structure equation model (SEM) on university students in China, two learning 

strategy models were compared and tested. The first model used 34 items of the 

revised SILL as a single construct and the second model used the 34 items of the 

revised SILL consisting of the six learning strategies. The study found that the 

second model had a better fit over model one with good internal construct 

validity. The Cronbach Alpha values were between 0.64 to 0.93.The correlation 

between the strategies was statistically significant and correlating to each other 

(p.428). According to Yeh (2014, p.429), cultural differences have influenced the 

learning styles of the Chinese students.  

According to Gao (2004, p.5), there have been five major criticisms of using 

questionnaires in LLS research. Firstly, the questionnaires do not take into 
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account learner diversity as they have been developed using theoretical 

approaches when defining language learning strategies. Therefore, it is difficult to 

have a taxonomy which will specifically consider the variety of differences that 

learners have in terms of culture, environment, learning styles, age, gender, etc. 

Secondly, some researchers are cautious of the use of questionnaires since they 

were developed without taking into consideration any contextual issues but rather 

focused on their universal application. This is a genuine concern as the findings 

from the questionnaire have often been diverse when used in different cultural 

contexts. Thirdly, Gao believes that the wording used in different questionnaires 

is open to interpretation and therefore this affects the results of the survey. 

Fourthly, even a well-written questionnaire may not be able to capture the 

“multidimensionality of learners’ strategy use” (Gao 2004, p.6). Finally, “the 

popular use of questionnaires may appear to negate the dynamic and fluid nature 

of learners’ strategy use and create an impression that learners’ strategy use is a 

static ‘variable’” (Gao 2004, p.7). 

To summarize, the research literature shows that language learning theory has 

four main elements. Firstly, learning a language includes a cognitive process 

which involves a conscious mental effort and occurs with social interaction. No 

learner can learn a language by himself or herself using a textbook only. Learners 

must interact and use the language in addition to book learning. This implies that 

learners can take control of their learning by using suitable language learning 

strategies. Secondly, language learning strategies can be taught and learnt. 

Teachers can facilitate this by creating awareness of strategies in their classrooms 

and providing instructions on strategy use with lots of encouragement and 

opportunities for practice. Thirdly, learners have differences according to age, 

gender, and ethnicity; therefore, different strategies may be suitable for different 

categories of learners at different times. Finally, language learning strategies can 

be used in a variety of contexts to complement different learning methods and 

styles. All of these elements need to be researched in particular contexts and so 
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far the most extensively used tool for measuring the strategies has been the SILL 

questionnaire.      

The next chapter will provide a review of academic language proficiency, error 

analysis and correlations with language learning strategies. 
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Chapter 3       Academic language proficiency, error analysis, discourse analysis 
and correlations with language learning strategies 

This chapter investigates research done on the importance of proficiency in 

academic language and what correlations there are with second language learning 

strategies. It also reviews the importance of error analysis as it provides some 

insight into what strategies a learner has used to learn the target language and 

provides evidence of how competently a learner can use the language for 

academic purposes. Studying the types of errors a learner makes in their written 

discourse provides evidence of communicative competency and potential 

hindrances to successful communication. 

3.1  Academic Language Proficiency 
Quite often teachers who teach second language learners find a disparity between 

their conversational language and their language for academic purposes. Based on 

their conversational fluency, the teachers assume the same level of proficiency in 

their academic language. The danger of this assumption is that the teachers 

believe that the students are not working to the best of their abilities when they do 

not perform to the teachers’ expectations. This leads to misconceptions about their 

motivation levels and aptitudes in academic language proficiency. To better 

understand this, it is important to consider the work done by Jim Cummins (1999) 

on Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS) and Cognitive Academic 

Language Proficiency (CALP). 

BICS and CALP are terms commonly used in Cummins early work in which he 

discusses how immigrant children acquire peer appropriate fluency in 

conversational language within two years but take much longer, five to ten years, 

to acquire academic proficiency (Cummins 1999, p.2).  

Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP), more commonly known as 

academic language proficiency, was introduced into the field of language 

education by Jim Cummins (1979, cited in Krashen and Brown 2007) in contrast 

with Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS), which is conversational 
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fluency. According to Cummins (2003), there is a difference between social and 

academic language acquisition. BICS are language skills needed in day-to-day 

social situations which occur in a meaningful context. They are not specialized 

skills and therefore not demanding cognitively. These skills develop earlier than 

CALP. Often, when learners are proficient in BICS, teachers and educators 

assume that they are proficient in that language and expect a higher standard of 

proficiency in their academic language. 

On the other hand, CALP (Cummins, 2003) refers to academic language which is 

learnt under more formal conditions. It includes the four macro skills of listening, 

speaking, reading and writing in a subject area which requires more advanced 

skills and is necessary to succeed in schools and tertiary institutes. To become 

proficient in academic language students need more time to learn advanced 

vocabulary and skills such as comparing, contrasting, analyzing, synthesizing, 

evaluating and ultimately creating their own written texts. Academic language is 

more cognitively demanding as students are confronted with new concepts and 

language and second language learners are able to transfer these concepts from 

their first language if they have attained them. 

According to Cummins (1999, p.4):  

“The implicit assumption that conversational fluency in English is a good 

indicator of “English proficiency” has resulted in countless bilingual 

children being “diagnosed” as learning disabled or retarded. Despite their 

developmental intersections, BICS and CALP are conceptually distinct in 

so far as they follow different developmental patterns. To re-iterate the 

point: both native-English-speaking and immigrant children usually reach 

a plateau in the development of native-like phonology and fluency after 

several years of acquisition but CALP continues to develop throughout 

schooling.”  
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However, in an ESL classroom, if the teacher is unable to teach academic skills 

because of poor knowledge, then the students are most unlikely to receive the 

academic language support they need (Cummins 1999, p.5). The argument by 

Cummins is that a bilingual programme should be coherent and implemented with 

properly planned reading and writing lessons in the students’ L1 and L2. In a 

bilingual classroom, the students’ vernacular and second language programmes 

should both be taught equally well, as their strength in L1 will be reflected in their 

strength in L2 with both languages enriching each other.  

Let us now consider why the mastery of academic English is important for 

students who aim to move on to university studies. 

Academic English is an essential important component of educating all students, 

being the language of the school (Scarcella 2008). It is associated with academic 

success and its proficiency motivates and empowers students to improve and 

excel in their language skills giving them credibility in their professions. Among 

second language learners in the United States, it was found that language 

exposure and use had a significant positive effect on students’ English language 

proficiency and explained 51.8% of the variations in their proficiency scores 

(Paez, 2009, p.184). According to Francis, Rivera, Lesaux, Kieffer and Riveraa 

(2006, Book 2, p.5), “Mastery of academic English is arguably the most important 

determinant of academic success for individual students.” However, many second 

language learners lack the academic language necessary for success. The effect of 

this can be seen in their ability to comprehend, analyze, evaluate and express 

themselves in their written texts. This lack of proficiency hinders their acquisition 

of content in other disciplines as well, such as mathematics, science and 

engineering. Often, English language learners may have very good conversation 

skills, yet they lack the development in academic discourse for success in school. 

The following example may help to explain this point: 

“When a student walks up to a newspaper stand and purchases a 

newspaper, he utilizes his conversational language skills to converse with 



48 

 

the clerk and make the purchase. In contrast, other skills altogether are 

used to read and understand the front-page article, as well as to discuss the 

pros and cons of the proposed policy change that the article describes. The 

student might use still other skills to compare the writer’s opinion to his 

own, and to the opinion of the store clerk. The oral and written language 

required to be able to engage in the latter “conversation” will involve more 

advanced and specialized vocabulary, more complex sentence structures, 

and more complex discourse structures than that required for the former.”  

(Francis et al, 2006, Book 2 p.5) 

Of the four macro skills in language learning, listening and speaking are referred 

to as the “receptive” skills and reading and writing are called the “productive” 

skills. Proficiency in academic English requires learners use these productive 

skills to summarize texts, use linguistic cues to interpret and make inferences 

about the writer’s message, relate the message to other ideas and information, 

evaluate and be able to critique the arguments logically (Scarcella, 2008). The 

most challenging skills for second language learners are reading and writing. In 

addition, there are many other skills which also need to be mastered for 

proficiency in academic language. Teachers must be able to teach the following 

linguistic components: phonology, vocabulary, grammar, sociolinguistics and 

discourse. Each component has its own challenges for the learner. In phonology, a 

particular challenge is word stress. Mastering correct pronunciation of English 

words can be daunting for the second language learners as it may be influenced by 

their L1. Vocabulary knowledge, which includes knowing and understanding 

many academic words, ability to handle complex sentence structures and syntax 

are all aspects of academic language that need to be mastered. Other aspects that 

relate to the text include paragraphing in expository essays, transitioning from one 

paragraph to another and a wide range of vocabulary that are used in written texts 

more than in oral conversations. 
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In my experience in teaching English language at both secondary and tertiary 

institutes in Fiji for more than thirty years, I have found that academic vocabulary 

is one of the areas of greatest difficulty for many English language learners. They 

lack the necessary vocabulary to be able to use in their written texts. For example, 

words such as analyze, evaluate, critique or criticize are encountered more in 

written texts than in conversations and a lack of understanding and application of 

such vocabulary creates obstacles to successful learning in the classroom.   

A large part of the mastery of academic language relates to the grammar 

component. Learners need knowledge of the grammatical structures to be able to 

make sense and use these features. For example, features such as the passive and 

active voice, conditional clauses, comparative sentences, verb tense, modals and 

auxiliaries, gerunds and infinitives are not easily understood and require much 

practice and learning to be able to use them skillfully.  

When second language learners enter post-secondary institutions, they often need 

extended support and remediation to succeed in their classrooms (Francis et al, 

2006, Book 2, p.6). Such is the importance of academic English. Most educators 

realize the importance of the development of academic language for students to 

succeed in their school while they also agree that there are limitations somewhere, 

either the school curricula or the teachers or the environment of the learner, which 

presents limitations in its development and thus present difficulties for English 

language learners. In Fiji the educators need to ask themselves: is there adequate 

attention given to English language skills development right from kindergarten to 

form 7? How much attention is given to academic language skills development in 

the current curricula? From my experience in teaching the secondary English 

language curriculum for more than twenty years, I have found that there is limited 

attention given to reading and writing academic English in the curricula of the 

content area.  

There are many component skills that contribute to successful reading 

comprehension while individual, instructional and contextual factors influence 
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reading outcomes. These skills need to be mastered in the early years of schooling 

by the learners and continue to develop over time. According to Francis et al 

(2006, Book 1 p.13), “By the upper elementary years, they must be able to read to 

learn, since text forms the basis for much of the delivery of the curriculum.”   

Francis et al (2006) has come up with five guiding principles for planning 

effective instruction and intervention for English language learners. As early as 

primary school, learners are exposed to many new concepts and knowledge 

through reading. For both first and second language learners reading becomes one 

of the key sources of new vocabulary development and knowledge acquisition. 

“But if a student- whether ELL (English language learner) or native English 

speaker – experiences reading difficulties that persists over time, she is likely to 

have a knowledge base and vocabulary that is insufficient for comprehension of 

texts in content-area classes in the middle and high school years, and for effective 

independent writing in content areas” (Francis et al 2006, Book 1, p.13). This is 

the first guiding principle for successful reading comprehension. 

Since reading comprehension skill is the precursor to academic success, the 

second principle that is that “in order to plan for effective instruction, educators 

must have a clear understanding of the specific sources of difficulty or weakness 

for individual students and groups of students” (ibid.). Many factors can cause 

difficulties in acquiring good reading skills “including word-reading accuracy and 

speed, vocabulary, understanding of text structure, the ability to use language to 

shape ideas, and the ability to make to make inferences from text” (Francis et al 

2006, Book 1, pp.13-14). Because good readers integrate and activate their 

reading strategies when engaging with a reading text, it becomes imperative that 

the sources of the learner’s difficulties must be identified so that effective 

instruction and intervention can be planned by the educator. Even though some of 

the difficulties relate to unfamiliar vocabulary or complex linguistic structures, 

the educator must identify the specific source of the learner’s difficulty and plan 

for an effective intervention for remediation. 
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The third guiding principle is that English language learners “often lack the 

academic language necessary for comprehending and analyzing text” (Francis et 

al 2000, p.14). This may well be reflected in their written assignments and 

examinations. It is obvious that to have good academic language learners must 

have well-developed vocabulary, sentence and discourse structures including the 

knowledge of argumentation, narration and critiquing, with the relevant syntax. 

This becomes important as learners move on to higher levels of studies. Reading, 

therefore, becomes a very important source of exposure to good vocabulary, 

discourse styles and syntax.  

This leads to the fourth guiding principle that the great majority of English 

language learners who experience reading difficulties also struggle with the skills 

related to vocabulary, fluency and comprehension. According to Francis et al 

(2006), both L1 and L2 learners need the same core areas of instruction required 

to promote reading development. These are: phonemic awareness, phonics, 

fluency, vocabulary and comprehension (p.15). The first two are important when 

learners are learning to read; however, as they advance to more skilled reading 

and reading to learn, all the skills become important. 

In the early stages of schooling, most learners acquire sufficient reading skills at 

the primary level; however, as they proceed to secondary and higher levels the 

focus moves to reading to learn as the written text becomes central to the curricula 

and academic success. During these stages learners have difficulties in performing 

well in reading comprehension activities because of their lack of understanding of 

the vocabulary used in the texts. The causes of these difficulties in reading 

comprehension is an area that has not been well researched; however, learners’ 

lack of vocabulary, fluency and other skills required for good comprehension 

impedes their understanding of the written text and they are not able to use it 

effectively in the understanding of their content area studies. 

The final guiding principle recommended by Francis et al (2006, p.16) is that 

“when planning instruction and intervention, there is a need to consider the 
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function of the instruction (i.e preventive, argumentative or remedial).”  The 

classroom experiences of the learners are vital to the level of proficiency attained 

in reading. Reading research done over the last thirty years indicate that many 

learners lack the opportunities to learn and learning is not always tailored to suit 

their specific needs. In Fiji, for example, the common complaint by teachers both 

at primary and secondary schools, and now at tertiary institutes as well, is the 

teacher to pupil ratio in the classroom. More often than not, class sizes are large, 

teacher-pupil ratio being almost 1:40. This makes it difficult for teachers to focus 

on slow learners or design classroom activities which can address the difficulties 

or needs of each and every learner. However, the Ministry of Education in Fiji has 

stated that it has achieved its 1:30 teacher-pupil ratio (Lingam 2012, p.3); but this 

has failed “to depict the true picture of staffing in individual schools” (Lingam 

2012, p.4). The need for teachers is not only in the “requisite numbers but also of 

desired quality” (Lingam 2012, p.7). If teachers are insufficient in number and 

quality, this will have an impact on the quality of students (or graduates) that 

come out of these institutions and in the long term this will impact the standards 

of education and the quality of the graduate population. 

What all this means is that there is a need to improve the current educational 

system to better meet the needs of students so that their academic language needs 

are fulfilled.  Francis et al (2006) comes up with six recommendations: 

� English language learners need early, explicit instruction in phonological 

awareness and phonics in order to build decoding skills (p17). 

� Classrooms across the nation must increase opportunities for ELLs to develop 

sophisticated vocabulary knowledge (p.20). 

� Reading instruction must equip ELLs with strategies and knowledge to 

comprehend and analyze challenging narrative and expository texts (p.22). 

� Instruction and intervention to promote ELLs’ reading fluency must focus on 

vocabulary and increased exposure to print (p.25). 
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� ELLs need significant opportunities to engage in structured, academic talk 

(p.27). 

� Independent reading is only beneficial when it is structured and purposeful, 

and there is a good reader-text match (p.29). 

These recommendations apply at all times, whether the purpose is preventive, 

argumentative or remedial, or the focus is the large size classroom or a one-on-

one session in small groups.  

Moving on, Krashen and Brown (2007) propose that academic proficiency 

consists of three principal components: knowledge of academic language, 

specialized subject and strategies. According to Krashen and Brown (2007) it is 

the competent use of strategies that aid in the acquisition of academic language 

and specialized subject matter. 

In their discussion of academic proficiency, Krashen and Brown (2007) assume 

two hypotheses: the comprehension hypothesis and the problem solving 

hypothesis. According to the comprehension hypothesis, language is acquired and 

literacy is developed by understanding messages, not by conscious learning of the 

target language and memorization of its rules of grammar and vocabulary. To this 

end, reading is a powerful tool as research has shown that avid readers have better 

and a larger volume of vocabulary, spell, read and write better as they are able to 

handle more complex grammatical constructions. The problem solving hypothesis 

assumes that people who have good knowledge and understanding of the subject 

matter use it constantly to solve problems in their fields, thereby deepening and 

strengthening their understanding. 

Krashen and Brown (2007) further suggest that if the above hypotheses facilitate 

the acquisition of academic language and content then those strategies that have 

been used to acquire language proficiency and enhanced literacy have been used 

to make academic language understandable. They suggest two reading strategies 

which assist in making academic texts more comprehensible. Firstly, learners 
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should apply the narrow reading strategy. This entails reading many texts by one 

author or many texts around a single topic of interest. This strategy assists in 

sustaining interest and enriches knowledge of vocabulary and grammar when the 

reader repeatedly comes across similar vocabulary and grammatical constructions. 

As learners’ interests grow they will broaden further into other topics. Krashen 

and Brown (2007) believe that this is how many scholars have been able to build 

their knowledge of academic language and content, through sustained reading on 

specific topics. The second reading strategy is to use background knowledge to 

aid in language and content development. Again, research has shown that texts on 

familiar topics are easier to understand than unfamiliar topics (Abu-Rabia 1998; 

Johnson 1981, 1982; Ribovich 1979 cited in Krashen and Brown, 2007). These 

two reading strategies may explain the popularity of sequels in popular books and 

their effectiveness in fostering the acquisition of language proficiency. 

Krashen and Brown (2007) further state that any strategy that is used to make a 

written text more comprehensible is a problem solving strategy. In academic 

writing the composing process strategies develop academic proficiency. Krashen 

and Brown (2007) came up with the following strategies to be used when writing 

about complex issues which require complex analysis (Krashen 2003 and Krashen 

& Lee 2004, cited in Krashen and Brown, 2007): 

� Planning: good writers plan their writing. They have flexible plans which 

allow them to change when they come up with new ideas. 

� Revision: good writers are willing to revise as they come up with new ideas 

and are able to see things more clearly. 

� Delay editing: good writers delay editing as they focus on completing their 

writing before attending to corrections.  

� Re-reading: good writers stop from time to time and read what they have 

written. 
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� Regular daily writing: good writers engage in a little writing each day rather 

than waiting for long periods of time available to them in the future. 

� Incubation: good writers take short breaks and come back to their writing later 

which gives them new ideas and solutions to problems. 

According to Krashen and Brown (2007), firstly, it is assumed that the 

effectiveness of strategies can be gauged from people who are articulate in their 

writing and generally proficient in academic language. Secondly, once those 

effective strategies are identified, they can be isolated and taught directly to 

language learners. However, there is inadequate research to support the view that 

all strategies can be learnt. Some strategies develop on their own while some can 

be learned consciously, for example, narrow reading, background knowledge and 

composing strategies can be taught to learners; however, strategies to teach 

aspects of grammar and phonology are discouraged by Krashen and Brown 

(2007), the reason being that internalization of grammar rules lead to  learning 

and not acquisition. Linguists make important distinctions between language 

learning and acquisition. People acquire a language through a subconscious 

process during which they are unaware of grammatical rules. The language is 

acquired by listening and speaking through a natural source of communication. 

There is not much emphasis on the form of the language but rather on the text. On 

the other hand, language learning takes place through a conscious effort with 

direct instructions in the rules of a language. Students learn the rules of grammar 

and are able to do grammatical exercises correctly; however, it does not 

necessarily give them success in fluency in their speaking and writing.   

Krashen’s theory of second language learning (1987; 1988) focuses on 

“acquisition” rather than on the “conscious learning” of grammatical rules. His 

“Acquisition-Learning” theory focuses on two systems of learning: the 

“Acquisition” system and the “Learned” system. His belief, which is now shared 

by many linguists and language practitioners, is that the acquired system of 

learning is a subconscious system similar to what first language learners go 
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through and the learned system is the process of formal instructions and teaching 

done in classroom settings. In this way successful language learners acquire a 

language rather than learn it as acquisition is more natural and effective since 

meaningful interactions take place in a communicative act.  

Therefore, not all strategies can be taught as some are better off being acquired 

than learnt formally. According to Lee and Krashen (2002, cited in Krashen and 

Brown 2007), some of the strategies can be taught in the first language and 

transferred when acquiring a second language. However, two that need not be 

taught are: (i) predicting (Smith 1983, p.23, cited in Krashen and Brown, 2007) as 

it is something innate in a person; people are predicting all the time and it can 

interfere in learning if second language learners are taught to predict from texts 

they are reading; and (ii) metacognitive strategies such as “visualizing” (Atwell 

2007, p.53, cited in Krashen and Brown 2007). Predicting and visualizing are 

innate abilities in us as these are things we are “wired to do” (Atwell 2007, p56, 

cited in Krashen and Brown 2007) and this can interfere in learning. Selinker 

(1972) proposed that overgeneralization from patterns found in the learner’s L2 

and transfer from L1, whether positive or negative, can interfere in learning. 

When students lack proficiency in their L2, they resort to predicting and 

visualizing in their L1. It is not the predicting and visualizing that would interfere 

with their learning. The target language produced as a result is influenced by L1 

structures and this interferes in learning. If the structure of the learner’s L1 and L2 

differ distinctly, there will be more negative transfer as learners tend to use their 

L1 structures to help them in their L2 texts, resulting in a high frequency of errors 

in their target language (Bhela 1999). 

Nevertheless, for second language learners and for many native speakers of 

English, good writing skills may not come naturally; they are usually learnt in a 

formal instructional setting. The skills become polished through constant practice 

and experience of acts such as composing pieces of information in narrative or 

descriptive writing, or utilizing given information for expository or argumentative 
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writing. Omaggio (1993) sees it as a range of activities that include the more 

mechanical or formal aspects of “writing down” to a more complex act of 

composing. It is this act of composing which creates problems for students, 

especially when writing for academic purposes in a second language.  

Formulating new ideas is difficult because it involves transforming or reworking 

information and this a complex process in which the writer engages in “a two-way 

interaction between continuously developing knowledge and continuously 

developing text” (Bereiter & Scardamalia 1987, p. 12). Hence, academic writing 

requires conscious effort and practice in composing, developing, and analyzing 

ideas. Students writing in a second language have to acquire proficiency as well 

as appropriate writing strategies, techniques and skills when compared to students 

writing in their native language. They want to write error-free texts and enroll in 

language courses with the expectation of becoming more proficient writers in the 

L2.  

Academic writing is also considered cognitively complex. Acquisition of 

academic vocabulary and discourse style is particularly difficult. According to 

cognitive theory, communicating orally or writing in English is an active process 

of skill development and gradual elimination of errors as the learner internalizes 

the language. In particular, second language speakers of English benefit from 

interaction with L1 or native speakers of English. According to Green and Oxford 

(1995), L2 learners’ proficiency is greatly enhanced through active use of the 

target language, with a strong emphasis on practice in naturalistic situations. The 

phonological skills of the learners’ L1 and their basic fluency are acquired in the 

first six years of their lives, however, academic literacy development continues 

throughout the formal schooling period and over their lifetimes (Cummins 1999). 

Therefore, acquisition is a product of the complex interaction of the linguistic 

environment and the learner's internal mechanisms. With practice, there is 

continual restructuring as learners shift these internal representations in order to 

achieve increasing degrees of mastery in L2 (McLaughlin 1987).  



58 

 

Both social and cognitive factors affect language learning. Exploration of social 

factors gives us some idea of why learners differ in their rate of L2 learning, in 

proficiency type, for example between speaking and writing abilities, and in 

ultimate proficiency (Ellis 1994). Their negative attitudes may be strengthened by 

a lack of success or by failure (McGroarty 1996). In a society such as Fiji, fluency 

and competency in English is essential for success in education, business, good 

career opportunities and eventually emigration overseas. This would be seen as 

one of the key motivational factors driving students to achieve academic language 

proficiency.  

At tertiary level academic writing is probably the most important aspect of 

teaching and learning. Good reading skills are also related to good writing skills. 

In fact, reading is one of the most important tasks required for academic success. 

According to Grabe (1991, p.389, cited in Bharuthram 2012, p.205), “literacy in 

academic settings exists within the context of a massive amount of print 

information.” Research has found a strong correlation between reading and 

proficiency in academic language (Pretorius 2002; Oberholzer 2005; Lukhele 

2009; Bharuthram 2012). However, being skilled at reading without 

comprehension of the text and vocabulary makes the whole exercise meaningless. 

As Oberholzer notes, “Without comprehension, reading is reduced to a 

mechanistic and meaningless skill. The reader must be able to attach meaning to 

what he is reading and he will do this largely as a function of his experience, 

context, knowledge and language proficiency” (2005, p.22). Pretorius (2000, cited 

in Oberholzer 2005, p.25) also points out that that there are many students who 

are able to read successfully but have poorly developed reading comprehension 

skills. Bharuthram (2012) also states that students may have the ability to decode 

texts but they are not able to comprehend easily what they have decoded, as 

comprehension requires the ability to analyze, critique, evaluate and synthesize 

information from a variety of sources.   
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Reading skills develop over a period of time. According to Chall, Jacobs and 

Baldwin’s stages of reading (1990, cited in Oberholzer 2005, p.23), there are six 

stages which begin from birth to age six, then six to nine and ten to fourteen,  

while the skilled reader age is from 18 years and upwards. There are many factors 

which influence a child’s reading development, for example, proficiency in the 

language he reads, physical, intellectual and emotional development, socio-

cultural and educational background and the level of technology he is exposed to 

(Oberholzer 2005). According to Machet and Pretorius (2003, cited in Oberholzer 

2005, p.31), in order to develop sound reading comprehension skills a learner 

should be able to link and make connections between the information given in the 

text, use background knowledge about the world and people in order to put things 

into context, draw conclusions from the written word and be able to make 

predictions. These are tasks not easily accomplished. They take time and 

interaction with a variety of reading resources to develop. In a study by Pretorius 

(2000), it was found that those students who had performed better at reading 

levels were able to make inferences and performed better academically. In another 

research by Bohlmann and Pretorius (2002, cited in Oberholzer 2005, p.32), it 

was found that “Weak readers are only achieving reading comprehension levels of 

50% or less, which effectively means that half of what they read they don’t 

properly understand, with dire consequences for their academic performance.”  

In a study by Walberg and Tsai (1995, cited in Lukhele 2009, p.40) it was found 

that a number of factors affect reading achievement, for example, socio-economic 

status, pre-school attendance, ethnicity, availability of library reading materials, 

the home environment and availability of reading materials in the home. It was 

found that children whose parents were better educated scored higher on reading 

attitudes and achievement. The home environment had a great effect on the 

research subjects’ attitudes towards reading achievement and academic 

performance.  
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On the other hand, in a study by Camiciottoli (2001, cited in Lukhele 2009, p.43) 

on university EFL students it was found that there was a negative correlation 

between years of English study and attitude towards reading. The research found 

that “the more years the students spent studying in English, the less inclined they 

were to seek reading opportunities. The students’ attitude to extensive reading 

matched their lack of enthusiasm for voluntary leisure reading.”  According to 

Camiciottoli (p.44), it seems the students had accepted an attitude of “defeat” with 

an academic life devoid of leisure reading. 

In Fiji, as in other South Pacific countries, English is learned after literacy has 

been acquired in the vernacular (Elley and Mangubhai 1983). A study was 

conducted by Elley and Mangubhai (1983) to find out if extensive exposure to the 

child’s L2, through reading, is a beneficial approach to language learning. The 

method used in this study was a “book flood” in some rural primary schools 

“where standards were low and resources meager” (Elley and Mangubahi 1983, 

p.57). The researchers were testing the hypothesis that exposure to a large number 

of books will have a positive effect on language competency.  A sample of 380 

class 4 and 5 students from eight schools took part in this study. Each class was 

provided with 250 high-interest story books in English. Sixteen teachers, who also 

participated in this experimental study, were given directions on the methods to 

use to encourage the students to read. A control group of 234 pupils followed the 

normal English language programme which followed the Tate syllabus with little 

emphasis on reading. Data was collected by randomly assigning students to either 

a shared experience of reading or sustained silent reading while the control group 

continued with their normal English lessons using the Tate syllabus. The teachers 

who participated in the shared book experience were given some training on how 

to conduct the reading classes while those who participated in the silent reading 

group were given a set of notes outlining the method to use in their classroom. 

The impact of the programme was assessed using an extensive range of reading 

comprehension tests. There were pretests and posttests which were marked by the 

authors “blindly” [authors’ quotes], meaning that the groups were mixed up and it 
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was not known which students were in the control group or the shared book 

experience or the sustained silent reading group. The results showed that in both 

the classes the groups participating in the shared book experience and the 

sustained silent reading were significantly ahead in the tests than the control 

group. The experimental study continued for another year as a follow-up. Similar 

methods were used to collect data and the results showed that the two book flood 

groups showed greater progress in their English language growth. The overall 

results of the book flood participants showed that they performed above the 

typical performance levels of rural students. Their performance in the class six 

national exams showed that they did extremely well, out-performing the control 

group students. Elley and Mangubhai (1983) concluded that the cause of the 

differences in these results lay in the different classroom activities these students 

were exposed to. While the experimental groups were exposed to more than “300 

high-interest books illustrated story books… the control groups were not” (p.65). 

It is difficult not to conclude that the improvements in the language competencies 

of the students were “related to greater and repeated exposure to print in high-

interest contexts, in conditions were pupils were striving for meaning, and 

receiving sufficient support to achieve it regularly. These features were common 

in the experimental groups and absent in the control” (p.66). 

These research results show that reading not only affords readers access to 

information, but it also aids in constructing and acquiring new knowledge and 

expanding their knowledge base. The research literature on reading suggests that 

urgent attention must be given to improve the reading ability of students at 

tertiary level as a learning tool for improved academic writing skills which is 

aimed at a variety of audiences with different purposes according to its range of 

contexts. Some of the purposes of academic writing in tertiary studies are:  

(i) Assessment, which is probably the most important one. Students write 

essays, reports and final examinations to demonstrate an understanding of their 
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course content and are assessed on their style of writing, use of academic 

language, structure of their text, articulation, grammar and punctuation. 

(ii) Learning, where students are generally taught to critique and evaluate 

information and produce written texts which reflect their learning process (Hilgers 

et al. 1999). 

(iii) Writing using the norms of the disciplines which the students are majoring 

in, as it becomes the principal way to communicate their ideas (Prior1998).  As 

university students progress in their courses, they are expected to demonstrate the 

norms and conventions of their disciplines in their written work. The potentials 

for demonstrating these skills are maximized at postgraduate levels. 

Quite often, academic writing as a genre is an invisible dimension in the 

curriculum. Students are expected to know its rules and conventions through 

‘common sense’ and hence these elements are not explicitly taught in many 

courses. Teachers often assume that students would acquire the skills as they learn 

the contents of their chosen subjects. This lack of intensive formal instruction in 

academic writing from an early age is one of the main contributors to weaknesses 

in students’ written texts much later in life. 

3.2  Error Analysis 
Researchers studying second language acquisition are interested in the language 

learning processes of L2 learners and an area of interest in this field is error 

analysis. All learners make errors and the type of errors they make has been a 

concern for teachers, educators and researchers. This acknowledgment of the fact 

that learners do and will make errors led to a study of learners’ errors, called 

‘error analysis.’ The word ‘error’ is derived from the Latin word errorem 

meaning “a wandering, straying, mistake,” or errare meaning “to wander” 

(Harper, 2001-2013). Croft (1980, p.169, cited in Chamimah 2007, p.22) defines 

it as an utterance, form or structure that a particular language cannot accept 

because of its inappropriate use or absence in real-life discourse. Even though the 
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terms ‘error’ and ‘mistake’ maybe similar, there is a difference in the context of 

linguistics.  

3.2.1  Why study errors 
Error analysis is the examination of those errors committed by students in both 

the spoken and written medium. According to Corder (1974: 125), “The study of 

error is part of the investigation of the process of language learning. In this 

respect it resembles methodologically the study of the acquisition of the mother 

tongue. It provides us with a picture of the linguistic development of a learner and 

may give us indications as to the learning process.”  Saville-Troike (2006, p.38) 

also states that learners’ errors are “sources of insight into the learning processes”  

According to Richards et al (1996, p.127), error analysis helps to identify 

strategies learners use in learning a language, identify the causes of those errors 

and help teachers and educators prepare resource materials for effective language 

teaching. In a study conducted by Michaelides (1990), it was concluded that 

analysis of errors is of great value to teachers, students and researchers as it gives 

a clear and reliable picture of students’ knowledge of the target language (p.30) 

and how /where to target remedies and interventions. According to Chanier et al 

(1992), the success of error analysis lies in elevating its status from undesirability 

to that of a guide to understanding the internal processes a learner goes through to 

acquire a second language and using it to produce speech. These processes are 

classified into strategies of learning, production and communication. The diagram 

below in Figure 4 sums up the connections between language learning strategies 

and errors. 
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Figure 4: Learner's strategies and associated causes of errors 

 

            Source: Diagram reproduced from Chanier et al (1992). 

Chanier et al (1992) describe how strategies of learning are used when acquiring 

or learning a second language. The learner starts by creating a hypothesis using 

prior knowledge from her L1 or L2 or by inferring new rules from the input data. 

When relying on prior knowledge she uses two strategies: transfer of rules from 

her L1 or overgeneralization of L2 rules. Transfer and overgeneralization are 

considered forms of simplification strategies (Chanier et al 1992). These strategies 

assist the learner to ease the burden of learning. Once she has developed a 

hypothesis she can test it out receptively, productively, metalingually or 

interactionally. These strategies correspond to the memory, cognitive, 

metacognitive and social strategies. In the process of using these strategies, 

Chanier et al (1992) state that learners may produce errors. 

When using strategies of production, the learner relies on knowledge already 

acquired to communicate (Chanier et al 1992). She uses planning strategies to 

produce new speech. This can also result in errors even if she has correct 

knowledge. Two planning strategies the learner uses are semantic and linguistic 

simplification. The utterance is simplified by reducing the number of semantic 

cases and assuming the listener will be able to infer what is missing from the 

utterance. 
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Chanier et al (1992) further describe how strategies of communication are used. 

When the learner has a gap in her knowledge, she uses reduction strategies 

whereby she gives up certain parts of her utterance or uses achievement strategies 

where she replaces some parts of her utterance with a combination of items.    

Errors are also seen as deviations made by second language learners from the 

native speakers’ spoken and written discourse. In language learning, errors are 

seen as a “normal” (Pongsiriwet 2001, p.1) part of the process. They can “provide 

to the researcher evidence of how language is learned or acquired…” (Corder 

1967, p.167). A mistake is more of a random ‘slip’ and in most cases can be self-

corrected (Chamimah 2007, p.22) whereas errors are deviations made by learners 

who may not have mastered the rules of the language and therefore they are not 

able to correct them without assistance from an expert.  

Learners’ errors are significant because, firstly, they provide the teacher with the 

information on the students’ progress in the target language and what remains to 

be learnt; secondly, they provide important information to the researcher on 

language learning processes, and thirdly, the learner maybe using errors as a 

device to learn the second language (Corder 1981, cited in Pongsiriwet 2001, 

pp.1-2).Therefore, researchers are interested in errors because they are closely 

related to language learning strategies people employ to communicate in a 

language. Studies in error analysis have also been conducted to determine what 

types of errors cause the greatest problems in communication or cause difficulties 

in comprehension (Pongsiriwet 2001, p.3). The most significant contribution of 

error analysis lies in its success in elevating its status from a deviation to one of a 

guide to the understanding of how a language is learnt (Ellis 1995). 

When investigating errors made by English language learners, it is important to be 

able to distinguish between systematic and non-systematic errors (Corder 1967). 

In adult speeches quite often errors may be caused by memory lapse, fatigue or 

strong emotions (Chamimah 2007, p.23). These may not be related to a lack of 

knowledge of the language but more so to performance errors and therefore are 
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unsystematic in nature (Corder 1967). The learner may be aware and be able to 

self-correct those errors. According to Corder (1967, p.166), just as in the 

acquisition of the first language, “the learner is using a definite system of 

language at every point in his development, although it is not the adult system in 

the one case, nor that of the second language in the other. The learner’s errors are 

evidence of this system and are themselves systematic.” The implication of this, 

according to Corder (1967, p.166), is that some errors may be random and it is not 

easy to discern their systematic nature. Hence, slips in written or spoken language 

should not be dismissed as errors because learners are able to correct themselves.  

It is, therefore, important to be able to distinguish between ‘slips or mistakes’ 

which are made by chance and ‘errors’ which reveal the learner’s “underlying 

knowledge to date” or, as Corder (1967, p.166) calls it, transitional competence. 

Such errors are systematic in nature (Corder 1967). 

Errors are also distinguished between global and local errors. Global errors may 

be comparable to what Corder (1967) termed as systematic errors while local 

errors are similar to ‘mistakes and slips’ which learners make and are able to self-

correct (Chamimah 2007). Most global errors are made in morphology, syntax, 

lexical knowledge and coherence while local errors maybe seen in faulty 

punctuation and misspelt words. What teachers, educators and researchers are 

interested in are the global errors which, firstly, can give an idea of how far the 

learner has progressed in his learning and therefore what remains for him to learn; 

secondly, it can also provide information on the strategies the learner is using to 

learn the language; and, thirdly, the errors are seen as a device the learners are 

using to learn the language (Corder 1967). 

In second language pedagogy the goal of error analysis must be seen as 

pragmatic. Identifying learners’ errors can help in providing materials for 

textbook and the classroom on the problem areas in second language acquisition. 

It will help the teacher know how far the learners have progressed in their 

learning and tailor the lessons to suit their unmet needs. Language teachers must 
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not tire of their learners’ errors and accept them as a natural phenomenon of their 

learning. Giving students timely and supportive feedback on their errors can boost 

their confidence in learning their second language and provide teachers with 

much needed knowledge in second language acquisition. 

In this research, error analysis has been used to determine a correlation with 

academic language proficiency unlike most other research which has used English 

placement test scores, grades and exam scores to correlate with language learning 

strategy use. The rationale behind this is the claim made by many researchers that 

error analysis provides significant insights into strategies used by second language 

learners and into second language acquisition (Corder 1967). Lopez (n.d.) also 

believes that error analysis, which is part of the learners’ outputs, also help define 

the parameters on how a language is learned.  

Error analysis also has some drawbacks. In this study all research participants 

were second language learners and all teachers of English also came from ESL 

backgrounds. Therefore, there is a likelihood that the teachers may not have the 

required proficiency and competency in English and thus it may be difficult for 

them to identify errors in students’ writing. According to Corder (1974, p.127), 

“The recognition of error…depends crucially upon the analyst, making a correct 

interpretation of the learner’s intended meaning of the context.” It can be difficult 

for the researcher (or teacher) to decide what an error is in the given context. In 

vocabulary exercises, a student may have the knowledge of a range of synonyms; 

however, it may not be the answer required in the given context. Errors may also 

be significant or insignificant in different contexts. For example in a spelling test 

an error will be marked down heavily, however, in an essay, a misspelled “i” or 

“e” may be insignificant. Therefore the significance of errors also depends on the 

contexts and the weight given in different exercises. Another drawback according 

to Xie and Jiang (2007, p.13) is that there are times when teachers focus too much 

on errors and less on communicative fluency. It must be noted that the ultimate 

goal of second language acquisition should be communicative fluency. When a 
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learner’s language is error free, it can be misinterpreted as the learner having the 

required fluency. However, the learner may also be avoiding certain structures 

that pose difficulty in his language production (ibid.) 

3.2.2  Classes of errors 
There are three classes of errors proposed by Richards (1971, cited in Chamimah 

2007, p.26): interlingual, intralingual and developmental. The term interlanguage’ 

was coined by the American linguist, Larry Selinker, and refers to a linguistic 

system that L2 learners construct, based on their L1, but is different from it and 

from their target language (Ellis 1997, p.33). Interlingual errors occur due to 

interference from one language while using another. According to Ellis (ibid.), 

“the learner constructs a system of abstract linguistic rules which underlies the 

production and comprehension of the L2.” This mental grammar is known as 

interlanguage. It is permeable and open to influence from the outside (through 

input) and the inside. Errors which occur due to overgeneralization, omission and 

transfer from another language are evidence of internal processing. Hence, 

learners construct a series of mental grammars or interlanguages as they increase 

the complexity of their L2 knowledge. 

Intralingual errors occur within target language itself (Chamimah 2007, p.27). 

When the learner is confused by the rules and lacks adequate knowledge of the 

target language, errors occur due to faulty generalization, incomplete application 

of the rules and failure to learn the conditions under which the rules apply. An 

error in overgeneralization could occur when a learner tries to use a rule in a 

context where it does not belong. For example, the basic rule for putting a verb in 

its past tense form is adding the suffix –ed. The learner could apply the rule in a 

sentence which has a verb such as buy and it becomes incorrect as the rule does 

not apply to this verb.  

Developmental errors are similar to intralingual errors as they both reflect the 

learner’s competence at a particular level in their target language (Chamimah 

2007, p.28). The errors might as well be made in their L1. The causes of 
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intralingual and developmental errors can be attributed to the target language and 

the strategies used by the learners to learn the language. Both are examples of 

systematic or global errors.  

When assessing students’ written concerns, their linguistic ability is just as 

important as their discourse analysis. Hence, in this study, an error analysis of the 

research participants’ written texts has been done to determine their academic 

linguistic competence. There are many ways to assess proficiency in writing; 

however, an error analysis has been considered a “relevant construct for research 

in second language writing assessment” (Polio 1997, cited in Pongsiriwet 2001, 

p.3).   

3.2.3  Sources of errors 
Various error analysts have identified certain factors, which are the sources and 

causes of errors. One of them is language transfer, which occurs in the areas of 

syntax, grammar, lexis and pronunciation. A lot of research has also been done on 

L1 transfer as one of the causes of errors in learners’ texts (Bhela 1999; Ridha 

2012; Heydari 2012). According to Wilkins (1972, p.199), “When learning a 

foreign language, an individual already knows his mother tongue, and it is this 

which he attempts to transfer.” The transfer may prove to be justified because the 

structure of the two languages is similar - in that case we get ‘positive transfer’ or 

‘facilitation’ - or it may be unjustified because the structure of the two languages 

are different - in that case we get ‘negative transfer’ - or ‘interference’.  In a study 

done on Fiji students (Benson 1981) to find out the role of L1 interference on 

indigenous Fijian-speaking learners of English, it was found that 32% of errors 

made by the participants, who were form 3 secondary schools students, in a short 

narrative exercise, were caused by negative L1 transfer. If this is so, then learning 

and teaching strategies need to be developed on how to counter this negative 

transfer. Error analysis is distinguished from contrastive analysis because it 

considers the cause and source of errors from all possible means rather than only 

interference from the learner’s first language. Other causes of errors have been 



70 

 

attributed to carelessness, overgeneralization of rules of language, incomplete 

application of rules, and general order of difficulty (Norrish 1983). 

Language transfer is an important cognitive factor related to writing errors. 

Behaviorists claim that transfer is the cause of errors, whereas from a cognitive 

perspective, transfer is seen as a resource that the learner actively draws upon in 

interlanguage development (Selinker 1972). In other words, “the L1 can have a 

direct effect on interlanguage development by influencing the hypotheses that 

learners’ construct” (Ellis 1994, p.342). According to McLaughlin (1998, p.50), 

transfer of errors can occur because learners lack the necessary information in the 

second language or the attentional capacity to activate the appropriate second-

language routine. But such an account says little about why certain linguistic 

forms transfer and others do not.  

Tench (1983) uses the term medium transfer for the learner’s undue reliance on 

either the spoken or the written form of a word when the other medium is being 

used. If a person pronounces a word according to its spelling, then medium 

transfer has taken place. If he/she spells a word according to its pronunciation, 

that too is medium transfer, e.g. teribel, prestigous,  suprised. 

Despite the fact that L1 transfer is no longer viewed as the only predictor or cause 

of error at the structural level, a writer’s first language plays a significant role in 

L2 acquisition. For example, when learners write under pressure, they may use 

strategies which utilize systematic resources from their native language for the 

achievement and synthesis of meaning (Widdowson 1991). Research has also 

shown that language learners sometimes use their native language when 

generating ideas and attending to details (Friedlander 1990). In addition, 

contrastive studies, which have focused on characteristics of L1 languages and 

cultures, have helped predict rhetorical error in writing. Rhetorical features are 

used when a writer uses a persuasive device to convince the reader about a certain 

point of view. They can be broken down into three main categories: logos, pathos 

and ethos (Hansen 2014). Logos deals with a text’s structure, content and 
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reasoning, while pathos deals with the audience’s sympathy towards certain 

perspectives, and ethos deals with the author’s ability to draw on authoritative 

sources. The writer creates the “rhetorical triangle” [author’s quotes] by using 

precise organization of language, word play and figurative language.  

These studies in error analysis have been valuable in the understanding of L2 

writing development. However, they may also have led to generalizations about 

ways of writing and cultural stereotypes about students from certain linguistic 

backgrounds (Fox 1994; Leki 1997; Spack 1997). As a result, erroneous 

predictions about students’ learning based on their L1 language and culture have 

been made, regardless of social factors, such as “the context, purpose of their 

learning to write, or their age, race, class, gender, education, and prior 

experience” (Raimes 1998, p.143).  

In addition, learners are influenced by many global phenomena and are 

themselves continually changing with new experiences.  According to Kern 

(2000, p.176), in spite of these criticisms, it is important to understand the 

“difference among epistemological, rhetorical and pedagogical traditions” and the 

impact of language transfer. This can assist in an understanding of why learners 

make certain structural and organizational errors. What Kern is trying to say, 

simply, is that it is important to understand the nature and theory of academic 

language, its usage in and how it is taught and learnt in formal settings. This will 

provide a better understanding to linguists, theorists and researchers of the 

rhetorical errors made by L2 learners. 

There are several ways to think about errors in writing in light of what we know 

about second language acquisition and how texts, context and the writing process 

interact with one another. Students writing in a second language generally 

produce texts that contain varying degrees of grammatical and rhetorical errors. In 

fact, depending on the proficiency level, the more content-rich and creative the 

text, the greater the possibility there is for errors at the morphosyntactic level. 

These kinds of errors are especially common among L2 writers who have a lot of 
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ideas, but not enough language to express what they want to say in a 

comprehensible way. What we classify as an error, which is associated with 

learner competence, may actually be a mistake, or more specifically in an EAP 

context, a “derailment” related to learner performance (Shaughnessy 1977). These 

“derailments” occur when students attempt to use the academic voice and make 

their sentences more intricate, especially when the task requires more complex 

ideas.  

From behaviorist and mentalist perspectives of error, which have emphasized the 

error itself to more constructivist views, which focus on why the error is made, 

researchers have attempted to understand the errors in writers’ texts by 

hypothesizing their possible sources (Bartholomae 1980; Hull 1985). Although 

reading an error-filled text can be tiring and disconcerting, errors can help identify 

the cognitive strategies that the learner is using to process information. According 

to Ellis (1985 p.53), it is through analyzing learner errors that we elevate “the 

status of errors from undesirability to that of a guide to the inner working of the 

language learning process.”  

In writing learners make errors easily because information has to be transferred 

from one source to another without any aid other than the language itself 

(Anchalee & Pongrat 2008, p.23). As a result, learners’ focus can shift to avoiding 

errors rather than stay on the aim of their writing. The types of errors that learners 

make in their text are: reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction and lexical 

cohesion (Halliday and Hasan 1976, p.48 cited in Anchalee & Pongrat 2008, 

p.24). 

Repeating a previous mistake, or backsliding, is another common occurrence in 

L2 writing. More important, though, is the issue of fossilization when “learner 

interlanguage competence diverges in more or less permanent ways from the 

target language grammar” (Odlin 1994, p.13). Fossilized errors can be 

problematic in writing because the errors become ingrained, like bad habits, in a 

learner’s repertoire, and they reappear despite remediation and correction. They 
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can be common among second language learners who have learned much of the 

L2 “on the street,” where the emphasis is on fluency and not linguistic 

correctness. Errors in writing, fossilized or otherwise, can be glaring, especially to 

the reader who has had little experience interacting with L2 speakers and texts. 

Another two closely related types of errors that occur in second language learning 

are a result of code switching and code mixing. Code switching occurs when 

bilinguals mix their languages during communication (Heredia and Brown, n.d. 

online article). This is a common phenomenon among second language English 

speakers in Fiji where words or phrases from the English language are frequently 

borrowed when they are conversing in their first language. According to Tamata 

(1996, p.98), the reasons for code switching among Fiji students are: “(1) when 

the speaker does not know the utterance in the language used; (2) when the 

language used does not have the equivalent of the utterance required; (3) when the 

speaker cannot locate the utterance required in one language and the utterance in 

the other language is more accessible in his or her lexicon; (4) when the speaker 

repeats an utterance in the other language in order to be better understood; and (5) 

when the utterance in the other language is more commonly used by speakers.” In 

the first and second and contexts Tamata (ibid.) attributes them to borrowing, as 

often, in Fiji English is used to complement conversations carried out in the native 

language. 

The borrowings often occur between sentences. However, at times speakers may 

speak a sentence in one language and switch totally to another language in the 

next sentence. Borrowing is a linguistic process that results in loan words and 

calques. In a study by Lipski (2005) of Spanish– English code switching, it was 

found that the Spanish speaking people whose L2 was English were “noted for 

intrasentential code-switching and for the use of language switches to achieve 

pragmatic ends such as foregrounding, ethnic solidarity, persuasion, and the like. 

Calques of idiomatic expressions in English are frequent when speaking Spanish, 

with fewer cases of Spanish calques in English discourse, and numerous loan 
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words from English are present”(p.1). The definition of calque can differ from 

author to author. According to Dorado (2006, p.1) a calque is used when the 

speaker does not know a particular word in the target language and borrows the 

term from another language. In Fiji calques are used both at the one-word level 

and the phrase-level. For example, words such as application, in the context of a 

job-application, and computer are often used in daily spoken language. One can 

hear the use of these calques on the radio by announcers in both the Fijian and 

Hindi languages. Dorado (2006, p.3) distinguishes between a loan word and 

calque by stating that loan words are “borrowed” from another language whereas 

calques are “semi-borrowed.” Calques are “constructed from other languages and 

then incorporated into the target language” (ibid.). They are not direct borrowings 

like loan words. Borrowing often occurs among bilinguals but the area most 

commonly borrowed from English is vocabulary (Clarkson 1977, p.965, cited in 

Dorado 2006, p.4).  

In Fiji “code switching is a normal activity. Many teachers in fact see code 

switching as necessary for classroom interaction…” (Tamata 1996, p.96).  It helps 

the students who are not so competent in English to understand complex concepts. 

Tamata (1996) also found that when reprimanding students, the school principal 

used their first language more often. In rural schools this was an acceptable 

strategy for students who lacked competency in English and were in fact 

encouraged by their peers and teachers. According to Tamata (1996, p.98), this 

was not accepted by the teachers in urban schools.  

Code switching can occur both at word or phrase level or sometimes entire 

sentences may be switched. The theory behind this type of switching words, 

phrases or sentences is that bilinguals do not know either language fluently. Code 

mixing occurs within sentences when words from one language are switched with 

words from another language with no pause or interruption in the sentence. 

Common words used in code mixing by Fiji second language speakers would be 

okay, thanks, movie, film, days of the week, numbers, common nouns and verbs 
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and, quite often, words for which either there is no direct translation in the 

speakers’ L1 or the speaker is not sufficiently fluent in his/her L1 to be able to 

avoid code mixing. Quite often entire sentences or long phrases are code switched 

by the speakers. This is similar to borrowing of words from the English language 

because this often happens when some new terms are introduced in the English 

language for which there is no direct translation in the L1 of the speakers. For 

example, the term computer cannot be directly translated in either Fijian or Hindi, 

so the use of this word remains in its original English form. Therefore, in such 

instances it seems there is more borrowing from the L2 rather than code switching 

or mixing. 

Heredia and Brown also suggest that that “language dominance (i.e., which 

language is used more frequently) plays an important role in code switching.” For 

example, in Fiji bilinguals use more code-switching when they communicate in 

their L1, and very little when they communicate in English. They will use English 

words more frequently in their spoken communication when communicating in 

their L1. This suggests a heavy reliance on their second language. This tendency 

is explained by theorists as a language shift which occurs in second language 

speakers “in which the second-language behaves as if it were the bilingual’s first-

language.” (Heredia and Brown, online article) and hence second language 

speakers have a greater reliance on it. In research on Spanish-English bilinguals 

(Heredia and Brown, online article), it was found that they code-switched to 

English words faster when they listened to Spanish sentences than Spanish words 

when they listened to English sentences.  

When a language borrows words or phrases from another language, it implies that 

the borrowed word or phrase becomes permanently integrated with the recipient 

language. In contrast, code switching implies the use of two or more different 

language codes used within the same stretch of speech. Borrowing happens 

between a donor language and a recipient language. For example, the word 

orangutan is borrowed into English from a Malay word which means ‘forest man’ 
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[orang means ‘man’ and ‘utan’ means ‘forest’] (Eifring and Theil 2005, p.2).  

English may have been the recipient language in the early stages of its 

development; however, today it seems to be the most common donor language. 

Most of the languages of the world today borrow extensively from English. 

“When one country is colonized by another, the local language often borrows 

substantially from the colonial language…” (ibid.). Even dead languages such as 

Sanskrit or Latin can function as donor languages. Words in modern Hindi are 

heavily borrowed from Sanskrit while Urdu borrows from Arabic and Persian. 

Likewise, English has borrowings from Polynesian languages, for example, taboo 

meaning forbidden is borrowed from tabu meaning forbidden in Fijian and other 

Polynesian languages. As a general rule semantic content is more easily borrowed 

than phonetic form (Eifring &Theil 2005, p.3). The popularity of English as a 

world language has made possible both phonetic and semantic borrowings of 

words such as okay, film, time, wait and days of the week common. They may be 

categorized as direct loans (ibid.) and are commonly used in Fiji English.   

On the other hand, when code switching “the speaker switches between two or 

more different language codes during a single stretch of discourse” (Eifring & 

Theil 2005, p.6). This is also common among second language English speakers 

in Fiji. There is a heavy reliance on English, particularly among the younger 

generation, when they speak in their L1. “Code switching presupposes a much 

higher degree of bilingualism than borrowing does” (Eifring & Theil 2005, p.7). 

There could be two explanations for this: firstly, English has been the 

official/national language of Fiji since the colonial days. This has not changed 

even in the post-independence era. Hence, there has always been a heavy reliance 

on English to be the lingua franca for the diverse ethnic communities living in 

Fiji. Secondly, this could be a result of formal education in Fiji as English is the 

language of instruction, business and commerce, making fluency in English of 

prime importance.  According to ILO (2013), Fiji has a literacy rate of 93%.  

Most people are conversationally fluent in English and able to communicate in 

writing as well. However, as Tent (2001, p.214) notes, “a considerable amount of 
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inter-speech community verbal interactions are not conducted in English...up to 

30% of verbal interactions in the workplace between Fijians and Indo-Fijians are 

conducted in either Fijian or Fiji Hindi.” It is evident then that code switching 

may be three ways at times, from English to Hindi or English to Fijian or Hindi to 

Fijian. It may be that borrowing, code switching and mixing can also be a source 

and cause of errors in students’ academic writing at the sentence level. These 

errors may not occur in semantics but more so in syntax and morphology. 

In business and commercial contexts, people often code switch to break cultural 

barriers and communicate without any sort of prejudice. This is preferable in 

business dealings to attract and maintain customers. For example, when an Indo-

Fijian is speaking to a customer who is I-Taukei, the speaker may code switch 

from English to Fijian when he needs to say “no” and use instead seqa, the Fijian 

word for “no.” The same would be done by an I-Taukei speaker who may use the 

Hindi word nahin for “no” or haan for “yes.” Simple utterances such as these are 

a common occurrence in spoken language. They cannot be perceived as 

borrowings because these features have not become permanent fixtures in either 

language. 

Because both the cultural groups are conversant in each other’s language, “the 

boundaries between nativised loanwords and code-switched Fijian/Hindi lexical 

material become blurred” (Tent 2000, p.4).   In his study of the nativisation of 

Fijian and Fiji Hindi words in the language of English-speaking expatriates living 

and working in Suva, Fiji, Tent (2001) found that the number of words that slowly 

crept into their daily spoken language increased as the number of years of 

residence in Fiji increased. One of the implications of this study is the 

“nativisation” (Tent, 2001) of Fiji Hindi and Fijian words into Fiji English. The 

study suggests that there is potential for words to become nativised from the local 

languages into English and the subsequent influence of such vocabulary on the 

academic language of students. This results in the students’ inability to 

differentiate between what is academically correct in written texts and what is 
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socially or colloquially acceptable. Because rules of written academic English are 

universally applied, some of the sources of errors in academic writing of Fiji 

students are attributed to Fiji English. 

3.2.4  Error analysis in different populations 
In a study by Liu and Braine (2005), an investigation was done on the use of 

cohesive devices in argumentative essays written by Chinese undergraduate 

students. The results showed that students were able to use a variety of cohesive 

devices in their writing, the most being lexical devices followed by cohesives and 

then references and conjunctives.  

In another study by Connell (2000), errors made by Japanese students in a test 

which required them to write full sentences were analyzed on the effects they had 

on the understanding of those sentences. It was found that the most problematic 

areas were the use of subjects, parts of speech and general word order.  

Yet in another study by Olsen (1999) on Norwegian learners’ language problems, 

it was found that less proficient learners had a higher number of grammatical, 

orthographic and syntactical errors.  

Anchalee and Pongrat (2008) investigated the types of errors in paragraph writing 

made by first year medical undergraduates in Thailand. They were asked to write 

an opinion paragraph on medical ethics in English. The paragraph was analyzed 

using the following criteria: inability to perform the assigned task due to a lack of 

understanding of the question; lack of an introduction; lack of main ideas; no 

topic sentence; lack of development of the main ideas; lack of organization; errors 

in sentence structure/usage; no transitional words; incoherence; no conclusion 

(p.26). A high percentage of errors was found in eight out of the ten criteria. The 

top four causes of errors were: no transitional words; lack of organization; no 

introduction; and no conclusion (p.27). Obviously, the students had problems with 

the format of paragraph writing. They also had problems in writing a coherent 
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paragraph which lacked organization. They could put the content in the paragraph 

but were not able to expand, elaborate, illustrate and conclude. 

Kato (2006) conducted an error analysis of Japanese high school students’ essays.  

A total of 146 students’ essays were analyzed, of which 46 were first year, 58 

second year and 44 third year students (p.3). The schools from which these 

students came were highly regarded and prepared students for university exams. 

As a result, students were considered highly motivated and able to utilize their 

knowledge in English grammar, structure and vocabulary to their writing. The 

errors were analyzed based on Ferris’s (2005) Analysis model. In this model the 

errors fell into four categories: morphological, lexical, syntactic and mechanical. 

The total number of errors made was 1518 (Kato 2006, p.5). An average of 13.5 

errors per student was made for the first year students, 11.2 for the second year 

and 9.8 for the third year students. The highest errors were made in syntax (29%), 

followed by lexical (21%), mechanical (18%) and morphological errors (14%). 

According to the school years, it was found that the first year students’ essays had 

lexical errors the most (24%) while the second and third year students made 

syntactic errors the most (35.2% and 31.1% respectively). Among the first year 

students’ lexical errors, “word choice” was the most common and for the second 

and third year students, errors in “sentence structure” were most common. 

According to Kato, this suggests that first year students lacked adequate 

vocabulary while the second and third year students were unable to use it 

adequately (2006, p.5). 

 In a study conducted on Czech and Slovak university students by 

Chamonikolasova and Staskova (2005), five major error types were identified: 

grammatical, lexical, lexico-grammatical, text-coherence and formal errors. 

Thirty essays were analyzed, fifteen each of Czech and Slovak students. The 

essays were 500-600 words in length and the writing style was argumentative 

with a literary interpretation. The researchers acknowledge the fact that their 

sample size was not very large; however, they intend to show what specific 
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problems native speakers of two Slavic languages have and make some 

recommendations on the process of teaching and learning academic writing. The 

results showed that the Czech and Slovak students had most problems with 

articles and determiners, and using the correct verb forms including tense, aspect 

and subject-verb agreement (p.54). The researchers attribute the frequent use of 

wrong articles to the lack of articles in the Czech and Slovak grammatical 

systems. Errors occurred in the overuse of articles in phrases with abstract nouns 

while the definite article was often missing in proper nouns containing a common 

as the head, for example European Union (the European Union), Czech Republic 

(the Czech Republic) (p.55). Other examples of missing articles were found in 

noun phrases with post-modification, for example “improvement of higher 

education (the improvement of higher education); introduction of tuition fees (the 

introduction of tuition fees), which suggest to the researchers that students neither 

feel nor understand the defining force of the ‘of-phrase’ ” (p.55). Errors in verb 

forms occurred in the use of simple present instead of present perfect with 

“temporal adverbials expressing duration and repetition in a period extending 

from the past to the present, for example, countries that are (have been) members 

for a certain period of time..” This type of error has been attributed to the 

interference from the students’ L1, “which make use of only one present 

imperfective verb form” (p.55). Errors in suitable lexical units have also been 

attributed to interference from the students’ native language. Other errors which 

these two researchers found in the Czech and Slovak students’ writing were in the 

choice of prepositions, text coherence, spelling and punctuation. The researchers 

concluded that the cause of the errors were due to difficulties at the grammatical, 

lexico-grammatical and lexical levels (p.57). These problems cannot be solved at 

the university level as the academic writing course is only for one semester. The 

researchers recommend that the grammatical and lexical problems have to be 

dealt with in the primary language classes while academic writing should focus on 

coherence (p.58). 
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Another study was conducted in Malaysia (Maros, Hua and Salehuddin l 2007) to 

investigate the influence of the Malay language on students learning English in a 

number of selected Malaysian rural secondary schools. In this study it was found 

that L1 interference seemed to be one of the causes of learners’ errors. The 

sample size was 120 form one students from six different rural schools. The 

research subjects had intermediate level of proficiency (p.2) and were asked to 

write a short essay from a given number of topics. The most popular topics 

selected by the participants were “My best friend” and “My family” (p.2). The 

length of the essays ranged from 56 – 385 words (p.3). In the final analysis only 

60 out of the 120 essays were analyzable because of the incomprehensibility of 

the rest of the essays. The researchers found that the three most frequent types of 

errors occurred in the use of determiners, subject-verb agreement and copula ‘be.’ 

In the use of determiners most of the errors occurred in either the omission of the 

determiner or using the wrong form. In the Malay language not all common nouns 

need to be collocated with determiners, so this error was attributed to the 

interference from the mother tongue (p.5).  There is also no rule on subject verb-

agreement in the Malay language that requires inflections based on the number or 

status of the subject (p.7), therefore errors in subject-verb agreement were also 

seen as interference from the learners’ L1. In the case of the copula ‘be’, it is one 

the most problematic verbs for English language learners because of its many 

forms and its non-existence in the Malay language (p10). 

In a study of lexical errors made by undergraduate students in Indonesia 

(Chamimah 2007), it was found that lexical errors were committed in three 

categories: misselection, misinformation and distortion. Under misselection, 

errors were classified according to suffix, prefix, vowel-based and consonant-

based. Errors in misinformation were classified according to coinage, borrowing 

and calque, and distortion errors were classified into omission, overinclusion, 

misselection and misordering. A total of 234 lexical errors were found in the 

students’ writing. There were 72 errors of formal misselection, 26 errors of 

misinformation and 136 errors of distortion (p.45). Formal misselection is an error 
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where the learner uses the wrong choice of word. According to the researcher, 

many errors were made because the students were unable to differentiate between 

the word classes (p.48). Errors in spelling were made because students were not 

able to differentiate between vowel sounds, therefore errors such as than in place 

of then were common. Similar errors in spelling were made with consonant 

letters, for example technologi in place of technology. Errors in misinformation 

were the least in number. However, students coined new spellings or new words 

due to L1 transfer whereby the learner uses rules from his L1 to construct 

sentences. Errors in distortion were the greatest in number and were made by 

incomplete application of rules; for example, certain vowel or consonant letters 

may be omitted from a word, such as bording for boarding (p54). The opposite of 

omission caused overinclusion of letters in a word; for example, habbit for habit. 

The highest selection of errors occurred in misselection (p.57). This happened 

when the students were unable to select the appropriate words to form a 

grammatically correct sentence; for example, “bilingual is there are two 

language” (p.58). This study showed that errors made by the students were caused 

both by negative transfer of the L1 and an inadequate knowledge of the rules of 

the target language. 

Abeywickrama (2010) conducted a study with Sinhala-speaking undergraduate 

students of Sri Lanka to ascertain whether the errors in their written texts were 

due solely to L1 transfer or there were other causes. Sixty students’ written 

assignments were collected and analyzed for the errors. These students were first 

and second year undergraduates (p.97). These students were enrolled in a BA 

programme and belonged to the “Upwardly Mobile Middle Class” (p.102). This 

meant that these students had more opportunities to use English from their infancy 

than others. The findings revealed that 20% of the errors were caused by L1 

interference while 45% were identified as developmental errors. 18% of the errors 

were caused by free variation and 17% by systematic variation. As discussed 

earlier, developmental errors are caused by the learners’ own hypotheses about 

their target language based on their limited experience in that language. Corder 
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(1967, p.166) has called it a state of “transitional competence” because the learner 

is continually learning and improving his competence.  At this stage when errors 

occur, they can be classified under overgeneralization, ignorance and incomplete 

application of rules. Errors of free variation do not correlate with any 

environmental factors and are unpredictable (Larsen-Freeman and Long 1991, 

cited in Abeywickrama 2010, p. 109). They can exist randomly in a student’s 

writing within the same discourse, linguistic and situational contexts. In the 

Sinhala speaking students’ writing, the variation alternated between the various 

forms to express the same meaning; for example, “My sister no enter the 

university” and “Faculty not commence the academic programme” 

(Abeywickrama 2010, p.109). Errors of systematic variation are evident when two 

or more sounds/grammatical forms vary contextually (Larsen-Freeman and Long, 

1991, cited in Abeywickrama, 2010, p.110.) Variations can be linguistically based 

or sociolinguistically determined (ibid.) Errors of systematic variation occurred in 

the use of articles and plurals due to overgeneralization of the rules 

(Abeywickrama 2010, p.111). This study showed that L1 transfer was not the 

major cause of errors in the English language learners. 

Another study was conducted by Darus and Ching (2009) on 70 form one Chinese 

students from a selected public school in Malaysia to investigate the four most 

common errors made in essay writing. The errors were classified into 18 types 

using an error classification scheme developed by Darus, Rizan, Maasum, Stapa 

and Aziz (2007) and Markin 3.1 software. The most common errors were found in 

the mechanics of writing, tense, preposition and subject-verb agreement. In the 

mechanics of writing the most common errors were made in spelling, punctuation 

and capitalization. Spelling errors were often caused by problems in 

understanding the phonetics of English language. The researchers attributed these 

errors to the interference of their L1 as well as an inadequate understanding of the 

rules of English grammar. 
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In Fiji most of the teachers are non-native speakers of English. Not all teachers 

may be good models of the language with regard to pronunciation and articulation 

in the English language. Therefore, some of the errors could also be teacher 

induced. These teachers also teach subjects such as history, geography and 

science in schools and colleges where the medium of instruction is English and 

their language skills and proficiency would have an impact on their learners. 

It has been a common practice by many teachers to focus on errors made at the 

sentence level as a determinant of linguistic competence. Such an analysis may be 

seen as inadequate for the evaluation of writing quality or a measure of 

proficiency. Therefore, researchers have also given consideration to discourse 

analysis of the written texts (Govardhan 1994; Chiang 1999, cited in Pongsiriwet 

2001, p.4). 

Error analysis alone may not be adequate for the evaluation of proficiency in 

writing (Pongsiriwet 2001).  It is recommended that the discourse quality of the 

language should be given equal emphasis. Isolated errors at sentence level do not 

necessarily reflect communicative competence (Chiang, 1999). Some research has 

been done on applying discourse features in the analysis of written texts (Conner, 

1990; Govardhan, 1994; Chiang, 1999). According to Crystal (1992, p.106) 

discourse analysis is a study of the “continuous stretches of language longer than 

a single sentence.” When evaluating language proficiency in written texts, 

discourse analysis considers language use in its context as well. Therefore, it is 

important for teachers to ensure that students perform equally successfully at 

grammatical and discourse levels. 

3.3  Discourse analysis 
A discussion on proficiency in writing skills of university students will not be 

complete without a reference to discourse analysis. In spite of the fact that error 

analysis has been considered in this research as a measure of proficiency in 

academic language, a focus on errors in isolated sentences will not provide a 

complete picture if one of the major goals of language learning is communication 
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(Chiang 1999). An assessment needs to go beyond sentence analysis towards 

discourse features in the evaluation of written texts. 

Discourse analysis has many definitions. Crystal (1992, p.106) has defined it as 

“continuous stretches of language longer than a sentence.” McCarthy (1991) has 

included the relationship between the contexts and the language used.  It includes 

an analysis of both and the written and spoken language. A great deal of the 

analysis of the written discourse includes the works of grammarians such as De 

Beaugrande (1980), Halliday & Hasan (1976) and Van Dijk (1972). According to 

text grammarians, texts are “language elements strung together in relationships 

with one another that can be defined” (McCarthy 1991, p.6). Benham and 

Pouriran (2009, p.118) define discourse as a “negotiation” that is done in the 

course of communication when the language user needs to convey information in 

order for a change in some situation. They note that the most important aspect of 

teaching English to EFL, and in our case ESL, students is to enable them to 

participate using the language both inside and outside the classroom. 

With written discourse analysts focus on the language beyond the sentence level 

and how it is used in a given context. One of the areas of concern is the “the 

principles of connectivity which bind a text together…” (Brown & Yule 1983, 

p.190).  Thus, it is important to distinguish between cohesion and coherence. For 

a set of sentences to constitute a text, it is important to view its cohesiveness both 

within and between sentences (Halliday & Hasan 1976). Cohesion is also 

displayed by the use of devices such as pronominalization, reference, substitution 

and ellipsis, conjunction, and lexical relationships (Pongsiriwet 2001, p.32). 

However, it does not guarantee that the string of sentences is a text nor does it 

guarantee that there will be coherence in those sentences (Brown & Yule 1983). 

Coherence is achieved when there is a “feeling that a text hangs together…makes 

sense and is not just a jumble of sentences” (McCarthy 1991, p.26). Therefore, 

coherence is a significant feature of a text and is achieved when the use of 

cohesive devices produces a meaningful discourse for the reader. 
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When assessing students’ written texts, two methods are commonly used: holistic 

and analytic (Pongsiriwet 2001, p.33). Oxford (2001 cited in Samida n.d.) refers 

to the two approaches as integrated or segregated. In the 80s and 90s there was 

much discussion on integration (Arslan 2008) but recent studies have focused on 

the whole language approach (Schurr, Thomason and Thompson 1995) or better 

known as holistic teaching  with technology as the enabler (Arslan 2008) . Nunn 

(2006, cited in Arslan 2008, p.3) points out that language learning theory today 

has shifted towards a more holistic approach and believes that skills integration 

should be an important feature of language learning. Language use is holistic in 

the real world and therefore learners should be immersed in reading, writing, 

listening and speaking (Schurr et al 1995). The holistic approach views things as 

complete units rather than being divided into smaller units.  

Oxford (2001) introduced the term “tapestry” when discussing the integration of 

skills in language teaching and learning. According to her, this “tapestry”, in 

addition to the four macro skills, includes other factors such as the characteristics 

of the teacher, the learner, the learning environment, and L1 and L2 of both the 

teacher and the learner. Related skills such as knowledge of vocabulary, spelling, 

pronunciation, syntax, meaning and usage are all part of the integrated-skill 

approach. 

A holistic assessment is based on the view that there should be an overall quality 

in students’ writing which is greater than its constituent parts (Hamp-Lyons 1990) 

and therefore writing should be evaluated as a complete text. Today, such a 

system for assessing students’ writing has been developed by the International 

English Language Testing System (IELTS). It uses a nine-point scale based on a 

criterion-referenced scoring guide to ensure consistency and reliability. There are 

two writing tasks and each one is assessed according to the following criteria: task 

achievement/response, coherence and cohesion, lexical resource, grammatical 

range and accuracy. A score of 9 is given when all the requirements of the criteria 

are satisfied (IDP: IELTS 2011). Even though the overall assessment of IELTS 
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may seem holistic, it is nevertheless quite analytical and objective when the 

criterion for marking is applied. 

In spite of a widespread support for the holistic approach, it has its controversies. 

Some researchers have questioned its reliability in assessing the true quality of 

students’ writing (Charney 1984, p.67) while others suggest that it can be 

influenced by superficial factors such as the students’ handwriting and choice of 

words (Neilson & Piche 1981 cited in Charney 1984; Grobe 1981 cited in 

Charney 1984). Charney (1984) suggests that information about linguistic and 

rhetoric features that impact the overall quality of writing is also essential to make 

a correct assessment rather than viewing it just holistically. Wennerstrom (2003) 

suggests that teaching students discourse analysis is beneficial because it helps 

students develop analytical skills that will them in the classroom as well in their 

assignments while providing skills that can be transferred to other classes and 

content areas. 

In addressing such controversies, an analytic approach can be used to complement 

the holistic approach. This method analyses each constituent part separately and 

considers that such an analysis will lead to a better understanding of the whole 

(Pongsiriwet 2001). Therefore, the assessment of a text is done according to a 

number of factors and the scores from each component are added to make up the 

final score. 

In this research, such an approach is used to analyze the participants’ proficiency 

in their written texts. An analysis of grammatical errors is used to correlate 

academic language proficiency with language learning strategies. 

3.4  Correlations between proficiency in English and language learning 
strategies  

 

The relationship between language learning strategies and academic proficiency 

has been the subject of much research over the last twenty years. This is 
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particularly a relevant issue when it comes to the educational development of 

people who are bilingual or trilingual. A typical primary school for second 

language learners is conducted bilingually using the child’s L1 and the national 

language. In Fiji the national language is English and this is the medium of 

instruction for all educational institutes.  

Research done by Cohen (1998), Ehrman and Oxford (1989) and  Oxford (1990, 

1993) show that more frequent use of language learning strategies is often related 

to higher levels of proficiency. However, according to Green and Oxford (1995), 

the picture is not crystal clear as “It shows prominent features of the landscape but 

only gives hints as to what the trees and buildings in the picture would look like 

up close” (p. 261). This is because a lot of research has focused on overall 

strategy use only and not taken into account individual strategy use or variations. 

Nevertheless, Gardiner and Macintyre (1992) also reiterate that more proficient 

learners use different strategies from those who are less proficient.  

In their study of university students studying at different course levels in Puerto 

Rico, Green and Oxford (1995) found that there was a positive correlation with 

strategy use and academic proficiency (p.275). When data was analyzed, 

seventeen items of the SILL questionnaire showed a positive correlation with the 

more academically advanced students. “By far the commonest type of significant 

variation across course levels was positive variation, indicating greater strategy 

use by more proficient, more successful learners” (p.278). Their research showed 

that the basic and intermediate categories of students used the strategies less 

frequently.  They found that: 

“…. all or almost all of these strategies involved active use of the target 

language, with a strong emphasis on practice in natural or naturalistic 

situations. Of course, the finding of a substantial relationship between 

greater use of these strategies and higher L2 proficiency is not in itself 

evidence of causality. We believe, however, that there is a causal 

relationship between strategy use and proficiency level here, and that this 



89 

 

relationship is best visualized not as a one-way arrow leading from cause 

to effect, but rather as an ascending spiral in which active use strategies 

help students attain higher proficiency, which in turn makes it more likely 

that students will select these active use strategies” (pp. 287-288). 

The issue of causality between strategy use and proficiency has been a subject of 

debate for some time. Skehan (1989, cited in Bremner 1999, p.494) and Rees-

Miller (1993, cited in Bremner, 1999, p.494) believe that a correlation between 

the two does not necessarily suggest a cause-and-effect relationship, while 

McIntyre (1994, p.188, cited in Bremner 1999, p.494) feels that “…either 

proficiency influences the choice of strategies or that strategy choice is simply a 

sign of proficiency level.” It may be plausible that language learning strategies 

have no influence on language proficiency, or that they are features of it. 

Whatever the argument, research has shown that proficiency in language skills is 

enhanced by the use of these strategies.   

Bremner (1999) investigated strategy use and its correlation with language 

proficiency with students from the City University of Hong Kong. There were 

149 participants of whom 113 were female and 36 were male (p.495).  They were 

studying a language and communication course as part of their BA in primary 

education. This was an in-service course as all the participants were teachers 

(p.496) whose first language was Cantonese. The instruments used for data 

collection were SILL (Oxford 1990) questionnaire and the students’ written and 

spoken tasks from their language and communication course. The results showed 

that the participants were medium users of the learning strategies. The most 

frequently used strategy was compensation, followed by metacognitive, cognitive, 

social, memory and affective. The correlations with proficiency and strategy use 

showed positive relations with cognitive and compensation strategies while there 

was a negative correlation with affective strategies (p.499). Goh and Kwah (1997, 

cited in Bremner 1999, p.502) had similar results in their study of Singapore 

learners while Green and Oxford (1995) found that, in addition to these two 
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strategies, metacognitive and social strategies also showed positive variation. It 

was difficult to speculate about the relationship between proficiency and cognitive 

strategies as many of the cognitive strategies could either be seen to either 

contribute to proficiency or its use was made possible by increased proficiency 

(p.502). As for the negative correlation with affective strategies, the study showed  

the lower level learners had higher use of these strategies may be because as 

learners become more proficient in their language skills, they have less use of 

such strategies as their confidence, knowledge and motivation have all increased.  

Nguyen (2007) did a study on second-year Vietnamese EFL students using the 

SILL (Oxford 1990) questionnaire.  The results also showed that the participants 

were medium users with compensation being the most frequently used followed 

by metacognitive, cognitive, affective, social and memory strategies. This study 

also revealed a positive correlation between strategy use and academic 

achievement. 

Saricoban and Sarocaoglu (2008) conducted a study to find out the correlation 

between language learning strategies and academic achievement with 263 

university students in Turkey whose age ranged from 16 to 25. There were 40% 

females and 60% males in the group. 44% of the participants were from the 

department of Social Sciences while 56% were from the Applied Sciences 

(p.164). Their level of English was intermediate. The researchers used an adapted 

version of the SILL questionnaire (Oxford 1990) with a Cronbach alpha reliability 

coefficient of 0.88. The results showed that overall metacognitive strategies were 

most frequently used followed by compensation, social, cognitive memory and 

affective. There was no significant correlation between strategy use and gender, 

age and department (p.171). The only positive correlation was found between 

affective strategies and age. However, there were only two strategies that had a 

significant correlation with academic achievement. These were compensation and 

affective strategies.  While compensation strategies had a positive correlation with 

academic achievement, affective strategies had a negative correlation (p.172). 
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Participants using compensation strategies had higher grades while those who 

used more affective strategies were not so successful academically. The other 

strategies did not have any significant correlation with academic achievement, a 

similar result shown by this study on Fiji students.  

Griffiths (2004) conducted a study on 348 students in a private language school in 

Auckland, New Zealand and also used the SILL (Oxford 1990) questionnaire to 

investigate strategy use. The participants were both males and females aged from 

14 to 64 and came from 21 different nationalities (p.61).  Their proficiency in 

English varied from elementary to advance.  

The results showed that the overall mean strategy use for all the participants was 

3.2 which is medium according to Oxford’s (1990) interpretation (Griffiths 2004, 

p.77). The number of strategies which reported a high use (over 3.5) was 12 

(ibid.). Griffiths also analysed strategy for each level of proficiency. The 

advanced students’ (N=34) mean strategy use was 3.4, being on the high medium 

end as it  is very close to 3.5 which is interpreted as high strategy use. They used 

27 strategies with a high frequency. On the other hand, the elementary students’ 

strategy use was 3.1and they used only 3 strategies at a high frequency rate. 

Griffiths reported a statistically significant relationship between strategy use and 

level of proficiency (p.82). The study showed that not only more proficient 

students used more language learning strategies, but their chosen strategies is also 

significant since more proficient students seem to use certain types of strategies.  

Another study was done by Al-Hebaishi (2012) at Taibah University on Saudi 

learners who were English majors. In this study the researcher investigated the 

learning style and strategies of 88 female learners. It also investigated the 

correlations between strategy preferences and academic performance in a 

particular English course. The average age of the participants was twenty and they 

were enrolled in the same course in semester 2 of 2012. The SILL (Oxford, 1990) 

questionnaire was used to measure strategy use and an achievement test from their 

course was used to assess academic proficiency.   The results showed that the 
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most frequent strategies used by the female participants were cognitive, followed 

by metacognitive, memory, social, affective and compensation. Cognitive 

strategies include note-taking, summarizing, practising, grouping and analyzing. 

These strategies are probably most important in learning, understanding and 

producing the target language (Oxford, 1990). Social, affective and compensation 

were the least frequently used strategies for these participants. According to Al-

Refay and Koura (2010, cited in Al-Hebaishi 2012, p. 515), this is an acceptable 

result because Saudi students do not show much confidence in using the target 

language unconsciously as they do not have adequate exposure in it. An analysis 

was also done on the correlation between learning strategies and academic 

proficiency using Pearson’s correlation. The results showed that there was a 

statistically significant correlation between learning strategies and academic 

proficiency with r=0.334 (p.517). Similar results were found in a study done by 

Rahimi, Riazi and Saif (2008) on factors affecting the use of learning strategies of 

Persian EFL learners. Upon further analysis of each of the six strategies and its 

correlation with academic proficiency, it was found that the direct strategies, 

memory, cognitive and compensation were statistically correlated with a 

significance of <0.01, while metacognitive strategy was the only indirect strategy 

that was significantly correlated (p.517). According to the researcher, affective 

and social strategies did not show any correlation with but they were good 

predictors of academic success (ibid.). 

Rahimi, Riazi and Saif (2008) conducted a study on the learning strategies used 

by 117 Persian students from two universities in Iran, majoring in English. The 79 

male and 117 female participants were all English speakers and native speakers of 

Persian with age ranging from 18 to 25 (p.37). They had learned English as a 

university subject for academic purposes, not for everyday communication. Data 

on their language learning strategies was collected using a SILL (Oxford, 1990) 

questionnaire and the results of a reduced version of the TOEFL (Test of English 

as a foreign language) were used for academic proficiency. The results showed 

that the participants were moderate or medium users of the learning strategies. 



93 

 

The most frequently used strategies were metacognitive and cognitive and the 

least frequently used were memory strategies. This is in contrast with Al-

Hebaishi’s (2012) study of female Iranian learners whose use of memory 

strategies was ranked third.  The participants of Rahimi et al (2008) were also low 

users of the social strategies (p.40). Once again, the researchers note that the poor 

exposure to the target language affects the low use of social strategies. When the 

relationship between proficiency and strategy use was analyzed, it was found to 

be linear, that is, the higher the proficiency level, the more the strategy use (p. 

43). It was found that the advanced learners used more strategies than the 

intermediate ones who used more than the lower level learners. The researchers 

concluded that the participants with high academic proficiency used 

metacognitive and cognitive strategies. They had more knowledge of the rules and 

strategies of learning and were able to use them to enhance their learning. In this 

study, Rahimi et al (2008) found no correlation between gender and strategy use 

(p.46). 

In another study done in Japan (Olah 2006) high schools students’ learning 

strategies and correlations with proficiency were compared with Japanese 

university students. The participants were 101 (male and female) university 

students and 49 (male and female) high school students. Data was gathered using 

Watanabe’s (1990, cited in Olah 2006, p.192) Japanese translation of the SILL 

questionnaire. For correlations with academic performance, samples of work done 

from the students’ English course were used. The results showed that these 

university students were higher users of the strategies (p.194); however, both the 

groups used memory-compensation and social strategies most frequently. As for 

the correlation between strategy use and academic performance, it was found that 

the high schools students had a significant correlation between achievement and 

memory strategies and a moderate correlation with social/cognitive strategies, 

whereas the university students had a moderate correlation between academic 

performance and social strategies. These results are interesting in that it shows 

that there was not a high correlation between strategy use and academic 
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performance for university students. According to the researcher, the Japanese 

education system’s high emphasis on passing university entrance exams may have 

correlations with the university students’ moderate strategy use and correlation 

with academic performance. Brown and Yamshita (1995, cited in Olah 2006, 

p.198) studied the contents of 21 Japanese university entrance exams and found 

the exams were more oriented to passing a language test rather than achieve 

language proficiency. Consequently, it seems that  the  learning strategies 

Japanese students use are more inclined towards passing exams and tests, and 

years later the university students are not able to use other strategies which would 

assist them in improving their language proficiency. The exam-oriented education 

system seems to have a negative impact on the process of acquiring academic 

language proficiency.  

In Takeuchi’s study of what strategies are used by “good” Japanese learners, 

(2003, cited in Dhanapala 2007, p.154) it was found that metacognitive strategies 

were mostly used but certain other strategies were associated with different stages 

of their learning. On the other hand, Politzer and McGroarty (1985, p.118) 

suggest that “Good language learning behaviour may…be almost as elusive as 

good teaching behaviour.” Learners’ language proficiency does not necessarily 

correlate with certain categories of strategies but individual items may correlate to 

proficiency in certain areas. Depending on the levels of proficiency or the 

frequency with which a strategy is used, there may be some strategies which 

positively correlate with proficiency while the use of some may show a lack of 

improvement in proficiency. Other research has also shown that both successful 

and less successful learners have used the same strategies, some with more 

success than others (Abraham & Vann, 1987; Vann & Abraham, 1990, cited in 

Dhanapala, 2007, p.154). 

In a study done by McGroarty (1987, cited in Oxford and Crookall 1989, p.410) 

on university students learning elementary Spanish and Japanese, which covered 

students studying the target language in the classroom, in social interaction 
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outside the class and in individual study, it was found that in the classroom 

cognitive strategies were associated with language achievement; however, neither 

social interaction nor individual study showed any relationships with achievement 

or improvement in proficiency. In other studies by McGroarty (1988, cited in 

Oxford and Crookall, 1989, p.410) it was found that certain strategies consistently 

had a positive effect on proficiency while some social strategies were negatively 

correlated with achievement, indicating that the purpose of interaction and 

students’ skill level in the target language were important determiners of effective 

strategy use. 

In a study undertaken in Thailand, it was found that students who were at a higher 

level and scoring A in English used all the six strategies more frequently than 

those who were scoring C and D grades (Pannak and Chiramanee 2011, p.9). The 

high scorers were medium users of language learning strategies with a mean score 

between 2.76 and 3.13 while the low scorers’ mean was below 2.44. These results 

were similar to studies undertaken by Green and Oxford (1995) which found that 

there was a linear correlation between proficiency and strategy use. Linear 

correlations show that as strategy use increases, there is an increase in 

proficiency. Some studies have shown curvilinear correlations (Rivera-Mills & 

Plonsky, 2007) where strategy use may show initial correlations with proficiency 

but it declines as proficiency improves. 

Much of the research on correlations between strategy use and academic 

proficiency have used final exam scores, language proficiency test results, and 

written and spoken tasks done in the classroom (Ketabi 2012; Tam 2013; 

Bremner, 1999). There is little literature on error analysis and its correlations with 

academic language proficiency; however, researchers have commended the 

importance of error analysis and its links to English language proficiency 

(Richards et al 1996; Michaelides 1990). 

The research so far has shown mixed results. Strategy use is not always correlated 

with language proficiency. Some research has not shown positive correlations. 
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These studies reveal that to some extent that there are differences in strategy use 

between proficient and less proficient learners. The implication of these studies is 

that we can raise levels of proficiency by teaching these strategies. These studies 

may not have shown a clear causality in any direction between language 

proficiency and strategy use; however, it can be logically concluded that 

relationships between the two can go either way. 
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Chapter 4 New Englishes and the development of Fiji English 
 

This chapter examines Fiji English in greater detail. This is a variety of English 

used colloquially; however, some of its vocabulary may be seen to be quite 

distinct from standard British English. This chapter will first discuss the 

classifications and models of World Englishes that have been proposed by 

scholars such as Kachru, Schneider, Quirk and Bolton, among others. These 

classifications try and explain the differences in the ways English is used in 

different countries. It will then attempt to explain the stages a speech community 

go through to give birth to its own distinct variety of English. Finally, it will 

examine some of the sources of Fiji English lexis. 

Perhaps the most common classifications of English has been to differentiate 

between English as a native language (ENL), English as a second language (ESL) 

and English as a foreign language (EFL). In the classification English as a native 

language, it is the primary language of countries such as Britain, USA, Australia, 

New Zealand and Canada. On the other hand English is an important and often 

the official language of countries which are former British colonies, such as India, 

Nigeria, Malaysia, Fiji, or former American colonies such as American Samoa 

and the countries in the Micronesian group of islands in the Pacific. These are 

examples of countries where English is spoken and used as a second language. In 

the final classification of this model is EFL. English is used as a foreign language 

in countries such as China, Japan and many Middle East countries where English 

is taught in the classrooms but students do not have many opportunities to practise 

and use the language. 

The study of the new varieties of English began as a serious topic of research in 

the early 1980s as a new subdiscipline of English linguistics with the publication 

of books (Kachru 1986, 1992, Pride 1982, cited in Schneider 2003) and scholarly 

journals like World Englishes (1982-). Quirk (1962, cited in Bolton, 2009, p.290) 

was one of the first scholars to use the term “varieties” of English with reference  
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to his description of how English was used worldwide. Quirk’s argument was that 

“English was not the prerogative or “possession” of the English…we must realize 

that there is no single “correct” English, and no single standard of correctness” 

(Quirk 1962, pp.17-18, cited in Bolton. 2009, p.290). Similar arguments were 

made by Halliday, McIntosh and Stevens (1964, cited in Bolton, 2009, p.290) in 

the era of post colonialism and they argued that even though the form of English 

used by the professionals in England was the only conceivable form to be used in 

education overseas, there was an important shift occurring which meant that 

English was no longer the possession of the British or the Americans as there was 

an emergence of varieties that could be identified with certain former colonies of  

Britain.  

The expression “World Englishes” has been defined by Bolton (2009, p.240) 

using three approaches. In the first sense it functions as an umbrella term to refer 

to global English or international English. In the recent years many new terms 

have appeared, such as, new varieties, non-native varieties or localized varieties 

of English. This is the broadest sense which encompasses English as a world 

language. The second approach considers the term in a narrower sense which 

specifically refers to the “new Englishes” spoken in the Caribbean, African and 

Asian societies. According to Bolton (ibid.), “studies of this kind focus on the 

areal characteristics of national or regional Englishes.” The third approach looks 

at the study of the English language in a wider perspective more associated with 

Braj B. Kachru and other scholars. According to Kachru and Smith (1985, p.210, 

cited in Bolton 2009, p.241), the term Englishes “symbolizes the functional and 

formal variation in the language, and its international acculturation…The 

language now belongs to those who use it as their first language, and to those who 

use it as an additional language, whether in its standard form or in its localized 

forms.” 
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4.1  The Kachruvian Circles 
The work of Braj B Kachru in the area of world Englishes (WE) is probably the 

greatest single contribution to the literature across a range of disciplines including 

applied linguistics, critical linguistics, discourse analysis and educational 

linguistics (Bolton 2009, p.248). Kachru (1992, cited in Bolton, 2009, p.249) 

summarizes the study of world Englishes in terms of 11 related and overlapping 

issues, which are: the spread and stratification of English; characteristics of the 

stratification, interactional contexts of world Englishes; implications of the 

spread; descriptive and prescriptive concerns; the bilingual’s creativity and the 

literary canon; multi-canons of English; the two faces of English; nativization and 

Englishization; fallacies concerning users and uses; the power and politics of 

English; and teaching world Englishes. This model was first published in a book 

chapter in 1985 that came out of a conference paper presented by Kachru.  In 

Kachru’s model of the spread of English there are three concentric circles: the 

Inner Circle which comprises countries where English is the native or “primary” 

language, similar to the ENL classification; the Outer Circle where English has 

spread due to colonization and is a prominent second language for business, 

education, entertainment, in addition to the common indigenous languages, 

similar to the ESL classification; and the Expanding Circle or the EFL societies 

where English is a foreign language and has no official function but is widely 

used because of its international significance in business and trading. In the Outer 

and Expanding Circles, Kachru distinguishes three varieties: firstly, the “norm-

providing” varieties of the Inner Circle, which includes American and British 

English, and the less-preferred varieties of Australian and New Zealand English ; 

secondly, the “norm-developing” varieties of the Outer Circle, where the local or 

the “endocentric’ norm has a well-established linguistic and cultural identity, for 

example Singaporean, Nigerian and Indian English; and thirdly, the “norm-

dependent” varieties of the Expanding Circle, for example, in Korea, Iran, Saudi 

Arabia, where the norms are external (or “exocentric” such as American or 

British) (Bolton 2009, p.249).  
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Kachru went on to show that “English was spreading rapidly in non-western 

countries as an “additional language” and “alternative language” in multilingual 

societies according to the demands of modernization and technology as well as 

sociopolitical and sociolinguistic dynamics” (Bolton 2009, p.292). While the 

inner circle shared common cultural systems, the two outer circle societies shared 

diverse  ideologies such as Hinduism, Islam, Buddhism, Communism, giving 

English “a unique cultural pluralism, and a linguistic heterogeneity  and diversity 

which are unrecorded to this extent in human history” (Kachru 2005, p.14, cited 

in Bolton 2009, p.292). Kachru also notes that the societies in the two outer 

circles are not clearly demarcated from each other. They have shared 

characteristics “and the status of English in the language policies of such 

countries changes from time to time. What is an ESL region at one time may 

become an EFL region at another time or vice versa” (Kachru 1985, pp.13-14, 

cited in Bolton 2009, p.293). 

The first advantage of Kachru’s model over the ENL/ESL/EFL model is that it 

makes English plural, so that there are now many Englishes. Secondly, Kachru 

does not suggest that any one model is linguistically superior to another. In the 

ENL model, the implication is that native speakers use a standard variety that is 

used by all countries where English is a native language and that it is innately 

superior to ESL and EFL. However, even in ENL countries there are many 

different varieties of English spoken. For example, there are differences between 

British and American English or differences within British or American varieties 

according to different regions of the countries. English has become a global 

language today and the idea that that there is a standard variety of English is 

probably incorrect. In a country where English is a second language, such as Fiji, 

the local variety would be more acceptable as there are more speakers of it than 

the standard variety. With the way English is spreading today, it is difficult to 

categorize any country as EFL or ESL. Countries like China, Japan and Middle 

East are increasingly using English, in particular, in the urban areas, as people 
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living in the cities have greater opportunities to use English compared to the rural 

areas.  

4.2  Other related issues 
The issue of native-speaker ability has been a topic of discussion among second 

language speakers, in particular. The traditional view is that only native speakers 

have a proper command and understanding of the structure of English; however, 

this view may seem too simplistic today when the competency level of some 

second language speakers in countries such as India, Sri Lanka and Fiji is equal to 

native-speaker ability. These second language speakers have acquired 

competency in their mother-tongue but then have shifted to a constant use of 

English in their daily lives. The fluency and competency with which they use 

English is the same as a native speaker of English, although they would not be 

classified as native-speakers. Yet, in their countries and cultures they are 

linguistic models and users of “New Englishes.” In Fiji authors such as Brij Lal, 

Ahmed Ali, Sudesh Mishra, Larry Thomas and Vijay Mishra, to name a few, are 

examples of what Kachru distinguishes as “genetic nativeness from functional 

nativeness”(1997, pp.4-5, cited in Schneider 2003, p.238). 

The issue of which variety to teach was also discussed in the 1960s by Halliday et 

al (Bolton 2009, p.291). It was decided that the variety must be “used by a large 

number of educated people and that it is mutually intelligible with other varieties 

used by educated speakers from other societies” (ibid.). However, formal teaching 

requires formal contexts, and some sort of norm orientation but, as Schneider, 

questions, which and whose norms are accepted (2003, p.238)? 

Descriptive and theoretical linguists believe all language uses and varieties are 

functionally adequate while applied linguists and language teachers need advice 

on which norm to regard as acceptable (ibid.). According to Schneider (ibid.), 

there are differences between the public norms and written language on the one 

hand and the private spoken performance on the other. When it comes to 

academic and written English there are universal grammatical standards, however, 



102 

 

it is the spoken language in which the distinct varieties of English seem to stand 

out. 

4.3  Schneider’s dynamic model of New Englishes 
The varieties of English that have developed in postcolonial settings “have gone 

through a fundamentally uniform development process, shaped by consistent 

sociolinguistic and language-contact conditions” (Schneider 2003, p.233). 

Schneider outlines five consecutive phases a speech community, such as Fiji, goes 

through in this process: foundation, exonormative stabilization, nativization, 

endonormative stabilization and differentiation (ibid.). Just as there are there are 

linguistic properties which cause a language to die, Schneider suggests that there 

are certain principles which cause the birth of a language; this birth occurs 

through the disintegration of a language into new- emerging local dialects (2003, 

p.234). Despite the huge parities between the indigenous languages and cultures 

that come into contact with English, Schneider claims that the emerging language 

or variety or dialect is surprisingly similar both structurally and sociolinguistically 

(ibid.). He attributes this to the similar contact processes that are accounted for by 

the theories of communication, accommodation and identity formation. Schneider 

proposes that New Englishes “emerge in characteristic phases that ultimately 

result in dialect formation, and that the entire process is driven by identity 

reconstructions by the parties involved that are to some extent determined by 

similar parameters of the respective contact situations” (ibid.). American English 

would have gone through a similar development more than two hundred years 

ago, but is no longer considered part of the ‘New Englishes today (Schneider 

2003, p.235). 

As the colonies grew and expanded in the social contexts, this led to the evolution 

of new Englishes. The individual linguistic groups came into contact with each 

other and needed some new definitions of their identities and social roles amidst 

the backdrop of their historical roots and culture as well as in their relationships. 

Schneider notes, “As these relationships changed over time, so did their identities, 
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their images of themselves in relation to others and the world, and, in turn, their 

language usage as an expression of these changing identities” (Schneider 2003, 

p.240). These changes were not random but brought about by a certain schema of 

common political and economic interests, personal goals, sources of power, and 

choices made by the colonizers and the colonized, all sharing similar constraints 

and proceeding along similar paths. 

Schneider proposes, firstly, that in the beginning the settlers in a foreign land 

regard themselves as an extension of the ‘us’ of their country of origin as against 

the ‘other’ of the indigenous population (p.242). Over the course of time, the 

former homeland becomes the ‘other’ while a new ‘us’ is developed which 

includes the indigenous population. Likewise, the indigenous population sees the 

foreigners as ‘other’ but over the course of time they accept the permanent 

residents as ‘us.’ “It is through linguistic expression that much of this negotiation, 

definition, and expression of changing identities operate: speech patterns, that is, 

linguistic usage and, ultimately, emerging language varieties signify associated 

identity changes” (ibid.). 

Schneider’s five prototypical phases of evolution of a new variety of English 

begins with the first phase which is called foundation (Schneider 2003, p.244). 

This is when settlers or colonizers begin to use English on a regular basis in a 

country which is not an English-speaking country. Because indigenous languages 

are spoken in this stage, this creates a complex situation. Contact operates on two 

levels, independent of each other at first, involving dialect contact and language 

contact, respectively. This concerns both the groups’ communication, internally 

and between each other. Thus, two different linguistic ecologies are beginning to 

emerge. Schneider calls them the STL or the settler strand referring to what is 

traditionally called the ENL and IDG or the indigenous strand referring to the 

ESL speech community (Schneider 2003, p.242). According to accommodation 

theory, forms that are widely used and shared by many will be communicatively 

successful and increasingly used while forms that are not understood by the 
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majority will eventually phase out (Schneider 2003, p.244). Consequently, over 

time speakers adjust their pronunciation and lexical usage to facilitate 

understanding, a process known as “koineization” (ibid.). In this early stage there 

is little contact with the indigenous languages and cross-cultural communication 

is achieved by a small number based on their needs. According to Schneider 

(2003, p.245), the invading group does not bother to learn the indigenous 

language and very soon the indigenous group begins to develop bilingualism 

because their need to communicate with the immigrant is greater. Even though at 

this early stage the indigenous languages do not influence the English spoken by 

the settlers, there is one area in which lexical borrowing cannot be avoided and 

that is in the names of places.  

The second stage in the evolution is known as exonormative stabilization. When 

the colonizing community, stabilizes in their new colony, English is spoken 

regularly in a community far away from the motherland, and soon this community 

develops what Schneider calls a “distant cultural and linguistic norm orientation” 

which is accepted as the linguistic standard of reference (2003, p.245). While the 

STL community believes itself to be the representative of British culture in a 

foreign land, it slowly begins to adjust to the local environment and the impact of 

this modification is seen on the English language. The STL strand begins to move 

towards a new form of spoken English. They adopt the local vocabulary, at first 

for new objects encountered in the new territory, for example the local flora and 

fauna. In Fiji, for example, the ivi (Tahitian chestnut) tree in the centre of Suva 

has become a national heritage site as it was where local land sales took place in 

the early colonial days, and this terminology is now part of the local variety. 

Other examples include the use of bure (Fijian house), ratu (for men) and adi (for 

women) in the titles of the Fijians from a chiefly background. (More examples of 

the lexis of Fiji English are discussed in the section 4.4 below). Slowly, the 

acquisition of significant local vocabulary develops and becomes part of the 

English language used in the colony, and so a trend of borrowings from the 

indigenous language begins. 
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While the STL strand is developing, the IDG strand is also expanding its 

bilingualism; the indigenous population is increasingly becoming bilingual 

through education and increased contacts with the settlers. The ability to speak the 

settlers’ language is highly regarded and associated with a higher social status 

(Schneider 2003, p.246) as it will provide them with opportunities to a better 

education and entry into commercial ventures. The indigenous who know English 

belong to the local social elite group and have an added advantage within their 

group. This phase leads to the most important process in the evolution of the local 

variety called structural nativization: 

“As soon as a population group starts to shift to a new language, some 

transfer phenomena on the levels of phonology and structure are bound to 

occur; these are largely unrecorded, being restricted to spoken vernaculars 

in the beginning. Consequently, in this phase the earliest structural 

features typical of local usage emerge, if only slowly. Thomason (2001:ch. 

6) lists several mechanisms by means of which contact-induced change 

occurs, including code switching, code alternation, passive familiarity, 

second-language acquisition strategies, and, most importantly in the 

present context, 'negotiation', the case 'when speakers change their 

language (A) to approximate what they believe to be the patterns of 

another language or dialect (B)' (142)-clearly this is what happens in the 

emergence of New Englishes (Schneider 2003, p.246).” 

This third phase of nativization is seen as the most important one as certain 

cultural and linguistic changes are taking place and both the groups realize that 

these fundamental changes are taking place for good. “This process has 

immediate linguistic consequences; for the drastically increased ranges of 

communication between the parties involved now makes language use a major 

practical issue and an expression of new identity. Kachru confirms: ‘The “acts of 

identity” ... are not only a matter of perception, but they have formal realization in 

lexicalization, in syntax, and in discourse, styles, and genres’ (Prendergast 
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1998:227, cited in Schneider 2003, p.247).  The STL strand now slowly cuts off 

the umbilical cord from the mother country and begins to gain independence, both 

politically and linguistically. According to Greenbaum, “Political independence is 

a precursor of linguistic independence” (1996a p.11, cited in Schneider 2003, 

p.247). The political status of both the indigenous and settler communities is 

reduced to permanent residents of the same country and they both realize they 

need to get along with each other. Gradually, the local population goes through a 

process of cultural and linguistic assimilation and the acquisition of a second 

language. This process leads to a language shift, and in the case of Fiji, English 

became the language of government, business, commerce, education and 

entertainment after independence from Great Britain in 1970. In this early stage of 

nativization, the most changes occur in the lexico-grammatical structures 

(Schneider 2003, p.249). There is an emergence of grammatical features of the 

New Englishes. “When words co-occur increasingly frequently, locally 

characteristic collocations and ‘lexical bundles’ emerge, and in the long run this 

mat result in the development of fixed expressions or idioms” (ibid.). This 

grammatical nativization comprises new-word formation products. In Fiji 

expressions such as talanoa, meaning having a discussion, or fish in lolo,  which 

is a local way of cooking fish in coconut cream, have become part of Fiji English. 

The fourth phase in Schneider’s evolution of New Englishes is called 

endonormative stabilization (Schneider 2003, p.249). In this stage there is a 

gradual adoption of an indigenous linguistic norm where the language has become 

stable enough to create its own standards. This stage occurs post-independence 

where the STL strand now aligns totally with the independent former colony and 

breaks away from the identity of the mother country. It is difficult at first for the 

STL strand as they undergo a sense of abandonment and isolation, but gradually 

they strengthen their new status and establish a new local identity for themselves. 

According to Schneider (ibid.), this new identity reconstruct gives greater 

prominence to the country of residence rather than its historical past. As this new 

identity includes the indigenous groups, the role of ethnicity and ethnic 
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boundaries become less significant. There is now greater acceptance of the new 

forms of local English and the community reaches an understanding that the new 

local norm, distinct from the colonizers’ English, “shall be accepted as adequate 

also in formal usage” (Newbrook 1997, p.236, cited in Schneider 2003, p.250). 

Schneider (2003, p.253) calls the final phase differentiation. Now the new nation 

has not only achieved political independence, but a new language variety 

belonging to this nation has also emerged.  This is a turning point in evolution of 

the new language; it is the stage of “dialect birth” (ibid.). There are now new 

dialects, linguistic markers, accents, lexical expressions and structural patterns 

which have functions endemic to the new country.  

These five stages of linguistic evolution are idealized phases and every country 

may not necessarily go through it stage by stage, but may end up at stage five at 

some point. The next section will discuss how this model can be applied to Fiji 

and trace the development of Fiji English.  

4.4  English in Fiji 
Fiji falls in the Outer Circle countries of Kachru’s model, together with Cook 

Islands, Papua New Guinea, Tonga, Samoa and Vanuatu. Even though Fiji 

became a British colony in 1870, English was introduced much earlier by whalers, 

traders and beachcombers (Tent 2001, p.212). When the first missionaries arrived 

on the island of Lakeba in Fiji in 1835, they had no intention of using the English 

language to preach Christian doctrines (Siegel 1986, p.59). If anything, they had 

come prepared to teach in the Fijian language as they had learned it themselves in 

Tonga while waiting to board a ship to Fiji. Fijian thus became the language of 

education and religion for the indigenous Fijians till independence in 1970. The 

Wesleyan missionaries established churches and schools “in which Fijian was the 

medium of proselytizing and instruction” (Tent 2001, p.212). Therefore, there was 

no development of Pidgin English as was seen in other Pacific islands such as 

Vanuatu and Solomon Islands (Siegel, 1986).  As Siegel notes: 
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“Knowledge of the Fijian language was, however, mandatory for 

European government officials. According to an early policy, colonial 

cadets who had been in the colony for two years were required by the 

terms of their contracts to pass an oral and written examination in Fijian. 

English, however, became the language of business, education and 

administration in post-independent Fiji” (1986, p. 69). 

The number of European residents was not very large in Fiji (Schneider 2003, 

p.257), so the development of the STL strand may not have been significant.  On 

the other hand, the indenture experiences from 1879 – 1916 saw the introduction 

of a new culture and race in Fiji. Hence, Fiji English has been influenced by two 

IDG strands, spoken by indigenous Fijians and immigrant Indians. The language 

of the indentured Indian labourers was Hindi; however, because of the different 

dialects that were spoken by the Indians and a new cultural setting thousands of 

miles away from the Indian subcontinent, their Indian Hindi language evolved 

into Fiji Hindi, with its own morphological and lexical differences. This was the 

language in which people during the indenture years conveyed their feelings 

through their songs and drama. Yet, today Fiji Hindi has not been given the status 

of a proper language and is seen as inappropriate for use in literature (Mangubhai 

and Mugler 2003). [Nevertheless, two prominent Fijian Indian writers have 

written a play and a novel in Fiji Hindi. A play, Adhuraa Sapnaa (Incomplete 

Dream), was published by Raymond Pillai in 2001 and in the same year 

Subramani’s novel, Dauka Puraan (A Subaltern’s Tale) was also published 

(Mangubhai and Mugler 2003)].  

Fiji became independent from Great Britain on October 10 1970 after 96 years of 

colonial rule. English did not have a direct impact on the non-European 

community in Fiji “until the late 1920s and 1930s when it became the official 

language of instruction after class three” Tent (2001, p.213). Prior to that, Fijian 

was the official language of the colonial administration and British civil servants 

were mandated to speak Fijian. After the arrival of the indentured Indian 
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labourers, the British civil servants were also encouraged to learn Hindi (ibid.). In 

the 1930s, the colonial administration handed over the responsibility for education 

to the New Zealand government and this saw an influx of teachers from New 

Zealand who were neither keen to learn the local languages nor used any other 

language except English. Consequently, English became the medium of 

instruction and began to be promoted as a lingua franca (Tent 2001, p.213).  

Mufwene (2001) argues that the development of English in a colony is reflective 

of the type of colony it was. There were ‘trade colonies;’ and then as time went on 

some came under the control of the traders and soon became ‘exploitation 

colonies;’ and there were ‘settlement colonies’ (Mufwene 2001, pp.8-9).  Contact 

in trade colonies began with European traders and the local population and this 

contact initiated the development of pidgin varieties. It is believed that the 

European traders would have been using the non-standard variety of English to 

communicate with the local people. The trade colonies soon became exploitation 

colonies and came under the administrative and political control of the European 

nation. Contact between the local people and the colonizers increased. In the case 

of Fiji, the British colonizers needed English-speaking administrators to run the 

affairs of the colony. These administrators were recruited from three sources: 

people from their own country to act in the senior positions, from other colonies 

such as Australia and New Zealand, and some local people who were educated 

and trained to take up administrative positions. In Fiji, the people of chiefly status 

were often trained to take up administrative positions. They were given 

scholarships and educated in prominent universities in Australia, New Zealand 

and Britain. Chiefs such as the first Prime Minister of Fiji, Ratu Sir Kamisese 

Mara and the first Governor-General, Ratu Sir George Cakobau, come to mind as 

the local people educated and trained to take up leadership positions.   

Subsequently, this led to the establishment of local schools where English became 

the medium of instruction. In the context of Fiji, English, as with other varieties in 

the Outer Circle countries, developed through contact with the local languages 
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and the ‘school’ languages. In settlement colonies, such as Australia and New 

Zealand, the settlers had little contact with the local population; therefore there 

was little influence on the grammar and schemas of the English language variety 

that developed there. 

As can be seen with the historical developments, Fiji English has been influenced 

by its majority speakers, indigenous Fijians and Fijian Indians (Lynch and Mugler 

1999). It is said to have its origins in the part-European community of Fiji 

(Mangubhai and Mugler, 2003, p.384) and is currently the variety spoken by the 

majority of the Fiji Islanders. Geraghty (1984, cited in Mangubhai and Mugler 

2003, p.384) believes that Fiji English could have originated when part-

Europeans, who were descendants of the “European” or British colonizers 

through intermarriage with the indigenous Fijians, began to attend schools which 

were previously restricted to the Europeans. According to Mangubhai and Mugler 

(2003, p.384), “Many urban Fiji Islanders are in fact bi-dialectal in Fiji English 

and Standard English, particularly among those whose white-collar jobs 

presuppose a relatively high level of education and require at least some use of 

Standard English.” 

Fiji’s phase two can be traced to the 1930s when New Zealand was given the 

authority to oversee the development of education in Fiji (Schneider 2003, p.257). 

This was the time when English was given importance as a lingua franca to unite 

the indigenous Fijians and the Indian indentured labourers. It resulted in a rapid 

spread of bilingualism in English and the IDG strands.  

At the lexical level, Fiji English has borrowed much from the Fijian and Fiji 

Hindi languages. In phase 3, the nativization stage, many local names of places, 

flora and fauna, food and cultural phenomena are clearly visible, for example, 

local names of the two main islands, Viti Levu and Vanua Levu, Suva Point, Serua 

hills and the names of other geographical locations. In the flora and fauna the 

names such as yaqona (Fiji’s traditional drink), ivi (Tahitian chestnut), baka tree 

(banyan tree), ota (sea weed), tiri (mangrove), walu (kingfish), kaikoso (shell 
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fish) and roti or Indian bread  are some borrowings which have become a 

common occurrence in conversations (Mangubhai and Mugler, 2003, p.385). 

Some words have also been borrowed from colonial English, for example, 

compound and archaisms such as thrice (Tent 2000, 2001, cited in Mangubhai and 

Mugler, 2003, p.385). 

Fiji English also has certain distinct pronunciations and the accent may vary 

depending on the speaker’s first language or other social, situational and 

individual factors. It has crept into the written genres and often in the language 

used by the journalists writing for the dailies (Mangubhai and Mugler, 2003). 

As previously discussed, Fiji is regarded as a “diglossic” society, and as such, 

language attitudes are tied to its education system (Shameem 2004, p.168).  

Diglossia is a term that was first introduced in 1959 by Charles Ferguson in an 

article that he wrote entitled Diglossia. It refers to a stable language situation 

which has two varieties, High (H) and Low (L). The High variety would be used 

in formal language situations, for example, in a university lecture, newspaper 

editorial, sermon or a speech in parliament. The Low variety would be used with 

instructions to servants and conversation with friends. Those who are able to use 

the High variety are held in high regard and seen as superior in their language 

abilities.  

This definition was expanded in 1972 by Fishman (cited in Kumar 2001, p.181) to 

include genetically unrelated languages of a country which exist in H and L 

niches where the H language is used for more formal purposes and the L is for 

informal and spoken domains. The current sociolinguistic situation within Fiji 

could well be described as diglossic. English in Fiji has two dialects or varieties, 

Standard English (or British English) and Fiji English (Kumar 2001, pp. 187 - 

188). Standard English is the H variety which is used in education, administration 

and politics and Fiji English is the L variety used in more informal and spoken 

contexts.  
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Fiji English has evolved over time as the lingua franca for the many different 

ethnic communities who are now second, third or fourth generation citizens of 

Fiji. It now has its own distinct grammar, syntax and vocabulary and quite often 

finds its way into the written texts of students. Lynch and Mugler (1999) use the 

term “acrolectal” to describe the variety of English spoken and written by South 

Pacific learners who are educated and fluent in English. For those who are less 

educated and less fluent they are identified as “mesolectal” and “basilectal” 

depending on how fluent they are. The least fluent are categorized as “basilectal.” 

English is now the lingua franca in Fiji primarily because of its many different 

ethnic communities, such as indigenous Fijians, second, third and fourth 

generation Indians and Chinese who came in the late 1800s and early 1900s, the 

former as indentured labourers and the latter as traders and merchants, Europeans 

and their descendants who intermarried with other communities, and other Pacific 

Islanders. 

In all the three “lects” there are distinct features noted by Lynch and Mugler 

(1999). For example among the “acrolectal” category some common deviations 

are in tense, nouns, prepositions and generalized question tags. Tense deviations 

are often identified in the omission of past tense or past participial suffixes. In the 

usage of nouns quite often non-count nouns would have a plural form, for 

example, furnitures. With prepositions there is a common occurrence of errors or 

incorrect forms such as can’t cope up with, and discuss about. When using 

generalized question tags, isn’t it or eh are often used incorrectly in spoken 

English. As previously discussed, what constitutes an error is also task dependent. 

It may be an error in one context while insignificant in another. 

The “basilectal” category could be categorized as the one with the most 

common features of Fiji English. Some distinct features which are 

common in this category are: using verb particles as verbs, for example (i) 

on the light, off the light; (ii) using been as a pre-verbal tense marker, for 

example,  He been swear at me; (iii) and using full as intensifying verb, 
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for example, He was full dancing in front of everyone (Kelly 1975, Siegel 

1989, and Tent and Mugler 1996 cited in Lynch and Mugler 1999); (iv) 

using plenty as a prenominal quantifier, for example, Plenty people should 

come and taste the grog (Siegel, 1986, p.87). These are the types of 

deviations that have crept into the writing of Fiji students. No specific 

research has been conducted yet about the distribution of these errors 

across the different “lects” (Lynch and Mugler, 1999). 

Fiji English has since been influenced by English varieties from Australia, New 

Zealand and the United States of America through television and films (Mugler, 

2007, p.183). It has developed in the same way as other varieties of English but its 

uniqueness comes from “its rich and colourful amalgam of Fijian and Hindi 

expressions” (Tent 2000, p.4). 

According to Tent (2000, p.4): 

“The lexis of Fiji English embodies much of the same type of lexical 

material of other post-colonial Englishes. It comprises: ‘indigenous’ loans 

(i.e. Fijian, Hindi, and Polynesian); loans from other varieties of English 

(e.g. Indian, Australian, American and British English); calques (mainly 

from Fijian); re-borrowings; hybrids (i.e. English + Fijian or Hindi lexical 

collocations and compounds); standard English lexemes that have 

undergone locally motivated semantic shifts; grammatical conversions; 

novel compounds of existing standard English lexemes; English 

archaisms; neologisms; and locally coined exclamations, interjections and 

directives.” 

Fiji English contains approximately 38% loanwords from the Fijian language and 

16% from Hindi (Tent 2001, p.219). Most of the loan words have been deemed 

necessary because of the need to retain the names of flora, fauna, geographical 

locations, cultural objects and events. These include kana ‘food’, koro ‘village’, 

bula ‘hello’, meke ‘dance’ and exclamations such as oi lei. The borrowings from 
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Hindi include paisa ‘money.’ Vodafone has a service called M-Paisa which is a 

money transfer service using mobile phone networks. Other Hindi loanwords 

include dhania ‘coriander leaves’, baigan ‘eggplant’, bhajan ‘religious songs or 

hymns’, sari ‘Indian clothing, ganja ‘marijuana’ pooja ‘prayer,’ Diwali ‘the 

Hindu festival of lights’ and bhindi ‘okra.’ 

Calques (loan translations) derived from Fijian and Hindi lexemes and phrases are 

also found in Fiji English (Tent 2001, p.224). Some common calques include: 

always to mark the simple present tense; us two (loaned from Hindi hum tum as 

well as Fijian keirau (Tent 2001, p.225), you people from Hindi tum log, and 

cousin-brother from Indian English which has no separate terminology for cousin.  

Some compound words have been formed in Fiji English combining Hindi and 

Fijian words with English. These include: bean-peanut meaning snacks of peas 

and peanuts; force line meaning to force yourself on others or impose on others; 

full speed meaning at a great speed; grog-dope meaning drunk with yaqona; one-

side meaning to take someone unawares; rain bath meaning being out in the rain; 

six to six meaning a prostitute; and warm shoes meaning house slippers made of 

woolen material. 

To conclude, the research literature has shown that Fiji English has developed in 

much the same way as other World Englishes. However, it is unique due to its 

borrowings from the Fijian and Hindi languages, though loanwords and calques 

have come more from the Fijian language since Hindi appeared on the scene after 

1879. English in Fiji has evolved for over 200 years to become the official 

language of Fiji.  

The report now moves on to Part 3 which focuses on the methods, results and 

discussion of the data collected in this study. It begins with chapter 5 which 

provides the details of the research methods and procedures used for data 

collection. It then presents the results of the research in chapter 6 and a discussion 

of the results in chapter 7.  
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PART 3: RESEARCH PROCEDURES, FINDINGS AND 
DISCUSSION 
 

Chapter 5 Methodology 

5.1 Introduction  
This chapter provides the details of the methodology used in this study.  It 

describes the research design, instruments, participants, data collection and 

analytical procedures, limitations and constraints, and ethical issues. The main 

purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of language learning strategies 

on academic writing skills of tertiary students in Fiji. Other related research 

outcomes include an error analysis of students’ written texts and investigation of 

variation in performance related to gender and ethnicity. 

In the early 1980s many researchers were of the view that quantitative and 

qualitative research could not be used together. This was known as the 

“incompatibility thesis” (Johnson and Christensen 2010, p.31). However, the 

mixing of different methods of research has come into favour in today’s age of 

accountability and evidenced-based research (Slavin 2007). Generally, there are 

three major research paradigms: quantitative, qualitative and mixed research 

(Johnson and Christensen 2010, p.31).  In this study a mixed methods research 

approach was used, using both qualitative and quantitative methods.  

The University of the South Pacific is a regional university and enrolls students 

mainly from its twelve Pacific island member countries. The main campus is 

located in Suva, Fiji, however, there are campuses in the other island nations as 

well, and these are Samoa, Tonga, Solomon Islands, Vanuatu, Marshall Islands, 

Kiribati, Tuvalu, Cook Islands, Nauru, Niue and Tokelau. For this study subjects 

were chosen specifically from Fiji only as the research was confined to the 

learning strategies and academic writing skills of Fiji students. Initially, a large 

sample of 150 was proposed for the study; however, in the final analysis the target 
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size was reduced to 95 which was a little more than ten percent of the population 

of students in the cohort.  

5.2 Research questions  
The purpose of this study is to investigate the effect of language learning 

strategies on proficiency levels in academic writing among the first year 

undergraduate students from Fiji. The key research question that this study 

addresses is:  

What is the correlation between language learning strategies of tertiary 

students in Fiji and their academic writing skills? 

The related questions are: 

1. What language learning strategies are used by tertiary students in Fiji?  

2. Is there a relationship between strategy use and gender/ethnicity? 

3. What are the most common types of errors in academic writing made by 

Fiji students studying in a tertiary institution?  

4. Is there any relationship between gender and errors and ethnicity and 

errors? 

5. Are there any implications in the frequency of these errors? 

5.3  Research design 
A mixed methods design has been used in this research. The rationale behind 

using such a design was to provide a complete picture of the research problem. 

Quantitative data was collected first and then the qualitative data was collected to 

refine the results gathered from the quantitative data. If a quantitative approach 

had been taken, then only numerical data would have been collected and 

analyzed. To also use qualitative data means that there would be data gathered 

using a collection of people’s opinions, words and pictures, which would be non-

numerical. Mixed research involves the mixing of both these methods.  “The 

exact mixture that is considered appropriate will depend on the research questions 
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and situational and practical issues facing a researcher” (Johnson and Christensen 

2010, p.31). 

5.4  Instrumentation 
Three instruments were used for data collection: firstly, SILL questionnaires, 

version 7.0 designed by Oxford (1990), (see Appendix H), were distributed to the 

participants during class time in October, 2011. Secondly, interviews were 

conducted with students who volunteered to give more information about their 

language learning experience from childhood. Three high school teachers and a 

curriculum development advisor from the Ministry of Education also volunteered 

to be interviewed. Thirdly, data for proficiency in academic language were 

collected from three sources: a diagnostic test given at the beginning of the 

semester before writing strategies were taught, final exam answer scripts and 

assignments. 

5.5  Participants 
It was initially proposed to have a target sample of 150 students for the first stage 

of the study. This number was chosen to take into account a reduction in the target 

sample due to circumstances beyond the researcher’s control. On the day of data 

collection this number was reduced to 95. For the second stage, it was proposed to 

have 25 students for the longitudinal study; however, this number was reduced to 

18 as this was the number of students who volunteered to participate in the second 

phase of the study. In total, 105 students, 3 teachers and a curriculum advisor 

participated in this research. 

The first phase of the study commenced in semester 2, 2011 with 95 students 

randomly selected from the English for Academic Purposes (UU114) course. 

Students in this course are fairly distributed across the three main faculties: Arts, 

Law and Education; Business and Economics; and Science, Technology and 

Environment. In semester 2, 2011, approximately 787 students were enrolled in 

this course (USP Moodle, semester 2, 22 Aug, 2011). There were 32 tutorial 

groups with a maximum of 25 students in each group, with approximately 50% of 
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the students from Fiji and the rest from other countries of the South Pacific 

region, specifically Solomon Islands, Tonga, Samoa, Vanuatu, Cook Islands, 

Kiribati and Tuvalu. However, this study was conducted with students from Fiji 

only and students from other Pacific islands were not included. 

Nine groups were selected to get an initial sample of 150 students after approval 

was taken from their course tutors. It was initially proposed to use a proportional 

stratified sampling method to select the sample. This is a form of stratified 

sampling in which the sample proportions correspond with the population 

proportions according to the stratification variable (Johnson and Christensen, 

2010, p.226). In this study the stratification variable was gender.  It was planned 

to have the proportion of male and female students the same or similar as in the 

population. However, on the day of data collection the proportion of male and 

female inclined heavily towards the females. This is because only 95 Fiji students 

were present in class from the selected nine groups on the day that the SILL 

questionnaires were distributed and the majority of the students present in the 

classes were females. The ethnic group that was in majority on the day of data 

collection was the Fijian Indian group. 64.2% of the participants were Fijian 

Indians while 31.6 % were indigenous Fijians or I-Taukei.  The average age of the 

participants was 19. The table below gives a breakdown of the participants of the 

first phase according to age, gender and ethnicity: 

Figure 5: Breakdown by age, gender and ethnicity: 95 participants 

Age Gender Ethnicity  

 18 19 20 21 22 23 27 28 40 43 M F FI IT Total 

Frequency 5 68 8 4 3 3 1 1 1 1 31 64 61 30 95 

Percent 5.3 71.6 8.4 4.2 3.2 3.2 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 32.6 67.4 64.2 31.6 100 
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5.6 Longitudinal study participants 
The second group comprised 18 students who were randomly selected for a longitudinal 

study. The students were a mixed group of second and third year undergraduates. Eight 

students were selected from the original group of 95 EAP students who were now 

advancing to the second year in their programme of study and ten students were selected 

from the final year group of Bachelor of Arts students who were majoring in English 

Language and Literature. The ratio of male to female and Fijian Indian to I-Taukei were 

similar in both the groups which had a majority of female Fijian Indian participants. There 

were 80% Fijian Indian participants and 20% I-Taukei. The table below provides a 

breakdown of the 10 additional final year Bachelor of Arts students who were part of the 

longitudinal study.  

 
Figure 6: Breakdown by gender, age and ethnicity: 10 additional participants 

 
Age Gender Ethnicity Total 

 21 22 23 24 35 36 M F FI IT  

Freq 4 2 1 1 1 1 1 9 8 2 10 
% 40 20 10 10 10 10 10 90 80 20 100 

 
 

5.7 Research methods for language learning strategies 
The study was conducted in two stages. The first stage involved a study of 

language learning strategies and error analysis of 95 first year undergraduate 

students in semester 2, 2011 while the second stage was a longitudinal study with 

18 students conducted in the year 2012. The students in the second stage were a 

mixed group taken from the first stage and some new students randomly selected 

for the longitudinal study. 

5.7.1  Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) questionnaire 
SILL (Oxford, 1990 has been used all over the world for the past two decades and 

has become a widely-used tool for LLS research (Goh and Foong, 1997; Lal and 

Mangubhai, 2000; Bull and Ma, 2001; Lai, 2009; Yang, 2010). It provides a broad 
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picture of strategy use across different learner populations and assists in 

establishing correlations between various learner factors and strategy use (Oxford 

and Crookall 1989; Oxford and Burry-Stock 1995; Cohen 1998; Hsiao and 

Oxford 2002). The version used in this study was developed by Oxford (1990) for 

second language learners. This is a self-reporting questionnaire and the 50 items 

are grouped into 6 categories of strategies. The first 3 are categorized as direct 

strategies and the last 3 are indirect: 

� Part A: memory related strategies have 9 items. These strategies deal with storing 

and retrieving information. Learners use them more frequently in the early stages 

of language learning. As they advance to higher levels, they are less aware of their 

use. 

� Part B: cognitive strategies have 14 items. Studies have found these strategies to 

be very popular with the second language learners (Hsiao and Oxford 2002). They 

deal with the understanding and production of the language. Learners use these 

strategies to transform or manipulate the target language by repeating, analyzing 

or summarizing. These strategies are used to understand the meaning and 

expression of the target language and create new expressions. 

� Part C: compensation strategies have 6 items. These strategies are used to 

compensate for the gaps in the knowledge of the target language. When learners 

do not know the meanings of new vocabulary and expressions, they guess the 

meanings by bringing their own life experiences to interpret data. 

� Part D: metacognitive strategies have 9 items. This is the first of the indirect 

strategies. Learners use these strategies to manage and control their learning 

without involving the target language. This helps them to plan their learning by 

setting goals, monitoring and evaluating. 

� Part E: affective strategies have 6 items. They assist learners to control their 

emotions, anxieties, motivation, attitude and values which influence learning in an 

important way. 
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� Part F: social strategies have 6 items. They facilitate learning through socializing 

and working with peers, cooperating and empathizing. (Al-Hebaishi, 2012, p.513) 

The SILL uses a 5-point Likert scale system for each strategy ranging from 1 to 5. 

(1= never or almost never true of me; 2 = generally not true of me; 3 = somewhat 

true of me; 4 = generally true of me; and 5 = always or almost true of me). 

However, this study modified the scales and reduced them to a 4-point system 

with the following wording: 1 = never true of me; 2 = usually not true of me; 3 = 

somewhat true of me; 4 = always true of me. The reason for this modification was 

that it was anticipated that there may be some confusion for the research 

participants if the 5-point scale was used as there seemed to be very little 

difference between “never or almost never true of me” and “generally not true of 

me.”  Therefore “generally not true of me was removed” so that four distinct 

categories could be used and this also reflected a logical progression from a point 

of “never true” to “usually not true” to “somewhat true” and then to “always 

true.”  As Oxford states, the SILL’s purpose is to provide a general picture of the 

learner’s typical strategy use rather than  specific details on a particular language 

task (1999,  p.114). Therefore, it was envisaged that a 4-point scale would be less 

confusing for the research subjects.  

 

In spite of the high use of SILL questionnaire in LLS research, it is not without 

criticisms. Gao (2004, p.5) reports that because of the diversity in second 

language learners it is not possible to capture exact information about all of them 

through the use of a universal questionnaire; it fails to address contextual 

variations as well as learners’ interpretations of the different questions. This can 

result in some skewed findings. To overcome such shortcomings, Gu, Wen and 

Wu (1995 cited in Gao 2004, p.8) suggest that “interview or observation should 

be used to corroborate findings from a large questionnaire survey.”  

A number of studies which have used the SILL as an instrument of research have 

reported its reliability and validity using Cronbach’s Alpha. Almost all studies 
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have reported a high reliability of 0.93 - 0.98 (Oxford & Burry 1993; Oxford & 

Burry-Stock 1995, cited in Green & Oxford 1995, p.264).  The table, Figure 7, 

below shows a reliability of 0.901 for the SILL used in this study: 

Figure 7:  Reliability 
Statistics 

Cronbach's 
Alpha N of Items 

.901 50 

  

This value has been above 0.60 or 0.70 as in most other studies (Park 2011, p.21). 

This is interpreted as the questionnaire having high reliability and validity.  
 

5.7.2  Interviews 
Interviews come under the category of qualitative research. This method enables 

researchers to see “…human behaviour as being fluid, dynamic, and changing 

over time and place, and they[researchers] usually are not interested in 

generalizing beyond the particular people who are studied” (Johnson and 

Christensen 2010, p.35). Qualitative researchers like to show their subjects in 

their different realities and understand their perspectives in what is normal or 

abnormal to them.  Unlike quantitative information, which can reveal a huge 

amount of “characterless...data” (Gillham, 2005, p. 8), interview data gives 

information about “real people, not just statistics” (ibid.). However, a certain 

amount of prejudice may influence the interpretation of interview data as it is a 

method which involves “subjective construction” (Gillham, 2005, p.6, [author’s 

italics]) and researchers need to be aware of the role this can play. 

Interviews were used in the second phase of the research during the longitudinal 

study in 2012. The main purpose of the interviews was to validate the data from 

the questionnaire analysis. The questions asked in the interview focused on 

learning and exposure to English from early childhood to adulthood. A total of 18 

students, who took part in the longitudinal study, were interviewed.  Invitations 
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were at first sent by email to all the 95 participants who answered the SILL 

questionnaire. Of these twelve responded positively; however, when the 

interviews began to be conducted only eight volunteered to participate. The 

remaining 10 were selected from the final year Bachelor of Arts plus Graduate 

Certificate in Education programme (BA+GCED). To this end, permission was 

sought from the Associate Dean of Research and Graduate Affairs at the School 

of Language, Arts and Media in the Faculty of Arts, Law and Education through 

an internal memorandum (see Appendix A). Initially, SILL questionnaires were 

given to 20 students from the final year of the BA+GCED programme; however, 

only 10 responded by returning their completed questionnaires and volunteering 

to participate in the interviews. Eventually, the planned random sampling of the 

interviews resulted in purposive sampling. 

Interviews were also conducted with three secondary school teachers and a 

curriculum development advisor from the Ministry of Education. Students were 

interviewed using semi-structured questions (see Appendix F) while the teachers 

and the curriculum advisor were asked general open-ended questions. The focus 

for the professionals was their experiences and perspectives as educators and to 

this end they were asked unstructured questions. The idea was to involve them in 

a discussion and draw from them their experiences in the classroom. The 

discussion was also a way to gather information on the educators’ knowledge of 

language learning strategies and their application (or lack of it) in the classroom. 

Interviews have two parts: firstly, the actual interview with the subjects and, 

secondly, its subsequent interpretation (Scheurich 1997). For the purpose of this 

study, interview questions ranged from closed to open-ended depending on the 

type of data to be collected (see Appendix E) and the participants.  Students’ 

answers were recorded on a digital video recorder to overcome the absence of the 

“physical, non-verbal aspects of communication...” (Scheurich, 1997, p. 62) and 

were later transcribed. This transcription was treated as the text of the interview. 

The analysis of the data was based on the transcription solely, with no significant 
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attention paid to any nonverbal elements. This is because the students did not 

show any obvious signs of nervousness or lack of confidence. All of them sat 

comfortably in the interview room and were aware that they were being recorded. 

Therefore, non-verbal elements were not recorded in the transcribed data as they 

did not make any significant difference to the information. Interviews with the 

professionals were not recorded. However, notes were taken down during the 

interviews. 

In as much as interviews are part of the qualitative data, they are not without 

weaknesses. One of the weaknesses of this method is that the questions may mean 

different things to the interviewer and the interviewee. However, in this study the 

same questions were asked to all the interviewees and the interpretation of the 

data did not squeeze out “the juice of the lived experience” (Scheurich, 1997, p. 

63). In the final analysis the story is very much what the story teller revealed. 

5.8 Research methods for error analysis 
In the early days of error analysis, it was considered by applied linguists as an 

important tool in understanding the process of second language acquisition 

(Dulay, Burt and Krashen, 1982, p. 138). This method was used to study how 

proficient the research subjects were in their academic language. The 

proficiencies were then correlated with the types of LLS subjects used and a 

relationship was established. Error analysis arose out of the failure of contrastive 

analysis to make predictions about problematic areas in second language learning 

(Pongsiriwet 2001, p.23). As previously discussed, one of the challenges of using 

error analysis is that errors may not be easily categorized by the researcher. 

Sometimes the errors go beyond the taxonomy being employed. Ferris (2005) 

points out that what is called a common list of errors in students’ writing may be 

an overgeneralization as individual students have different learning capabilities 

and traits. 

Keeping these considerations in mind, three methods were used to gather data for 

academic language proficiency. Firstly, a diagnostic test, which is given to all first 



125 

 

year undergraduate EAP students at the beginning of the semester, was collected 

and an error analysis was done. This test is an academic essay of 500 words which 

is done in the second tutorial of each semester. In semester 2, 2011 the topic of 

the test was: "What are some ways in which graduates can contribute towards 

their countries' welfare and development?”  

Secondly, data was collected using the final examination answer scripts of the 

research subjects from the EAP group. In semester 2, 2011 the students were 

required to write a 600-word essay on one of the topics below: 

1. Discuss the advantages and disadvantages of using social media. 

2. Outline reasons social media is such an important part of people’s lives 
and the effects it has on them and their society. 

3. Discuss the obstacles women in the Pacific face in trying to achieve equal 
opportunities. 

4. Compare and contrast opportunities available for women and men in the 
Pacific.   

The format of the essay for the final examination followed the guidelines taught 

in the EAP course. 

The third method was to conduct an error analysis on the assignments of the 

participants. This method, however, was restricted to the students in the second 

phase, the longitudinal study. It was proposed to analyze three written tasks, the 

third being an assignment in the first phase of the study. However, this proposal 

was dropped as assignments were found to contain huge levels of plagiarism; 

hence the data gathered would lack reliability and authenticity. On the other hand, 

the diagnostic test and the final examination are done in the classroom without 

any access to other reading materials. This was taken into consideration for the 

longitudinal study; however, since the longitudinal study participants were second 

and third year students it was assumed that there would be fewer instances of 

plagiarism as students should now advance into their second and third year studies 

with enhanced writing skills. 
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The rationale behind using a diagnostic test and the final examination was related 

to the students’ knowledge and skills of writing an academic paper. A diagnostic 

test is usually given at the beginning of each semester to gauge the students’ 

proficiency in academic language and identify their strengths and weaknesses 

prior to teaching the strategies of writing an academic essay. Therefore, this 

method was used so that errors could be identified at this early stage. During the 

semester, 15 steps of writing an academic essay are taught which include 

brainstorming, categorizing and organizing, ordering information, planning, 

editing, proof reading, writing coherent and cohesive texts, citation and 

referencing. The final examination assesses these writing strategies, excluding 

citation and referencing, as no reading materials are provided with the essay 

topics. 

Errors for this part of the study were analyzed at the morphosyntactical and 

lexical levels in both sets of data. A software package called Markin was used to 

analyze errors for the longitudinal study. This will be further explained in the 

section on data analysis strategies.  

5.9    Research procedures 
Ortega and Iberri-Shea (2005, p. 26) have noted that “fundamental problems 

about L2 learning that SLA researchers investigate are in part problems about 

“time,” and that any claims about “learning” (or development, progress, 

improvement, change, gains, and so on) can be most meaningfully interpreted 

only within a full longitudinal perspective.”  Time is important in second 

language learning as it is a determinant for much of the language development 

that takes place in individuals. For example, questions about the age at which 

children begin learning a second language, or how long they need to learn to 

acquire native speaker-like proficiency, and the best age to exit or enter bi-lingual 

education programs, are often raised by SLA researchers but cannot be 

investigated as many of these questions are time-based and require longitudinal 

studies (Ortega and Iberri-Shea 2005, p.27).  
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This research was conducted over three semesters or approximately sixteen 

months. In semester 2 2011, the initial data relating to learning strategies was 

collected and error analysis of the selected sample was undertaken. Data 

collection commenced in October 2011 and continued till the end of semester 2 

2012. Formal permission was sought from the Head of the School of Language, 

Arts and Media, Program Coordinator for EAP and tutors of various EAP groups 

to assist with data collection. They were informed of the research by means of an 

internal memorandum (see Appendix A). The subjects of this study were also 

informed in writing and were asked to give their consent to be part of the research 

(see Appendix C).   

In semester 1, 2012, the research entered its second stage. In this phase 

longitudinal research commenced, lasting two semesters, with 8 students who had 

participated in semester 2, 2011 and majoring in science and business courses, 

and an additional 10 students from the final year Bachelor of Arts programme, 

majoring in linguistics and literature. It was initially planned to treat this group of 

10 as the control group with the assumption that they would have fewer problems 

of articulation in their academic writing and would employ more language 

learning strategies than the non-linguistics group. However, in the final analysis it 

was treated as information that would add further understanding and depth to the 

field data.  In the longitudinal phase the participants were observed for an 

extended period of time for the purpose of discovering if there were any 

relationships between variables that were not related to various background 

variables. The variables being considered were ethnicity, age, gender, and family 

background in terms of level of education of parents, geographical location of the 

participants, and proficiency levels in spoken and written English. This phase 

gave more insight as to the changes in learning strategies and academic writing 

skills over a longer period, thus strengthening the validity and reliability of the 

final data.  
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This research methodology had some drawbacks. Firstly, it increased data 

collection time to two years. Secondly, the results cannot be generalized for the 

larger population; it can only be applied to the group under study. Finally, the 

sample size for the interviews was reduced from 25 to 18 because of the lack of 

responses by participants to be interviewed; it is hoped that this has not affected 

the validity and reliability of data collected.  

 

5.10    Data collection strategies 

5.10.1  Language learning strategies 
For language learning strategies, data was collected using two methods: firstly, 

SILL questionnaires (Oxford, 1990; see Appendix H) were distributed to the 

participants during class time in late October, 2011. No formal approval needs to 

be taken for the use of the SILL questionnaire as it is currently freely available for 

all SLA researchers.  Questionnaires were collected immediately after they were 

answered in the class. It took approximately 10 minutes for the subjects to fill in 

their questionnaires.  

The second method used was interviews with selected students to gather more 

accurate data on their learning strategies. According to Lichtman (2010 p.85), 

“using questionnaires and tests with interviews or observations, researchers would 

be able to make a stronger case for the quality of their research.” However, it is 

also important to remember that the “outcomes may not be predictable” (Bryman 

2006, p.111 cited in Lichtman, 2010, p.85). All students who volunteered to be 

interviewed became part of the longitudinal study. Johnson and Christensen 

(2010) describe a type of sampling that would be a useful criterion for interview 

selection. It is called “mixed purposeful sampling” and was first used by Patton 

(1987 cited in Johnson and Christensen 2010, p. 237). In this method a researcher 

uses a variety of sampling strategies depending on the data gathered. Patton (1990 

cited in Baxter and Eyles 1996, p. 513) states that purposeful sampling “stresses 

the search for information-rich cases.” This means that the sample selected for 
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interviews should feel at ease with the researcher and be able to provide as much 

information as possible for the research questions. The criterion to choose the 

number of subjects and who to interview depended on the analysis of SILL 

questionnaires and the gaps created in the information gathered. It was predicted 

that at least 50% of the participants may need to be interviewed; however, as 

mentioned earlier, the response for the interviews was disappointing. 

5.10.2 Interviews 
However valuable statistics may be for showing trends and truths, actual 

conversations with people provide reliability and validity to the paper profiles. 

According to Filmore (1982, cited in Griffiths, 2003), there is a lot of variation 

among individual second language learners. A wide range of methods have been 

used to collect data on language learning strategies: observation and interviews 

(Naima et al 1978); diaries (Rubin 1981); self-reporting questionnaires (Politzer 

1983; Oxford 1990); and interviews (Wenden and Rubin, 1987). This research 

used a mixed methods approach. In addition to the SILL questionnaires, 

interviews were conducted with selected students, three teachers and a curriculum 

development advisor. In mixed methods research interviews are used to collect 

additional information about people’s attitudes and opinions, perspectives and 

insights on the research topics. They are powerful tools of obtaining information 

which may not be covered by the structured questionnaires. According to Green 

and Oxford (1995, p.293)  

“…quantitative and qualitative methods each have their strengths and limitations, 

both kinds of research are necessary if we are to develop multifaceted insights 

that are at once broadly applicable and rich in observed detail. Both traditions can 

add immensely to our understanding of how students learn languages. Neither 

tradition will give the whole answer, but both together can provide a clearer 

picture of the processes of language teaching and learning.”  

Interview styles range from “unstructured through semi-structured to structured” 

(Nunan, 1992, p.149), In an unstructured interview the interviewer is “guided by 
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the responses of the interviewee rather than the agenda of the researcher” while a 

semi-structured interview allows the researcher to have “a general idea of where 

he or she wants the interview to go, and what should come out of it” (ibid). This 

research used a semi-structured design where a key set of questions were prepared 

but used with some flexibility to allow for additional questions to be built in when 

the need arose. 

Interview questions for the students were guided or semi-structured (see 

Appendix F). “This type of interview involves… a general set of questions and 

format…” (Lichtman 2010, p.141). This format allows the researcher to vary the 

questions should the need arise. Each interview was for a maximum of twenty 

minutes and was recorded using a digital video recorder. The participants were 

informed through email and a suitable date, time and venue was planned for the 

interviews. For the three teachers and curriculum advisor from the Ministry of 

education, the interview was unstructured with general open-ended questions 

which centred around the educators’ teaching experience and issues faced in the 

teaching of English at secondary school level. 

Eighteen students were interviewed to gather more information on how they 

learnt English as they were growing up. These subjects were selected based on the 

response of an email request sent to all the research subjects to volunteer for the 

interview. During these interviews, particular attention was given to a discussion 

of students’ exposure to English in early childhood. All interviews were video 

recorded in the researcher’s office. They were later transcribed and data was 

sorted into recurring themes. 

5.10.3  Collection of errors 
Data for error analysis from the subjects’ written texts was collected at two 

intervals for the first phase of the study. The first set of data was collected from a 

diagnostic test in the first week of semester 2, 2011. Tutors of the groups whose 

students participated in the research were requested to do an analysis of errors for 
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their groups using the rubrics in Appendix G and then forward their analysis to 

the researcher. 

This method had some drawbacks. As previously discussed, since all tutors were 

second language speakers of English, there may have been some inconsistencies 

in the way certain errors were perceived. For example, what may be a tense error 

to one person may be viewed as an error in modality by another. Also, there are 

chances that some errors may have been overlooked or wrongly identified as an 

error. Since the tutors were teachers of the EAP course, no doubts were cast on 

their ability to conduct an error analysis as it was assumed that they had the 

necessary expertise and experience to be able to identify and classify errors 

correctly, therefore the data they submitted was accepted at its face value. 

Nevertheless, the errors were consistent in number and type with the final 

examination conducted in November, 2011. 

For the second stage of the study commencing in semester 1, 2012, data from the 

participants’ written assignments was collected over the two semesters. Each 

participant emailed three assignments per semester to the researcher. The written 

assignments were then marked using Markin software. This is a unique on-screen 

essay marking and text annotation program. It is designed to assist in quick-

marking with a comprehensive set of tools which mark and annotate the text. It 

also generates statistics on the marked texts and assists in quantitative data 

analysis. This software was of great assistance in speeding up the process of 

marking essays and classifying the errors. The grammatical areas under 

examination include: tenses, agreement, use of articles, passive voice, using 

connectives, participles, direct and reported speeches. Further explanation is given 

in section 5.11.3 Analysis of errors.  

Two screen shots of an assignment marked using the software package are shown 

below in Figure 8. The first shot shows the top half of the assignment while the 

second shows the rest of the assignment with the statistical analysis at the bottom 
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of the page. Once an assignment is marked it is shown in this format and this 

assists in quantifying the errors. 

Figure 8: Screenshot of a marked assignment using Markin software  
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5.11 Data analysis strategies 

5.11.1   Analysis of SILL questionnaire 
Data from the SILL was analyzed according to strategy use across gender and 

ethnicity as well as across the three disciplines at the University of the South 

Pacific.  The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) for Windows, 

Version 19 was used for the quantitative data analysis. Descriptive statistics, 

including means, standard deviations, and frequencies were calculated to 

represent demographic information and to summarize the overall strategy use. 

Pearson r correlations, one way ANOVA and independent samples t-tests were 

computed to determine the correlations between strategy use and proficiency in 

academic language.  

 

When quantitative data is collected using a survey or rating scale such as the SILL 

questionnaire which uses a 5-point Likert scale, it is called interval data and is 

analyzed using parametric tests such as Pearson’s correlation coefficient. Interval 

data cannot be multiplied or divided. The Pearson’s correlation coefficient 

assumes that the variables are normally distributed; therefore it is a parametric 
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test. On the other hand, Spearman’s correlation coefficient assumes the variables 

are not normally distributed; therefore that is a non-parametric test. 

 Ideally, when two variables perfectly correlate with one another the statistics will 

show a positive whole number 1 in the correlation table. This means that an 

increase in one variable X also means an increase of the same extent in another 

variable Y. A perfect negative (-1) will show an increase in one variable X 

corresponding to a decrease in variable Y. In parametric correlations the 

correlation coefficient or r shows the strength of the relationship between the two 

variables. The correlation coefficient varies from 1 to -1: 

When r = 1, there is a perfect positive relationship 

When r = 0, there is no relationship 

When r = -1, there is a perfect negative relationship. 

The results of the correlation will also show numbers in between 1 and -1. Cohen 

and Cohen (1983) interpret those relationships as: 

When r = 0.1 to 0.3 it shows a small correlation. 

When r = 0.3 to 0.5 it shows a moderate correlation. 

When r = 0.5 and above it shows a strong correlation. 

 

It must also be noted that correlation does not mean causation. An increase in a 

variable is not caused or influenced by the second variable. To determine 

significance, the standard p<0.05 is used as the basis for deciding whether to 

accept or reject the null hypothesis or H0. The p value, 0.05 or 0.01 or 0.001, 

gives the probability of getting the result by chance. For example if p<0.05 it 

means that there is a less than 5% probability of the results being due to chance. 

This result is then seen as one-tailed as the 5% probability of a result occurring is 

put in the direction of the alternative hypothesis.  The significance in some results 

is set at 0.01 as well. This result is seen as two-tailed. This is used when it is not 

certain in which direction the alternative hypothesis or H1 is going.  If 

significance level or p value is <0.05 or 0.01, the null hypothesis or H0 is 

rejected. The alternative hypothesis or H1 is accepted. 
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According to Johnson (2004, p. 4), the main goals of quantitative analysis are: 

1. Data reduction: summarize trends; capture the common aspects of a set of 

observations such as the average, standard deviation and correlations among 

variables.  

2. Inference: generalize from a representative set of observations to a larger 

universe of possible observations using hypothesis tests such as the t-test or 

analysis of variance. 

3. Discover relationships: find descriptive or causal patterns in data which may be 

described in multiple regression models or in factor analysis. 

4. Explore processes that may have a basis in probability:  theoretical modelling, 

or probabilistic sentence parsing. 

The descriptive summary of statistics: 

� Transforms numerical data into indices that describe or characterize the data. 

� Is used to summarize, organize, and reduce large numbers of quantitative data. 

� Reduces to a few numbers via math formulae to represent all data in each 

group of interest. 

The one way analysis of variance allows a comparison of several groups of 

observations, all of which are independent but possibly with a different mean for 

each group. It “compares group means by analyzing comparisons of variance 

estimates” (Plonsky 2009). To determine significance throughout this research, p 

< 0.05 was used. This means that a result was considered statistically significant if 

the probability was less than 5% that the result occurred by chance. To determine 

the internal reliability of SILL, Cronbach’s alpha test was conducted and the 

results were compared with those of previous studies. 
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Three levels of strategy use were defined based on the percentage of students who 

responded using option 3 ‘Somewhat true of me’ and option 4 ‘Always true of 

me’: 

1. High use: 50% or more of students responding with 3 and above.  

2. Medium use: 20 – 49% students responding with 3 and above. 

3. Low use: fewer than 20% students responding with 3 and above. 

Results collected both quantitatively and qualitatively were interpreted and 

statistical support provided to either reject or support each research question. 

Oxford (1990, p.300) divided the means scores into 3 groups: High usage = mean 

of 3.5 – 5.0; medium usage = 2.5 – 3.4; and low usage = below 2.4. This rating 

was used with a slight modification since this study had used a 4-point scale. 

However, there was no difference in the interpretation of data even when a 4-

point scale rating was used. Hence, the data was analyzed using the following 

interpretation: High usage = mean of 3.0 – 4; medium usage = 2.0 – 2.99; and low 

usage = below 2.0. 

5.11.2 Analysis of interviews 
 However valuable the above statistics may be for showing trends and truths, 

 actual conversations with people provide reliability and validity to the paper 

 profiles. According to Filmore (1982, cited in Griffiths, 2003), there is a lot of 

 variation among individual second language learners. A wide range of methods 

 have been used to collect data on language learning strategies: observation and 

 interviews (Naiman et al 1978); diaries (Rubin 1981); self-reporting 

 questionnaires (Politzer 1983; Oxford 1990); and interviews (Wenden and Rubin, 

 1987). This research used a mixed methods approach. In addition to the SILL 

 questionnaires, interviews were conducted with selected students, three teachers 

 and a curriculum development advisor. In mixed methods research interviews are 

 used to collect additional information about people‘s attitudes and opinions, 

 perspectives and insights on the research topics. They are powerful tools of 
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 obtaining information which may not be covered by the structured 

 questionnaires. According to Green and Oxford (1995, p.293)  

  “…quantitative and qualitative methods each have their strengths and 

  limitations, both kinds of research are necessary if we are to develop 

  multifaceted insights that are at once  broadly applicable and rich in 

  observed detail. Both traditions can add immensely to our  understanding 

  of how students learn languages. Neither tradition will give the whole 

  answer, but both together can provide a clearer picture of the processes of 

  language teaching and learning.”  

 Interview styles range from “unstructured through semi-structured to 

 structured” (Nunan, 1992, p.149). In an unstructured interview the interviewer is 

 “guided by the responses of the interviewee rather than the  agenda of the 

 researcher” while a semi-structured interview allows the researcher to have “a 

 general idea of where he or she wants the interview to go,  and what should 

 come out of it” (ibid). This research used a semi-structured  design where a key 

 set of questions were prepared but used with some flexibility to allow for 

 additional questions to be built in when the need arose.  

 Eighteen students were interviewed to gather more information on how they 

 learnt English as they were growing up. These subjects were selected based on 

 the response of an email request sent to all the research subjects to volunteer for 

 the interview. During these interviews, particular attention was given to a 

 discussion of students’ exposure to English in early childhood. All  interviews 

 were video recorded in the researcher‘s office. They were later transcribed and 

 data was sorted into recurring themes. Interviews with the three teachers and 

 the curriculum development  advisor were unstructured. 

Johnson and Christensen (2010, p. 520) recommend that qualitative data be 

transcribed into typed text as this transfers it to a more usable form. Interview 
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data can be analyzed by segmenting into meaningful analytical units, then coding 

the segments into categories. 

Since the goal of qualitative analysis is to take large amounts of  cumbersome 

data and make some clear meanings out of them, Lichtman  (2010 p.198) suggests 

the following six steps to analyze transcribed data: 

 Step 1: Initial coding - going from the responses to some central idea of 

 the responses. 

 Step 2: Revisiting initial coding – collapse and rename redundant codes. 

 Step 3: Developing an initial list of categories or central idea. 

 Step 4: Modifying initial list based on additional rereading. 

 Step 5: Revisiting categories and subcategories – remove redundancies 

 and identify    critical elements. 

 Step 6: Moving from categories to concepts (themes) – five to seven 

 concepts or themes  

The interviews with the students were recorded on digital video camera and 

transcribed, however, no recordings were made with the educators but notes were 

taken down as the discussion progressed. In the final analysis, Lichtman (2010, p. 

200) suggests looking out for the following type of data:  

(i) language used,  

(ii) metaphors or gender-related metaphors which may reveal details,  

(iii) conflicting ideas from the same subjects,  

(iv) unusual or unique experiences, or  

(v) contradictory ideas.  

 The process as outlined by Lichtman (2010) was closely followed.  
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The interview questions had main five themes: 

1. Language learning history 

2. Rating of proficiency  

3. Methods used in learning English 

4. Skills acquired over time 

5. Motivation for learning English 

For each of the above themes, a series of questions were designed to extract as 

much information as possible. The final data collected from students and teachers 

was analyzed according to the above five themes. 

5.11.3 Analysis of errors 
An error analysis was conducted on participants’ written texts to be used as a 

measure of proficiency. The main texts used were a diagnostic test, assignments 

and the final examination. A diagnostic test is done by all students who enroll in 

the English for Academic Purposes (EAP) course at the University of the South 

Pacific. This is done in the first week of the semester. Data was collected from 

Fiji students enrolled in semester two of 2011 and semester one of 2012. To have 

a reasonable size for data analysis, samples were collected over three semesters to 

give a total of 123 subjects. This was because of the insufficient number of scripts 

collected in semester 2 2011. The diagnostic test is  done in the second tutorial of 

the first week of teaching and attendance in the first week of the semester is 

generally low. Attendance would often be less than  50%. The test is an academic 

essay of about 500 words. In semester two, 2011  the topic for the test was:  

"What are some ways in which graduates can contribute towards their 

countries' welfare and development?"   

In semester one, 2012 the topic was:   

“What are the reasons for students failing in their studies?”   
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For the second assignment, students had to write a discussion essay on the 

topic:   

“Evaluate the advantages and disadvantages of disciplining children.”    

For the final examination in semester 2, 2011, students were required to 

write a 600-word essay on one of the topics below: 

1. Discuss the advantages and disadvantages of using social media. 

2. Outline reasons social media is such an important part of people’s 

lives    and the effects it    has on them and their society. 

3. Discuss the obstacles women in the Pacific face in trying to 

achieve equal opportunities. 

4. Compare and contrast opportunities available for women and men 

in the Pacific.   

The format of the essay for assignment 2 and the final examination followed the 

guidelines taught in the EAP course. As described earlier, errors for the 

assignments and final examination were classified and analyzed using the Markin 

software version 4.  This is a Windows program which is available on the 

Internet. The software works in the following way: 

“It can import a student's text for marking by pasting from the clipboard, or 

directly from a document file. Once the text has been imported, Markin provides a 

comprehensive set of tools enabling the teacher to mark and annotate the text. 

When marking is complete, Markin saves it as an XHTML document, in which 

the teacher's marks and annotations appear as coloured text. When the student 

opens this document in a web browser (such as Internet Explorer, Firefox, Safari 

or Chrome), he/she can click on the marks to reveal more detail about the nature 

of the teacher's annotation or comment.  Markin can also export the marked work 

as a RTF file, which is more suitable for students who want to view it as a 

printout.” (Creative Technology 2013). This software was used to classify and 
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analyze the assignments of the participants in the longitudinal study. In the first 

stage of data collection, the written texts were individually marked by the 

researcher; however, the rubrics for marking were adapted from the Markin 

software. 

This software has been used by Darus et al (2007) and Darus and Subramaniam 

(2009) as a research instrument to analyze the errors of 400 essays in their 2007 

study and 72 in their 2009 study. Both studies have used this software quite 

successfully. 

(For the categories of errors for this research see Appendix G). 

To answer this question essay samples were collected from a diagnostic test, an 

assignment and the final examination. The essays were examined sentence by 

sentence in for adherence to grammatical rules of Standard English as well as 

structure and formatting. Every error was identified and labeled using the rubrics 

from Markin 4. It can be downloaded on the teacher’s computer and used to 

electronically mark students’ essays. The software was used to ease the marking 

of assignments which were submitted electronically. Initially, other taxonomies 

such as the above mentioned were considered and used for diagnostic tests. When 

the Markin software was discovered online, it was decided to use it as well to 

speed up and make the marking of assignments easier.   

The errors were also analyzed using Abisamra’s (2003) taxonomy. Errors from 

the diagnostic tests, early in the research stages when Markin 4 software was not 

available, were identified using this taxonomy. However, when compared with 

Markin 4, this was the closest taxonomy against which the errors could be 

analyzed without any loss of data. As previously discussed, the errors were used 

as a measure of proficiency to correlate with language learning strategies.  

Abisamra (2003), in her analysis of errors of Arabic speakers’ written English, 

developed taxonomy of errors based on the following categories and 

subcategories:  
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(i) grammatical (prepositions, articles, reported speech, singular/plural, 

adjectives, relative clauses, irregular verbs, tenses, and possessive case) 

(ii)    syntactic (coordination, sentence structure, nouns and pronouns, and word 

order) 

(i) lexical (word choice) 

(ii)  semantic 

(iii) substance (mechanics: punctuation & capitalization, and spelling).   

In the final analysis, the above taxonomy was also considered as it provided a 

comprehensive insight to the types of errors the research subjects made. This 

taxonomy is a combination of Corder (1978, 1981) and Dulay, Burt and Krashen 

(1982). Corder’s taxonomy of errors is based in terms of linguistic categories, for 

example, errors in phonology, morphology, syntax and semantics. In comparison, 

Dulay, Burt and Krashen (1982) have presented a more detailed taxonomy of 

errors. They have classified errors in terms of linguistic categories; errors based 

on surface strategy taxonomy, as a result of comparative taxonomy, and based on 

communicative effect taxonomy (p.146). Abisamra (2003) has developed a 

taxonomy based on a combination of Corder (1978, 1981) and Dulay, Burt and 

Krashen (1982).  

The steps that were followed in error analysis were:  

(i) collection 

(ii)  identification 

(iii)  and description of sample errors.  

The mean of each significant error was calculated by dividing the number of 

errors with the total number of essays. The errors were analysed according to: 

Item no.  (e.g. 1) 
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Type of error  (e.g. Verb tense) 

No. of errors  (e.g. 25) 

Percentage   (67%) 

Mean   (e.g. 32) 

Errors were identified script by script from all the written texts collected and were 

recorded against the names and identity numbers of each research participant in 

an excel sheet. Totals and means were also calculated for each participant and 

group according to the variables of gender, ethnicity, faculty and programme. 

Based on the analysis of the errors a sub group was selected. This group was 

selected from the high scoring scripts, ranging from 85% - 100%. Since it was 

difficult to determine the size of the sub group, it was assumed that they would 

comprise between 10 – 20% of the target sample.  The purpose of this group was 

to provide a comparative analysis with the less successful learners on their 

learning strategies and the types of errors they make. Comparative analysis was 

also done based on gender and ethnicity to find if any correlations exist between 

learning strategies and error analysis and gender and/or ethnicity. After analysis, 

the marked scripts of the diagnostic tests were returned to the students, as is the 

normal procedure. The final exam scripts were returned to the archives where 

EAP examination papers are stored. Partial findings from the research were 

presented at a conference at the University of the South Pacific in Suva Fiji in 

December, 2012.  

5.11.4  Longitudinal study 
A much more detailed study was done of this group to determine if and how their 

LLS had any correlation with their academic language. The SILL was used to rate 

their strategy use as a group and an error analysis was done on their written 

assignments collected over a period of two semesters. Each student was required 

to submit at least 3 assignments per semester and an error analysis was conducted. 

Finally, Pearson’s correlation and ANOVA were used to analyze the data and 
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determine the correlation between LLS and total errors from the assignments, 

diagnostic tests and final exam answer scripts. 

5.12  Limitations of design 
As in any major research, there were some limitations. Firstly, it was planned to 

use a random sampling method for research participants to ensure gender and 

ethnic balance, however, the majority of the research subjects were Indo-Fijian 

females. Nevertheless, this was a reflection of the overall student population of 

UU114. In semester 2, 2011, a total of 871 students from Fiji had enrolled in the 

EAP course (USP Moodle semester 2 2011). The breakdown according to gender 

and ethnicity for the overall enrolment was:  

                                        Figure 9: Total number of EAP students 

Male Fijian Indians 124 14.60% 
Female Fijian Indians 232 26.6% 
Male I-Taukei 201 23.1% 
Female I-Taukei 224 25.7% 
Male Others 40 4.6% 
Female Others 50 5.7% 
Total 871   

 

Female Fijian Indian students comprised the highest number out of the total 

number of students enrolled. Even though a total of 105 subjects took part in the 

research, in the final analysis 88 students’ results were analyzed. This was 

because 88 sat for the final examination and it was imperative that the SILL 

questionnaires be analyzed for the same students to ensure reliability and validity 

of the data. The 88 students comprised 10% of the population in the final analysis, 

which is the desired percentage for a good research. 

The second limitation was in the analysis of the longitudinal participants’ written 

texts. This was done using their assignments as their exam scripts were not 

available due to some unforeseen circumstances. The assignments seem to be 

heavily plagiarized and error-free. This was in stark contrast with their spoken 
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skills assessed during the interview. Hence, it was decided not to include their 

data on error analysis in the final results. Because their assignments were almost 

error-free due to rampant plagiarism, it was assumed that there would not be 

much difference made to the data on errors with their data being excluded. 

5.13  Ethical and Cultural Issues  
Human ethics clearance and approval from respective supervisors were obtained 

before the research was conducted. Approval was sought from the Head of School 

of Language, Arts and Media (see Appendix A). Lecturers/tutors were informed 

in writing (see Appendix B). All participants were informed via an information 

sheet (see Appendix C) and completed a consent form (see Appendix D) prior to 

participating in the research. All due diligence was followed to maintain the 

highest level of integrity. 

 

5.14 Summary 
This chapter presented the methodology which includes the research design, 

instruments, descriptive data on participants, research methods, procedures, data 

collection and analysis procedures. The next chapter presents the results of the 

study. 
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CHAPTER 6 RESEARCH FINDINGS 

6.0  Introduction 
This chapter presents the findings of the research in the following order: 

6.1  SILL questionnaire analysis  

6.2       Interview analysis  

6.3      Error analysis: Diagnostic tests, assignments and final exam  

6.4      Correlations between LLS and academic writing skills 

6.1  SILL questionnaire analysis 
  

6.1.1. Overall strategy use 
 

 Research question 1a: What language learning strategies are used by Fiji 
students? 

Firstly, the mean scores of the entire group were calculated. As stated in chapter 

5, this study used a 4-point scale, therefore, the data was analyzed using the 

following interpretation: high usage = mean of 3.0 – 4; medium usage = 2.0 – 

2.99; and low usage = below 2.0. Since the mean score for strategy use is 2.76, it 

falls in the medium category; hence, it can be concluded that students in this study 

were medium users of language learning strategies.  

Although there are differences between each strategy use, they all fall within the 

medium range, except for affective strategy which falls in the least frequent use 

category. As the table below indicates, metacognitive strategies were the most 

frequently used, followed by cognitive, social, compensation, memory and 

affective. 
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Figure 10: Mean strategy use 

Strategy Mean Rank 

Memory 2.54 5 

Cognitive 2.90 2 

Compensation 2.70 4 

Metacognitive 3.04 1 

Affective 2.37 6 

Social 2.78 3 

 

6.1.2 Differences in overall means of strategy use 
Figure 11 below show the responses of participants according to gender and 

ethnicity. The table shows the overall mean strategy use between males and 

females and the two main ethnic groups, I-Taukei and Fijian Indians. The mean 

strategy use for females is 2.8 and for males it is 2.6. The results show that the 

males used the strategies less frequently than the females. In the individual 

categories of strategies, both males and females used metacognitive strategies 

most frequently and affective strategies least frequently. When the two ethnic 

groups are compared, the results show that, overall, the I-Taukei learners use the 

strategies more frequently than the Fijian Indian learners. The mean strategy use 

is 2.79 for the I-Taukei students and 2.64 for the Fijian Indian students. The 

difference between the two major ethnic groups is small; however, the I-Taukei  

mean is slightly higher than the Fijian Indian. 

Figure 11: Differences between gender and ethnicity 

  Memory Cognitive Compen Metacog Affective Social Mean 
Female 2.55 2.96 2.73 3.08 2.44 2.82 2.8 
Male 2.41 2.81 2.59 2.82 2.21 2.67 2.6 
Fijian  Indian 2.51 2.9 2.57 2.95 2.28 2.67 2.64 
I-taukei 2.48 2.92 2.86 3.06 2.48 2.94 2.79 
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Figure 12 below has ranked strategy use for each gender and ethnic group. The 

table shows that both the gender and the ethnic groups use metacognitive 

strategies most followed by cognitive, social, compensation, memory and 

affective. 

Figure 12: Overall strategy use 

Rank 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Female Meta Cog Social Comp Mem Affect 
Male Meta Cog Social Comp Mem Affect 
Fijian Indian Meta Cog Social Comp Mem Affect 
Itaukei Meta Social Cog Comp Mem Affect 

 

Even though there are individual differences in strategy use between males and 

females and the two ethnic groups, the overall results for strategy use show that 

there are no significant differences in strategy use between them.   

The SILL strategy use in order of average reported frequency is shown in Figure 

13 below together with the standard deviations. The means (with standard 

deviations) of the 50 individual SILL items are presented from highest to lowest. 

Seventeen strategies, or 34%, have reported a high frequency use as highlighted in 

Figure 13 below. Thirty one strategies, or 62%, have reported medium frequency 

use while 4% have reported low frequency use.  The overall reported frequency of 

strategy use is recorded at the bottom of the table. 

 

Figure 13: Strategy use from highest to lowest 

Strategy Mean SD 
Cognitive : I write notes, messages, letters, or reports in English  (C8) 3.62 0.671 

Cognitive: I watch English language TV shows or go to English movies. (C6) 3.60 0.626 
Cognitive: I first skim an English passage (read over the passage quickly) then go back 
and read carefully. (C9) 

3.58 0.662 

Metacognitive: I notice my English mistakes and use that information to help me do 
better. (Met 2) 

3.51 0.634 

Metacognitive: I pay attention when someone is speaking English. (Met 3) 3.40 0.735 
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Metacognitive: I try to find out how to be a better learner of English. (Met 4) 3.39 0.734 

Metacognitive: I think about my progress in learning English. (Met 9) 3.25 0.714 

Social: I ask questions in English.(S5) 3.24 0.834 
Compensation: If I can't think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that means the 
same thing. (Com 6) 

3.22 0.774 

Metacognitive: I try to find as many ways as I can to use my English. (Met 1) 3.20 0.766 
Social: If I do not understand something in English, I ask the other person to slow down 
or say it again. (S1) 

3.19 0.803 

Cognitive: I read for pleasure in English. (C7) 3.12 0.977 
Memory: I remember a new English word by making a mental picture of a situation in 
which the word might be used. (M4) 

3.06 0.932 

Affective: I encourage myself to speak English even when I am afraid of making a 
mistake. (A2) 

3.04 0.967 

Metacognitive: I have clear goals for improving my English skills. (Met 8) 3.03 0.844 
Memory: I connect the sound of an English word and an image or picture of the word to 
help me remember the word. (M3) 

3.00 0.923 

Compensation: To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses. (Com 1) 3.00 0.786 
Memory: I think of the relationships between what I already know and new things I 
learn in English. (M1) 

2.94 0.783 

Cognitive: I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it into parts that I 
understand.(C12) 

2.93 0.841 

Compensation: When I can't think of a word during a conversation in English, I use 
gestures. (Com 2) 

2.89 0.818 

Cognitive: I use the English word I know in different ways. (C4) 2.88 0.955 

Cognitive: I start conversations in English. (C5) 2.85 0.887 

Memory: I use new English words in a sentence so I can remember them. (M2) 2.82 0.85 

Metacognitive: I look for opportunities to read as much as possible in English.(Met7) 2.77 1.015 
Cognitive: I look for words in my own language that are similar to new words in 
English. (C10) 

2.74 1.023 

Social: I practice my English with other students. (S3) 2.73 1.076 

Affective: I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using English. (A1) 2.72 1.007 

Cognitive: I practise the sounds of English. (C3) 2.71 0.824 

Memory: I review English lessons often. (M8) 2.65 0.796 

Cognitive: I make summaries of information that I hear or read in English. (C14) 2.64 0.91 

Cognitive: I try not to translate word-for-word. (C13) 2.63 0.73 

Cognitive: I try to find patterns in English. (C11) 2.59 0.905 

Cognitive: I say or write new English words several times. (C1) 2.58 0.963 
Memory: I remember the new words or phrases by remembering their location on the 
page, on the board, or on a street sign. (M9) 

2.57 1.028 

Social: I ask English speakers to correct me when I talk. (S2) 2.57 1.088 

Compensation: I read English without looking up every new word. (Com 4) 2.54 0.998 

Social: I ask for help from English speakers. (S4) 2.54 0.998 

Compensation: I try to guess what the other person will say next in English. (Com 5) 2.48 0.988 

Metacognitive: I plan my schedule so I have enough time to study English. (Met 5) 2.47 0.849 

Social: I try to learn about the culture of English speakers. (S6) 2.42 1.068 
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Affective: I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in English. (A3) 2.41 1.171 

Metacognitive: I look for people I can talk to in English. (Met 6) 2.40 1.004 

Affective: I notice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying English. (A4) 2.34 1.068 

Cognitive: I try to talk like native English speakers. (C2) 2.26 0.866 

Memory: I use rhymes to remember new English words. (M5) 2.18 0.967 

Memory: I physically act out new English words. (M7) 2.17 0.941 

Compensation: I make up new words if I do not know the right ones in English.(Com 3) 2.08 0.93 

Affective: I talk to someone else about how I feel when I am learning English. (A6) 2.08 1.098 

Affective: I write down my feelings in a language learning diary. (A5) 1.67 1.046 

Memory: I use flashcards to remember new English words. (M6) 1.52 0.713 

Overall average reported  frequency of strategy use: 2.76 0.89 

 

Figure 14 below shows a detailed breakdown of strategies that reported a high 

usage rate. The results show that six metacognitive, four cognitive, two memory 

and one each of compensation, affective and social strategies were used at a rate 

of 3.0 and above. 

Figure 14: Strategies with high usage 

Memory 3. I connect the sound of an English word and an image or picture of the world to help me remember 
the word. 
4. I remember a new English word by making a mental picture of a situation in which the word might 
be used. 

Cognitive 6. I watch English language TV shows or go to English movies. 
7. I read for pleasure in English. 
8. I write notes, messages, letters, or reports in English. 
9. I first skim an English passage (read over the passage quickly) then go back and read carefully. 
 

Compensation 1. To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses. 
Metacognitive 1. I try to find as many ways as I can to use my English. 

2. I notice my English mistakes and use that information to help me do better. 
3. I pay attention when someone is speaking English. 
4. I try to find out how to be a better learner of English. 
8. I have clear goals for improving my English skills. 
9. I think about my progress in learning English. 

 
Affective 2. I encourage myself to speak English even when I am afraid of making a mistake. 
Social 5. I ask questions in English. 

 

The above data shows that 34% of the strategies reported high usage. Of this 12% 

were metacognitive strategies, 8% were cognitive, 4% were memory and 2% each 

were compensation, affective and social. Within each individual category, six out 
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of nine metacognitive strategies, or 67%, reported an average usage of 3 and 

above, while four out of fourteen cognitive strategies reported an average of 3 and 

above, which is about 28.6%. Hence, the results once again show that 

metacognitive strategies were the most frequently used by the participants. 

Memory strategies reported a usage of about 33% in the 3 and above frequency 

range while compensation, affective and social reported a usage rate of 16.6 % . 

These statistics further confirm the results that the participants used the language 

learning strategies with an average of medium frequency and that metacognitive 

strategies were used most frequently.  

The following section will present data on the participants’ use of individual 

strategies by category:  

6.1.3 Analysis of each strategy 
According to Oxford (2003, p.8), “a given strategy is neither good nor bad; it is 

essentially neutral until the context of its use is thoroughly considered.” 

6.1.3.1 Memory strategies 
The results show that memory strategies had an average of 2.54 strategy use. 

These strategies are used for storage of information. Learners use this information 

for linking concepts and mental images, applying images and sounds and 

reviewing data, all of which may not necessarily involve a deeper level of 

processing. The table below, Figure 15, shows that two out of nine strategies, or 

22.2%, reported a high usage rate. These were strategies 3 and 4. Strategies 1, 2, 

5, 7, 8 and 9 had a frequency of 66.7 % and were used with a medium frequency 

while strategy 6 was not popular at all as it shows a low usage rate of 11.1 %. 

Memory strategies were ranked 5 in the overall usage. These strategies were not 

popular with learners. 
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Figure 15: Memory-related strategies 

Memory Strategy Mean SD 
I remember a new English word by making a mental picture of a 
situation in which the word might be used. M4 

3.06 0.932 

I connect the sound of an English word and an image or picture of the 
world to help me remember the word. M3 

3 0.923 

 I think of the relationships between what I already know and new 
things I learn in English. M1 

2.94 0.783 

I use new English words in a sentence so I can remember them M2 2.82 0.85 

 I review English lessons often. M8 2.65 0.796 
I remember the new words or phrases by remembering their location 
on the page, on the board, or on a street sign. M9 

2.57 1.028 

I use rhymes to remember new English words. M5 2.18 0.967 

I physically act out new English words. M7 2.17 0.941 

I use flashcards to remember new English words. M6 1.52 0.713 

Overall average:                              2.6 
 

      6.1.3.2 Cognitive Strategies 
The overall results have shown that the top 3 most frequently used strategies are 

cognitive. These were strategies 6, 8, and 9. The mean for cognitive strategies is 2.9 

and results have shown that they have been popular with some participants. However, 

their average use is second to metacognitive strategies. Cognitive strategies are used 

when the “target language is manipulated or transformed by repeating, analyzing or 

summarizing. The four sets in this group are: practicing, receiving and sending 

messages, analyzing and reasoning, and creating structure for input and output” 

(Samida, n.d. online article). The table below, Figure 16, shows that four out of the 

fourteen strategies, or 28.6%, have reported a high usage rate. These strategies were 

6, 7, 8 and 9. The rest of the 10 strategies, 71.4%, reported a medium usage rate.  
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Figure 16: Cognitive strategies 

Cognitive Strategy Mean SD 
I write notes, messages, letters, or reports in English. C8 3.62 0.671 

I watch English language TV shows or go to English movies. C6 3.6 0.626 
 I first skim an English passage (read over the passage quickly) then go 
back and read carefully. C9 

3.58 0.662 

 I read for pleasure in English. C7 3.12 0.977 
 I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it into parts that I 
understand. C12 

2.93 0.841 

I use the English word I know in different ways.  C4 2.88 0.955 

I start conversations in English.  C5 2.85 0.887 
I look for words in my own language that are similar to new words in 
English. C10 

2.74 1.023 

I practise the sounds of English  C3 2.71 0.824 

I make summaries of information that I hear or read in English C14 2.64 0.91 

I try not to translate word-for-word.  C13 2.63 0.73 

I try to find patterns in English. C11 2.59 0.905 

I say or write new English words several times. C1 2.58 0.963 

I try to talk like native English speakers  C2 2.26 0.866 

Overall average:                 2.9 
 

      6.1.3.3 Compensation strategies 
The results show that compensation strategies had an average of 2.7 strategy use. 

These strategies are used when students have insufficient knowledge of the target 

language. As the name suggests, they are used to compensate for the lack of 

knowledge in grammar and vocabulary. Students try to guess the meanings of 

unfamiliar vocabulary from the context or construct a complex sentence. One of the 

negative effects of this strategy is direct translation from the learner’s L1 which then 

creates errors in the written or spoken text. The table below, Figure 17, shows that 

two out of a total of six strategies in this group, or 33%, have reported a high usage 

rate. These strategies were 1 and 6. The rest of the four strategies, or 67%, reported a 

medium usage rate.                       
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Figure 17: Compensation strategies 

Compensation Strategy Mean SD 
 6. If I can't think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that 
means the same thing. CM6 

3.22 0.774 

1. To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses.  CM1 3 0.786 
 2. When I can't think of a word during a conversation in English, I 
use gestures. CM2 

2.89 0.818 

 4. I read English without looking up every new word. CM4 2.54 0.998 

 5. I try to guess what the other person will say next in English. CM5 2.48 0.988 
 3. I make up new words if I do not know the right ones in 
English. CM3 

2.08 0.93 

Overall average:                         2.7 
 

    6.1.3.4 Metacognitive strategies 
The results for metacognitive strategies show the highest strategy use. The reported 

average use is 3.04. They go beyond the memory and cognitive strategies and enable 

the learner to take control of his/her learning. When new methods and knowledge 

confuse the learners, these strategies allow them to take control and plan, arrange and 

evaluate their learning. According to Samida (n.d. online article), some research has 

shown that learners use metacognitive strategies less consistently than cognitive 

strategies. The table in Figure 18 below shows that out of the nine metacognitive 

strategies six, or 67%, have an average use of 3 and above. These results further 

confirm that the participants in this study use metacognitive strategies most frequently. 

Oxford (1990) also noted that metacognitive strategies might be among the most 

important, especially for learners at beginning or intermediate levels. The results show 

that the majority of the participants are taking control of their learning. The strategies 

which have an average usage rate of 3 and above are: 

 

� Strategy 2: I notice my English mistakes and use that information to help me do 

better. 

� Strategy 3: I pay attention when someone is speaking English. 

� Strategy 4: I try to find out how to be a better learner of English. 

� Strategy 9: I think about my progress in learning English. 
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� Strategy 1: I try to find as many ways as I can to use my English. 

� Strategy 8: I have clear goals for improving my English skills. 
 

Figure 18: Metacognitive strategies 

Metacognitive Strategy Mean SD 

2. I notice my English mistakes and use that 
information to help me do better. MT2 

 
 
3.51 

 
 
0.634 

 3. I pay attention when someone is speaking English. MT3 

 
 
3.4 

 
 
0.735 

 4. I try to find out how to be a better learner of English. MT4 

 
 
3.39 

 
 
0.734 

 9. I think about my progress in learning English. MT9 
 
3.25 

 
0.714 

 1. I try to find as many ways as I can to use my 
English. MT1 

 
 
3.2 

 
 
0.766 

 8. I have clear goals for improving my English skills. MT8 

 
 
3.03 

 
 
0.844 

 7. I look for opportunities to read as much as possible 
in English. MT7 

 
 
2.77 

 
 
1.015 

 5. I plan my schedule so I have enough time to study 
English. MT5 

 
 
2.47 

 
 
0.849 

 6. I look for people I can talk to in English. MT6 
 
2.4 

 
1.004 

Overall average:                              3.04 
 

       6.1.3.5 Affective strategies 
The results show that affective strategies had an average of 2.4 usage rate. These 

strategies, where emotions, motivation, attitudes and values come into play, have been 

found to be influential in the learning process. Therefore the strategies used in this 

category help to lower a learner’s anxiety, provide encouragement in times of 

difficulty and be sensitive to their emotional temperature. Learners use affective 

strategies to control their emotions and understand that negative attitudes can retard 

their learning. The table below, in Figure 19, shows that only one strategy out of the 

six, or 16.6%, has reported a usage rate of 3. As shown in Figure 10 above, affective 
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strategies are the least frequently used by the research participants. The strategy which 

has an average usage of above 3 is:  

� Strategy 2: I encourage myself to speak English even when I am afraid of making 
a mistake. 

 

Figure 19: Affective strategies 

Affective Strategy Mean SD 

 2. I encourage myself to speak English even when I am afraid of making a 
mistake. A2 

 
 
3.04 

 
 
0.967 

1. I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using English. A1 2.72 1.007 

3. I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in English. A3 2.41 1.171 

 4. I notice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying English. A4 2.34 1.068 

 6. I talk to someone else about how I feel when I am learning English. A6 2.08 1.098 

 5. I write down my feelings in a language learning diary. A5 1.67 1.046 

Overall average:                 2.4 
 

       6.1.3.6 Social strategies 
The results for social strategies show an average usage rate of 2.78. As the name 

suggests, they are used to learn a language while socializing and communicating with 

other people. Since language is used for communication, social strategies include 

asking questions, cooperating and empathizing with others. As much as educational 

institutions put emphasis on competition among learners, social strategies show the 

need for cooperation in the learning process. The table below shows that two out of 

the six strategies, or 33%, are used with a mean of above 3.  These strategies are: 

�  Strategy 5: I ask questions in English. 

�  Strategy 1: If I do not understand something in English, I ask the other person to 

slow down or say it again. 
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Figure 20: Social strategies 

Social Strategy Mean SD 
5. I ask questions in English. S5 3.24 0.834 
1. If I do not understand something in English, I ask the other person to 
slow down or say it again. S1 

 
3.19 

 
0.803 

3. I practice my English with other students. S3 2.73 1.076 

2. I ask English speakers to correct me when I talk. S2 2.57 1.088 

4. I ask for help from English speakers. S4 2.54 0.998 

6. I try to learn about the culture of English speakers. S6 2.42 1.068 

Overall average:                         2.78 
 

6.1.4 Results of strategy use across the 3 disciplines: 
There are 3 main disciplines at the University of the South Pacific: Faculty of 

Science, Technology and Environment (FSTE); Faculty of Business and 

Economics (FBE); and Faculty of Arts, Law and Education (FALE). A total of 

105 students participated in this study. No difference was found in the mean 

strategy use of the three faculties. The mean for FSTE was 2.76, while for FBE it 

was 2.7 and 2.8 for FALE. The breakdown of participants from each faculty is as 

follows:  

         Figure 21: Breakdown of participants from each Faculty 

  Total % 
FSTE 13 12.4 
FBE 59 56.2 
FALE 33 31.4 
  105 100 

 

Out of the 105 participants, 12.4% were from FSTE. Within FSTE 38% were 

males and 62% were females. 46% were I-Taukei and 54% were Fijian Indian 

participants. There were no non I-Taukei and non-Fijian Indian participants in this 

Faculty. Figure 22 below gives a breakdown of gender and ethnicity of FSTE 

participants.          
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 Figure 22: Gender and ethnicity breakdown (FSTE) 

Gender/Ethnicity No % 
Male 5 38% 
Female 8 62% 
Male I-Taukei 3 23% 
Female I-Taukei 3 23% 
Male Fijian Indian 2 15.5% 
Female Fijian Indian 5 38.5% 
Male non I-Taukei Fijian Indian 0 0 
Female non I-Taukei Fijian Indian 0 0 

 

In spite of random selection, the Faculty of Business and Economics comprised 

the most number of participants. Out of the 105 participants, 56.2% were from 

FBE. 30.5% were males and 69.5% were females. 16% were I-Taukei, 78% were 

Fijian Indians and 6% were non I-Taukei and non-Fijian Indian participants 

(NITFI). Figure 23 below gives a breakdown of gender and ethnicity of FBE 

participants. 

            Figure 23: Gender and ethnicity breakdown (FBE) 

 
Gender/Ethnicity No % 
Male 18 30.5% 
Female 41 69.5% 
Male I-Taukei 2 4% 
Female I-Taukei 7 12% 
Male Fijian Indian 15 25.4% 
Female Fijian Indian 31 52.5% 
Male non I-Taukei Fijian Indian 1 1% 
Female non I-Taukei Fijian Indian 2 2% 

                                          

There were 33 participants from the Faculty of Arts, Law and Education. Of this 

there were 10 males and 23 females.  15 participants were I-Taukei while 17 were 

Fijian Indians and there was one non I-Taukei non Fijian Indian participant. 

Figure 24 below provides a gender and ethnicity breakdown of participants from 

FALE.       
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Figure 24: Gender and ethnicity breakdown (FALE) 

Gender/Ethnicity No % 
Male 10 30.3% 
Female 23 69.7% 
Male I-Taukei 9 27% 
Female I-Taukei 6 18% 
Male Fijian Indian 1 3% 
Female Fijian Indian 16 48% 
Male non I-Taukei Fijian Indian 0 0 
Female non I-Taukei Fijian Indian 1 4% 

 

As can be seen from the tables above, the majority of the participants were from 

the Faculty of Business and Economics and there were twice as many females in 

spite of random selection. This was reflected in the overall population of the 

students enrolled in this course as well as in the sample for this study. 

6.1.4.1 Faculty of Science, Technology and Environment (FSTE) 
Participants from FSTE comprised 12.4% of the total. This was the smallest 

sample. There were 5 male and 8 female participants from this faculty. There 

were 6 I-Taukei and 7 Fijian Indian participants. This group had a mean strategy 

use of 2.76. According to Oxford (1990, p.300) this is interpreted as medium use 

of strategy. Males were low to medium users of LLS while females were medium 

users and inclining towards high usage. The male participants used compensation 

strategies the most (mean=2.83) while females used metacognitive strategies the 

most (mean= 3.42). There were some differences in strategy use between the 

ethnic groups. While the I-Taukei students used social strategies the most 

(mean=3.2), Fijian Indian students used metacognitive (mean=3.03). Male I-

Taukei students used social strategies the most while their female counterparts 

used metacognitive strategies. On the other hand, male Fijian Indian participants 

used compensation strategies the most while female Fijian Indians used 

metacognitive strategies. Hence, females in both ethnic groups used 

metacognitive strategies the most while some differences existed between the 

males in each ethnic group. 
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The table below shows average strategy use of all 13 participants from the Faculty 

of Science, Technology and Environment. The overall results show that social 

strategies are used most by FSTE students while memory and affective strategies 

are used least. The strategies with the highest mean usage have been highlighted 

in the table below.  

Figure 25a: Mean strategy use of FSTE participants 

 

Figure 25b: Overall mean strategy use of FSTE participants 

 

6.1.4.2 Faculty of Business and Economics (FBE) 
Participants from the Faculty of Business and Economics comprised 56.2% of the 

total. As stated earlier, they were the largest group in the sample. There were 18 

males and 41 females in the sample. In the ethnic breakdown, there were 47 Fijian 

Indians, 9 I-Taukei and 3 non I-Taukei Fijian Indian participants. Like FSTE 

students, they also had a mean strategy use of 2.7 and were medium users of 

language learning strategies.  There were some differences in strategy use 
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  Males Females I-Taukei Fijian Indian M IT M FI F IT F FI Mean 
Mem 2.33 2.42 2.43 2.35 2.26 2.45 2.59 2.31 2.4 
Cog 2.66 3.09 2.81 3.02 2.78 2.82 3.07 3.1 2.92 
Comp 2.83 2.9 2.83 2.9 2.83 2.83 2.83 2.93 2.86 
Meta 2.24 3.42 2.89 3.03 2.33 2.11 3.44 3.4 2.86 
Affect 2.13 2.77 2.67 2.4 2.44 1.67 2.89 2.7 2.46 
Social 2.77 3.21 3.2 2.9 3 2.42 3.39 3.1 3 
Mean 2.5 3 2.81 2.8 2.6 2.4 3 3 2.76 
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between FBE and FSTE students. Whilst there were quite a few differences based 

on gender and ethnicity among FSTE participants, there are no major differences 

seen among FBE students. The results show that both genders and all ethnic 

groups use metacognitive strategies the most and affective strategies the least. The 

strategies with the highest mean usage have been highlighted in the table below. 

Figure 26a: Mean strategy use of FBE participants 

  Males Females IT FI MIT MFI FIT FFI NITFI NITFIM NITFIF Mean 
Mem 2.51 2.6 2.53 2.59 2.6 2.49 2.47 2.65 2.7 1.9 3.1 2.6 
Cog 2.82 2.93 2.81 2.9 2.6 2.76 2.89 2.93 3.07 3 3.1 2.9 
Comp 2.5 2.7 2.8 2.6 2.7 2.5 2.8 2.6 2.9 2.2 3.3 2.7 
Meta 2.9 3 3 3 2.7 2.9 3.1 3 3.3 2.9 3.6 3.0 
Affect 2.18 2.35 2.35 2.26 2.09 2.21 2.43 2.24 2.83 1.7 3.42 2.4 
Social 2.62 2.78 3.02 2.68 2.42 2.59 2.95 2.7 3.06 2.2 3.5 2.8 
Mean 2.6 2.7 2.8 2.7 2.5 2.6 2.8 2.7 3 2.3 3.3 2.7 
 

Figure 26b: Overall mean strategy use of FBE participants 

 

 

6.1.4.3 Faculty of Arts, Law and Education (FALE) 
Participants from the Faculty of Arts, Law and Education comprised 31.4% of the 

total number. This was the second largest group in the survey.  There were 10 

males and 23 females in this group. In the ethnic breakdown there were 15 I-

Taukei and 17 Fijian Indians and one non IT FI participant. The mean strategy use 

for FALE students was 2.8. Overall, the results are similar to FBE. All students 
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use metacognitive strategies the most. However, there is a very slight difference 

in strategy use of male Fijian Indian students whose social strategy use is a little 

higher than metacognitive, but the difference is 0.1, which can be seen as 

negligible. Also, there was only one female non I-Taukei non Fijian Indian 

student in this group, while no data is available for male non I-Taukei non Fijian 

Indian category. The results show that FALE participants also use metacognitive 

strategies the most and affective strategies the least. The strategies with the 

highest mean usage have been highlighted in the table below. 

Figure 27a: Mean strategy use of FALE participants 

  Males Fem IT FI MIT MFI FIT FFI NITFI NITFIM NITFIF Mean 
Mem 2.36 2.67 2.61 2.56 2.4 2.44 2.89 2.57 2.22 n.d  2.22 2.5 
Cog 2.77 3 2.94 2.91 2.74 3.07 3.2 2.9 2.79  n.d 2.79 2.9 
Comp 2.79 2.73 2.87 2.56 2.82 2.5 2.92 2.57 3.5 n.d  3.5 2.9 
Meta 3.08 3.3 3.3 3.21 3.1 3.11 3.44 3.21 3 n.d  3 3.2 
Affect 2.4 2.42 2.67 2.1 2.4 2.67 3.02 2.05 2.83 n.d  2.83 2.5 
Social 2.92 2.6 2.94 2.38 2.9 3.2 3 2.33 3.33 n.d  3.33 2.9 
Mean 2.72 2.8 2.9 2.62 2.73 2.83 3.08 2.61 2.95 n.d  2.95 2.8 

 

Figure 27b: Overall mean strategy use of FALE participants 
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6.1.5    Strategy use and gender/ethnicity 
 Research question 1b: Is there a relationship between strategy use and        

 gender/ethnicity? 

 Results of mean strategy use from the tables above show that both males and 

 females have little difference in strategy use. Similar results are shown between 

 the mean strategy uses of the two main ethnic groups.  These results are further 

 validated when Pearson’s r is calculated in Figure 28 below to show if there is a 

 correlation between gender and ethnicity and strategy use. A correlation 

 quantifies the strength of the linear relationship between two variables and shows 

 the direction of the relationship. The strength of the relationship is measured by 

 correlation coefficient r. The value of r lies between +1 and -1.  Values of r close 

 to +1 or -1 represent a strong linear relationship while a value close to 0 shows a 

 weak linear relationship.  

From the correlations table in Figure 28 below, it can be seen that the correlation 

coefficient (r) between memory strategy use and gender has a value of 0.169 and 

a significance value of 0.084. This is a weak positive linear relationship. 

However, significance is >0.01 and 0.05and therefore it shows that the correlation 

is not statistically significant.  The figure 0.169 is close to 0 and this shows a 

weak correlation between gender and memory strategy use.  Likewise, the 

correlation coefficients between gender and the rest of the strategies are all close 

to 0 and declining to a negative figure in metacognitive, affective and social 

strategies, with significance > 0.01 and 0.05. The conclusion drawn from this 

analysis is that there is no correlation between gender and strategy use. Both 

males and females use similar strategies with similar frequencies. They do not 

show any tendencies that can be identified with either gender. 

Ethnicity, however, shows a negative correlation with all the strategies. 

Significance is > 0.01 or 0.05. The analysis shows that the correlations are not 

statistically significant. Therefore the answer to research question number 2 is that 

there is no significant relationship between strategy use and gender and ethnicity. 
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Neither of the two main ethnic groups shows strategy use that can be identified 

with a particular group. 

Figure 28: Correlation between gender, ethnicity and strategy use  

 
 Gender Ethnicity Mem  Cog  Comp  Meta  Affect  Social  

Gender Pearson Correlation 1 .075 .169 .187 .050 .137 -.020 -.085 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .448 .084 .056 .616 .165 .839 .386 

N 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 

Ethnicity Pearson Correlation .075 1 -.054 -.187 -.165 -.032 -.099 -.045 

Sig. (2-tailed) .448  .582 .055 .092 .746 .317 .649 

N 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 

Mem  Pearson Correlation .169 -.054 1 .578** .253** .573** .417** .401** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .084 .582  .000 .009 .000 .000 .000 

N 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 

Cog  Pearson Correlation .187 -.187 .578** 1 .282** .544** .278** .429** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .056 .055 .000  .004 .000 .004 .000 

N 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 

Comp  Pearson Correlation .050 -.165 .253** .282** 1 .145 .325** .239* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .616 .092 .009 .004  .140 .001 .014 

N 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 

Meta  Pearson Correlation .137 -.032 .573** .544** .145 1 .622** .512** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .165 .746 .000 .000 .140  .000 .000 

N 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 

Affect  Pearson Correlation -.020 -.099 .417** .278** .325** .622** 1 .629** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .839 .317 .000 .004 .001 .000 .000 

N 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 

Social Pearson Correlation -.085 -.045 .401** .429** .239* .512** .629** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .386 .649 .000 .000 .014 .000 .000  

N 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 
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 Gender Ethnicity Mem  Cog  Comp  Meta  Affect  Social  

Gender Pearson Correlation 1 .075 .169 .187 .050 .137 -.020 -.085 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .448 .084 .056 .616 .165 .839 .386 

N 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 

Ethnicity Pearson Correlation .075 1 -.054 -.187 -.165 -.032 -.099 -.045 

Sig. (2-tailed) .448  .582 .055 .092 .746 .317 .649 

N 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 

Mem  Pearson Correlation .169 -.054 1 .578** .253** .573** .417** .401** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .084 .582  .000 .009 .000 .000 .000 

N 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 

Cog  Pearson Correlation .187 -.187 .578** 1 .282** .544** .278** .429** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .056 .055 .000  .004 .000 .004 .000 

N 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 

Comp  Pearson Correlation .050 -.165 .253** .282** 1 .145 .325** .239* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .616 .092 .009 .004  .140 .001 .014 

N 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 

Meta  Pearson Correlation .137 -.032 .573** .544** .145 1 .622** .512** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .165 .746 .000 .000 .140  .000 .000 

N 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 

Affect  Pearson Correlation -.020 -.099 .417** .278** .325** .622** 1 .629** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .839 .317 .000 .004 .001 .000 .000 

N 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 

Social Pearson Correlation -.085 -.045 .401** .429** .239* .512** .629** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .386 .649 .000 .000 .014 .000 .000  

N 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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6.2  Interview analysis 
  

6.2.1    Interview with the students 
After the interview with the 18 students, the videos were transcribed and the 

conversations were examined for detailed insights into each participant’s strategy 

use and English language learning experiences. The following details emerged 

around the following five themes: 

1. Language learning history 

The age of first exposure to English for all participants was between 3.5 to 4 

years. They learnt letters of the alphabet and numerals from charts which their 

parents bought and English nursery rhymes which are usually taught to children 

of pre-school age. However, the age of formal English learning for all of them 

began in early primary school, either from class1, 2 or 3. There was a rare case of 

a participant formally learning English from class 5.  

 

None of the participants were surrounded by people whose first language was 

English as they were growing up. They all stated that people in their environment 

were from non-English speaking backgrounds. Most of them did not watch TV in 

English nor listened to English radio programs. They stated that their parents did 

not allow them to watch much TV as most of the time after school was spent on 

doing homework and studying school work. If they did listen to English radio 

occasionally, it would be their favourite English songs. Any radio programme in 

English would be heard on the bus enroute to school and this would be a breakfast 

programme where the announcers themselves would speak “mesolectal” English 

(Lynch and Mugler, 1999).  

 

The participants spoke a mixture of “mesolectal” and “basilectal” English (Lynch 

and Mugler, 1999).  For most participants, in early childhood, there was very little 

exposure to acrolectal English in terms of reading materials and listening to good 
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speakers. All these were missing in their early childhood environment. About 

60% of the participants were raised in a rural or village environment. These 

villages would comprise mostly of the ethnic groups to which the participants 

belonged. Those who were raised in a village environment were not exposed to 

good examples of English in oral or written contexts. They were mostly 

surrounded by their own immediate or extended family members who, more often 

than not, spoke in their vernaculars. Learning the English curricula began when 

they were enrolled in primary schools. 

 

Formal reading began in primary schools in the 1990s and in those early days the 

majority of the participants stated that they mostly read books by Enid Blyton. 

Some of them read comics such as Archie or Phantom which were quite popular 

with children from primary schools. There was a notable absence of good reading 

material in early childhood. 

 

Most of the participants did not have any kind of English language learning 

support from the people around them as they were not encouraged to converse or 

read or listen in English in their early stages of learning the language. Most of 

their language activities revolved around their vernaculars and the adults around 

them often felt that using English for communication was a sign of disrespect; 

therefore, parents discouraged the use of English in their social settings. The 

participants quite strongly conveyed the message that it was very difficult in their 

early childhood to use English as a medium of communication; at all times they 

were expected to use their vernacular language in their social settings. The only 

times they received any guidance in English from their siblings or parents or other 

family members would be when they attempted to do homework or any other 

school-related activities in English. That would also be the only time when they 

indulged in the using the English language seriously outside the classroom. This 

is not to suggest that their environment was not conducive to learning English; 

rather, this is the status quo in most village settings where, to an extent, there is 
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homogeneity in the population. As a result, villagers usually converse in their L1 

and any exposure to English would begin in the classrooms. 

 

The majority of the participants also stated that in the primary schools the only 

times they would use English for speaking would be in the classroom when the 

teachers were teaching. In all other instances teachers would normally converse 

with the students using their first language. With their friends they would almost 

always use their vernacular, both in and out of the classroom. 

 

There were some exceptions, however, in the way some participants were 

exposed to English as children. About 33% of the participants, who had more 

exposure in childhood, spoke better English during the interview and performed 

much better in their assignments and final examinations. Their experiences were 

similar to immersion in English. Students, whose parents were school teachers or 

from mixed ethnic groups, used English in their daily living and also encouraged 

their children to speak in English. The religious backgrounds of students also 

played a role in their exposure to English. Six participants’ data revealed they had 

more exposure to English than the other twelve out of the eighteen who were 

interviewed. This comprised 33% of the participants who had more exposure to 

English in their early childhood. They were from Catholic backgrounds and went 

to Catholic/Christian schools where they were taught by nuns and, sometimes, 

native English speakers. Both their oral and written English language skills were 

better than students who did not have that kind of exposure in early childhood. 

Students from non-Christian backgrounds had less exposure to English language 

experiences and this was reflected in their weaker spoken and written skills. 

 

2. Native-like proficiency  

Quite a few participants were not able to fully understand the term “native-like 

proficiency.” When asked if they considered themselves to have this level of 

proficiency, at first some of them agreed. But upon further prodding and 
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rephrasing of the question, they slowly understood what the term meant. It could 

be that the term “native” threw them off balance and they assumed it meant that 

they had indigenous Fijian proficiency in English. Nevertheless, once they fully  

comprehended the term, they were able to answer that they did not have native-

like proficiency. Rightfully, the reason most of them gave was that they did not 

have adequate exposure to English language in their early childhood to give them 

a strong grounding. They all agreed that to have “native-like proficiency” they 

needed to have extensive experiential learning in English language in particular, 

in early childhood. This learning experience would come from a variety of 

sources which include exposure, either first hand or through simulation in the 

classroom; and participation by the learner where he or she cooperates and 

participates in group work and takes on some roles and responsibilities in the 

learning process. Some of the participants also mentioned that to be good in 

English required them to be equally good in their first language. A lot of the Indo-

Fijian students believed that Fiji Hindi was a substandard language compared to 

Standard Hindi as spoken in India and in Indian films. They felt that because of 

weaknesses in their first language, Fiji Hindi, they may be having similar 

problems acquiring their second language. This was an interesting revelation 

coming from students who may not have much theoretical knowledge on the ways 

an L1 is acquired and its importance in the acquisition of their L2. 

 

3. Methods 

When it came to learning methods or strategies, the data revealed that the students 

lacked a great deal of knowledge on language learning strategies. This 

information concurs with the data gathered from the SILL questionnaire which 

showed that the participants in this research were medium users of the language 

learning strategies as proposed by Oxford (1990). Some of the methods 

mentioned included reading story books, comics and magazines, using the 

dictionary and the internet. None of the participants stated explicitly that they 

used social strategies to help them learn or improve their English. However, in the 



170 

 

SILL questionnaire analysis, social strategies were ranked third out of six in 

usage. Some of the strategies used by the students were reflected in the SILL data 

analysis. Most students stated they took control of their learning. They used their 

activities of learning when they were finding it difficult to understand concepts 

and materials presented to them in English. For example, one of the participants 

reflected on using charts and other visual aids to learn new vocabulary, sounds, 

and pronunciation. The Internet has also been useful in vocabulary learning. From 

this analysis it becomes imperative that students use metacognitive and cognitive 

strategies quite often. This is also reflected in the SILL questionnaire analysis. 

Metacognitive and cognitive strategies ranked first and second respectively in the 

most common learning strategies used.  

 

4. Skills in English 

The majority of the participants stated that reading was the skill they were best at. 

They attributed this to their childhood reading habits.  Many of them were reading 

as children but how much and how often were not ascertained very well. Some 

participants stated that they were good at listening while some felt that that they 

were good at speaking. A few participants stated that they were good at writing. 

How they assessed their written skills is not clear, however, I would not share the 

same opinion regarding their writing skills after teaching them for one semester. 

Most of the participants indicated that lots of reading and researching in English 

has contributed to their improvement in English. Some have stated that having 

parents, siblings and other people in the environment who speak in English all the 

time have also contributed to their improvement in spoken and written skills. For 

three participants whose parents were teachers, they took an extra interest in their 

children and exposed them to reading a variety of materials. Participants from 

such backgrounds seemed to be slightly better in spoken and written English. 

Most have stated that listening and speaking seem to be the skills they are best in. 

However, if one would listen or read the interview transcripts, then one would 
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realize that the majority is able to speak simple sentences with some fluency, but 

more complex structures do not have the same level of accuracy. 

 

5. Motivation 

The majority of the participants stated they did not have any motivation for 

learning English. This is because speaking and learning English is taken for 

granted in Fiji as it is the lingua franca. It is not a foreign but a second language 

for most of the populace. The participants stated that they did not have a choice in 

learning English as it is the medium of instruction in Fiji and is the language for 

all business, education, commerce and entertainment. However, in entertainment 

the Fijian Indian participants had a choice as they watched more Hindi movies 

and TV soap operas. Hence, there was never any motivation to learn English. It is 

a subject taken for granted and learning it is mandatory. Some participants 

expressed a motivation to learn other languages such as French, Chinese, Spanish 

and one even was motivated to learn Polish as she has a close relative who was 

married to a man from Poland. 

6.2.2  Interview with the educators 
Three secondary school teachers and a curriculum development advisor, who was 

a former secondary school teacher before she rose to the position, were invited to 

be interviewed for this research. Each of them was interviewed separately. From 

the interview with the educators the following data was gathered: 

� None of them knew what language learning strategies were or had ever 

heard about them. This was not a topic in the teacher training curriculum. 

Teaching methodologies were taught, however, the LLS and Oxford’s 

taxonomy were new concepts for them. These teachers have been in 

workforce for more than ten years. There may be changes to the 

curriculum now.  
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� They all stated that in their teacher training courses they were not 

adequately prepared to be effective English language teachers for second 

language learners.  

� One of the teachers revealed a lack of confidence in teaching academic 

writing to the students, in particular, academic essays. According to this 

teacher, there was nothing much in the teacher training that prepared them 

to teach academic writing. In the teacher’s direct words: “I don’t know 

how to teach an expository essay. I was not taught this when I was 

studying at the university. I have not been prepared well to teach 

academic language skills.” This person was a high school teacher of 

English for about seven years before she joined the editorial team of a 

journal published by a tertiary institution.  

� All the teachers revealed that teaching English is not easy as most 

teachers of other subjects think. It is probably the most difficult subject 

since students come from a variety of backgrounds and how each on 

responds to their teaching methods is unpredictable. Some students learn 

well while others are slow to grasp. 

� It was also revealed that vocabulary learning and teaching was a difficult 

task. Talking about their experience learning English, it was revealed that 

a lot of the language was acquired rather than formally learnt in the 

classroom. However, the classroom experience helped in improving and 

polishing their language skills. 

� It was also revealed that since there is a lot of importance given to success 

in national examinations, a lot of the teachers focus on helping students 

pass their exams and moving on to the next level of education.  Some 

expressed that this results in teachers trying to cover the syllabus and 

prepare students for the exams. There was little attention given to skills 

acquisition in speaking, reading, writing and listening. 
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� Listening and reading were given the least attention in class. This was 

because it was felt that students are continuously listening to instructions 

from teachers and reading from their text books so there was very little 

need to allocate specific lessons to listening and reading. It was an 

ongoing activity and students were getting adequate preparation. 

� It was also revealed that paragraph and essay writing were not students’ 

favourite activities so less time was spent on them. Because students’ 

were almost always weak in writing skills they disliked these activities so 

a lot of the English classes were centred on speaking activities and 

grammar exercises from prescribed text books. 

� Teachers also revealed that in the class they would converse in English 

with the students, however, outside the class many teachers would speak 

to the students in their first language. As a result, English language skills 

are not re-enforced outside the classroom. 

6.3  Error analysis: Diagnostic tests, assignments and final exam 
  

 Research question 2: What are the most common types of errors made in 

 academic writing by Fiji students studying in a tertiary institution?  

 

The next set of results presented in this section is based on an error analysis of the 

participants’ written texts. As previously discussed, errors were identified and 

analyzed from the participants’ written texts to be used as a measure of 

proficiency. Because of the low level of language proficiency in English, error 

analysis was the tool used for measurement of proficiency of participants’ 

academic language.  
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The answer to the second research question is found in the categories of 

grammatical errors found in the participants’ essays, their frequencies of 

occurrence, percentage and rank order of the types of errors.  

Students’ writing revealed three levels of errors:   

(i) sentence level grammatical errors;  

(ii) coherence and cohesion at the paragraph level; and  

(iii) whole text level errors in writing introduction, thesis statements and direct 

linear texts.  

 

Certain errors appear quite frequently in students’ writing. These are errors in: 

subject/verb agreement, sentence structure, article usage, tenses, punctuation and 

spelling, use of singular/plural, vocabulary and word class. 

 

6.3.1. Diagnostic test results  
Since the diagnostic test is done very early in the semester, in the second tutorial, 

it is difficult to collect a large sample. Students are in the first week of classes and 

many are still in the process of signing up for tutorials.  

These were analyzed for errors prior to teaching the strategies of academic 

writing according to the EAP course book. In the first sample from semester 2, 

2011, a gender and ethnicity breakdown of errors was not done because that data 

was not collected by the tutors whose samples were used. This was the very first 

set of data collected and the focus was on the number of errors made by students 

whose diagnostic tests were marked. Analysis by gender and ethnicity was not 

done for the sample. Therefore there are no results for gender and ethnic 

breakdown of error analysis for semester 2, 2011. 

The analysis of the diagnostic tests done over three semesters between 2011 and 

2012 found that the maximum number of errors was made in the category of 

punctuation. Other major errors included word choice, agreement, use of 
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prepositions, word forms, verb tenses and vague references.  Many essays showed 

an inadequate use of pronouns and consequently there was a repetition of the 

noun phrases or main nouns in the sentences.  

In semester 2, 2011, a total of 769 errors were identified in the 54 essays that were 

analyzed. The highest numbers of errors were made in the area of punctuation 

(16.4%). This was followed very closely by errors in subject/verb agreement 

(15.6%). The third highest number of errors occurred in word choice (10.5%). 

The rest of the errors occurred less frequently at below 10%. These included 

vague references (9.6%), verb tenses (8.8%), incomprehensible text (8.7%), word 

forms (7.9%) and sentence fragmentation (6.1%).  Other categories of errors such 

as preposition (5.1%), article usage (4%), word order (3.4%), verb forms (2.3%) 

and parallel constructions (1.4%) occurred only occasionally.                

In semester 1, 2012 a total of 666 errors were identified in 43 essays. As stated 

earlier, punctuation was once again leading the errors by 20%, an increase of 

about 4% from the previous semester. Word choice (16.8%) and subject/verb 

agreement (10.8%) were also ranked in the top 4 categories. Errors in the use of 

prepositions (12%) were ranked third in semester 1, 2012, unlike in semester 2, 

2011 where it had occurred less frequently, followed by agreement errors. In the 

samples from this semester there was a notable introduction of errors in repetition 

of information or phrase (6.8%) and use of conjunction and transition words and 

phrases (2.7%). There were fewer errors in fragmentation (3.2%) in this sample.  

In semester 2, 2012, a total of 477 errors were identified in 26 essays. Errors in 

punctuation (18.7%) once again had the highest occurrence in spite of the small 

sample. In this corpus there were errors that were not prevalent in the previous 

two samples. These were errors in unnecessary text (10.7%), missing words 

(8.2%), errors in singular/plural (7.3%), spelling (5%), count/non count nouns 

(2.5%), capitalization (1.5%), dangling or misplaced modifiers (1.3%), missing 

space (0.8%) and paragraphing problems (0.6%). 
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When the average errors were compared over the three semesters, there was a 

gradual increase from 14.2 errors per person in semester 2, 2011 to 15.5 in 

semester 1, 2012 and 18.3 in semester 2, 2012 as shown in Figure 29 below. 

Figure 29 Average errors made 

 S2 2011 S1 2012 S2 2012 
Total errors 769 666 477 
No of scripts 54 43 26 
Errors per person 14.2 15.5 18.3 

 

When the errors from the three semesters are looked at in totality, 1,912 errors 

have been identified from the corpus of 123 essays. Figure 30 below lists the total 

errors identified in the diagnostic test analysis according to their frequencies and 

percentage: 

Figure 30 Total errors in 3 diagnostic tests 

No. Error Freq % 
1 Pun 348 18.2 
2 WCh 227 11.9 
3 Agr 210 11 
4 Pre 147 7.7 
5 WFo 127 6.6 
6 VTe 124 6.5 
7 Vag 107 5.6 
8 ??? 103 5.4 
9 Frg 83 4.3 
10 Art 75 4 
11 Rep 73 3.8 
12 Cut 51 2.7 
13 Mis 39 2 
14 Plu 35 1.8 
15 WOr 34 1.8 
16 VFo 33 1.7 
17 Con 29 1.5 
18 Spl 24 1.3 
19 Cou 12 0.6 
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20 Par 11 0.6 
21 Cap 7 0.4 
22 Mod 6 0.3 
23 Spa 4 0.2 
24 Prg 3 0.2 
25 For 0 0 
26 Qot 0 0 

Total 1912 
 

The graph in Figure 31 below illustrates a comparison of the data collected from 

the diagnostic tests over the three semesters: 

Figure 31: Comparison of errors in 3 diagnostic tests 

 

The errors were also ranked from highest to lowest according to gender and race 

for the results of semester 1, 2012.  The two main races participating in this 

research are indigenous Fijians, or I- Taukei (IT), and Fijians of Indian descent, or 

Fijian Indians (FI). In semester 1, 2012 the male I-Taukei participants’ errors 

ranked highest in the following categories: mechanics of writing (including 

punctuation), use of prepositions, subject/verb agreement, word form, use of 

tenses, pronouns, miscellaneous unclassified (for example errors made in the use 

of idioms, paragraphing and format), and verb “to be.” The female I-Taukei 

participants led in the following categories: redundancies (for example, 

unnecessary texts, long winded expressions), weak sentence structures, use of 

articles, incomplete sentences (as a result of dangling or misplaced modifiers), use 

of connectives, gerunds, and verb “to be.”  
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The male Fijian Indian students’ errors ranked the highest in the use of 

connectives (with the female I-Taukei students), use of infinitives and possessives 

while their female counterparts ranked the highest in word choice, use of 

connectives and word order. Male and female Fijian Indian students as well as 

female I Taukei students had the highest errors in the use of connectives. All the 

students, irrespective of race and gender, ranked equally high in other agreement 

errors such as noun-pronoun concord and proximity agreement. 

This analysis gives further insight into the problem areas in academic writing for 

the different genders and races. The findings reveal that, overall, the I-Taukei 

students made more errors in their written texts than the Fijian Indian students. 

Generally, there were some differences between the types of errors made by the 

two ethnic groups. 

6.3.2 Assignment two results 
Of the 95 participants from the EAP course, eighty eight students had submitted 

assignment 2 and these were analyzed for marking. For this assignment students 

had to write a discussion essay on the topic “Evaluate the advantages and 

disadvantages of disciplining children.”    

The eighty eight essays were examined sentence by sentence in the same way as 

the diagnostic tests were for adherence to grammatical rules of Standard English 

as well as structure and formatting. Figure 32 below lists the 26 types of errors 

according to their frequencies. 
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                  Figure 32: Error analysis for Assignment 2 

No. Error Freq % 
1 Pun 677 15.5 
2 WCh 465 10.7 
3 Cut 372 8.5 
4 Rep 366 8.4 
5 Plu 300 6.9 
6 Mis 265 6 
7 ??? 228 5.2 
8 Pre 214 4.9 
9 Mod 209 4.8 
10 Agr 191 4.4 
11 WFo 170 3.9 
12 Spl 144 3.3 
13 VTe 117 2.7 
14 Art 107 2.5 
15 VFo 105 2.4 
16 Con 99 2.3 
17 Cap 79 1.8 
18 Qot 73 1.7 
19 Vag 63 1.4 
20 Frg 50 1.1 
21 WOr 23 0.5 
22 Par 16 0.4 
23 Spa 15 0.3 
24 Cou 8 0.2 
25 Prg 7 0.16 
26 For 2 0.04 
  Total 4365   

 

A total of 4,365 errors were identified in the 88 essays. An average of 49.6 errors 

was made per student. The results of this analysis are similar to the diagnostic 

test. Punctuation errors were once again identified as the area students had most 

problems with, making up 15.5% of total errors. However, this is a reduction of 

2.7% from the diagnostic test which had an overall rate of 18.2%.  The second 

highest category of errors was in word choice followed by (cut) unnecessary 

information, repetition of information and phrases, singular/ plural, missing words 
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and incomprehensible text. Errors also occurred frequently in the use of 

prepositions, misplaced or dangling modifiers, subject/verb agreement, word form 

and spelling. Errors in the use of verb tense, article, verb form, connectives and 

capitalization occurred less frequently. Only occasionally there were errors in 

quotations, vague references, word order, parallel constructions, missing space, 

count/non- count nouns, paragraphing and formatting.   

6.3.3 Final examination results 
For the final examination, the same 88 participants’ essays were analyzed and 

errors classified according to the rubrics from Markin 4. A total of 4,036 errors 

were identified. This was an average of 45.8 errors per student.  Though the actual 

numbers show a reduction in errors, there is very little difference in the average 

number of errors made.  The analysis once again shows that the greatest number 

of errors occurred in punctuation followed by word choice, cut (unnecessary text), 

repetition, agreement, singular/plural, preposition, and incomprehensible text. The 

top four categories of errors were exactly the same as those made in the second 

assignment. Fifty percent of the errors were made in the top six categories which 

are: punctuation, word choice, cut (unnecessary information), repetition, 

agreement and use of singular/plural.  Figure 33 below lists the errors according 

to the 26 categories, frequencies, percentage and rank: 
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Figure 33: Error analysis of final exam semester 2, 2011 

 No. Error   Freq % 
1 Pun 452 11.2 
2 WCh 432 10.7 
3 Cut 394 9.8 
4 Rep 350 8.7 
5 Agr 328 8.1 
6 Plu 314 7.8 
7 Pre 273 6.8 
8 ??? 213 5.3 
9 Mis 190 4.7 
10 Mod 191 4.7 
11 Spl 170 4.2 
12 VFo 130 3.2 
13 WFo 126 3.1 
14 Con 106 2.6 
15 Art 98 2.4 
16 VTe 82 2 
17 Frg 68 1.7 
18 Cap 52 1.3 
19 Vag 22 0.5 
20 WOr 20 0.5 
21 Spa 14 0.35 
22 Prg 6 0.14 
23 Cou 4 0.1 
24 For 0 0 
25 Par 1 0 
26 Qot 0 0 
  Total 4036   

 

The graph in Figure 34 below illustrates the occurrence of errors from highest to 

lowest. 
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Figure 34: Errors from highest to lowest for final exam semester 2, 2011 

 

When all the texts were combined, a total of 10,313 errors were found in the 

diagnostic tests, assignments and final exam scripts of the research subjects. 

Figure 35 below shows the final analysis of errors. The greatest number of errors 

occurred in punctuation followed by word choice, unnecessary text (cut), 

repetition, agreement, singular/plural, preposition, and incomprehensible text. 

Fifty percent of all the errors were made in the first six categories. 

Figure 35: Final analysis of errors 

Error % 
Punctuation 14.3 
Word Choice 10.9 
Cut (Unnecessary text) 7.9 
Repetition (of information or phrase) 7.7 
Agreement (subject/verb) 7.1 
Plural (singular/plural) 6.3 
Preposition 6.1 
??? (incomprehensible text) 5.3 
Missing word/s 4.8 
Word Form 4.1 
Modifier (misplaced) 3.9 
Spelling 3.3 
Verb Tense 3.1 
Article 2.7 
Verb Form 2.6 
Conjunction 2.3 
Vague reference 1.9 
Sentence Fragment 1.9 
Capitalization 1.3 
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Word Order 0.7 
Inaccurate Quotation 0.7 
Parallel construction 0.3 
Missing Space 0.3 
Count/non count 0.2 
Paragraphing 0.2 
Formatting 0.01 

 

6.3.4 Relationship between gender/ethnicity and errors  
  

 Research question 3 

 Is there any relationship between gender and errors and ethnicity and 
 errors? 

In spite of the similarities and differences, both ethnic groups have made almost 

equal number of errors as shown in Figure 36 below. 

                                 Figure 36: Gender and ethnic differences 

  Error % 
 
Rank 

Male IT 29.43 
 
1 

Female IT 21.32 
 
4 

Male FI 22.22 
 
3 

Female FI 27.02 
 
2 

 
Pearson’s correlation coefficient was calculated to determine if there was a 

relationship between the errors made by the males of each ethnic group. The 

hypotheses were: 

H0 (Null hypothesis): There is no difference in the number of errors made by the 

male participants of each ethnic group. 

H1 (Alternative hypothesis): There is a difference in the number of errors made 

by male participants of each ethnic group. 
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The mean number of errors for I-Taukei participants was 10.32 and 7.79 for Fijian 

Indians as shown in Figure 37 below. 

 
Figure 37: Descriptive Statistics male 

participants 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 

Male IT 10.32 11.304 19 
Male FI 7.79 9.426 19 

 

From the correlations table below in Figure 38, it can be seen that the correlation 

coefficient (r) equals 0.879, indicating a strong relationship. Significance or 

p<0.001 and this indicates that the coefficient is statistically significant. Therefore 

the alternative hypothesis is accepted. This means that there is a difference in the 

number of errors made by the males of the two ethnic groups. As the means of the 

errors suggest in Figure 37 above, more errors were found in the written texts of 

the male I-Taukei participants. 

              Figure 38: Correlations between male IT and FI 

 Male IT Male FI 

Male IT Pearson Correlation 1 .879** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 

   

Male FI Pearson Correlation .879** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  

   

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
 

A similar comparative analysis was done for the female participants of each 

ethnic group. The results did not show any major difference.          

Pearson’s correlation coefficient was also calculated for both the ethnic groups to 

determine an overall correlation between errors and gender and ethnicity.  Figure 

39 below shows that the mean and standard deviation of errors were equal. 
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              Figure 39: Descriptive Statistics of errors for IT and FI 

 

 Mean Std. Deviation 

I-Taukei 10.00 5.627 
Indo-Fijian 10.00 5.627 

 

Figure 40 below shows that there was a perfect positive correlation between the 

two ethnic groups. This indicates there was no statistical difference between 

errors and ethnicity.  Furthermore, there are no significant differences between the 

types of errors made by either gender or ethnic group. Hence, the study has shown 

that gender and ethnicity has had no effect on the types and number of errors. 
                                         

Figure 40: Correlations between IT and FI 

 
 ITaukei Fijian Indian 

I-Taukei Pearson Correlation 1 1.000** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 

N 19 19 

Fijian Indian Pearson Correlation 1.000** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  

N 19 19 
 

6.3.5 Error implications 
  

 Research question 4 

Are there any implications in the frequency of these errors?  

Figure 41 below shows there is a reduction in 16 out of 26 errors by the end of the 

semester after essay writing strategies have been taught. However, errors in 

repetition of words and ideas, cut (unnecessary text), missing words, and the use 

of singular/plural showed no improvement in the final examination. There were 
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also significant increases in spelling and misplaced modifiers in the final 

examination. 

The error analysis shows that an increasing number of errors continued to be 

made in punctuation and word choice errors at each stage of error identification. 

Paragraphing, use of quotations and formatting have recorded the minimum 

number of errors in all three stages. The high frequencies of errors found in 

categories such as punctuation, verb tense, vague references, unnecessary 

repetition, use of singular and plural and misplaced modifiers imply the inability 

of the students to master certain skills of academic writing.  

Figure 41: Extent of increase and decrease in each error 

Error % Diagnostic % Assignment 2 % Final exam % Decrease % Increase 
Pun 18.2 15.5 11.2 7.0  
WCh 11.9 10.7 10.7 1.2  
Agr 11 4.4 8.1 2.9  
Pre 7.7 4.9 6.8 0.9  
WFo 6.6 3.9 3.1 3.5  
VTe 6.5 2.7 2 4.5  
Vag 5.6 1.4 0.5 5.1  
??? 5.4 5.2 5.3 0.1  
Frg 4.3 4.3 1.7 2.6  
Art 4 2.5 2.4 1.6  
Rep 3.8 8.4 8.7  4.9 
Cut 2.7 8.5 9.8  7.1 
Mis 2 6 4.7  2.7 
Plu 1.8 6.9 7.8  6 
WOr 1.8 0.5 0.5 1.3  
VFo 1.7 2.4 3.2  1.5 
Con 1.5 2.3 2.6  1.1 
Spl 1.3 3.3 4.2  2.9 
Cou 0.6 0.2 0.1 0.5  
Par 0.6 0.4 0 0.6  
Cap 0.4 1.8 1.3  0.9 
Mod 0.3 4.8 4.7  4.4 
Spa 0.2 0.3 0.35  0.15 
Prg 0.2 0.16 0.14 0.06  
For 0 2 0 0 0 
Qot 0 1.7 0 0 0 
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6.4 Correlations between LLS and academic writing skills 
  

 Key research question  

 What is the correlation between language learning strategies of tertiary 

 students in Fiji and their academic writing skills? 

Many studies have shown a positive correlation between strategy use and 

language proficiency, as highlighted in chapter 3. However, there has been a 

paucity of research in this area for Fiji students. It is quite common to hear 

teachers in Fiji complain about the unsatisfactory performance of students in 

English classes at primary, secondary and tertiary levels in spite of English being 

the medium of learning. Even though studies have been conducted on various 

aspects of English language learning in Fiji (see Geraghty, Lynch and Mugler 

1999; Green 2013), very little research has been done on the correlation between  

levels of proficiency and language learning strategies of Fiji students. Research 

conducted in other countries has suggested that students who are second language 

learners of English employ a variety of strategies to enhance their learning 

(Oxford 1990; O’Malley and Chamot 1990; Ehrman and Oxford 1995; Bremner 

1999; Peacock and Ho 2003; Griffiths 2004; Shu-Chuan Tsan 2008; Rahimi et al 

2008). 

In the analysis on language learning strategies in section 6.1.5, it was found that 

gender and ethnicity had no correlation with language learning strategies of Fiji 

students. Similar results were also found in section 6.3.4 on gender and ethnicity 

and error analysis. Gender and ethnicity did not correlate with the types and 

frequency of errors made by the research subjects in this study. Therefore, this 

research has shown that variables such as gender, age and ethnicity did not have a 

bearing on academic language proficiency of Fiji students. All students have 

similar strengths and weaknesses in their academic language regardless of these 

three variables.  
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The key research question this study seeks to answer is if there is a correlation 

between the language learning strategies of Fiji students and proficiency in their 

academic language which is measured against error analysis. To this end the study 

used Pearson’s correlation, similar to many other studies (Green and Oxford, 

1995; Bremner, 2000; Nisbet et al, 2005; Olah, 2006; Al-Hebaishi, 2012;Ketabi 

and Mohammadi, 2012; Choudhary et al, 2013; ). A correlation shows the 

relationship between two variables. In this study the variables are language 

learning strategies and errors made in academic writing. In many studies 

researchers have used various test scores to determine a correlation between 

strategy use and proficiency (Politzer & McGroarty 1985; Bremner 1999; 

Dhanapala 2007; Ketabi & Mohammadi 2012). However, as previously discussed 

error analysis of the students’ written texts has been used in this study instead of 

scores achieved in each of the writing texts. By analyzing the learners’ errors, the 

learners’ internal constructs are highlighted, which Selinker (1972 cited in Lopez 

n.d.) calls ‘interlanguage’.  Also, errors also reveal something about the strategies 

of learning; they reveal “the association the learner makes with the material to 

learn” (Lopez n.d. p.678).  It is hoped that this method of analyzing proficiency 

has increased the validity and reliability of the study. Since the data was gathered 

in three ways, through diagnostic tests, assignments and final examination scripts, 

scores were given to the students at each stage by different markers. These scores 

are the total marks that a student receives for the final exam. In particular, the 

final exam scripts were marked by an entire team of teaching assistants of the 

EAP course. The researcher did not re-mark the papers to avoid any disparities in 

assessment; however, an error analysis was conducted using Markin 4 to 

determine the accuracy of language used. Some element of subjectivity comes in 

when different examiners mark the scripts; therefore, to minimize subjectivity and 

maintain validity and reliability of the data, it was decided that an error analysis 

conducted by the researcher would be the most objective strategy to use for 

language accuracy.  
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The hypothesis being tested is that the higher the use of strategies, the lower the 

errors should be in students’ academic writing. Pearson’s correlation has been 

used because the data is parametric as the variables use interval data.  

In the final analysis, the number of research participants reduced from 105 to 88. 

This is because 88 students sat for the final examinations and the written texts of 

this group of students could only be used for correlation with their strategy use. 

All statistical data pertaining to error analysis and strategy use is taken from this 

sample.  

Figure 42 below shows the results of Pearson’s correlation between language 

learning strategies and total errors from all the written texts analyzed which 

include diagnostic tests conducted under classroom conditions, assignments and a 

final examination. According to Cohen and Cohen (1983), a correlation 

coefficient of 0.22 indicates a small positive linear correlation. The significance is 

0.04, which is <0.05. Therefore the results are statistically significant. The null 

hypothesis is rejected. There is a small positive linear correlation between errors 

and learning strategies. These results show that as more writing strategies were 

used by students, there was an increase in the errors made in the students’ written 

work.                     

  Figure 42: Correlation between LLS and overall errors 

 Errors tot LLS total  

Errors tot Pearson Correlation 1 .220* 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .040 

N 88 88 

LLS total  Pearson Correlation .220* 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .040  

N 88 88 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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6.4.1 Correlation between strategy use and errors from the final examination 
Figure 43 below shows the means for error occurrence in the final examination 

and language learning strategies. The mean for error in the final examination was 

5.7. This means that in the final examination there was an average of 5.7 errors 

per participant and strategy use was 2.7. The overall strategy use remains 

medium, as 2.7 falls in the medium range of strategy use, according to Oxford 

(1990).  

                             Figure 43: Means of final exam errors and LLS  

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

Error 5.739 2.8696 88 

LLS 2.716 .3853 88 
 

The table below, Figure 44, shows the correlation between errors, language 

learning strategies, gender and ethnicity. The results show that the Pearson’s 

correlation between gender and error is -0.046 and significance is 0.672, 2-tailed. 

The interpretation for this data is that there is a negative linear correlation 

between gender and error. It also shows the direction in which the alternative 

hypothesis is going. The significance is >0.05, therefore H0, or the null 

hypothesis, is accepted: there is no correlation between gender and error. Male 

and female students do not demonstrate any major differences in the number and 

types of errors they made.  The results for gender and LLS show a correlation of 

0.174; this is a weak correlation and significance is 0.105, 2-tailed, which is 

>0.05; hence, H0 or the null hypothesis is accepted: there is no correlation 

between gender and LLS. There are no language learning strategies specific to 

males or females in this study. Similar results are shown for the correlation 

between ethnicity and errors and ethnicity and LLS.  The correlation between 

gender and ethnicity is also not statistically significant. This data can also be 

interpreted as meaningless because the two variables cannot be correlated. An 

increase in gender cannot lead to an increase in ethnicity. Therefore, the results 

for both, gender and ethnicity show that there is no correlation between gender, 

errors, ethnicity and strategy use. 
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The hypothesis being tested for the correlation between strategy use and errors 

made in the final examination is: 

H1: There is a correlation between strategy use and errors made in the final 

examination. 

 

     Figure 44: Correlations between strategy use and errors from final exam 
 Error LLS Gender Ethnicity 

Error 
 

Pearson Correlation 1 .355** -.046 -.156 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .001 .672 .147 

LLS Pearson Correlation .355** 1 .174 -.159 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001  .105 .140 

Gender Pearson Correlation -.046 .174 1 .101 

Sig. (2-tailed) .672 .105  .348 

Ethnicity Pearson Correlation -.156 -.159 .101 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .147 .140 .348 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 
The results in Figure 44 above show that the Pearson’s correlation between LLS 

and Error is 0.355. This is a moderate positive correlation between strategy use 

and errors made in the final examination. The significance is 0.001, 2-tailed; this 

means that the null hypothesis is rejected and H1 or the alternative hypothesis is 

accepted. There is a positive correlation between language learning strategies and 

errors made in the final examination. It is linear and moderate. As the use of 

writing strategies has increased, the number of errors made in the final 

examination has also increased. As discussed in chapter 5, in this study academic 

language proficiency is measured against error analysis. Consideration has been 

given to the fact that fewer errors may not necessarily mean higher proficiency as 

students can avoid using vocabulary and syntactical structures which they find 

difficult to handle. However, two analyses of the data have revealed that there is a 

positive linear correlation between the language learning strategies of Fiji students 

and number of errors made. Both analyses show that as more and more language 
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learning strategies are used, there is an increase in errors made. Therefore, the 

conclusion drawn is that language learning strategies do not have any significant 

correlation with language proficiency of the research subjects. The students have 

been taught certain writing strategies; however, these do not help them to improve 

their academic language proficiency.  

6.4.2  Individual strategies and correlation with errors from final examination 
 

Further analysis was done to see how individual strategies correlated with errors 

made in the final examination. Descriptive statistics of the two major categories 

of strategy use, (direct and indirect), and errors made in the final examination are 

shown in Figure 45 below. Metacognitive strategies have the highest mean 

followed very closely by cognitive, social, compensation, memory, and affective 

strategies.  

 

 
                                      Figure 45: Descriptive statistics LLS and errors 

 
Mean Std. Deviation N 

Mem total 63.4386 11.63448 88 

Cog total 72.8045 8.90163 88 

Comp total 67.6261 12.94803 88 

Meta total 75.7500 13.24072 88 

Affec total 59.3000 16.94593 88 

Soc total 69.4716 17.22654 88 

Errors 5.7386 2.86964 88 
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Figure 46 below shows the correlation between errors made in the final 

examination and individual strategies. The results show that overall individual 

strategies have no statistically significant correlation with errors; however, they 

are significantly correlated with one another. 

 

 
Figure 46: Correlations between individual strategies and errors made in the final examination 

 Mem total Cog total Comp total Meta total Affec total Soc total Errors 

Mem total Pearson Correlation 1 .582** .245* .585** .459** .456** -.091 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .021 .000 .000 .000 .400 

Cog total Pearson Correlation .582** 1 .296** .595** .347** .474** .021 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .005 .000 .001 .000 .849 

Comp total Pearson Correlation .245* .296** 1 .154 .320** .242* .033 

Sig. (2-tailed) .021 .005  .151 .002 .023 .763 

Meta total Pearson Correlation .585** .595** .154 1 .701** .577** .085 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .151  .000 .000 .432 

Affec total Pearson Correlation .459** .347** .320** .701** 1 .639** .177 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .001 .002 .000  .000 .100 

Soc total Pearson Correlation .456** .474** .242* .577** .639** 1 -.014 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .023 .000 .000  .894 

Errors Pearson Correlation -.091 .021 .033 .085 .177 -.014 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .400 .849 .763 .432 .100 .894  

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
 

The above results show there is a negative correlation between memory (-0.091) 

and social (-0.014) strategies with errors. But the correlation is < 0.1, therefore it 

can be considered negligible. The significance for both the strategies is >0.01, 2-

tailed, therefore the null hypothesis, H0, which states that there is no correlation 

between individual strategies, in this case, memory and social, is accepted. The 

results for cognitive, compensation and metacognitive strategies also show 

correlations which are <0.1 and significance >0.01. Therefore the null hypothesis, 

or H0, is accepted. Affective strategies show a small correlation but statistically 
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not significant. Consequently, the results of each individual strategy and its 

correlation with errors show that they are not statistically significant. 

Furthermore, a comparison was also made between direct and indirect strategies 

and correlation with errors. From the three direct strategies, memory strategies 

show a negative correlation with errors, with a p value >0.05.  As fewer memory 

strategies were used there was an increase in the number of errors. The other two 

direct strategies, cognitive and compensation, show similar results. Both have a 

very small positive linear correlation with errors, however significance is >0.05, 

therefore the null hypothesis is accepted. The results show there is no correlation 

between errors and direct strategies. Metacognitive and affective strategies also 

show small linear positive correlations with p>0.01. The results for social 

strategies are similar to memory. Both have a negative linear relationship with p 

values >0.05. The results for both direct and indirect strategies show that that the 

correlations are small positive or negative; however, they are not statistically 

significant. 

6.4.3 Correlations with Individual Strategies and Final Exam Marks 
An analysis was carried out to see if there was a correlation with strategy use and 

final exam marks. The table below, Figure 47, shows the descriptive statistics for 

this analysis. The mean of each strategy has been taken from Figure 48 below and 

analyzed thus: 

Mean >80 = High 

Mean between 65 and 79 = Medium 

Mean <65 = Low 

The mean mark for the final examination was about 67%.  
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        Figure 47: Descriptive Statistics: LLS and Final exam marks 

 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 

Mem total 63.4386 11.63448 88 
Cog total 72.8045 8.90163 88 
Comp total 67.6261 12.94803 88 
Meta total 75.7500 13.24072 88 
Affect  total 59.3000 16.94593 88 
Social total 69.4716 17.22654 88 
Final exam 66.7159 12.83758 88 

 

Figure 48 below shows the correlation between individual strategies and the final 

exam marks. The hypotheses being tested are: 

H0 or null hypothesis: There is no correlation between strategy use and final 

exam marks. 

H1 or alternative hypothesis: There is a correlation between strategy use and final 

exam marks.  

The objective of this study has been to see the correlation of strategy use with 

students’ academic language through error analysis of their written texts. The 

marks gained by the participants in their assignments and exam were not used as a 

measure of proficiency in academic language as explained earlier. Several tutors 

had marked the exam papers and an assumption was made that there could be an 

element of inconsistency and subjectivity in the marking. Nevertheless, this 

analysis was done to see what results it would generate as the two previous 

analyses reported above have shown that strategy use does not seem to have a 

correlation with the proficiency of students’ academic language. 

The results in figure 48 below show that there is a negative correlation with 

compensation, affective and social strategies. However, the correlation is only 

statistically significant with compensation strategies as significance is <0.05. This 

means that as more compensation strategies were used, there was an increase in 

the final exam marks. Pearson’s r for memory strategies is 0.062. This is a small 
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positive correlation; however, the significance is 0.567, which is >0.05 and 

therefore the null hypothesis is accepted: there is no correlation between memory 

strategies and errors. Metacognitive strategies show similar results; Pearson’s r is 

0.022 with a significance of 0.840, which is >0.05, and therefore H0 or the null 

hypothesis is once again accepted. Cognitive strategies also show a small positive 

linear correlation but not statistically significant, therefore H0 is accepted once 

again. The results show that of all the strategies, the use of only compensation 

strategies show a statistically significant correlation. Pearson’s correlation 

coefficient is negative 0.262 and significance is 0.014, therefore the null 

hypothesis or H0 is rejected. The use of compensation strategies shows an 

improvement in students’ final exam marks. Fewer errors in grammar and usage 

of the language would be a factor in the higher marks gained by the students. 

Figure 48: Correlations between individual strategies and final exam marks 

 
Mem total Cog total Comp total Meta total 

Affec 
total Soc total Final exam 

Mem total Pearson Correlation 1 .582** .245* .585** .459** .456** .062 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .021 .000 .000 .000 .567 

N 88 88 88 88 88 88 88 

Cog total Pearson Correlation .582** 1 .296** .595** .347** .474** .115 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .005 .000 .001 .000 .287 

N 88 88 88 88 88 88 88 

Comp total Pearson Correlation .245* .296** 1 .154 .320** .242* -.262* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .021 .005  .151 .002 .023 .014 

N 88 88 88 88 88 88 88 

Meta total Pearson Correlation .585** .595** .154 1 .701** .577** .022 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .151  .000 .000 .840 

N 88 88 88 88 88 88 88 

Affec total Pearson Correlation .459** .347** .320** .701** 1 .639** -.139 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .001 .002 .000  .000 .198 

N 88 88 88 88 88 88 88 

Soc total Pearson Correlation .456** .474** .242* .577** .639** 1 -.094 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .023 .000 .000 .384 

N 88 88 88 88 88 88 88 
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Final exam Pearson Correlation .062 .115 -.262* .022 -.139 -.094 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .567 .287 .014 .840 .198 .384  

N 88 88 88 88 88 88 88 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 

Overall, the above results do not show significant correlations between strategies 

and marks gained made in the final examination. Therefore, the conclusion from 

the analysis with the final exam marks is that overall there is no statistically 

significant relationship between the language learning strategies and academic 

proficiency of the participants. However, individually, the findings do show a 

correlation with compensation strategies.  

So far all the analyses conducted are pointing towards either negligible or no 

significant overall correlation of the learning strategies with students’ academic 

proficiency. 

6.4.4 Strategies used by successful and unsuccessful learners 
In spite of strategy use being medium for the participants, a further analysis was 

done to find which strategies were used most frequently by both successful and 

unsuccessful learners.  In this analysis, strategy use was mapped against both the 

errors made and the marks that the students gained in the final examination. 

Figures 50a and 50b below provide the details. Error percentage was calculated 

by counting the total number of errors in the 88 exam scripts. Each participant’s 

errors were counted and a percentage was calculated against the total number of 

errors made in the 88 scripts. Likewise, the exam marks were categorized into low 

medium and high. Strategy use was also categorized into low, medium and high. 

The details are given below in Figure 49: 
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                         Figure 49: Errors, marks and LLS 

   

 

 

The data in the above table shows that students with less than 10% errors were 

low strategy users and scored average marks, or had between C to C+ grade, in 

the final examination. Students with 10-15% errors scored above average with B 

to B+ grades while their strategy use was medium but inclining towards high. 

Students with more than 15% errors scored greater than 80% in the final exam 

and also were high strategy users. 

Figure 50a below shows that the highest usage of strategies occurred when errors 

and marks were both low. Low marks were scored for content, relevance of 

argument and structure. These essays did not have too many grammatical errors; 

however, their strategy use was high. On the other hand, high use of strategies 

also occurred with high errors and medium marks, while with medium use of 

strategies both errors and marks were medium as well. The best scenario is when 

students have high marks and low errors. In such a case the results show that only 

3% of the students used the strategies and the only strategies used were 

compensation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Error Marks LLS 
Low <10% 50-64% 2.5 
Medium 10-15% 65-79% 2.5-3.4 
High >15% >80% >3.4 
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Figure 50a: Strategies used by successful and unsuccessful learners 

  No % Mem Cog Com Meta Affec Social 
Low error Med marks med usage 34 38.6 6% 15% 24% 50% 6% 32% 
Low error Low marks med usage 18 21.6 5% 22% 33% 50% 0% 5% 
Low error High marks med usage 12 13.6 0% 8% 8% 58% 0% 42% 
Low error low marks low usage 11 12.5 18% 9% 27% 55% 0% 9% 
Low error med marks low usage 5 5.7 0% 40% 20% 40% 0% 0% 
Low err high marks low usage 3 3 0 0 100% 0 0 0 
Low err low marks high usage 1 1 100% 93% 83% 100% 100% 100% 
High error med marks high usage 2 2 89% 93% 83% 100% 0 100% 
Med error med marks med usage 1 1 77% 78% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Med error low marks low usage 1 1 67% 64% 67% 44% 50% 33% 
Total 88 100 
 

Overall, participants with low errors and medium marks used metacognitive, 

social and compensation strategies while participants with low errors and high 

marks also used the same strategies. Therefore, these results also show that 

strategy usage does not have any significant correlation with the reduction of 

errors or increase in marks in the final examination. 

Figures 50a above and 50b below reveal that regardless of the number of errors 

made or the marks gained in the final examination, the most common strategies 

used by all learners are metacognitive. Both successful and unsuccessful learners 

use almost the same strategies. The results show that strategy use does not have 

any correlation with proficiency in academic language of Fiji students. 38.6% of 

the research subjects fall in the category of medium strategy users with medium 

marks and low errors. Medium marks fall in the range of 65% - 79% and medium 

errors fall in the category of <10% errors made in the final examination. As can 

be seen from the two tables, metacognitive strategies are used with a frequency 

greater than 40%. In some cases there is 100% usage. Where the student numbers 

are 3 and below, they show high strategy use going up to 100% usage rate for 

more than one category. Memory and affective strategies are used with 
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significantly low frequency while social and compensation have been used more 

frequently than cognitive strategies. 

Figure 50b: Summary of successful and unsuccessful strategies 

Most frequent Strategies used  

Low error Med marks med usage Metacognitive, social, compensation 

Low error Low marks med usage Metacognitive, compensation, cognitive 

Low error High marks med usage Metacognitive, social 

Low error low marks low usage Metacognitive,  compensation, memory 

Low error med marks low usage Metacognitive, cognitive, compensation 

Low error high marks low usage Compensation 

Low error low marks high usage All strategies 

High error med marks high usage All strategies except compensation 

Med error med marks med usage All strategies 

Med error low marks low usage Memory, compensation, cognitive, affective 

 

6.4.5 Conclusion 
The results of this study have revealed the following: 

1. Tertiary students in Fiji are medium users of language learning strategies. The 

most common strategy used by them is metacognitive followed by cognitive, 

social and compensation strategies. The least frequently used strategies are 

memory and affective. 

2. There is no significant relationship between gender, ethnicity and strategy use. 

Even though there were individual differences in strategy use between males and 

females and I-Taukei and Fijian Indian participants, the overall results show no 

significant differences in strategy use between either the two genders or the ethnic 

groups. 

3.  The five most common errors made by students in academic writing are in: 

punctuation, word choice, unnecessary text, repetition and agreement. Other 

errors occur in the use of plurals, prepositions and incomprehensible text. 
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4. The results have shown that gender and ethnicity do not have any correlation with 

the type and frequency of errors. Both genders and ethnic groups make similar 

errors with similar frequencies.  

5. The results have shown no significant correlation between strategy use and 

proficiency in students’ academic language. 
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Chapter 7 Discussion 
 

After reporting the results of the study in chapter 6, this chapter will now provide 

an analysis of the data. The discussion will be centered on the questions which 

help to answer the key research question: what is the correlation between 

language learning strategies of tertiary students in Fiji and their academic 

writing skills? The discussion of the results will be presented in the following 

order: 

7.1  SILL questionnaire analysis 

7.2  Interview analysis 

 7.3  Error analysis from diagnostic tests, assignments and final exam 

 7.4    Using a discourse analysis approach to teach 

 7.5 Correlations between LLS and academic writing skills 

 

It will begin with an analysis of strategy use discussing the main trends shown in 

each of the six language learning strategies used followed by interview data 

analysis. It will then discuss the data from the error analysis and, finally, it will 

consider the inferences drawn about the correlation of strategy use with academic 

language proficiency. 

 7.1  SILL QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS 
 

 Research question:  

 What language learning strategies are used by Fiji students? Is there a 

 relationship between strategy use and gender/ethnicity? 
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 7.1.1  Discussion of overall strategy use 
The findings of this study reveal that the mean strategy use is similar to many 

studies conducted on both second and foreign language learners (Watanabe 1990; 

Ya-Ling Wu 2008; Zare 2012; Nguyen and Ho 2013). Hence, the results are not 

unexpected. Even though English is the second language, as opposed to a foreign 

language, of most people in Fiji, strategy use has been medium, unlike some 

studies in other SL contexts where learners have reported high strategy use (Green 

and Oxford 1995). However, the findings of this study show some consistencies 

with Politzer and McGroarty’s study (1985). The results show that proficiency in 

English language does not always relate to the broad category of strategies but 

certain individual strategies have shown some association with learners’ 

proficiency.  

The language situation in Fiji is somewhat unique. Although the population mix 

comprises two major ethnic groups, the indigenous, or I-Taukei, Fijians and the 

Fijian Indians, descendants of indentured Indian labourers who were brought by 

the colonial government of Great Britain in the 1870s, the lingua franca has 

always been English. Effectively, English is not only the principal second 

language; it may even share the first language position for many children born in 

the last two decades in Fiji. Business, entertainment, education and, quite often 

casual discourse, are usually conducted in English. This would occur not only 

between people of two different ethnicities but also between people of the same 

ethnic groups. It is quite common to hear young people from the same ethnic 

background conversing with each other in English in the corridors of the 

university or walking around the shops in the towns and cities. Hence, Fiji shares 

more features with countries such as India and Malaysia where English is a 

second language than with countries where English is a foreign language, such as 

China and Korea. 

Research on language learning strategies has found that all learners use strategies 

of some kind (Shmais 2003); however, differences occur according to variables 

such as age, gender, ethnicity, background, early childhood experiences and 
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teaching and learning styles (Chamot and Kupper 1989). It is a general consensus 

of most researchers that language proficiency is related to strategy use. Successful 

learners “orchestrate and combine their use of strategies in effective ways” 

(Chamot & Kupper 1989; O’Malley and Chamot 1990; Oxford 1993 cited in 

Shmais 2003) which helps learners in promoting their own achievement in 

language (Hong 2006). 

As stated earlier, the analysis of the SILL questionnaires in this study shows that 

the research subjects from the University of the South Pacific in Fiji are overall 

medium users of the six strategies. According to Oxford (1990 p.300) medium 

users mean strategy use range between 2.5 and 3.4. The overall mean strategy use 

in this study was 2.8. Similar results have been found in many other studies 

(Green and Oxford 1995; Griffiths 2004; Hong 2006; Tsan 2008, Deneme 2008; 

Boyce 2009).  

There could be many reasons for these results. Quite often the strategies that 

students use to learn a language are unobservable; however, the use of these 

strategies may be manifested in certain behaviour. As this is a self-reporting 

exercise, the results of the questionnaire must be accepted. Nevertheless, it is 

possible that learners may not have understood all the questions correctly and 

therefore their response may not be a correct reflection of the behaviour that is 

being tested (Ellis 1994). Also, they may not have understood their own complex 

cognitive processes; hence, they were not able to report accurately (Cohen 1998). 

Finally, the learners’ level of motivation, biases, self-deception and tendencies to 

over-generalize can also affect the results (Dornyei 2003). 

Figure 51 below represents the findings for overall strategy use of the 105 

research participants. This number includes the 10 additional students who were 

interviewed and took part in the longitudinal study. As discussed earlier, 

metacognitive and cognitive strategies were used most frequently while memory 

and affective strategies were used least frequently. Similar studies (Tsan 2008) 

were conducted with Taiwanese undergraduate students who were also medium 
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strategy users; however, they used compensation strategies most frequently 

followed by cognitive and metacognitive while affective was also used least 

frequently. 

Figure 51: Overall strategy use 

 

 

Figure 52 below summarizes the SILL results for all strategies item by item.  

 

Figure 52: Mean strategy use of all strategies 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 Mean 
Memory 2.9 2.8 3 3 2.2 1.5 2.2 2.7 2.6 2.5 
Cognitive 2.6 2.3 2.7 2.9 2.9 3.6 3.1 3.6 3.6 2.7 2.6 2.9 2.6 2.6 2.9 

Compensation 3 2.9 2.1 2.5 2.5 3.2 2.7 
Metacognitive 3.2 3.5 3.4 3.4 2.5 2.5 2.8 3 3.1 3 

Affective 2.7 3 2.4 2.3 1.7 2.1 2.4 
Social 3.2 2.6 2.7 2.5 3.2 2.4 2.8 

 

To further analyze strategy use, the most and least commonly used strategies were 
grouped according to their mean usage. The criteria used are as follows: 

Mean strategy >3.4 = high usage or “most popular” strategies.  

Mean strategy >2.9 but <3.4 = medium usage or “quite popular” strategies.  

Mean strategy >2.4 but <2.9 = low usage or “somewhat popular” strategies.  

Mean strategy <2.4 = very low usage or “unpopular” strategies. 

 

0
1
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3
4

Mean 

Mean
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According to Figure 52 above, there are only four strategies that have been in the 

“most popular” group. These strategies were used on an average of 80% of the 

time. Of these, three are cognitive or direct strategies and one is a metacognitive 

or an indirect strategy. The “most popular strategies” are: 

Cognitive: 

� Item 6: I watch English language TV shows or go to English movies (3.6). 

� Item 8: I write notes, messages, letters, or reports in English (3.6). 

� Item 9: I first skim an English passage (read over the passage quickly) 

then go back and read carefully (3.6). 

Metacognitive:  

Item 2: I notice my English mistakes and use that information to help me do 

better (3.5). 

This is an important result. High use of metacognitive and cognitive strategies 

is often associated with experienced learners with high proficiency (Roehr 

2004). The results show that those learners who use metacognitive and 

cognitive strategies more frequently are proficient learners as these strategies 

are usually used by more experienced and advanced learners.  While 

metacognitive strategies allow the learners to evaluate and monitor their 

learning, cognitive strategies are used for linking new information and 

analyzing it. However, their strategy use did not have any significant impact 

on the reduction of errors in the final analysis. Though the number of errors 

may have reduced numerically, they were consistent in percentage and type 

with the errors made in the diagnostic test and assignments. 

There are twelve strategies which have been categorized as “quite popular.”  

As the name suggests, these strategies were not as popular as those in “most 

popular,” but they were used quite frequently, on average of 66% of the time. 
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Of these, two are memory, one cognitive, two compensation, five 

metacognitive, one affective and two social strategies. Five of these are direct 

strategies and seven are indirect strategies. The “quite popular” strategies are:  

Memory: 2 

� Item 3: I connect the sound of an English word and an image or picture of 

the word to help me remember the word (3). 

� Item 4: I remember a new English word by making a mental picture of a 

situation in which the word might be used (3). 

Cognitive: 1 

� Item 7: I read for pleasure in English (3.1). 

Compensation: 2 

� Item 1: To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses (3). 

� Item 6: If I can't think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that 

means the same thing (3.2). 

Metacognitive: 5 

� Item 1: I try to find as many ways as I can to use my English (3.2). 

� Item 3: I pay attention when someone is speaking English (3.4). 

� Item 4: I try to find out how to be a better learner of English (3.4). 

� Item 8: I have clear goals for improving my English skills (3). 

� Item 9: I think about my progress in learning English (3.1). 

Affective: 1 

� Item 2: I encourage myself to speak English even when I am afraid of 

making a mistake (3). 
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Social: 2 

� Item 1: If I do not understand something in English, I ask the other person 

to slow down or say it again (3.2). 

� Item 5: I ask questions in English (3.2). 

Metacognitive strategies are once again the most popular strategies. Five 

strategies have been used with high mean usage while only one cognitive 

strategy has been used. Memory, compensation and social strategies have 

been used equally, in number and mean usage. The results show that 

individual strategies have been used with high frequency; however, this does 

not significantly impact proficiency in academic language. 

By far the largest category is the “somewhat popular” one with twenty three 

strategies and a mean usage between 2.5 and 3. In this category the strategies 

were used on average 50% of the time. There are sixteen direct strategies and 

seven indirect strategies designated as “somewhat popular.”  Cognitive 

strategies were most popular with nine items in this category. They are as 

follows: 

Memory: 4 

� Item 1: I think of the relationships between what I already know and new 

things I learn in English (2.9). 

� Item 2: I use new English words in a sentence so I can remember them 

(2.8). 

� Item 8: I review English lessons often (2.7). 

� Item 9: I remember the new words or phrases by remembering their 

location on the page, on the board, or on a street sign (2.6). 
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Cognitive 9: 

� Item 1: I say or write new English words several times (2.6). 

� Item 3: I practise the sounds of English (2.7). 

� Item 4: I use the English word I know in different ways (2.9). 

� Item 5: I start conversations in English (2.9). 

� Item 10: I look for words in my own language that are similar to new 

words in English (2.7). 

� Item 11: I try to find patterns in English (2.6). 

� Item 12: I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it into parts 

that I understand (2.9). 

� Item 13: I try not to translate word-for-word (2.6). 

� Item 14: I make summaries of information that I hear or read in English 

(2.6). 

Compensation: 3 

� Item 2: When I can't think of a word during a conversation in English, I 

use gestures (2.9). 

� Item 4: I read English without looking up every new word (2.5). 

� Item 5: I try to guess what the other person will say next in English (2.5). 

 

Metacognitive: 3 

� Item 5: I plan my schedule so I have enough time to study English (2.5). 

� Item 6: I look for people I can talk to in English (2.5). 
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� Item 7: I look for opportunities to read as much as possible in English 

(2.8). 

Affective: 1 

� Item 1: I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using English (2.7). 

Social: 3 

� Item 2: I ask English speakers to correct me when I talk (2.6). 

� Item 3: I practice my English with other students (2.7). 

� Item 4: I ask for help from English speakers (2.5). 

 

The above results show that students use cognitive strategies quite often, 

however, with medium frequency. Memory strategies were slightly more 

popular than metacognitive, compensation and social in this category, though 

the frequency was medium. Memory strategies are associated with learners 

with low levels of proficiency. The high usage of cognitive strategies imply 

once again that increased usage of strategies in not indicative of increased 

proficiency. 

 

Ten strategies have been found to be “unpopular” with means below 2.5.  

These strategies were used less than 40% of the time. There are five direct and 

five indirect strategies in this category. None of the metacognitive strategies 

are in this category while only one strategy from the cognitive group has made 

it to this list.  Memory and affective strategies have the most items in the 

“unpopular” category. They are as follows: 

Memory: 3 

� Item 5: I use rhymes to remember new English words (2.2). 

� Item 6: I use flashcards to remember new English words (1.5). 

� Item 7: I physically act out new English words (2.2). 
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Cognitive: 1 

� Item 2: I try to talk like native English speakers (2.3). 

Compensation: 1 

� Item 3: I make up new words if I do not know the right ones in English. 

(2.1). 

Affective: 4 

� Item 3: I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in English (2.4). 

� Item 4: I notice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying English (2.3). 

� Item 5: I write down my feelings in a language learning diary (1.7). 

� Item 6: I talk to someone else about how I feel when I am learning English 

(2.1). 

Social: 1 

� Item 6: I try to learn about the culture of English speakers (2.4).  

The above results once again show that more memory and affective strategies 

are unpopular in comparison with cognitive, compensation and social 

strategies. The learners display an active and involved participation in their 

learning process. They are making conscious efforts and decisions to choose 

their language learning strategies. 

7.1.2       Memory and affective strategies 
Memory strategies, as the name suggests, are techniques which learners use to 

store information and retrieve later. They deal with mental processes such as 

creating mental linkages, applying images and sounds, reviewing and 

employing action (Oxford, 1990, p.17). Affective strategies deal with the 

emotional state of the learner. These strategies help to reduce anxiety, manage 

stress and take the learner’s emotional temperature (ibid.). They help the 
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learners to gain better control and handle their emotions related to language 

learning. 

Memory and affective strategies recorded significantly lower usage than the 

other four and a majority of their strategies have been unpopular with the 

participants. Their means were 2.5 and 2.4 respectively. Similar results were 

found by Dhanapala (2007) in a comparative study between Sri Lankan and 

Japanese learners. The Sri Lankan learners also used memory and affective 

strategies least frequently while the Japanese learners used affective and social 

strategies least frequently, though the means for memory strategy use were 

2.77 for Sri Lankan students and 2.76 for the Japanese students (p.157). 

In the SILL questionnaire memory strategies had nine items while affective 

had six. Items 1 to 4 of memory strategies had relatively higher mean ratings 

than the rest of the memory strategies. These were: 

� Item 1: I think of the relationships between what I already know and new 

things I learn in English (2.9). 

� Item 2: I use new English words in a sentence so I can remember them 

(2.8). 

� Item 3: I connect the sound of an English word and an image or picture of 

the word to help me remember the word (3). 

� Item 4: I remember a new English word by making a mental picture of a 

situation in which the word might be used (3). 

 

Items 5, 6 and 7 had the lowest means. These were: 

� Item 5: I use rhymes to remember new English words (2.2). 

� Item 6: I use flashcards to remember new English words (1.5). 

� Item 7: I physically act out new English words (2.2). 

 

Items 8 and 9 were rated in between the two ends. These were: 
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� Item 8: I review English lessons often (2.7). 

� Item 9: I remember new words or phrases by remembering their location 

on the page,    on the board, or on a street sign (2.6). 

 

The relatively high means of items 2 and 3 shows that students are using 

visual images of words and situations to help remember that word, albeit with 

very low frequency. They are also using strategies such as thinking of the 

relationships between what they already know and the new things they learn 

in English as well as using new vocabulary in sentences so that they can 

remember them. Reviewing English lessons and remembering new words by 

remembering their location on the page or street are also strategies used with a 

medium frequency.  

 

Nevertheless, the significantly low usage of memory strategies is surprising as 

quite often teachers are under the notion that students rely heavily on rote 

learning, especially since there is a lot of importance given to success in 

national examinations. These results contradict such stereotypes. The learners 

are at different levels of proficiency and therefore they use strategies with 

different frequencies. It is possible that more advanced learners prefer to use 

those strategies suited to their level of learning.  It could also be that students 

are not aware of how to use these strategies effectively. 

The first four memory items, which show overall high usage, seem to be the 

type of strategies expected of students at this level who have an average age of 

19 and are first year undergraduates, majority of who are also straight out of 

high school. Items 5 – 7 seem to be less used because they are strategies more 

often used by lower level learners, such as those in primary schools. It could 

also be that the individual SILL items in this category may not all be relevant 

to the participants or they have not fully comprehended what these strategies 

are about, and therefore the overall usage is low. 
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There are six items in the SILL for affective strategies. The results show that 

Item 2 has the highest mean of them. The six items and their individual means 

are as follows:  

� Item 1: I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using English (2.7). 

� Item 2: I encourage myself to speak English even when I am afraid of 

making a mistake (3). 

� Item 3: I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in English (2.4). 

� Item 4: I notice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying English (2.3). 

� Item 5: I write down my feelings in a language learning diary (1.7). 

� Item 6: I talk to someone else about how I feel when I am learning English 

(2.1). 

Learners’ emotional state, anxieties, attitudes and self-esteem have a big 

influence on their learning experiences (Rossiter 2003). The results show that 

the top three strategies used by the students in this study are items, 2, 1 and 3, 

and this suggests that they use some form of self-encouragement and 

conscious effort to relieve themselves of anxiety and stress. Items 4, 5 and 6 

have the lowest usage rate. Strategies such as writing feelings in a diary or 

discussing them with others are not popular. These strategies are used often by 

advanced learners and the low usage rate by the research participants suggests 

that they may not have reached that level of learning. Also, writing is not a 

popular macro skill with many students; therefore the low frequency of this 

strategy is quite consistent with students’ attitudes towards written work. 

Interviews with three secondary school teachers have revealed that writing 

essays is not a popular activity with most students. Therefore, strategies which 

require students to write their feelings are also not popular. 
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7.1.3          Cognitive, metacognitive and social strategies  
As discussed earlier, cognitive strategies are techniques that transform or 

manipulate the language in some direct way, for example, through reasoning, 

analysis, note-taking, grouping and translating (Brown 2007) while 

metacognitive strategies are used indirectly by the learners to plan, monitor 

and evaluate their learning (Zare 2012). Social strategies are used by the 

learners when they cooperate with their peers and use other people in their 

language learning process (Oxford and Crookall 1989). 

There are fourteen items in the cognitive strategies, the highest in the SILL. 

The items and their individual means are as follows:  

� Item 1: I say or write new English words several times (2.6). 

� Item 2: I try to talk like native English speakers (2.3). 

� Item 3: I practise the sounds of English (2.7). 

� Item 4: I use the English words I know in different ways (2.9). 

� Item 5: I start conversations in English (2.9). 

� Item 6: I watch English language TV shows or go to English movies (3.6). 

� Item 7: I read for pleasure in English (3.1). 

� Item 8: I write notes, messages, letters, or reports in English (3.6). 

� Item 9: I first skim an English passage (read over the passage quickly) 

then go back and read carefully (3.6). 

� Item 10: I look for words in my own language that are similar to new 

words in English (2.7). 

� Item 11: I try to find patterns in English (2.6). 
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� Item 12: I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it into parts 

that I understand (2.9). 

� Item 13: I try not to translate word-for-word (2.6). 

� Item 14: I make summaries of information that I hear or read in English 

(2.6). 

Even though metacognitive strategies have the highest overall usage with a 

mean of 3, the results for cognitive strategies show items 6, 8 and 9 have the 

highest usage of all with a mean of 3.6. This is an important result. The 

research participants are high users of certain cognitive strategies which 

involve watching English TV programs and movies as a means to learn 

English. Writing notes, letters and reports in English and skim reading an 

article or comprehension passage are also used with a high frequency. This 

shows that learners are thinking about their learning. They are able to identify 

what strategies will benefit them. However, the lowest mean, 2.3, is for 

strategy 2. The results show that trying to talk like a native speaker was not a 

popular strategy. Therefore imitation and memorization, as observed in 

memory strategies, are not the strategies these learners like to use. It is also 

interesting to note that while the overall mean for cognitive strategies is 2.9, it 

is 3 for metacognitive strategies, a difference of 0.1. In comparison, 

metacognitive strategies have only one item with a mean of 3.5 and in the 

“most popular” category while social strategies results show that items 1 and 5 

are also popular strategies, with a mean of 3.2. The overall mean difference of 

0.1 between cognitive and metacognitive strategies is a very small difference. 

However, the difference remains and the results have shown that cognitive, 

metacognitive and social strategies have been the most popular strategies with 

the research participants.  

These are interesting results. Firstly, it shows that these students are thinking 

and taking control of their learning. They have worked out what strategies 
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they will use to improve their learning. As discussed earlier, cognitive and 

metacognitive strategies are used by more advanced and experienced learners. 

The high usage of these strategies suggests that the learners in this study are 

advanced and experienced learners. They resort to appropriate strategies to 

help them improve proficiency, however, the use of strategies do not 

significantly improve their proficiency levels.  

There are nine items in the category for metacognitive strategies. The items 

and their individual means are as follows: 

� Item 1: I try to find as many ways as I can to use my English (3.2). 

� Item 2: I notice my English mistakes and use that information to help me 

do better (3.5). 

� Item 3: I pay attention when someone is speaking English (3.4). 

� Item 4: I try to find out how to be a better learner of English (3.4). 

� Item 5: I plan my schedule so I have enough time to study English (2.5). 

� Item 6: I look for people I can talk to in English (2.5). 

� Item 7: I look for opportunities to read as much as possible in English 

(2.8). 

� Item 8: I have clear goals for improving my English skills (3). 

� Item 9: I think about my progress in learning English (3.1). 

These are strategies for planning and self-monitoring.  The results show that 

except for items 5, 6 and 7, the rest of the strategies are “quite popular” with a 

mean usage of 3 and above. Item 2 has a mean of 3.5 which falls in the “most 

popular” category but it is followed very closely by items 3 and 4 with a mean 

of 3.4.  The low use of strategies such as making time for English language 

learning, looking for skilled English language speakers for conversational 
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opportunities and reading as much as possible in English reveal that students 

do not use these strategies consciously or deliberately to advance themselves 

in English language. These results show that there are significant differences 

between students and how they approach individual strategy use. Yet, in the 

overall analysis, the use of strategies does not impact significantly on 

improvement in students’ grammatical knowledge.  

Nevertheless, the results show that students are able to take control of their 

own learning. In  promoting  the  concept  of  language  learning  strategies,   

teachers  need  to  know how  they  can  make  learning  more  relevant  and  

meaningful. They  need  to  help  learners  identify  their  own  learning  

strategies  which  will  eventually  strengthen their metacognitive strategies.  

However, before  doing  that, teachers  should  also take  into  consideration  

individual  differences, needs, interests, goals  and  motivation for  learning. 

Therefore, in  teaching  learners  how  to  learn, the  teacher  can  help  

facilitate  the  learning  process  by  introducing  and  equipping  them  with  

new  learning  strategies. 

Social strategies are used when interacting with other learners and 

opportunities to improve and practise the language are available. Its overall 

mean is 2.8 and is very close to cognitive strategies with an overall mean of 

2.9. Its six items and individual means are as follows: 

� Item 1: If I do not understand something in English, I ask the other person 

to slow down or say it again (3.2). 

� Item 2: I ask English speakers to correct me when I talk (2.6). 

� Item 3: I practice my English with other students (2.7). 

� Item 4: I ask for help from English speakers (2.5). 

� Item 5: I ask questions in English (3.2). 

� Item 6: I try to learn about the culture of English speakers (2.4). 
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Items 1 and 5 have been popular strategies with a mean of 3.2 while the rest of 

the items had medium usage to low, being “somewhat popular” or 

“unpopular.” These results show that students socialize using the English 

language in their daily lives  and use those opportunities to learn from each 

other; however, they are reluctant to be corrected by their peers or do not 

correct each other. One of the reasons for this may have to do with cultural 

protocols and as such, rules of politeness in their cultures may be an 

influential factor. In Fiji, among both the major ethnic groups, indigenous 

Fijians and Fijians of Indian descent, certain customary rules prevent people 

from correcting each other’s mistakes in spoken discourse. This may be an 

influencing factor on the low usage rate of these three strategies. Nevertheless, 

social strategies had the third highest usage among the six strategies, only 

preceded by cognitive and metacognitive strategies. 

7.1.4      Compensation strategies 
As the name suggests, compensation strategies are used to make up for 

missing knowledge. The overall mean is 2.7. The six items and their 

individual means are as follows:  

� Item 1: To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses (3). 

� Item 2: When I can't think of a word during a conversation in English, I 

use gestures (2.9). 

� Item 3: I make up new words if I do not know the right ones in English 

(2.1). 

� Item 4: I read English without looking up every new word (2.5). 

� Item 5: I try to guess what the other person will say next in English (2.5). 

� Item 6: If I can't think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that 

means the same thing (3.2). 

 

Item 1 and 6 are “quite popular” with a mean of 3 and 3.2 respectively, 

followed by item 2, which is somewhat popular, with a mean usage of 2.9. 
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Item 3 is in the “unpopular” category with a mean use of 2.1 while items 4 

and 5 are “somewhat popular” strategies with a mean use of 2.5. The results 

show that the strategies which are “somewhat popular” or “unpopular” are not 

easy to use for less advanced learners. A small number of the research 

participants have a proficiency level of intermediate or upper intermediate. 

The strategies which have a low usage rate are used by more advanced 

learners as shown in Figures 53a and 53b. Items 1 and 6 correspond with the 

participants’ proficiency levels. It could be plausible that compensation 

strategies are used by more advanced learners because they have the 

confidence and the required base knowledge to make more informed guesses. 

The low level learners do not use these strategies often because they have not 

reached that level of proficiency and consequently do not have the experience 

to make intelligent guesses. 

7.1.5         Strategy use between gender and ethnic groups 
The second part of research question one focused on differences between 

gender and ethnicity in strategy use. The table below, Figure 53 shows the 

results of gender and ethnicity analysis.  

Figure 53: Strategy use by gender and ethnicity 

  Males Females I-Taukei Fijian Indians NFNFI 
Memory 13% 16% 10% 44% 25% 
Cognitive 32% 50% 40% 43% 75% 
Compensation 23% 39% 53% 21% 75% 
Metacognitive 48% 58% 63% 45% 75% 
Affective 13% 25% 33% 13% 50% 
Social 35% 44% 57% 31% 75% 
Mean 27.3% 38.6% 42.6% 32.8% 62.5% 

 

Strategy use for the group Non Fijians Non Fijian Indians (NFNFI) shows high 

percentages because of their very small sample size of four. The results show that 

Fijian Indians are the highest users of memory strategies with a 44% usage rate while 

the I-Taukei participants (indigenous Fijians) have used them at a rate of 10%. 
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Cognitive strategies have been used almost equally by both the ethnic groups, 40% by 

the I-Taukei and 43% by the Fijian Indians, though usage by the Fijian Indians is 

greater by 3%. On the other hand, the I-Taukei participants have the highest usage of 

compensation strategies, 53%, disregarding the Non Fijian Non Fijian Indian 

(NFNFI) group as their sample size was four, therefore, no conclusions can be drawn 

for such a small sample. I-Taukei participants also have the highest usage of 

metacognitive strategies, 63%, with the Fijian Indian participants having a lower rate 

of 45%.   

An interesting result is the higher use of affective strategies, 33%, by I-Taukei 

participants compared with the Fijian Indians whose usage rate is 13%. Affective 

strategies are used when learning becomes frustrating and students become anxious 

and apprehensive. Strategies such as trying to relax or talking and joking to peers and 

friends about one’s feelings are helpful when the learning becomes stressful. The I-

Taukei students’ greater use of affective strategies shows that they have ways to deal 

with the problems they encounter in English language learning. They are aware of 

their emotional problems and make conscious efforts to overcome their anxieties. 

Teachers can also help learners overcome their anxieties by creating friendly, 

supportive and a relaxed classroom atmosphere where students are encouraged to take 

risks, thus facilitating learning.  

Similar results have also been seen for social strategies. I-Taukei participants in total 

have a much higher usage rate, at 57%, than the Fijian Indian participants at 31%. 

Social strategies are often used when learners expose themselves to the target 

language by socializing with native speakers, listening to the radio, watching TV and 

films or reading books (Oxford 1990). These strategies are helpful in the acquisition 

of all four macro skills. The high use of social strategies by I-Taukei participants also 

reflects their communal way of life. I-Taukei students often come from extended 

family backgrounds, even if they reside in urban or peri-urban areas. Living 

communally requires cooperation and interaction among family members. The social 

interaction and information exchange enables them to cooperate and develop 
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interpersonal skills. Therefore, the high use of social strategies by I-Taukei learners 

may be a reflection of their communal way of life. 

The results of ethnicity analysis show that I-Taukei participants are greater users of 

the strategies and use more indirect strategies while Fijian Indians use more direct 

strategies. I-Taukei students use strategies which allow for more in control of their 

learning. They are able to plan and evaluate their learning experiences and use 

strategies which include their whole person in the learning. Their greater use of 

affective and social strategies shows that they can take their emotional temperature 

while being able to cooperate and empathize with others. These are important 

findings as they reveal that I-Taukei students can excel in their studies unlike the 

myth that Fijian Indian students are better academically. The results show that I-

Taukei students can perform very well academically as they are aware of how to 

monitor and control their learning. Creating this awareness and conscious teaching of 

strategies will have the impact that this study is seeking. 

These differences between the two ethnic groups are attributed to their cultural 

differences. I-Taukei participants come from a communal culture where social 

interaction while living in a village environment is very much a part of their 

upbringing and therefore they use social strategies more frequently than Fijian Indian 

participants. This does not imply that Fijian Indian participants are any less social. 

However, the cultural differences seem to be at interplay here. The Fijian Indian 

culture over the years has become more individualistic and is moving away from the 

communal way of life. This may be impacting upon their strategy use. 

The graph below, Figure 54, shows strategy use by the three ethnic groups. As stated 

earlier, the sample size for the non-Fijian/non-Fijian Indian was too small to draw any 

conclusions.  
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Figure 54: Strategy use between ethnic groups 

 

As for gender analysis, the results have shown that both males and females use 

metacognitive strategies; however, females are also greater users of cognitive and 

social strategies. 

The graph below, Figure 55, shows the differences in strategy use between males 

and females. 

Figure 55: Strategy use between males and females 

 

The results show that overall females are higher strategy users. This result has 

been found in other studies as well (eg. Politzer 1983; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; 

Peacock and Ho, 2003). Green and Oxford (1995), in a study done with Puerto 

Rican students, also found that female students had a higher usage rate of 

language learning strategies than male students. In fact, the trends show some 

significant similarities. Previous SILL studies undertaken in other parts of the 

world have shown significant differences between strategy use and variables such 

as gender, ethnicity and age (Green and Oxford 1995; Oxford and Nyikos 1989 

and Watanabe 1990).  
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A comparison was done to see if there were any differences between the males 

and females of each ethnic group. The graph, in Figure 56 below, shows a 

comparison in strategy use between the male I-Taukei (indigenous Fijians) and 

Fijian Indians. 

Figure 56:  Strategy use between males 

 

Some similarities and differences can be seen between the male students of the 

two ethnic groups. Both the groups are low users of memory strategies; however, 

Fijian Indian participants show a higher usage of cognitive, metacognitive and 

social strategies while use of compensation and affective strategies decline 

sharply. An interesting result is that Fijian Indian males show a higher use of 

social strategies than male I-Taukei participants. Earlier, it was seen that overall I-

Taukei participants had higher use of social strategies. However, when the males 

of the two groups are compared, the results have changed. This may have resulted 

due to the inclusion of the female results which show a higher usage of social 

strategies. The females were greater in number in the total sample. Nevertheless, 

both the male groups use metacognitive strategies the most. 

The graph below, Figure 57, shows the differences in strategy use between female 

I-Taukei and Fijian Indians. 
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Figure 57: Strategy use between females 

 

The trends are overall similar; however, female Fijians are higher users of 

learning strategies than their Fijian Indian counterparts. Both the groups show a 

high usage of cognitive, metacognitive and social strategies. Compensation 

strategies are used less frequently by female Fijian Indians, similar to male Fijian 

Indians. This in contrast to the study done by Ehrman and Oxford (1990) which 

found no distinct differences between the two genders while Politzer (1983) found 

that more females used language learning strategies than males. Green and Oxford 

(1995) found that females used one direct and three indirect strategies from the 

six groups in Oxford’s (1990) taxonomy more frequently than males; these were 

memory, metacognitive, affective and social. They also identified fourteen 

individual strategies that females used more often than males. This led them to the 

conclusion that females used LLS more than males. 

Nguyen Trong Nhan and Ho Thi Lai (2013) also found that both males and 

females were medium users of the strategies However, contrary to the 

expectations of the researchers, it was found that males were greater strategy 

users than females. Males used direct strategies more frequently while females 

used indirect strategies more often. The study also showed that males used 

compensation and social strategies more while females were greater users of 

memory and affective strategies. It seemed that the males used opportunities to 

interact with others in the target language through their high usage of social 

strategies while using compensation strategies to overcome their deficiencies in 

their knowledge of the target language similar to the results in this study. 
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7.1.6 SILL questionnaire analysis of the interviewees 

 
An analysis of the 18 interviewees’ SILL questionnaire was done separately to see 

if the results were any different from the overall results. Figure 58 below shows 

the mean strategy use of the 18 participants in comparison with the overall mean 

and rank. The results are almost the same as for the overall sample. In the overall 

analysis metacognitive strategies are used most frequently followed by cognitive, 

social and compensation. For the longitudinal group the difference was in the use 

of compensation strategies which was ranked third while social was ranked fifth. 

Affective strategies remain the least popular. 

 
Figure 58: Comparison of mean strategy use of the interviewees 

 

Strategy Mean Overall mean Rank Overall rank 

Memory 2.61 2.54 4 5 

Cognitive 2.92 2.90 2 2 

Compensation 2.67 2.70 3 4 

Metacognitive 3.01 3.04 1 1 

Affective 2.24 2.37 6 6 

Social 2.6 2.78 5 3 

 

Overall, the results for the longitudinal group are almost the same as the entire 

group. They are medium users of the strategies. Metacognitive and cognitive 

strategies are the most popular strategies for the participants in this study. 

Memory and affective strategies are in the least popular category for the research 

subjects. 

7.2  Interview analysis  
The interview data confirms the data from the analysis of the SILL questionnaire. 

Most of the participants are not high users of language learning strategies. Social 

strategies are seldom used by the participants to learn English, both within the 
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family and with relatives and friends. Most social activities are conducted using 

the participants’ L1. Hence, social, memory and affective strategies once again 

are at the bottom of strategy use. 

The interview data reveals that having close family and friends to socialize with 

makes a difference in students’ ability to communicate proficiently in English. 

Those participants who had exposure to living in an environment with English 

speaking people in their early years and were exposed to English more, for 

example, a participant who had spent 4 years living in NZ from class 7 to form 4, 

had much better written and spoken English. 

Religion also seems to play a certain role in the exposure of English among 

Fijian Indian participants. Those who were from Christian backgrounds had more 

exposure to English since early childhood while those who were from non-

Christian backgrounds seem to have been discouraged from conversing and using 

English much in social settings or outside of the classroom. 

When teachers made that extra effort to ensure that students used English in all 

communication within school hours, it made a difference to the proficiency levels 

of the students. On many occasions the teachers use vernacular languages with 

their students outside of formal teaching times. 

It is quite obvious from the interviews that the students who are proficient in 

English have used more metacognitive strategies. Some students who are not 

quite proficient yet display confidence about their proficiency. Therefore when 

they get poor marks in English assignments they ask themselves why this has 

happened. Their expectations about their own proficiency are unrealistically high. 

The assessments of them by others do not correlate with their own self-

assessments.  

Some participants also indicated that their language teachers may have 

contributed to their poor English. Those who have lived overseas in Australia or 

New Zealand have experienced different teaching methods and styles and 
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different curriculum. They are of the opinion that teachers in other countries 

where English is the first language of the majority of speakers teach English 

much better than how they are taught in Fiji, where English is the second 

language of most people. The more proficient participants were able to assess 

their peers’ proficiency. They could assess the absence of order and structure in 

their peers’ writing and saw that they were unable to proof read and edit their 

own work. This has also been revealed in the participants’ written texts.  

During the interview it was observed that some participants lost coherency in 

speaking from time to time. They often needed to be prompted as they searched 

for the right language and vocabulary. A majority of the interviewees did not 

demonstrate good oral language skills; many were not able to choose the right 

vocabulary when answering the questions. They may have had fluency in 

conversational English; however, were not very coherent. Simple sentences were 

attempted successfully but any attempts to paraphrase or use more complex 

structures did not demonstrate the same level of success. 

From the interview data it has become obvious that English was only used in the 

classroom during teaching times in most primary schools. This changed a little in 

some secondary schools.  For many the same trend has continued. Many 

participants had problems with pronunciation and articulation. These were 

students who would be graduating as teachers of English. The interview revealed 

that some of the participants training to be English language teachers did not 

have the competencies in oral language that are required of any classroom 

teacher, albeit an English language teacher. This assessment is based on the 

competencies of the IELTS speaking examination.  On an IELTS band score 

these students would rate 6 or below in speaking. When the question on 

“methods” of learning English was asked, students were taken aback. It seems 

that they were unable to associate learning English with any preferred or required 

“methods.” It seemed like an alien concept to them. 
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Strategy use for the longitudinal group was also medium. This is similar to studies 

done in Taiwan by Tsan (2008) on LLS of Taiwanese English and non-English 

major university students where compensation strategies were most frequently 

used. In this group compensation strategies were also used most frequently by the 

males while metacognitive strategies were used by females. Affective strategies 

were used least by both genders and ethnic groups.  

The results of the 10 participants who are future ESL teachers show that they used 

cognitive strategies most, unlike the non-English major group which used 

metacognitive strategies the most. Upon interviews with the three teachers of 

English in Fiji secondary schools, it was found that none of them remember 

learning about language strategy use in their teacher training programmes nor did 

they have any knowledge of language learning strategies It is important that 

teachers of English have the ability to reflect and analyze their personal 

experiences of learning English so that they use the best approaches in their 

classroom teaching  

However, from these discussions it seems that most of today’s teachers fall back 

to their own learning experiences and use their successful learning strategies in 

their teaching. It is important for trainee teachers, when learning the 

methodologies of language teaching, that they clearly understand why certain 

methodologies are better and reflect on the theoretical basis of their practice so 

they can choose to teach differently from the way they were taught (Matic 2011, 

p.132). 

The sample size of the longitudinal group was eighteen. It may appear to be a 

small number; however, the findings are significant enough to be reported. The 

overall mean for strategy use is 2.7 and this is the same as the main sample. 

Strategy use for males is 2.5 while for females it is 2.7. Strategy use for both the 

ethnic groups is 2.7. These results show no significant differences in strategy use 

between gender and ethnicity. 
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The way students learnt English in their formal settings shows that there was not 

much creativity in the classrooms. The language of the classroom was English; 

however, outside the classroom most students and teachers interact in their 

vernacular languages. The students experienced a routine where teachers would 

teach from prescribed text books without creating adequate resources of their own 

or contextualizing the learning with new resources. The class activities would 

include reading comprehension, grammar and vocabulary exercises from the 

recommended text books. Both teachers and students who were interviewed 

reported that essay writing was probably the most difficult task. Teachers found it 

hard to teach as they do not remember studying any formal methodologies of 

teaching writing skills during their teacher training period while the students 

reported that essay writing was a difficult skill to acquire. They were not 

explicitly taught the steps of planning and writing in their early high school years. 

When these students progressed to higher levels within the high school, there was 

frustration among the teachers who were expecting the students to have learnt the 

basics of writing. At the higher levels, for example in form 6 and 7, the teachers 

had to re-teach or do a lot of remedial work for basic essay writing before moving 

on to more demanding expository and academic types of writing. 

If the goal of teaching English as a second language is to develop communicative 

competency, then teaching language learning strategies may be the way to do so. 

However, there is an important distinction between communication and language 

learning strategies (Lessard-Clouston 1997). Communication strategies are used 

by speakers consciously to cope with difficulties when using a second language 

(Bialystok 1990) whereas LLS refer to all strategies that learners use when 

learning a second language, and therefore communication strategies are one type 

of LLS (Lessard-Clouston 1997). For all teachers who are second language 

speakers of English and aim to teach English, it is important that they have an 

understanding of language learning strategies. According to Oxford (1990a, p.1), 

LLSs “...are especially important for language learning because they are tools for 

active, self-directed involvement, which is essential for developing 
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communicative competence.”  Research done on LLS also shows that when 

students are taught about strategy use in second language learning it helps them to 

become better language learners (Lessard-Clouston, 1997). However, in this 

research of Fiji students, strategy use did not have a major impact on the learners. 

There was no significant improvement in the learners’ language proficiency as a 

result of strategy use.  

 

When analyzing the reason for such a result, it becomes apparent that both 

students and teachers lack adequate knowledge on what language learning 

strategies are and how they can be useful. Students have not given much thought 

to how they have learnt their second language. In this research it becomes 

apparent that many students take learning English for granted as in Fiji high 

schools English has been taught more as a first language. In the interviews some 

students have stated that certain grammatical rules and explanations are 

complicated and not easy to understand and apply. This view has also been 

communicated by teachers who teach English. They have found it difficult to 

teach grammatical rules as they have not understood them entirely. The evidence 

from the error analysis has shown several instances of unsuccessful attempts at 

implementing correct grammatical rules. 

 

Naiman et al (1978), Rubin (1975) and Stern (1975) recommended some 

strategies that good language learners employ. They include metacognitive 

strategies where learners take greater control and monitor their learning as well as 

social strategies which help learners when they socialize with native speakers. 

O’Malley and Chamot (1990) have also suggested that good language learners are 

aware of strategy use and why they should be used. 

 

Nevertheless, one must also be cautious as “good language learning strategies are 

also used by bad language learners, but other reasons cause them to be 

unsuccessful” (Skehan, 1989, p.76). In fact, the findings in this study have shown 
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that both successful and weak language learners were high users of LLS. In a 

study done by Vann and Abraham (1990) it was found that “unsuccessful 

learners… lacked…metacognitive strategies…” which could enable them to 

evaluate their tasks and employ more successful strategies (p.192). The 

implication, therefore, is that language learning strategies are important and 

teachers ought to be trained to use them not only for themselves but to assist their 

students as well. 

 

The interview has revealed that no particular strategies are being used consciously 

to learn English. Most students became aware of learning English and their poor 

language abilities at tertiary institutes. This is very much in line with my 

observations while teaching English for Academic Purposes at the University of 

the South Pacific. Some students are of the view that enrolment in a university  

indicates they have acquired good English language skills; however, the majority 

of them are not able to articulate and express themselves in correct English and 

are overwhelmed when they are recommended to seek assistance from the Student 

Language Support services provided by all the faculties at the University. 

7.3  Error analysis from diagnostic tests, assignments and final exam 
 

Error analysis is useful for both teachers and students, in particular to non-native 

speakers (NNS) of English. It can assist teachers in employing teaching strategies 

to help students write clearly, intelligibly and proficiently. When students are able 

to identify and understand their errors, this can enable them to evaluate their own 

writing and make corrections independently. 

 

The focus in this study is on grammatical accuracy and its correlation with second 

language learning strategies. According to Polio (1997), linguistic analysis of 

written texts presents information to researchers and educators in three areas: 

second language acquisition, second language writing assessment and second 

language writing pedagogy. The focus on language learning strategies and 
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grammatical accuracy can provide valuable insight regarding the influences on 

academic language proficiency of the research subjects.  

Since English is the medium of instruction in schools in Fiji, the majority of the 

students are able to use English well; however, it has been found that the major 

weakness for Fiji students has been in their use of academic language to produce 

sound written texts with appropriate vocabulary and correct syntactical structures. 

Apart from grammatical errors, it may be that difficulties in their writing are 

rooted in the discourse aspects of the language. In Fiji, the teaching of English at 

primary, secondary and tertiary levels is not done from the perspective of a 

second language classroom. English is taught in the same way that native 

speakers of English are taught. Therefore, the findings of this study may reflect a 

need for tools for instruction in English as a second language (Chodorow et al, 

2007).  

7.3.1 Factors affecting language proficiency 
Second language learning is a complex process and is affected by many factors. 

This research has also shown that linguistic, cultural, economic, political and 

social factors affect students’ language and literacy development (Brisk, 2006 

cited in Paez, 2009, p.170). These factors must be taken into consideration when 

analyzing bilingual students’ performance in school. Data from this research also 

show that conditions that can facilitate the learning of English as a second 

language include: (a) exposure to a full range of language experiences; (b) 

opportunities to use and communicate effectively in the second language; and (c) 

high quality linguistic environments that include well-designed curricula and 

good teachers (August & Shanahan, 2006, cited in Paez 2009, p. 170).   

This research has also identified how individual learner factors such as age, 

gender, ethnicity, motivation, learning styles, family background, attitudes and 

native language ability can influence strategy use and ultimately language 

proficiency.  
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7.3.2 Age and other related factors 
The age of the learner is often seen as an important factor in second language 

learning and acquisition. Some researchers believe that an older child learns a 

second language more rapidly because of his advanced cognitive skills (Snow, 

1993a, cited in Paez, 2009 p. 170). Others (Appel & Muskyen, 1997, cited in 

Paez, 2009, p.170) believe that younger children are better able to master the 

skills and become proficient in their second language due to an early exposure. 

Whatever the case, adults do not acquire a native-like proficiency as much as 

children do, due to an early start in learning the second language. Second 

language learners who are born in or who have lived in an English speaking 

country, such as Australia, New Zealand, Britain or USA, may acquire a native-

like proficiency due to their long years of exposure and immersion in the 

language (Paez, 2009, p.171). In the longitudinal study in this research, one of the 

subjects, who was from the I-Taukei ethnic group, had lived in New Zealand for 

the better part of her childhood and primary school years. She returned to Fiji 

during her later high school years and her linguistic ability, both written and 

spoken, was far better than her peers who did not have that exposure to English in 

their early childhood. 

7.3.3 Family background and home environment 
This study has also shown that children’s parents are their first teachers and their 

family background has a significant effect on their linguistic development as well 

as literacy achievement. In a study done in India by Subbhuraam and 

Ananthasayanam (2010) to ascertain the effects of family background and socio-

economic status on second language learning, it was found that the students’ 

socio-economic and home environment factors affected their language skills 

development. The findings revealed that the students’ economic status greatly 

influenced their performance. In this study it was also seen that factors such as 

economic independence provided better learning environments. Parents’ level of 

education and occupational status also influenced the students’ commitment to 

learning. The results showed that opportunities for additional learning and verbal 
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interactions among family members motivated the children to improve and 

enhance their language skills. 

The results from the interviews also revealed that those participants whose parents 

had a tertiary level of education had a positive effect on their children’s English 

language proficiency. They spent more resources on their education and put a lot 

of emphasis on their English language proficiency. Other research has also shown 

that poverty levels and parental education are influential factors in language 

learning (Abedi and Gandara 2006, p.36). 

7.3.4 Exposure to English language 
The interview analysis also revealed that the extent of exposure to English, 

especially in the early years of learning, and usage in the daily lives of the 

participants was positively related to language proficiency. Those participants 

who read in English and watched TV programmes and English movies found that 

their English improved significantly.  

They were also surrounded by people who conversed with them in English and 

this also enhanced their spoken skills. Those whose parents were school teachers 

or professionals in other fields assisted them and provided means and resources to 

ensure that their English language skills were above average. Some parents 

encouraged a lot of reading by taking their children to public libraries or buying 

books, magazines and other interesting reading materials. They also did not place 

restrictions on the number of hours children could watch television in English or 

listen to English radio programmes.  

In this study exposure to good English and parental intervention had the most 

influence on students’ proficiency in English. It was apparent from the interviews 

and written texts that students whose parents took an active part in ensuring that 

their children acquired good English language skills were also those who given 

exposure to a variety of resources; for example, their parents took them to 

libraries and saw that they borrowed books to read or bought good reading 
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materials for their children and spent time reading to them or supervising their 

reading activities.  

One of the major weaknesses the interview data revealed was the students’ lack of 

reading opportunities and interest. Many students do not spend much time reading 

and therefore their already limited exposure to good English is severely reduced. 

Primary and secondary school libraries are often not well-stocked with adequate 

number of books. A lot of the books may be very old and out of date. Schools do 

not seem to replenish their stock with good reading literature; therefore, students 

show little interest in using the resources that a good library can avail. Hence, 

reading was identified as one of the key components of good language practice 

that was missing from students’ daily habits. The interview data also revealed that 

many students were not recreational readers. They were not into reading 

magazines or comics or light reading materials for enjoyment. When students do 

not enjoy reading, which is an important source of exposure to good language, it 

has an influence on their academic performance. 

7.3.5. Error analysis results 
The English for Academic Purposes course at the University of the South Pacific 

deals with the skills of academic reading, writing, speaking and listening required 

for various disciplines at tertiary level. Students are taught to think at a deeper 

level and support their opinions with appropriately judged evidence. It is a 

practical course and involves listening, speaking, reading and writing activities 

and assignments. Over the fourteen-week semester fifteen academic writing 

strategies, four types of essays, report writing and oral presentation skills are 

taught in the EAP course.  The course aims to assist students in: 

� Producing good quality academic writing in a range of text types; 

� Developing a range of reading skills across written and visual texts; 

� Developing speaking techniques that hold listeners’ attention and impart 

information clearly; 

� Carrying out research activities effectively. 
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(English for Academic Purposes UU114 Course Book 2012) 

The fifteen academic writing strategies include brainstorming, analyzing, 

categorizing, planning, writing a thesis statement, paragraph development, 

coherence and cohesion, and writing an abstract. It was noticed that there was a 

reduction in errors in the final exam after these strategies were taught; however, 

the types and percentage of occurrence of different errors remained the same. The 

reason for such a result could also be attributed to the course itself; it does not 

focus on grammatical accuracy. Rather, it aims to improve the overall academic 

writing skills of students. Even though grammatical accuracy is part of the course 

in steps 13 -15 under proof reading and editing skills, the overarching aim of the 

course focuses on  structure and developing a relevant argument with appropriate 

evidence.  

The results in this study have found that the most common errors made by Fiji 

students in their written texts are in punctuation, word choice, relevancy of 

information, cohesion and coherence, subject-verb agreement, use of singular and 

plural and use of prepositions (See Figure 38). It can be seen that certain errors, 

such as punctuation, word choice, subject/verb agreement and prepositions 

continue to be problematic areas for students even at tertiary level.  

The top eight grammatical errors found in this study are consistent with previous 

research on error analysis. Pongsiriwet (2001) in a study of Thai freshmen found 

errors in subject/verb agreement, verb formation and tense, use of singular/plural, 

word forms and preposition among the errors that occurred most frequently. 

Errors in the use of verbs, tense, prepositions, word order and articles were also 

found in other studies (Yang, 1994; Kroll, 1990; Xu, 1995).  

 

One interesting finding in this study is that errors in word order were found to be 

0.7% in the overall statistics. The students in this study do not have a problem 

with word order. This may not be surprising for Fijian Indian students whose L1  

is Fiji Hindi; however, “it is not taught in schools, has no accepted writing 
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system, and is stigmatized by most of its own speakers, who consider it ‘broken 

Hindi’.”(Geraghty, 2005, p.50). The sentence structure in Fiji Hindi is similar to 

English and both are classified as “SVO” (subject+verb+object) languages unlike 

Standard Hindi which is used in the Indian subcontinent and classified as a 

“SOV” language (Ramrakha, 2013, pers.comm.). On the other hand, Fijian has 

been classified as a “VOS language” (Siegel, 1987, p.116). Nevertheless, word 

order was not a problem area for the Fiji students. Because Fiji students are more 

ESL learners, (rather than EFL), where English is the language of education, 

entertainment, business, government and daily living and learners have an early 

exposure to English, fluency in spoken/informal/colloquial language is high. Also, 

according to  studies done in the transfer of language in second language learning, 

if the L1 and L2 are structurally similar, learners will be able to transfer their L1 

positively to L2 (Gundel & Tarone, 1992; Odlin, 1989).  

 

The table below, Figure 59, provides some examples of the errors found in the 

participants’ written texts: 

Figure 59 Common errors and examples 

Error Example Correct version Rule to be applied 

Punctuation “…take the companies 
name to higher standards…” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“…when a particular 
business expands it’s 
business to other 
countries…” 

“…take the companies’ name…” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“…its…” 

 

An apostrophe should be 
placed at the end of 
“companies” to show 
possession if the writer 
intended the plural form of the 
word. It could also be an error 
in the use of singular/plural if 
the word to be used was 
“company.” In either case 
there is a punctuation error in 
addition to use of the 
singular/plural. 

There is no need for an 
apostrophe in its as a 
possessive pronoun. 
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“Ways in which graduates 
can contribute towards their 
countries’ welfare and 
development are; finding a 
good job, earning wages and 
salaries…”   

 

 

“…development are: finding a 
good job, earning wages and 
salaries…” 

 

 

A colon is the correct 
punctuation mark used to 
precede a list. 

 

 

Word choice  “…graduates…may be able 
to hold important places in 
the parliament…” 

“That is following the 
custom beliefs and 
respecting everyone.” 

 

“Moving on, some children 
tend to go aggressive and 
have a rebellious 
behaviour.” 

(This sentence has an article 
error as well.) 

“…any question arise 
regarding that thing..” 

 

“The following are some of 
the points which I think 
have more effects on the 
topic.” 
 

The more appropriate words are: 
“…positions...in…government…”    

“…cultural beliefs…” 

 

 

 

                        “…become…”            
“… display rebellious 
behaviour…” 

 

 

                                     “…that 
issue…” or any other more specific 
word is needed. 

 

“….which may be related to the 
topic.” 

Six principles of word choice: 

1. Choose understandable 
words. 

2. Use precise and concise 
words. 

3. Choose strong words. 

4. Emphasize positive words. 

5. Avoid overused words. 

6. Avoid obsolete words. 

(Krizan, et al, 2011) 

 

Cut (redundancies, 
tautologies, 
circumlocution)  

 “The time is changing and 
so are people but the fresh 
minds can even contribute 
effectively towards their 
countries as the education 
level is far more better and 
is based on recent 
environment.” 

 

“A person who has finished 

“With new technologies and 
innovations young people can 
contribute effectively towards 
development in their countries as 
the education level has improved 
and is relevant to the current times. 

 

 

“A person who has completed the 

Avoid wordiness, words with 
overlapping meanings, 
redundancies, 
circumlocutions, negative 
constructions and wordy 
prepositional phrases. 
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all the curricular of a 
tertiary level institution is 
known as a ‘graduate.’”  

curricular of a tertiary program is 
…” 

“level” can be considered a 
redundant word as tertiary 
indicates a level. 

Repetition  “The first disadvantage of 
disciplining children is that 
it can lead to rebellious 
behaviour by the children. 
Rebellious behaviour in 
children is the act of 
opposing to things their 
parents say to them. Some 
children portray rebellious 
behaviour when they are 
treated with severe forms of 
discipline such as 
punishment.” 

“The pain inflicted on 
children when parents 
smack them may cause 
children to despise their 
parents because children 
feel that they have been 
wrongly justified.” 

“The first disadvantage of 
disciplining children is that it can 
lead to rebellious behaviour in the 
children. This is the act of 
opposing parents… Some children 
portray such behaviour…” 

(There are other errors which have 
not been corrected here.) 

 

 

 

The pain inflicted on children 
when parents hit them may cause 
animosity in them as they feel they 
have been mistreated. 

Use pronouns or 
demonstratives or adverbs 
instead of repeating nouns. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Singular/Plural 

Missing article 

Such crime are…. 

This action may have ?? 
effect on individual… 

Such crimes are…. 

This action may have effect an on 
individuals… 

For plural forms of most 
nouns “s” is added. For nouns 
that end in ch, x, s “es” is 
added. For nouns ending in f 
or fe, change f to v and add 
“es.” Irregular nouns have 
different plural forms. 
Uncountable nouns do not 
have a plural form. Nouns 
ending in o and y do not have 
definite rules. 

 Agreement To begin with, countries all 
over the world is battling 
against each other to who 
will be the greatest… 

 

Today everyone are in a 

… countries all over the world are 
battling… 

 

 

Plural subject (“countries”) 
requires plural verb (“are”). 
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race to develop and achieve 
set goals and targets. 

One hear over the 
radio...read in the papers….. 
hear it from a friend… 
reasons for failing are peer 
pressure….. some students 
dislike his or her teach and 
fails to study… 

“...their mind are still on 
their loved ones…” 
“…you also doesn’t have an 
interest…” 
“…there are numbers of 
other reasons which 
explains and answer to the 
topic.” 
“They might misses a lot of 
important key ideas…” 

”Students lacks basics.” 

 

                                      Today 
everyone is…. 

 

 

“…hears…reads…hears… 

…dislike their….fail…” 

 

 

 

                                    
“…minds…” 

                                   “…don’t...” 

                          “…numerous 
other reasons…explain…provides 
answers on the topic 

 

“…miss…” 

 

Singular subject is followed 
by a singular verb. 

Prepositions “…depriving their children  
from…” 

…doesn’t have an interest 
upon that subject… 

“…the reasons of why such 
thing happened…” 
“…to understand better on 
any subject…” 
“…understand of how 
something…” 
“…contributing in making 
students fail in their…” 
 
 
 

“…depriving their children of...” 

“...in…” 

 

Delete of 

 

 

Delete on 

Delete of 

 

“…towards…” 

A preposition often precedes a 
noun or pronoun to show its 
relationship to another word in 
the sentence. It comes from 
the idea of being positioned 
before. 

A preposition cannot be 
followed by a verb except 
when it is in the “-ing” form. 

(Source:  English Club 
http://www.englishclub.com/g
rammar/prepositions-
rule.htm”) 
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Incomprehensible 
text 

“the responsible of child is 
the positive outcome of 
disciplining children.” 

“Disciplining children is a 
key role for every parent 
that has made them realize 
the massive importance of 
being responsible in 
enlightening the future of 
the loved ones.” 

Suggested improvements: 

“A positive outcome of discipline 
is having a responsible child.” 

“Disciplining children is a major 
role of parenthood.” 

The text may use a wide range 
of sentence structures but the 
majority of the sentence must 
be error free and not impede 
understanding. 

Word form “ A related aspect is 
responsible, without 
discipline it's challenging to 
expect responsibility.” 

“…during their absent…” 

 

“…responsibility…” 

 

 

 

“…absence…” 

 

Noun to be formed from the 
adjective by adding the suffix 
“-its”. 

 

 

Noun to be formed from the 
adverb. 

 

Dangling or 
misplaced modifiers 

“At many a time’s corporal 
punishment has been 
resorted to by parents to 
discipline their children, 
which may bodily harm.” 

“In addition, through 
effective corporal 
punishment children learn to 
become more successful in 
their life and other qualities 
such as leadership and 
teamwork qualities.” 

“Many times parents resort to 
corporal punishment, which may 
cause bodily harm, to discipline 
their children.” 

“In…children become more 
successful in their lives and 
develop other qualities such as 
leadership and teamwork.” 

Place the modifying phrase or 
clause as close as possible to 
the word or words it modifies. 

Verb tense “…they can familiarized 
themselves by reading and 
study more…” 

“In most cases the content 
of the unit or subject 
appeared new to the student 
and if he or she does not get 

“…familiarize…studying...” 

 

 

“…appears…” 

 

Verb tenses must be consistent 
in a sentence and show a 
logical progression of ideas. 
This ensures clarity and 
smoothness of expression. 
Inconsistencies in tense can 
create ambiguities and confuse 
the reader. 
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...”   

 

 

“ …to understand the 
behavior and characteristics 
of something is what I 
called basics.” 

 

“. .. they have been award a 
scholarship….” 

  

“… they haven’t know 
anything…” 

“In most cases the content 
of the unit or subject 
appeared new to the student 
and if he or she does not get 
...”   
“They can familiarized 
themselves by reading and 
study more… 
“ …to understand the 
behavior and characteristics 
of something is what I 
called basics.” 

 

 

 

“…call…” 

 

 

 

 

“…they have been awarded…” 

 

“…they haven’t known…” 

 

“….did not get…” 

 

 

“…familiarize….studying...” 

 

“…call…” 

 

7.3.6 Mechanics of writing (Punctuation and capitalization) 
The highest number of errors occurred in the mechanics of writing. Overall, 

punctuation contributed to 14.3% of the total number of errors committed in the 

entire corpora of essays. This included errors in the use of apostrophes, full stops, 

commas, semi-colons, colons, quotation marks and capitalization. A lot of errors 

or “slips” occur because of faulty punctuation. Students may either put in too 

many commas in a sentence or not enough. Some essays show a lot of 

punctuation errors where students do not know when to start a new sentence. As a 

result there are many run on sentences and comma splices while others show a 
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definite lack of knowledge in how to correctly punctuate a sentence, example, 

failing to put commas after connectives such as “Firstly, Secondly, Moreover, 

However.” Some of these may be “slips” rather than errors. This occurs due to a 

lack of proof reading and editing before submitting assignments. On the other 

hand, due to the persistence of these errors in many texts, it is concluded that 

there is a general lack of knowledge on the use of punctuation. 

7.3.7 Word choice 
This research has shown that knowledge of academic vocabulary is a huge area of 

difficulty for most participants. This may be due to the semantic intricacies or 

lack of exposure due to a lack of reading for most participants. Errors in the use of 

appropriate academic vocabulary contributed to 10.9% of all the errors. One of 

the reasons for the high number of errors in word choice is due to the rubrics from 

Markin software. Errors in word choice include all specific lexical errors as well 

as errors in relative pronouns, pronouns, nouns, adverbs and adjectives as there 

was no category in this software for errors in specific word classes. Consequently, 

all errors in word class have been categorized under word choice. When errors 

were examined under this category, it was found that there were two types of 

errors: those that were grammatically incorrect and those that were grammatically 

correct but semantically inappropriate. Nevertheless, the results show that word 

choices for the context suitable to academic writing is a major weakness seen in 

students’ essays. Quite often students are not able to use apt vocabulary, or they 

are not able to use the vocabulary in its correct context. The following examples 

show poor word choice: “Moving on, some children tend to go aggressive and 

have a rebellious behaviour.” Or “As such, the child may resort to go against the 

parents other than obeying them.” Or “Disciplining children is one of the major 

roles that guardians face in a child’s upbringing.” Or “That is following the 

custom beliefs and respecting everyone.” Or “The essay concludes that the 

positives of disciplining children outweigh the negatives and that appropriate 

discipline is important in the proper development of children. 
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7.3.8 Unnecessary text 
Errors in unnecessary text and redundancies contributed to 7.9% of the total 

errors. These were found to be a common occurrence due to a lack of 

understanding of the functions of nouns, pronouns and connectives. For example 

a paragraph was written in the following way:  

“The first disadvantage of disciplining children is that it can lead to rebellious 

behaviour by the children. Rebellious behaviour in children is the act of opposing 

to things their parents say to them. Some children portray rebellious behaviour 

when they are treated with severe forms of discipline such as punishment.”  

In these three sentences the use of referencing and substitution is seriously 

lacking. There could be better use of pronouns or synonyms to improve these 

types of sentences. Errors are also common in the use of reflexive pronouns eg. 

“… the child will grows to understand that the constant discipline was for their 

own good.” Quite often there is insufficient use of pronouns. Nouns and noun 

phrases are repeatedly used within a sentence rather than substituting with 

relevant pronouns, for example, “The pain inflicted on children when parents 

smack them may cause children to despise their parents because children feel that 

they have been wrongly justified.” In other sentences the pronoun is replaced with 

the second-person pronoun “you.” This affects the tone in academic writing, for 

example: “That is one will know that he has nothing to lose by sharing their ideas 

and views with other in fact it will help it assuring that you are on the right 

track…”  (Unedited version). In this sentence there are errors of concord with 

noun in number, person/gender, use of one but not maintaining the consistency 

and instead using the third person pronoun. 

7.3.9 Use of singular and plural 
Errors in singular and plural contributed to 6.3% of the total errors. While the 

majority of the errors occurred due to the lack of ability to distinguish between 

singular and plural forms of nouns, errors in agreement with number and person 

also posed problems for the research participants. This can be attributed to the 
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lack of variability in noun forms in the participants’ L1 when changing from 

singular to plural (Green, 2012, p.89) and the errors may have resulted from L1 

transfer. Other types of errors in plurality occurred in collective nouns such as 

audience, staff and crew. Even though they are still collective nouns, the addition 

of the s-morpheme to denote plurality in these words is becoming a common 

practice. This can be attributed to the use of American English as most computers 

have it by default and students in Fiji are not quite aware of the differences 

between British and American English. Also, in Fiji English, when a word is 

borrowed from the indigenous languages, it is seldom pluralized (Tent, 2001). 

Therefore, one of the causes of this error could well be L1 transfer. Surprisingly, 

errors in non-count nouns were negligible for this group of research participants. 

7.3.10 Subject verb agreement 
Errors in agreement contributed to 7.1% of the total errors. The results show that 

in the diagnostic tests this was the third highest error in occurrence. In the 

assignments this had greatly reduced to the tenth highest; however, in the final 

examination is it was the fifth highest in occurrence. A possible explanation for 

the results in the assignments is plagiarism. Many of the assignments had more 

than 10% plagiarism and therefore grammatical errors were low with many 

perfectly written sentences. However, the final exam scripts showed similar 

analysis to the diagnostic test. A common error in subject/verb agreement was the 

structure “One of the…” with the plural morpheme quite often missing from the 

head noun. A possible explanation for this common error is that One signifies 

singular and therefore students create an agreement in number with it rather than 

the subject of the sentence. Ho and Platt (1993, p.22. cited in Green, 2012, p. 92) 

refer to this as a “semantic-syntactic environment” in which the student fails to 

apply the rule to the grammatical structure of the sentence but instead looks at the 

meaning of the phrase. 
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 7.3.11 Prepositions 
It is not easy for second language learners to master the use of prepositions. 

Perhaps this is so because of their many complex roles (Chodorow et al, 2007). 

Prepositions are considered a “closed class” (Crowley et al, 1995, p.14) in English 

as not too many new words can be added to it, unlike nouns which Crowley et al 

(1995) refers to as an “open class’ (ibid.) as new words can be created and added 

to this category. Prepositions often precede nouns, determiners and adjectives, 

and mark the relationship between them and other words in the sentence (Crowley 

et al, 1995, p.15). In this study prepositions comprised 6% of the errors overall 

and ranked seventh in occurrence. Although this may not seem to be high in 

number, these errors occur frequently in students’ written texts. In both ethnic 

groups the occurrence of this error is similar. However, there may be differences 

in the cause of this error between the L1 of the Fijians and Fijian Indians. In some 

languages the functions of a preposition are carried out by a class of words that 

come after the noun they are marking (Crowley et al, 1995, p.15) and are referred 

to as “postpositions.” This is the case in Fiji Hindi (spoken by Fijian Indians), for 

example: 

� room me translates to ‘room in’ meaning ‘in the room’ 

� school se translates to ‘school from’ meaning ‘from the school’ 

� floor pe translates ‘floor on’ meaning ‘on the floor’  

As is noticeable above, Fiji Hindi often code switches from English. Words such 

as room, school, and floor are almost always used in conversational Fiji Hindi.  

7.3.12 Tense errors 
Errors in tense contributed to 3.1% of the total errors. A large number of errors 

occurred in the use of the past tense form of the verb, where students often 

omitted the past morpheme form “-ed” from the regular verbs.  According to 

Green (2012, p.156), “Pacific languages vary in their marking of tense and aspect. 

Some mark only one or two temporal distinctions such as Fijian which marks only 



248 

 

past and future with free morphemes of time…” while English has at least five 

tense markers (Crystal 2002, p.23): the past tense –ed; the past participle –ed and 

–en; the third person singular of the present tense –s; and the verb ending which 

marks the progressive – ing.  The difficulty related to aspectual features may 

make it hard for learners to use the past tense morphemes on verbs. Another cause 

of this error was related to irregular verbs which do not take the morpheme -ed. 

Instead, students need to memorize the past tense forms of irregular verbs and 

their inability to recall the right forms at the right time may cause errors in tense. 

Cluster reduction is seen as another cause of tense errors in Pacific islanders 

(Green, 2012, p.160). Most Pacific languages do not permit consonant clusters, 

especially at the end of the words; therefore the learners omit the final consonants 

in words. Another aspect of this error was seen in the omission of the –ed when 

using the perfect tense, for example, “Children have live apart from their 

parents…” Green (2012, p.163) explains that learners perceive this structure as it 

is, without having to add –ed to live. As a result they leave it unmarked.  

Academic writing frequently requires present tense unless writing about a specific 

event. This study also revealed that often students are not able to differentiate 

between when to use the present and the past tense. Sometimes the future tense 

using modals such as will and would or can and could are used interchangeably 

with the past or present tense. They are used as markers of generalization (Green, 

2012, p.176). Other times the progressive –ing has been used, for example, 

“Parents are knowing that their children need….” Studies in SLA have shown 

this to be a common error in second language learners. Often, this is attributed to 

inadequate understanding of the rules. It could also be a consequence of direct 

translation from the learner’s L1. 

Other tense related errors occurred in the use of the verb to be, for example, 

“…their concentration might still out of the classroom…” The use of am, is, is, 

was and were also gives a lot of problems to the students. The study also revealed 

that there is a lot of confusion in the use of been and being in the writing of Fiji 
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students. There is a clear lack of understanding of the rules of English grammar 

which causes this confusion. Green (2012, p.175) also attributes this to phonology 

as the distinction between the two words may not be clear, especially in rapid 

speech, and it creeps into their written texts as well. 

7.3.13    Less common errors 
The less common errors included spelling, use of articles, conjunctions, sentence 

fragments and missing space or phrase compression. Spelling errors seem to stem 

in many ways from pronunciation problems. There are the usual “there” and 

“their” errors and students are not sure which one to use correctly in a sentence.  

Quite often students spell according to how they “hear and syllabify a particular 

word” (Green, 2012, p.82), for example errors such as “secondaly (secondly), 

fones (phones), relying (relaying), mind full (mindful) loose/lose, live/leave, 

who’s/whose, cited/sited/sighted are a common occurrence. From my teaching 

experience in secondary and tertiary institutions, I find these are common at all 

levels, from primary through to tertiary. This study does not focus in detail on the 

causes of these errors; however, the inconsistencies in English spelling and 

corresponding pronunciation do not help either. When the writing system was 

developed for the Fijian language, “an attempt was made to use the “one-

phoneme-one-letter principle” (Lynch, 1998, p.97 cited in Green, 2012, p.83).  

This is reflected in the spelling of a word as often students would write a word the 

way it is pronounced, often violating the rules of spelling in the English language. 

As also noted by Green (2012, p.83), sounds that are not present in a learner’s L1 

are not easy to produce in the L2 and this is once again reflected in their spelling. 

Other causes of errors in spelling have been found to be a result of reduction of 

consonant clusters (Green, 2012), for example, “secondaly” (secondly), “buisnes” 

(business) and “chating” (chatting) found in this study. Errors in the use of 

articles contributed to 2.7% of the total errors. Some errors occurred in the 

omission of both the definite and the indefinite articles in sentences. For example: 

1. This essay concludes that [the] advantages outweigh disadvantages. 
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2. One of [the] disadvantage[s] of using social media is that it leads to 

[a]decrease in an individual growth. 

The second sentence displays errors in article usage, subject/verb agreement and 

possession. There is an error in the omission of the definite article the as well as 

addition of indefinite article an.  There is also an error in word choice; the use of 

decrease is inappropriate. Even though the errors do not impede communication, 

they show weaknesses in discourse.  

Errors in fragmentation was also low in overall frequency, however, there was 

high occurrence in some individual texts. The frequency of this error reveals that 

often students are confused about what constitutes a sentence. Sentence fragments 

such as “Lastly, the effect disciplining children has on a child’s education” or 

“Being open minded and accepting others decision.” or “As parents now know 

that being educated is everything in today’s time.” are very common in students’ 

writing.  

Another less common error was phrase compression which was recorded in the 

rubric as ‘missing space.’ This occurred when certain English words and phrases 

were reduced to a single word.  Some common examples are: alot which should 

be written as a lot; eventhough which should be even though; and endup which 

should be end up. This error contributed to 0.3% of the total errors. Green (2012, 

p.87)) believes that this error occurs because “… the phrases are heard as a single 

unit and interpreted as that.” The opposite of this also occurs as phrases are 

expanded, for example, nowadays is often written as now days. This may develop 

because of the unstressed pronunciation of “a” in nowadays. 

In conclusion, it was found that the errors committed by students were numerous 

and there was a wide range in the types of errors. Some errors were serious as 

they affected the overall comprehension of the sentence while some occurred in 

isolated sentences and did not have much effect on the overall meaning of the 
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text. This research does not include an in-depth discussion on sources and causes 

of errors; however, brief comments have been made on this issue. 

This research has found that academic vocabulary is a particular source of 

difficulty for undergraduate students. As shown in the results, 10.9% of the errors 

were in word choice. Learners are not able to use appropriate vocabulary in their 

writing and their choice of words shows an inability to understand the deeper 

meanings. Hence, they struggle with comprehension and therefore are unable to 

use appropriate vocabulary in academic texts. The question that needs to be asked 

is: are primary and secondary schools adequately focusing on academic 

vocabulary in their reading comprehension lessons? 

Redundancies and incomprehensible texts also occur due to a lack of 

understanding of word classes and their grammatical functions. Often students 

miss out on article usage or they do not know when to use the indefinite and the 

definite articles. They are not able to differentiate between the present and past 

tenses. Sometimes the future tense using modals such as “will” or “would” is used 

interchangeably with the past or present tense. 

Connectives have also been used inappropriately or out of context, or they may be 

absent altogether. There is a lack of knowledge about connectives which results in 

disjointed paragraphs with ideas thrown together loosely. 

Finally, there are many instances of plagiarism. This is easily detected when a 

paragraph may be full of errors but it is immediately followed by another with 

perfect grammar. 

7.4   Using a discourse analysis approach to teach 
There are certain differences in discourse structure between the written and the 

spoken genre. These differences can be seen in the lexicogrammatical and 

rhetorical structures (Wennerstrom 2003). The conventions of writing pose 

problems for learners in their written texts in spite of having fluency in the spoken 

discourse. It is important in an ESL classroom that the writing lesson is organized 



252 

 

in a way that students are able to critique and analyze the discourse of the society 

around them and in doing so learn the skills of analyzing their own writing. In this 

way they may be able to personalize their learning, choose materials at their levels 

of proficiency in their subject areas. Teachers and instructors can introduce in 

their lessons teacher specific discourse analysis tasks and techniques and in this 

way foster in their students greater independence to develop and control their own 

language learning. For example, classroom discourse may begin in the traditional 

style when the teacher asks a question and the student answers it, and the teacher 

evaluates the answer. The teacher continues this and the students answer the 

questions. In this method the answers may be brief as the students are concerned 

about giving the correct answers. This is called the Initiation-Response-Feedback 

structure (Behnam and Pouriran 2009, p.119). Another type of discourse in the 

classroom occurs when the teacher gives instructions, for example, on an exercise 

to be done from a textbook. The students do not necessarily respond verbally; 

they understand the instructions and do the task. Other types include probing 

questions on a topic to involve students in an interactive discussion which this can 

lead to more challenging arguments where students are required to justify their 

answers.  

There are many advantages to using a discourse analysis approach to academic 

writing of second language learners. As Wennerstrom (2003, p.10) notes, with a 

focus on content and organization it addresses the conventions of the writing 

genres, provides an intensive study of grammar and lexicon, and makes the 

student critically aware of the social structures and ideologies of the society in 

which he lives.  

After conducting an error analysis of the participants’ written texts, a further 

evaluation was performed on the written discourse and whether students were 

writing in a style appropriate to the academic genre. While analyzing the students’ 

written assignments and final examination scripts, it was observed that a small 

percentage of the students were able to write coherent and cohesive essays. These 



253 

 

essays had sentences and ideas which flowed smoothly from one paragraph to the 

next. Then texts had good usage of transitional phrases to link sentences, ideas 

and paragraphs. Pronouns were also used appropriately to connect sentences. 

However, the majority of the scripts lacked appropriate cohesive devices, logical 

flow of ideas, mature thoughts and expressions on the topic, and were generally 

unable to organize their ideas logically and systematically. Many essays lacked a 

suitable introduction and conclusion. Weaknesses in cohesion and coherence led 

to weak paragraph development as cohesive devices were used either 

inadequately or inaccurately or overused.  

There were often too many rhetorical questions which were inappropriate to the 

genre of a discussion essay.  Another weakness was a lack of development of the 

main argument. The key points lacked extension and sufficient development. This 

led to a weakness in content and relevant ideas.  The high number of errors led to 

weaknesses in discourse. The results have shown that there is obviously a need to 

improve their ability in essay writing. 

The highly competitive national examinations in Fiji have played an important 

role in the education of children. A pass in English and three other subjects is 

required to move to the next level in their progress to further education. 

Admission to a university is dependent on the score achieved in the national 

seventh form examination. Hence, in secondary schools the learning of the 

English language plays a crucial role as the final score and entry into universities 

heavily depends on competency in English.  Because of the great emphasis put on 

passing national examinations, it is possible that students do not acquire 

proficiency and fluency in their written discourse; instead, they focus on learning 

those aspects of an examination paper which will ensure a pass and subsequently 

an entry into the tertiary institution of their choice. In interviews with secondary 

school teachers it was revealed that many teachers of English were not aware of 

how to teach essay writing skills. This could be one of the contributing factors to 

the inadequate preparation of students in academic writing skills.  
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Using a discourse analysis approach to teach academic writing can encourage 

students to take an active role as language analysts (Wennerstrom, 2003, p.11).  

Students are engaged in a study of the language in the context in which it occurs 

and it can be immensely motivating to write in a meaningful and interesting 

context. The instructor is the planner and facilitator of the class while the students 

are the analysts. In this way students are empowered to take control of their 

learning instead of being a novice in the classroom. As Wennerstrom (2003, p.14) 

states: 

…a discourse analysis approach teaches language learners to analyze 

discourse in a purposeful way—in order to discover those linguistic 

features that are pertinent to their own language development and in order 

to become more aware of the value system of the culture that produced the 

discourse. 

 

The participants of this study are university undergraduates and it can be assumed 

that they are career-oriented; therefore a good command of written English should 

be important to them.   

The results of this analysis show that there are certain major weaknesses in the 

writing skills of Fiji students. In an ESL classroom the teacher can derive a lot of 

benefits by conducting an error analysis of the learners’ written tasks. It can give 

the teacher a clear idea of the main problems faced by the students in their written 

work, and teachers can plan their lessons around the areas which require the 

greatest attention and emphasis.  

Such an analysis also provides the teacher with information on possible 

interference from the learner’s first language. There might be some features of the 

learner’s language which may show a positive transfer and may facilitate learning. 

Such information can also be helpful to the learners. It can also help the teacher to 

build an inventory of learner errors and device appropriate remedial programs.  
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Error analysis is perhaps the most effective way to identify individual learner’s 

needs and since the trend in second language teaching now advocates 

individualizing instruction, this could be one of the best ways to tailor the lessons 

to suit individual learners. It also helps in understanding the students’ learning 

strategies and places the teacher in a better position to understand the learners and 

teach strategies which more successful learners can use. Quite often teachers feel 

that “the more a student writes, the better it is for him.” Error analysis can change 

this around to “the more a student is guided to write, the better it is for him.”  

Since the results show that there exist systematic errors in the learners’ target 

language and they continue to abound even after writing strategies have been 

taught, it is not surprising that these errors, which have been used as a measure of 

language proficiency in this study, do not show any correlations with their 

learning strategies.  

7.5 Correlations between LLS and academic writing skills 
The descriptive analyses of the various categories of language learning strategies 

in this study have shown that the participants of this study have used 

metacognitive and cognitive strategies with a much higher frequency than 

compensation, memory, affective and social strategies. However, both successful 

and unsuccessful learners have used these strategies with equal frequency (See 

Figure 52).  

In this study the correlation analysis shows that more successful students use 

more language learning strategies than the less successful ones. In spite of using 

more strategies, the average number of errors remains the same in the final 

examinations. There is very little difference between the types and percentages of 

errors made at the beginning of the semester in the diagnostic tests and the 

assignments and the final examinations.   

Memory strategies are one of the least frequently used strategies. Surprisingly, 

most teachers and educators assume this is a popular strategy as they assert that 
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students find it easy to memorize and consequently regurgitate. Many studies, as 

related in the chapter on language learning strategies, have found that memory 

strategies are not used with a high frequency among ESL learners. Language 

learning is unlike history or mathematics or any of the sciences which require, to 

some extent, memorization of facts and figures. Therefore, this strategy may be 

popular with those subjects. However, when it comes to learning a language and 

using it for academic writing, there is very little to memorize. The application of 

grammatical rules and sourcing appropriate vocabulary take precedence.  

The students’ written texts show that the skills of application, analysis, synthesis 

and evaluation have not been mastered adequately by high school students and 

university undergraduates; hence the strategies which involve more analytical 

activities are correspondingly not frequently used.  

Politzer and McGroarty (1985, p103) found that while the Asian students used the 

assumed “good” strategies less than their counterparts, the Hispanic students, they 

made “greater gains in linguistic… and communicative competence…”  They 

concluded that good language learning behaviour can be just as elusive as good 

teaching behaviour (p.118). 

Abraham and Vann (1987, cited in Bremner, 1999, p.494) and Vann and Abraham 

(1990, cited in Bremner (1999, p.494), found that unsuccessful learners were 

using strategies that were considered successful and often the same ones as those 

used by successful learners. These findings are similar to the results of this study 

which showed that both successful and unsuccessful students use similar 

strategies with the same frequency. Bremner (1999) questions the idea that more 

successful students use more strategies and more frequently while arguing that 

strategies may be features of proficiency; learners are able to use them when they 

reach a certain level of proficiency. This point was also highlighted ten years 

earlier than Bremner by Skehan (1989, p.97) who said: “One can…argue that 

learner strategies do not determine proficiency, but are permitted by it.” Similar 
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conclusions have been drawn for this study considering that use of strategies does 

not show significant correlations with academic language proficiency. 

Peacock and Ho (2003) found that compensation strategies were most frequently 

used by Hong Kong university students followed by metacognitive and cognitive. 

However, when the researchers did an analysis across the eight disciplines of the 

university, it was found that English major students were the highest users of the 

strategies followed by other humanities students. The science, mathematics, 

engineering and computing students recorded the lowest frequencies in strategy 

use. This study has also reported similar results. The highest strategy users have 

been business and humanities students while science and engineering students 

have recorded low strategy use. Humanities students have reached a certain level 

of proficiency which enables them to tap into more strategy use and they are also 

able to choose the strategies according to their needs. On the other hand, science 

and engineering students do not deal with content areas which require long essays 

and report writing, therefore the strategies and the frequency with which they use 

them for academic writing is different from the humanities students. However, 

this is not to say that one is better than the other. 

A number of studies have investigated the correlation between proficiency in 

English and levels of strategy use. They have shown that the use of language 

learning strategies is related to proficiency levels – more frequent use of strategies 

show greater proficiency in language skills (Wu, 2008; Lai, 2009).  Wu (2008) 

conducted a study of Taiwanese university students and found that successful 

learners used metacognitive, cognitive and social strategies more frequently. This 

result was consistent with studies done by O’Malley et. al. (1985) and Oxford 

(1990), which found that intermediate level students used metacognitive strategies 

more frequently.    

Tsutsui et. al. (n.d.) note that “the more advanced students become, the more 

frequently they are likely to use learning strategies, although the frequency of 

their use of autonomous learning strategies as well as repetitive learning strategies 
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are not statistically correlated with their proficiency level” (p.261). It has also 

been found that learners who have attained an intermediate level of English use 

more metacognitive strategies (O’Malley et al, 1985) while cognitive strategies 

become more popular as learners improve to advanced levels. These results are 

consistent with this study as the level of English for the participants were 

intermediate and they also used metacognitive and cognitive strategies more 

frequently.  

As discussed earlier, second language learning strategies are “specific behaviours 

or thought processes” that students use to become successful second language 

learners (Oxford, 2003, p.8). No strategy is considered good or bad. “It is 

essentially neutral until the context of its use is thoroughly considered” (ibid. p.8). 

How can strategies be helpful for the learner? According to Oxford (2003), 

strategies are useful provided the following conditions are prevalent: (a) the 

strategy relates well to the L2 task at hand; (b) the strategy fits the particular 

student‘s learning style preferences to one degree or another; and (c) the student 

enjoys the strategy effectively and links it with other relevant strategies. 

The results in this study indicate that out of the 50 strategies only four, or 8%, 

have reported high frequency usage. Even though overall strategy use is medium, 

in the final analysis, metacognitive, cognitive and compensation strategies are 

associated with higher L2 proficiency measured by low errors and higher marks in 

the students’ written texts. However, this research has revealed that language 

learning strategies of the students from a tertiary institute in Fiji have not shown 

any significant correlation with the proficiency levels in their academic language.  
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PART 4 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Chapter 8  Conclusion and recommendations 
 

The first objective of this research was to determine the strategies used by 

the sample of Fiji students who were first year undergraduates studying at 

the University of the South Pacific. A total of 105 students were assessed 

for their language learning strategies. This assessment was done using a 

SILL questionnaire and analysis included gender and ethnicity as two 

other variables which influence the use of learning strategies. However, in 

the final analysis the results of 88 students were considered to answer the 

key research question. 

It was found that strategies were used at a medium level by most students. 

The most frequent strategies used were metacognitive followed by 

cognitive and social. Affective strategies were used least frequently. The 

study found no significant differences in the types of strategies used 

between males and females. However, it was found that females were 

higher users of strategies than males. Both used metacognitive strategies 

most frequently. This indicates that undergraduate students in Fiji are 

aware of the strategies they use to learn English and are taking control of 

their learning, albeit at a medium level. The study also noted that ethnicity 

did not have a significant influence on strategy use. Regardless of whether 

students came from the indigenous Fijian background or were Fijians of 

Indian origin, both ethnic groups used similar strategies with similar 

frequency. There were, however, differences between individual 

strategies.  While Fijian Indian participants used memory strategies more 

than their I-Taukei counterparts, the I-Taukei participants used social 

strategies more frequently than the Fijian Indian participants. However, in 

the overall analysis gender and ethnicity revealed no significant 

correlation with strategy use.  
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The study has found that the strategies do not significantly correlate with 

proficiency levels of the students’ academic language. The high number of 

errors and weaknesses in their academic writing are not correlated with 

strategy use. This is a unique set of findings as many studies, including 

Green and Oxford (1995), Bremner (2000) and Al-Hebaishi (2012) have 

found that cognitive and metacognitive strategies have had a positive 

correlation with academic language proficiency while affective strategies 

have had an inverse relationship; this study has shown that no strategy has 

a direct correlation with participants’ proficiency in academic writing. The 

correlations between all strategies, except for compensation, were weak 

positive linear relationships but not statistically significant. Compensation 

strategies showed a weak negative correlation and were statistically 

significant.  

There may be several reasons for these findings. Firstly, it could be argued 

that both teachers and students lack knowledge on second language 

learning strategies. The LLS data revealed that many students were not 

aware of the good strategies, hence strategy usage was medium. It could 

also be argued that the learners come from a variety of backgrounds. 

Learners’ socio-economic background, culture, level of parental 

education, exposure to good English, geographical location, gender, age 

and ethnicity are all factors influencing second language acquisition. The 

context of each student’s learning situation differs and these have a strong 

influence on their choice of learning strategies. The different types and the 

number of strategies a learner chooses to complete a language task may 

depend on his learning situation. These findings may also have been 

influenced by the instruments used. The research participants may   not 

have fully comprehended the SILL questionnaire and therefore did not 

always choose the appropriate options. Finally, using error analysis as a 

measure of proficiency may have affected the final results as well. 
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The research has shown that a high percentage of the research participants 

do not have the required language proficiency for academic writing. They 

make a large number of errors in grammar, punctuation, sense and style. 

In the students’ essays there are several types of recurrent errors in word 

choice and form, wrong use of prepositions, confusion with verb tenses 

and forms, and subject-verb agreement. The most common types of errors 

occur in punctuation, followed by vocabulary, use of singular and plural, 

redundancies, incomprehensible text and subject-verb agreement. The 

analysis has shown students’ difficulties in understanding and applying 

grammatical rules which has resulted in weak expressions, poor choice of 

vocabulary, repetition and redundancies. It therefore becomes advisable 

that strategy training must be considered by classroom teachers and 

educators and further research needs be done on its correlations with 

language proficiency. 

It has been recommended to include strategy training in English teaching 

curricula (Chamot & Kupper, 1989; Oxford, 1990). While this and other 

research have shown that all successful learners do not use the same 

learning strategies, and recommendations cannot be made appropriate for 

all learners, making strategy training a part of the normal language 

curriculum seems to be the answer. Bull and Ma (2001) suggest that there 

are links between a student’s learning style and strategy use; however, 

availability of resources for teachers and students become a constraint. In 

such a case, the best methods for teaching strategies need to be devised 

taking into consideration individual learner differences as well poor 

availability of resources. Nunan (1997) has recommended the teaching of 

strategies as part of an L2 curriculum as it will increase student motivation 

in second language learning; however, it must be realized that students’ 

motivation can differ according to teaching or learning strategies and that 

there is not necessarily a causal relationship between motivation and 

strategies learning (Rivera-Mills & Plonsky, 2007). While it is 
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recommended to include strategy training in the language curriculum, it 

must be first incorporated in teacher training programmes at university 

level. Discussions with high school teachers and an officer from the 

Curriculum Development Unit of the Ministry of Education in Fiji have 

revealed that L2 teachers are largely unaware of language learning 

strategies themselves. 

Ehrman and Oxford (1990 cited in Bull & Ma, 2001) found that students 

with different learning styles would use particular strategies, for example, 

people who are categorized as thinkers according to Myers Briggs Type 

Indicator (MBTI) preferred to use cognitive strategies whereas feelers had 

a low usage for cognitive strategies. The MBTI is a psychometric 

questionnaire based on Carl Jung’s theory about people’s psychological 

perceptions in how they make view the world and make decisions. The 

essence of this theory is that even though people’s behaviour may seem to 

show much random variation, it is actually quite orderly and consistent 

based on people’s perceptions and judgments. People react to situations 

based on how they perceive things around them and based on their 

perceptions they come to conclusions about those things (The Myers and 

Briggs Foundation 2014). 

As educators and classroom teachers we recommend that students 

studying English for academic purposes should read academic texts, attend 

academic lectures, and even work with students who are native speakers in 

order to become more acquainted with academic discourse. However, 

many students in Fiji have difficulty meeting native speakers of English 

and getting to know them. In my experience as a high school teacher I 

have found that students are often disappointed that they do not have as 

much interaction with native speakers as they would like to. In addition, 

they resort to using their L1 outside the classroom. In Fiji, informal 

discussions with secondary school teachers and students have also 
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revealed that both teachers and students would often use their L1 when 

conversing outside the classroom. Therefore, English language is not often 

reinforced outside the classroom. This is also one of the factors 

influencing the slow L2 development in academic skill areas. 

Nevertheless, although some second language learners have negative 

attitudes towards academic writing, many of them are committed to 

graduating from universities and institutes, and as a result, have strong 

reasons for learning and improving their skills. 

Some of the tertiary students in this sample were training to become 

teachers of English; therefore they needed to achieve high proficiency 

levels in English. Greater use of social strategies could be attributed to the 

widespread use of English as a lingua franca in Fiji and hence its greater 

use outside of educational settings. Not all students in both groups, 

however, were high strategy users. There were some low and moderate 

users as well.  

There are a number of implications of this study. Firstly, in Fiji, learners 

are provided many realistic situations where they can practice their 

language skills, since English is the lingua franca. Secondly, the 

implication for teachers, who play a key role in the classrooms, is that they 

need to be knowledgeable about language learning strategies and employ 

them in the classroom. Thirdly, teacher training programs in universities 

need to incorporate this knowledge of strategy training and practice. 

In the case of the research subjects for this study, it is seen that in spite of 

twelve to thirteen years of instruction in English in primary and secondary 

schools, students are still grappling with basic knowledge and application 

of academic English in tertiary studies. The majority of these learners have 

well-developed conversational English skills and educators often misjudge 

their language capabilities because of this. These students often struggle in 

an undergraduate class, particularly with the vocabulary required, to 
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comprehend and analyze their written texts. Such linguistically challenged 

texts are encountered in their undergraduate studies, well past their 

secondary levels. It is vital that more exposure of such texts and academic 

vocabulary is provided in early secondary school levels if students are to 

attain well-developed academic English by the time they enter universities 

and other tertiary institutes. 

To improve students’ vocabulary, teachers in primary and secondary 

levels can begin with oral activities and discussions on topics of interest 

and those that are contemporary amongst students. These topics must be 

related to the content in their textbooks to promote literacy as well as 

encourage the use of academic vocabulary in their discussions. Teachers 

can use magazine articles, letters to the editor and other articles from 

newspapers and magazines which are at the appropriate level for their 

students and not too overwhelming for the struggling readers.  

Primary and secondary school teachers also need to structure ways for 

students to hear more academic language in a fun way and practise using 

the vocabulary. Peer interaction is important as research has shown that it 

improves language and metacognitive development (Ellis, 1994; 

McLaughlin, 1985); therefore, teaching vocabulary can include 

collaborative activities. Once students are able to use new vocabulary 

accurately in academic writing, it shows their understanding of its 

definition and usage. 

Teachers should also try and make the writing experiences in the 

classroom interesting and creative. As students’ interest in writing 

develops, they will be able to use more sophisticated approaches and feel 

encouraged as writers. Teachers need to find out about their students’ 

needs and wants as writers and create those experiences in the classroom. 

When students are interested in writing they will have the motivation to 
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develop their skills, use helpful learning strategies and seek feedback on 

ways to improve.  

Many factors influence the success of learners at various levels. However, 

a focus on cognitive and language skills is required for academic success 

in all classrooms at high school level. This will ensure that students are 

equipped with the literacy requirements for the workplace and for higher 

education. All students who graduate from form 7 under the Fiji school 

system must leave high school with the ability to speak and understand 

academic English, read complex texts for understanding, and write 

expository texts proficiently (Francis et al, 2006, Book 2, p.10). They must 

acquire the content knowledge, academic vocabulary, command of 

language structures and strategic thinking skills that will enable them to 

meet the demands of the workplace. This responsibility lies not only on 

English language teachers but also with teachers who teach content-area 

knowledge (for example, social science, mathematics, commerce) as 

preparing students for academic reading and writing provides unique 

challenges and support is also required from content-area teachers.  

Primary and secondary school teachers must practise teaching across the 

curriculum. When students enter high school they are less equipped with 

academic language and English language teachers cannot be burdened 

with teaching students to read to learn. There is a need to have a “content-

based literacy approach that incorporates explicit instruction in language 

and literacy” (Francis et al 2006, Book 2, p.10) in both primary and 

secondary schools. In this approach academic language is taught using 

texts from content areas such as an article from a social science book or an 

article on a mathematical concept. Expository writing can be taught using 

an essay based on a historical event or a science lab report. Using this 

approach can help the teachers identify their students’ weaknesses in 

academic language and they can tailor their teaching strategies to address 
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the difficulties their students face. Content-area teachers can provide 

explicit instructions in language and literacy skills to make their teaching 

and learning more meaningful and purposeful, for example, if the 

objective in a history class is to identify causes of the Gulf War, the 

teacher provides the relevant background reading to improve knowledge 

in the content area or relevant conceptual vocabulary before teaching the 

topic. Alternatively, the teacher can ask students to write an expository 

essay on the causes of the Gulf War. This activity can be further used to 

teach cause and effect sentence structures. This is an example of using 

scaffolding as a teaching strategy. The teachers help their students to get 

to the next stage of their learning by providing support structures which 

are temporary (Van Der Stuyf 2002).   

Good writing does not only rely on grammatical and lexical accuracy but 

also on coherence and cohesion. The sentences and ideas also need to flow 

logically. In order to be coherent and write well-structured sentences and 

paragraphs, the writer needs to be creative and focus on the content as 

well. Teachers need to focus on organization and how to write well-

connected sentences and paragraphs. Once students are able to master the 

skills in cohesiveness they can focus on the content in their writing. 

Teachers must also focus on “process writing” (Kato, 2006, p.11) which 

emphasizes planning, drafting and reviewing for improvement of their 

writing skills. Errors in coherence occur in both the weak essays as well as 

the essays of students who have a good command of English. The most 

common causes of incoherence seem to emanate from a lack of 

development in writing habits, sound ideas on the topic, revising and 

redrafting. Some strategies which can lead to good writing skills include 

exercises in combining thoughts into one complex whole, joining 

sentences using conjunctions and relative pronouns, gap filling exercises, 

loop writing and précis writing (Chamonikolasova & Staskova, 2005, p. 

58). Students need to be made aware of their inaccuracies in writing by 
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analyzing sample essays in class, peer marking assignment essays and 

receiving timely and appropriate feedback from the teacher. Coherence in 

writing has a high priority among native English speakers and must be 

made central to academic writing courses so that students can learn to 

present their ideas clearly, logically and linearly (Chamonikolasova & 

Staskova, 2005, p. 58). 

Teachers who experiment and integrate learning strategies in their 

teaching are convinced that strategies can be taught through direct 

instruction and over time students will maintain and transfer them to new 

tasks when necessary.  According to Oxford (1990b), language learning 

strategies can be taught to students as they are beneficial in giving them 

greater responsibility and self-direction in their learning. 

Research indicates that more successful language learners are aware of the 

strategies they use and why they use them (O'Malley and Chamot, 1990; 

Green and Oxford, 1995, p.262), and that they generally tailor their 

learning strategies to the language task and to their own personal needs as 

learners (Wenden, 1991, p.13). Ellis and Sinclair (1989) also suggest that 

learners can achieve their goals by focusing their attention on the process 

(i.e. on how to learn rather than what to learn) so that they can become 

more effective learners and take on more responsibility for their own 

learning. 

It seems that second language learners are often unaware of their 

strategies, so teachers have to raise such awareness and teach appropriate 

strategies.  

This study supports further research on language learning strategies of Fiji 

students. There are relationships between academic proficiency and 

strategy use, despite this study not finding them. Teachers, educators and 

curriculum developers must be aware of and embrace strategy use in their 
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teaching so that academic language proficiency becomes an integral part 

of the English language curriculum 

Finally, this study strongly recommends the following: 

� There is a need for further research into the language learning 

strategies of Fiji students with a larger sample size and from   

institutions at all levels: primary, secondary and tertiary. 

� Other factors must be explored to determine what is impacting 

upon academic language proficiency (or lack of it) among 

undergraduate students of Fiji. 

� There is a need to consciously teach language learning strategies in 

our teacher training courses.  

� Strategies teaching should start at the beginning levels by 

providing them in the students’ first language.  

 

� Strategies should be integrated within the curriculum rather than 

taught as a separate entity.  

 

� All teachers, irrespective of the subjects they teach, should be able 

to identify strategies by name, describe them and model them.  

 

� Students need to have experience with a variety of strategies to be 

able to choose the one that works well with them. 

 

In case of failure in language learning, students need to be assured that 

their failure may not be due to lack of intelligence, among other 

possible factors, but to lack in choosing appropriate strategies. 
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FINAL WORD 
Teachers should consider integrating language learning strategies in 

their teaching. Learners have to explore ‘how’, ‘when’, and ‘why’ to 

use LLS, and evaluate and monitor their own learning (Cohen, 1998: 

69), therefore, teachers have to study their teaching context before they 

apply language learning strategies in their classroom. They have to 

reflect themselves and encourage their students’ reflection on the 

teaching/learning context. They must take into account their students’ 

cultural context, as there is a relationship between strategy preferences 

and learners’ cultural background, which can have an impact on 

strategy choice and training. The teacher is recommended to use 

several different strategy assessment methods to collect data for 

students’ development in strategy use. 

Fiji students can become competent in their academic writing skills 

with the appropriate support from teachers and a suitable curriculum. 
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APPENDIX A  

INTERNAL MEMORANDUM TO HEAD OF SCHOOL OF SCHOOL OF 
LANGUAGE, ARTS AND MEDIA, FACULTY OF ARTS AND LAW, 

UNIVERSITY OF THE SOUTH PACIFIC 
 

Internal Memorandum 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

I wish to conduct a research on the types of grammatical errors made by students 

studying UU114 English for Academic Purposes at the University of the South 

Pacific. I seek your approval for my research. 

My area of research would focus on errors of tense, agreement and article usage 

made by students in their written assessments. 

Please find attached a copy of the information sheet and consent form which will 

be distributed to all students chosen to be the subjects of this study. The consent 

form will be signed by the students and returned to the researcher. 

Z. A. Chand 

Chief Researcher 

Graduate Assistant PhD 
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APPENDIX B 

INTERNAL MEMORANDUM TO LECTURERS/TUTORS 
Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

I have been given approval by the FALE Research Committee to conduct a 

research on learning strategies and error analysis of students doing UU114 at the 

University of the South Pacific. 

I wish to inform you that randomly selected students will be used to conduct this 

research. 

The purpose of this research is to analyse the areas of difficulty in English 

grammar that are faced by Fiji students and how their learning strategies impact 

upon their errors. Students will answer a questionnaire on their learning strategies. 

For error analysis a sample of their errors will be analysed from an essay writing 

exercise. 

We hope the research findings will further assist you in identifying your students’ 

needs and providing them with much needed assistance in the area of academic 

writing. 

Please find attached a copy of the information sheet and consent form, which 

should be distributed to students selected for this study. 

I look forward to your cooperation. 

Z A Chand 

Graduate Assistant PhD candidate 
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APPENDIX C  

INFORMATION SHEET FOR PARTICIPANTS 
 

Institution:    University of the South Pacific 

School:         Language Arts and Media 

Chief Researcher: Zakia Ali Chand 

  Contact:  3382286/9249878 

   Research Title: Second language learning strategies of tertiary students from Suva, 
Fiji and their impact on academic writing skills 

 

Aims of the Study 

This research aims to investigate language learning strategies of tertiary students 

from the Republic of Fiji and how the use of their strategies impact upon the types 

of errors they make in academic writing. 

It hopes that the analysis will shed some light on problem areas in English faced 

by tertiary students and provide much needed feedback to educators on how to 

improve students’ academic English. 

What Does the Study Involve? 

For language learning strategies, a SILL questionnaire will be distributed to the 

participants during class time early in the semester. Questionnaires will be 

collected immediately after they have been answered in the class and analysed for 

language learning strategies. 

 

For error analysis, a written assignment on academic writing will be collected and 

analyzed. At the end of the semester the final exam will also be analysed for 

errors. 
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  What Will Happen After The Study? 

All primary research data collected will be stored in the researcher’s personal 

computer during the course of the research. The researcher will be the only person 

with access to the data. All marked assignments will be returned to the students as 

is the usual practice.  

Findings from the research will be used for the researcher’s PhD thesis. 

Participants’ identities will remain confidential. 

Authorization 

This research has been approved by the Faculty Research Committee of Faculty 

of Arts and Law, University of the South Pacific. 

Should you have any complaints concerning the manner in which this research is 

conducted please contact the Chief Researcher at the following address: 

 

Room H322 

School of Language, Arts and Media 

University of the South Pacific 

Laucala Campus 
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APPENDIX D CONSENT FORM 
 

Institution:  University of the South Pacific 

School:  School of Language, Arts and Media  

            Research title: Second language learning strategies of tertiary students from Suva, 
Fiji and their impact on academic writing skills 

Researcher:  Z. A. Chand   PhD student 

Contact:  3382286 

 

I (name of participant)___________________ have read and understood the information 
contained in the information sheet for participants. I agree to participate in this research. I 
agree that the research data may be published, provided my identity   is not revealed in 
the publications. 

 

__________________________________  Date_______________ 

Signature of Participant or Representative    

 

_____________________    Date _______________ 

Signature of Researcher or Representative                                                          
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APPENDIX E  

MARKIN 4 
 

Markin is a Windows program which can be downloaded and saved on the 

researcher’s personal computer. It can import a student's text for marking by 

pasting from the clipboard, or directly from a document file. Once the text has 

been imported, Markin provides a comprehensive set of tools enabling the 

researcher to mark and annotate the text. 

When marking is complete, Markin saves it as an XHTML document, in which 

the researcher’s marks and annotations appear as coloured text. When the student 

opens this document in a web browser (such as Internet Explorer, Firefox, Safari 

or Chrome), they can click on the marks to reveal more detail about the nature of 

the researcher’s annotation or comment. 

Markin can also export the marked work as a RTF file, which is more suitable for 

students who want to view it as a printout. 
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APPENDIX F  

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 

1. Language learning history:  

� At what age where you first exposed to English language;  

� When did you begin learning English, formally and informally?  

� What type of environment did you have in terms of exposure to English – 

where you surrounded by native English speakers?  

� Did people around you speak in English all the time?  

� Were you constantly watching TV in English, listening to English radio 

programs, always reading books and magazines in English?   

� Did you have parents or older members of the family guiding you, 

correcting you and socializing with you using English as your medium of 

communication?  

� What about at school, primary and secondary?  

� Were you always speaking in English with your friends and teachers? 

 

2. Native-like proficiency 

� Do you consider yourself to have native-like proficiency in English? If 

yes, what has contributed to it? If no, what were the obstacles?  

� What type of language environment would give a person native-like 

proficiency in English? 

3. Methods 

� Do you remember any methods you were using to help you be good at 

English all the time?  

� Have you adapted/altered any of your methods? 

4. Skills 

� Has learning English generally been easy for you? Why?  
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� Is there any skill in English (listening, speaking, reading or writing) that 

you consider yourself to be very good at, or not so good at, or are you 

consistently good in all 4 skills?  

� Have you become better or worse in any of these skills over time? What 

has contributed to it? 

5. Motivation 

� Have you been a motivated English language learner?  

� Has your motivation changed over time?  

� Will you have the same motivation if you had to learn another language? 

� Are you confident in learning new languages? 
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APPENDIX G   

MARKIN 4 SOFTWARE RUBRICS 
 

Breakdown of errors 

???:  Incomprehensible text – Sense  

Agr:  Subject verb agreement error – Grammar 

Art:  Article error – Grammar 

Cap: Capitalization error – Punctuation 

Con:  Conjunction/Transition error – Linking 

Cou:  Count/non count error – Grammar 

Cut:  this text is not necessary – Sense 

For:  Formatting problem – Mechanics 

Frg: Sentence fragment – Grammar 

Mis: Missing word or words – Grammar 

Mod: Misplaced or dangling modifier – Grammar 

Par: Parallel construction problem – Grammar 

Plu: Singular/plural error – Grammar 

Pre: Wrong or misused preposition 

Prg: Paragraphing problem – Sense 

Pun: Punctuation – Punctuation 

Qot: Inaccurate quotation – Content 

Rep: Repetition of information or phrase – Style 

Spa: Missing space – Editing 

Spl: Spelling – Spelling 

Vag: Vague reference – Sense 



309 

 

VFo: Verb form – Grammar 

VTe: Verb tense – Grammar 

WCh: Poor word choice – Vocabulary 

WFo: Word form – Morphology 

WOr: Word order – Syntax 

Int: This is an interesting point – Content 

Exc: Excellent! Well done! – Content 

Gd: Good! – Content 

Grm: Well-constructed phrase or sentence – Grammar 

WCh: Good choice of vocabulary – Vocabulary 
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APPENDIX H   

STRATEGY INVENTORY FOR LANGUAGE LEARNING (SILL) 
BY R. OXFORD 1989 

 
Research QUESTIONNAIRE on Language Learning Strategies (LLS) 

Thank you for consenting to participate in this research. Please fill in your 
details below. All your personal information is confidential and will not be 
released to any other persons except the researcher. 

 
Section A:      Personal Data 
 
Name:_______________________________  ID No: __________ 
 
Institution: __________ 

 
Age: __________ Gender: (male or female) ________ Ethnicity: ______ 

 
Residential address: 
___________________________________________________________ 

  
Program of study: 
_______________________________________________________ 

  
Majoring in: 
____________________________________________________________ 

 
This questionnaire was designed by Professor Rebecca Oxford, now 
Director of the Program for Teaching English to Speakers of Other 
Languages at Teachers' College, Columbia University, New York. It has 
been adapted for use in this research. 
 
It is designed to give you (and us) information about the way you tackle 
the tasks of learning a second language. This questionnaire is used all over 
the world. It can give you information about your own learning 
techniques. 

 
Information on answering this questionnaire: 
 
All questions given to you have a similar system of answers to choose 
from. To be able to answer accurately please refer to the information 
below:  
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� Never true of me: also includes 'almost never true of me'- it doesn't happen 

very often in your learning behaviour  
� Usually not true of me: it happens occasionally in your learning behaviour  
� Somewhat true of me: it happens in a fairly regular pattern in your learning 

behaviour  
� Always true of me: also includes 'almost always true of me'- it happens 

almost all the time and represents a strong pattern in your learning 
behaviour  

 
 
 
PLEASE CIRCLE THE LETTER OF THE ANSWER YOU CHOOSE 
FROM OPTIONS A – D (If you are not able to choose any of the options as 
your answer, please write your response below option D). 
 
 
Part: A: Memory related strategies 

1. I think of the relationships between what I already know and new things I 
learn in English. 

A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
2. I use new English words in a sentence so I can remember them 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
3. I connect the sound of an English word and an image or picture of the 

world to help me remember the word. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
 

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

A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
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D. Always true of me 
 
 
 

5. I use rhymes to remember new English words. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
6. I use flashcards to remember new English words. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
7. I physically act out new English words. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
8.  I review English lessons often. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
9. I remember the new words or phrases by remembering their location on 

the page, on the board, or on a street sign. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
Part: B: Cognitive strategies 
 

1. I say or write new English words several times. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
2. I try to talk like native English speakers 
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A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
 

3.  I practise the sounds of English 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
4. I use the English word I know in different ways. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
5.  I start conversations in English. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
6.  I watch English language TV shows or go to English movies. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
7.  I read for pleasure in English. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
8. I write notes, messages, letters, or reports in English. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
9.  I first skim an English passage (read over the passage quickly) then go 

back and read carefully. 
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A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
 

10. I look for words in my own language that are similar to new words in 
English. 

A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
11. I try to find patterns in English. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
12. I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it into parts that I 

understand. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
13. I try not to translate word-for-word. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
14. I make summaries of information that I hear or read in English 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
 
Part: C: Compensation strategies 

1. To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
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D. Always true of me 
 
 
 

2. When I can't think of a word during a conversation in English, I use 
gestures. 

A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
3. I make up new words if I do not know the right ones in English. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
4. I read English without looking up every new word. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
 

5. I try to guess what the other person will say next in English 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
6. If I can't think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that means the 

same thing. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
Part: D: Metacognitive strategies 
 
1. I try to find as many ways as I can to use my English. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
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2. I notice my English mistakes and use that information to help me do better. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
3. I pay attention when someone is speaking English. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
4. I try to find out how to be a better learner of English. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
5. I plan my schedule so I have enough time to study English. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
6. I look for people I can talk to in English. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

 
7. I look for opportunities to read as much as possible in English. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
8. I have clear goals for improving my English skills. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
9. I think about my progress in learning English. 
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A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

Part: E: Affective strategies 

1. I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using English. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 

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

mistake. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
 
3. I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in English. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
4. I notice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying English. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
5. I write down my feelings in a language learning diary. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
6. I talk to someone else about how I feel when I am learning English. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
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Part: F: Social strategies 

 
1. If I do not understand something in English, I ask the other person to slow 

down or say it again. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
2. I ask English speakers to correct me when I talk. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
3. I practice my English with other students. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
4. I ask for help from English speakers. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
    
5. I ask questions in English. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
 
6. I try to learn about the culture of English speakers. 
A. Never true of me 
B. Usually not true of me 
C. Somewhat true of me 
D. Always true of me 
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME  

 
 Chief Researcher: Ms Zakia Ali Chand 

PhD candidate, University of the South Pacific, 2011 
  
 

Appendix I Screening Questionnaire for Human Ethics 
 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine whether or not your proposed research project requires 
approval by the University Research Ethics Committee. Once completed, it should be passed to your 
Faculty Representative on the University Research Ethics Committee who will advise you of the next step. 

 
 Name/Section: 

 
 

 

 

 Project Title: 

 
 
 
I certify that with respect to this research project I have read the Human Ethics Handbook and understand 
the ethical principles listed therein. My answers to the following questions are informed by my 
understanding of these principles. 
 
 
Signed           (Lead 
Researcher) 

 
 Date 

 

 
If you are a student, your supervisor must sign below to indicate that they have counselled you about 
human ethics issues in your research, and agree that you have completed this Screening Questionnaire as 
accurately as you can. 
 

Signed          (Student’s supervisor) 

Z A Chand 

Dr Robert Early 

Zakia Ali Chand ID s81814040 

 School of Language, Arts and Media 

 Faculty of Arts, Law and Education 

Correlation between grammatical errors and second language learning strategies of tertiary students 
from Suva, Fiji 

 8 June  2011 
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Date 

 

Does your Project involve any of the following? 

 

(Please choose either for each question) 

1. 
 

Situations in which the researcher may be at risk of harm from human participants  no 

 2. 
 

Use of questionnaire of interview (anonymous or not) which might reasonably be 
expected to cause discomfort, embarrassment, or psychological or spiritual harm to the 
participants  

 

no 

3. 
 

Processes that are potentially disadvantageous to a person or group, such as the 
collection of information which may expose the person or group to discrimination  

 

no 

4. 
 

Collection of information about illegal behavior gained during the research which could 
place the participants at risk of criminal or civil liability or be damaging to their financial 
standing, employability, professional or personal relationships 

no 

5. Collection of any blood, body fluid, tissue samples, or other samples 
 

no 

6. 
 

Any form of exercise regime, physical examination, deprivation (e.g. sleep, dietary)  
 

 

 

  
 

7. 
 

The administration of any form of drug, medicine, placebo  
 

no 

8. 
 

Physical pain, beyond mild discomfort  
 

no 

9. 
 

Any demonstration of procedures or phenomena having a potential for harm which 
involves the participation of students of the University of the South Pacific  
 

no 

10. 
 

Participants whose identity is known to the researcher giving oral consent rather than 
written consent (if participants are anonymous, you may answer No)  
 

no 

11. 
 

Participants who are unable to give informed consent  
 

no 

12. 
 

Research on your own students  
 

no 

13. 
 

The participation of children younger than 7 years  
 

no 

14. 
 

The participation of children younger than 16 years where parental consent is not being 
sought  
 

no 

15.  
 

Participants who are in a dependent situation, such as people with a disability, residents 
of a hospital, nursing home or prison, or persons highly dependent on medical care  
 

no 

16. Participants who are vulnerable  no 

 



321 

 

  
17. 
 

The use of previously collected information or biological samples for which there was no 
explicit consent for this research from the participants  

no 

18. 
 

Any evaluation of the services or organisational practices of the University of the South 
Pacific where information of a personal nature may be collected and where participants 
may be identified  

no 

19. 
 
 

Deception of the participants, including concealed and covert observations  no 

20. 
 
 

Conflict of interest situation for the researcher (e.g. is the researcher also the 
lecturer/teacher/colleague or treatment provider or employer of the research 
participants, or is there any other power relationship between the researcher and 
research participants?) 

no 

21. 
 

Payments or other financial inducements (other than reasonable reimbursement of travel 
expenses or time) to participants  

no 

22. 
 

A requirement by an outside organisation (e.g. a funding organisation or a journal in which 
you wish to publish) for approval by the University Research Ethics Committee  
 

no 

 

If you answered YES to any of these questions, then you need to submit an Application for Human Ethics 
Approval (available at www.usp.ac.fj/research/ethics, sample shown in Appendix 2). 

 

Even if you answered NO to all the questions above, this Screening Questionnaire must still be submitted 
to your Faculty representative on the University Research Ethics Committee who reserves the right to 
discuss your research with you and, in some cases, may require you to complete an Application for 
Human Ethics Approval. 

 

The University of the South Pacific     Faculty:  

 

Office of the Pro Vice-Chancellor    Application No:  

 (Research and International) This number is assigned when your 
application is accepted.  Quote on all 
documentation to participants and the 
Committees. 

 

 

 

FALE 

             


