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ABSTRACT

This study aimed to compare English language learning strategies
(LLSs) use and personality traits specifically extroversion and introversion among and
within two different ethnicities or language background groups: Muslim and non-
Muslim students. The study employed purposive sampling. The participants in the
study were divided into Muslim high and low achievers and non-Muslim high and
low achievers based on English scores in O-NET Test (Ordinary National Education
Test). The instruments werel)a language learning strategies questionnaire, and 2) a
personality traits questionnaire and 3) a guided interview form. The results showed
that these learners are moderate ELLSs users and the Muslim and non-Muslim high
achievers used more ELLSs than their counterparts. Both the Muslim and the non-
Muslim high achievers used indirect strategies more than the direct ones and no
significant differences were found. Both used metacognitive the most; however;
memory and affective strategies were used significantly more by the Muslim than the
non-Muslim high achievers. These similar results were found when compared
between the Muslim and the Non-Muslim low achievers except that the Muslim low
achievers used metacognitive significantly more. It can be concluded that most
participants tend to develop their English language learning through indirect strategies
(metacognitive, affective and social strategies) and avoid using complicated
strategies. Muslim students prefer rote learning through memorization to acquire
English whereas the non-Muslim apply social strategies. Furthermore, high Muslim
achievers were found displaying clear introvert and the low achievers were clear

extrovert while non-Muslim participants showed very clear extroversion.
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1. Introduction

A growing number of researches in the field of second language acquisition
have prominently shifted over the last few years. The greater emphasize is on
learners, the process of learning and individual differences rather than teachers and
the process of teaching (Wenden and Rubin, 1987;Yabukoshi and Takeuchi, 2009;
Nikoopour and Farsani, 2010). The interest towards learning come together with the
emerging trend to develop students’ capacity of English knowledge by distinguishing
successful and unsuccessful learners(Wharton, 2000) with the belief that what good
language learners have been doing to develop their competencies could be transfer
and taught to their counterparts (Griffiths and Parr, 2011). Those have led to more
investigations and explorations on impact of language learning strategies as “one of
the most fertile areas of research in language learning in recent years” Maclntyre
(1994), and personality traits which its importance widely has received acceptance in

psychological discipline (Deweale, 2012).

Language learning strategies (LLSs) are regularly described as behaviors,
techniques, steps, means, plans and sets of operations taken by learners to help and
facilitate them in learning language and acquiring as well as mastering new languages
(Wenden and Rubin, 1987; Oxford, 1990; O’Malley and Chamot, 1990; Park 1997).
Students normally used the strategy inside and outside the classroom sometimes with
the guidance of teachers or with their own effort. Students are believed to use
strategies consciously and unconsciously. Those strategies are, for example,
remembering and retrieving information, guessing for meaning, using gesture to
bridge the gap in communication, scheduling for English review period inside and
outside the classroom, finding an opportunity to use English in spoken conversation,

and compromising their own emotions to learn language.

The past studies conducted regarding language learning strategies found an
impact in relation to language learning’ comprehension and performance or to acquire
and improve language skills (Oxford, 1990; O’Malley and Chamot, 1990; Ellis, 1994;
Oxford and Ehrman, 1995; Brown, 2000). To further illustrate, extensive studies

reveal that most of successful students or students who gain high score in English



normally tried to facilitate their language learning with wider range of strategies than
their unsuccessful peers or those who have lower score in English (Green and Oxford,
1995;Wharton, 2000;Gan, Humphreys, and Hamp-Lyons, 2004; Abu Shmais, 2004;
Khalil, 2005; Gerami and Baighlou, 2011).

Another variable-specifically, ethnicity which refers to mother tongue or
language background of students (Grainger, 1997) is the area that has received less
attention and it needs more replication (Ellis, 1994). Some studies indicated that
students with different language background prefer LLSs in different fashion. For
example, Grainger (1997) found that students who have European background and
embrace English as a mother tongue prefer to use social strategies the most, while the
Asian background students prefer to employ compensation strategies in English
language learning. In 1995, Green and Oxford researched University students in Purto
Rico, where they found that cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, and social
strategies were employed to develop language competencies. With the trend of rote
learning, Chinese language background students preferred memorization (Qingquan,
Chatupote, and Teo, 2008). Furthermore, little exposed to real English communication
limited Palestinian students with opportunities of using social strategies (Khalil,

2005).

Individual differences and preferences in the choice of employing language
learning strategies is not the only one aspect associated with the success in second
language learning, but another important variable is personality traits specifically to
extroversion and introversion students have displayed. Based on Eysenck and
Eysenck (1985) variation in personality, behavior is associated with cortical arousal.
Under-arousal makes extrovert students tend to involve with activities, and over-
aroused leads introvert students to avoid arousing situations. To put it more simple,
ordinary extrovert are normally talkative, sociable and usually communicate without
inhibition, while typical introvert are more reserved, quiet, and sometimes they need

time to produce language outcome.

Generally agreed among scholars that the major personality traits specifically

extroversion and introversion perform an integral part in language learning (Brown,



2000), an assumption has been made among teachers and language learning observers
that the extroversion type of personality trait might reach a greater degree of success
in second language learning compared to the introversion types (Rubin, 1975;
Kezwer, 1987; Saville-Troike, 2006; Ockey, 2011; Wong, 2011). Since their
assertiveness is easily to be noticed, it is convincible enough to attract a teacher to

believe in the notion that they are better and more successful in language learning.

However, the inconsistent result is found contrasting with the common belief
that students with the tendency of being the extrovert should outpace students with
introversion personality in language learning. For example, in EFL context like Japan,
Carrell, Prince, and Astika (1996) found introversion gained proficiency score more

than their counterpart. Therefore, to conclude the extroversion is better is too extreme.

By virtue of language learning strategies and personality dimensions, there is
still a doubt that needs more examination about language learning strategies in
relation to cultural background, even though it has been researched for more than 30
years (Grainger, 2012), and as indicated by many researchers EFL contexts are still
needed more observations (Gan, Humphreys, and Hamp-Lyons, 2004). Moreover, the
importance of behavioral reactions of extroversion and introversion trait is still
demanding for more studies (Wilt and Revelle, 2009). Thus, this research aimed to
compare similarities and differences of those aspects-LLSs and personality traits-
related to proficiency and language learning, specifically, among those students living
in the three southern provinces of Thailand where there are two ethnicities; Muslim
and Non-Muslim populations (Vallin and Akesson, 2012). Muslim students possess
Melayu language as their mother tongue and non-Muslim are those acquire Thai

language as their mother tongue.
1.1 Definition of Terms

The key terms used in this study were as follows:

1. English language learning strategies referred to “specific actions taken by the
learners to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed,

more effective, and more transferable to new situation” (Oxford, 1990)



2. Personality traits referred to in this study divided into two dimensions:

a. Extroversion personality referred to the state related to being talkative,
sociable, person-oriented, active, and eager to express feelings with
preference to group working (Leaver, Ehrman, and Shekhtman, 2005).

b. Introversion personality referred to the state of being reserved, task-
oriented, quiet, prefer to work alone and need space (Leaver, Ehrman,
and Shekhtman, 2005).

3. Students in the study referred to:

- Mathayomsuksa 4 Muslim students who studied at Darussalam
school

in the 2014 academic year.

- Mathayomsuksa 4 non-Muslim students who studied at Narathiwat
School in the 2014 academic year.

4. Muslim Students referred to Muslim students who studied at Darussalam
School which was a private Islamic religious school in Narathiwat province
and they had Melayu language as their mother tongue.

5. Non-Muslim Students referred to Non-Muslim students, excluding Muslim
students, who studied at Narathiwat school which was a public school in
Narathiwat province and they had Thai language as their mother tongue.

6. Religious school referred to a school that provides both general subject matter
and religious subject matter to students.

7. Public school referred to a school that provides only general subject matter.

8. High achievers referred to 27% of students whose English score from
Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET) was at the top ranking.

9. Low achievers referred to 27% of students whose English score from Ordinary

National Educational Test (O-NET) was at the bottom ranking.
2. Research Questions

1. What kind of language learning strategies and personality traits do Muslim
high and low achievers employ and have? Are there any significant

differences between the two types of students?



2. What kind of language learning strategies and personality traits do non-
Muslim high and low achievers employ and have? Are there any significant
differences between the two types of students?

3. Are there any significant differences between Muslim high and low achievers
and non-Muslim high and low achievers in their use of language learning
strategies?

4. Are there any significant differences between Muslim high and low achievers

and non-Muslim high and low achievers in their personality traits?

3. Literature Review and Related Studies

3.1 Language Learning Strategies
3.1.1 Definition of Language Learning Strategies

Since the early 1970s, a growing research in the field of second language learning
has increasingly shifted attention from investigating teachers and teaching to learners
and learning (Wenden and Rubin, 1987). The phenomenon led many researches to
discover individual differences that contribute to successful and unsuccessful
language learners. Intensive exploration on the choice of language learning strategies
use found that those students employed LLSs differently. The former group tended to
focus on both form and meaning (Ellis, 1994) and used a wider range of LLSs, while
the latter preferred strategies with less complication and employed a smaller range of

LLSs.

The presentation of language learning strategies to the language field of study has
led to the emerging of many definitions, which attempt to construct language learning
strategies’ meaning. For the definition, behavioral and cognitive aspects were widely
referred to. Wenden and Rubin (1987) defined language learning strategies as “any set
of operations, steps, plans, routines used by the learners to facilitate obtaining,
storage, retrieval, and use of information ... to regulate their learning”, while
O’malley and Chamot (1990), and Weinstein and Mayer (1986 cited in Macaro, 2001)
describe LLS as thoughts and behaviors learners engage in to help them learn, and

remember new information.



To give a clearer meaning of language learning strategies, Oxford (1990)’s
interpretation is the most widely referred to. It is defined as “specific actions taken by
the learners to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, more
effective, and more transferable to new situation”. Hence, language learning strategy
is emphasized as a special attack (Brown, 2000) taken and consoled by learners to

make learning easier.
3.1.2 Classification of Language Learning Strategies

Numerous scholars attempted to categorize the aspect of language learning
strategies. Their common categorization concerns the same issue-that is to ‘describe a
good language learner’. Those classifications that are most widely cited are Rubin’s

(1987), O’Malley and Chamot’s (1990), and Oxford’s (1990).

In Rubin’s (1987) work, three types of strategies were proposed: learning
strategies, communication strategies and social strategies, whereas O’Malley and
Chamot’s (1990) classification is based on drawing distinction between cognitive,
metacognitive, and socio-cognitive learning strategies. However, not only LLS
definition, Oxford’s classification is considered as the most compressive LLS
taxonomy (Ellis, 1994). In Oxford (1990)’s language learning strategies organization,

the learning strategies are divided into two categories and six sub-categories.

First, direct strategies “require mental processing of language” (Oxford,

1990:37) and consists of three types:

1. Memory strategies refer to using imaginary to store, retrieve information
when needed to be used (e.g., grouping image and sound, reviewing )

2. Cognitive strategies refer to the ways of handling language, linking new
information with the ones they already have (e.g., repeating, analyzing,
and noting)

3. Compensation strategies refer to the ways to bridge the gap of language

limitation (e.g., using gesture and mother tongue)

Second, indirect strategies provide “indirect support for language learning

through focusing, planning, evaluating, seeking opportunities, controlling anxiety,



increasing cooperation and empathy, and other means” (Oxford, 1990:151). It consists

of three types:

1. Metacognitive strategies refer to techniques employed to organize, plan,
focus and evaluate learning (e.g., linking new and existing information,
seeking for practice, and self-organizing )

2. Affective strategies refer to the ways motions are handled (e.g., motivating,
encouraging, and lowering anxiety)

3. Social strategies refer to strategies employed to take part in facilitating
communication (e.g., asking questions, asking for clarification and

cooperating with others)

However, only classification invented and proposed by Oxford (1990) were
employed in the current study to categorize and identify students’ degree of use of

specific strategies in facilitating their language learning.
3.2 Personality Traits

Personality traits are in relation to characteristics, behaviors, attitudes, and
feelings which distinguish one person from others. Thus to stereotype students in the
same way might be irrelevant. For decades, personality traits are believed to be an
important facet of contributing success among language learners (Ellis, 1994). Among
those personalities, extroversion and introversion remain as essential dimensions of

the traits (Wilt and Revelle, 2009).

Specifically, the introvert are referred to reservedness with tendency to be shy.
In contrast, outgoing person, talkative, and confident characters are inferred as the
extrovert. It is expected that the latter will outscore their counterpart in language
learning. However, those understanding might be misleading. Brown (2000) proposed
that the extrovert might contain stronger character. Extroversion needs ‘a sense of
wholeness’ from others as opposed to introverts which already receive ‘a sense of

wholeness’.

To investigate what types of personality students have displayed, various

measurements are introduced to display the traits. Among those, “Myers-Briggs’ Type



indicator” (MBTI) is globally used and accepted (Brown, 2000; Ehrman, 2008).

MBTI consists of four dimensions which will be described below:
1) Extroversion and Introversion (E-I):

The extrovert tend to let the people and things come in. They
seem to be impulsive in making decision. In classroom setting, they are
more comfortable with pair and group activities and normally seek for
opportunities to get to know people in non-classroom situation. They
are seen to be outgoing and have a large number of friends. In addition,
they tend to be active to communicate through speaking more than

writing.

The introvert are said to be very focused on inner world. They
seem to be more interested and motivated when they work quietly
without interruption. In classroom, they tend to keep quiet and most of
the time they say no words. In making decision, they normally need
time to process before reaching conclusion. They are understood to be

a shy person.
2) Sensing and Intuitive (S-1):

In searching for information, the sensing tend to gain it through
physical reality, seeing, hearing, touching, tasting, and smelling. They
concern the most about the facts and explanation and like to remember

details that seem to be important to them.

The intuitive tend to be drawn by abstract meaning,
relationship, theoretical aspects, and possibilities about events. When
remembering something, they are interested in memorizing them in

bigger picture more than specific facts and details.
3) Thinking and Feeling (T-F):

The different characteristics of the thinking and feeling can be

drawn on the situation when they have to make a decision. The



thinking tend to conclude their decision through the logical
explanation, principles, and causes and effects. In classroom setting
when they are with friends, they tend to avoid all conflicts even in a

normal debate.

The feeling tend to make decision based on value. The
involvement of others’ opinion is important to them. In addition, they

will do whatever to assure harmony between people.
4) Judging and Perceiving (J-P):

The judging prefer to live in planned and systematic ways.
They like to have things well-organized and settled. In learning, they
prefer to have their exercise and homework done before going out to

play with friends.

The perceiving tend to be more flexible. They invite new
experience and information, and like to expose to them spontaneously

without planning.
(Leaver, Ehrman, and Shekhtman, 2005).

The MBTI aimed to discover the four dichotomies, however; the current aim
was only to investigate the extroversion and introversion pair of traits displayed by
effective and less effective language learners as these two dimensions are closely
linked to language acquisition. Thus, only the relevant questionnaire items from

MBTI were used in this study.
3.3 Related Studies

3.3.1 Language Learning Strategies and Second Language

Proficiency

Extensive research concerning the choice of language learning strategies used
by successful and unsuccessful language learners were conducted. Overall studies that

will be reviewed in this section have a general consensus that the former group of
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students uses a wider range of LLSs than the latter group, yet the different frequency

and types of LLSs use were displayed:

Green and Oxford (1995) studied LLSs use of 374 EFL students at the
University of Purto Rico, Purto Rico. The significant relationship between Strategy
Inventory of Language Learning (SILL) invented by Oxford (1990) and two variables
—L2 proficiency and gender- were found. Cognitive, compensation, metacognitive,
social strategies were used among high proficient learners, while females were

reported of using strategies more frequently than males.

Wharton (2000) conducted a survey with 678 bilingual learners in Singapore,
studying Japanese and French. SILL questionnaire was launched to seek the amount
of strategies used by these learners. The findings (2000) showed that the high scale
use of SILL was among high proficiency learners. Although the successful and
unsuccessful learners tended to develop language competence through social and

compensation strategies, differences in frequency use were revealed.

Employing the deep processing was revealed among the achievers in Gan et
al., (2004)’s investigation. There were 18 students in the study, which were divided
into two groups: 9 successful and 9 unsuccessful students from two Chinese
universities. To elicit LLSs use by students, the researchers used multiple sorts of data
such as interview, diaries and follow-up emails. They found that in vocabulary
learning, unsuccessful peers only went through memorization technique to remember
new words, while their counterparts made a sequence of steps to enhance their
vocabulary learning. Not only they tried to remember but they tried to repeat reading.
Getting global understanding, and highlighting the crucial parts were the strategies

they also used.

Conducted with 480 participants from primary, secondary and tertiary level of
education in Botswana to investigate the relationship between language learning
strategies, proficiency, age and self-efficacy belief, Magogwe and Oliver (2007)
applied SILL questionnaire and the Morgan-Jinks Student Efficacy Scale (MJSES). It

was found in the study that there were significant differences between effective and
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less effective learners in strategies use. The higher proficiency students utilized

strategies in language learning more than the less effective learners.

Conducted in China, Qingquan et al.’s work in 2008 aimed to measure the
frequency use of language learning strategies by successful and unsuccessful students.
To observe the strategies used by their 184 participants, SILL questionnaire was
employed. The findings reveal that the successful students employ more frequently of
language learning strategies compared to the unsuccessful peers. For direct strategies,
the former tended to use more of memory, and cognitive, whereas the latter tended to
employ more compensation strategies. In addition, the unsuccessful students used
metacognitive strategies at a low rate, and seldom used affective and social strategies

in their language learning.

To observe communication strategies among 176 participants having different
proficiency levels and coming from various ethnic groups studying in Taiwan: East
Asian, South Asian, European, and North American groups, Amy Fang-Yeh Hsieh
(2014) used Oral Communication Strategy Inventory (OCSI). Due to the insufficiency
of language competence, it was found that students with lower proficiency level only
participated in what they thought they know well, and used strategies that related to

avoidance and reduction more than the higher proficient ones.

With regard to LLS used by Muslim students, extensive studies were
conducted in Arabian context. For example, Khalil (2005) used Oxford’s (1990) SILL
to examine the impact of language proficiency level and gender on language learning
strategies use among 194 Palestinian high school and 184 university students. The
findings revealed that the latter group employed higher frequency of strategy use than
the former group. Within their own group, high school and university students were
reported as the high frequent users of metacognitive strategies, which were related to
organizing, planning, and evaluating, while memory and affective strategies were the
least used of the overall strategies among both high school and university students
respectively. In addition, female students surpass male students in the frequency use

of LLSs.
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In Iranian context, Gerami and Baighlou (2011) explored the language
learning strategies that were used by 200 successful and unsuccessful students,
majoring in Teaching English as a Foreign Language (TEFL) and English Translation
using SILL. The result of the study revealed that the successful students used a wider
range of LLSs compared to their counterparts, from which metacognitive and
compensation strategies were the most preferred strategies among them. They did not
employ much of social, memory and affective strategies to facilitate their learning.
For their counterparts, the unsuccessful students were reported that they preferred to
use cognitive, compensation, and memory strategies to aid their learning, while

metacognitive, social, and affective strategies were less concerned by them.

Using SILL questionnaire to elicit 701 Arabian students studying English in
Ha’io University, Alhaisoni (2012) found that students used strategies between low
and moderate level of frequency. Cognitive and metacognitive appeared among top
strategies, while affective and memory strategies were among the least used
strategies. Furthermore, it was consistent with those previous researches that students

with high proficiency have more awareness in employing LLSs than their counterpart.

In Thailand, since learner-centered approach is promoted, students’ language
learning strategies were observed in many studies. For example, the successful
students fell into the high use of overall Oxford’s SILL, as reported in Saiyarin
(2011)’s study of the 156 freshmen at Prince of Songkla University. The successful
ones were more frequent in ‘trying to look for different ways to enhance English
proficiency’ and in low use of affective strategies. The unsuccessful fell in the high

use of metacognitive and low use of memory strategies.

The relationship between variables-motivation, the length of exposure to
English and gender-and language learning strategies were mentioned in Khamkhien’s
study (2010). The participants were 84 Thai and 52 Vietnamese students studying in
two public universities in two countries. Using SILL questionnaire to observe the
strategy use, the study concluded that those with a low motivation and less exposure
to English tended to employ small range of strategies. In addition, Vietnamese males

and females used more overall strategies than Thai subjects.
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Indeed, it can be interpreted from the above previous studies that the high
achievement students employ more frequently in using various language learning
strategies. However, the differences are drawn in the specific use of language learning
strategies and it is hypothesized that the context diversity affects the choice of

language learning strategies use (Ellis, 1994; Saville-Troike, 2006).
3.3.2 Introversion/ Extroversion and Second language Proficiency

Individual learners’ characteristics specifically extroversion and introversion
personality traits are believed to influence students’ language learning (Brown, 2000).
Extroversion is generally understood as outgoingness, and introversion is
reservedness. To investigate if both traits have an impact on language learning, many

studies were conducted as briefed in the following review.

Chastain (1975 cited in Busch, 1982) carried out a research to investigate the
relationship between the personality traits of college students at the beginning level of
learning language and their success in language learning. The finding found positive
correlation that the outgoing students seemed to be successful in language learning.
The result was consistent with Tucker, Hamayan and Genesee’s study (1976 cited in
Busch, 1982) which hypothesized that the more outgoing students displayed, the

better they did in listening and oral examination.

In 2008, Gan studied oral capabilities of a group of extrovert students being
videotaped at different occasions. Forty tapes were analyzed. The study employed
various assessments: in-depth analysis of the discourse and Eysenck Personality
Questionnaire (EPQ). The study revealed that students with the degree of extroversion
displayed active behavior and participated in oral communication with high level of

accuracy and fluency.

Using Eysenck Personality Profiler (EPP), and Employee Aptitude Survey
(EAS), self-report inventory assessments, Chamorro-Premuzic, Furnham and Petrides
(2006) observed the relationship between personality dimensions and verbal and

numerical ability of 118 participants. They concluded that the link between
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participants displaying extroversion dimension of personality and verbal ability was

found.

Ockey (2011) observed personality of 360 first year university students
studying English with Japanese version of NEO-PI-R and assessed their oral abilities
with oral discussions test. It was reported that assertiveness gave students advantages

in producing oral communication.

However, the different results contradictory to the above studies were also
found as follows. In Japan. Busch (1982) launched a study to investigate the
correlation between introversion/extroversion personalities and the proficiency level
of 185 Japanese students. The study used Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI) and
oral interview to access personality traits and conducted a test to access their
proficiency level. It was reported that although male participants exhibited higher
degree of extroversion personality trait, they gained lower average score on the test
compared to females’ counterpart. In addition, it was revealed in the study that the
introvert were better at pronunciation. The similar result was found in 1996 study
conducted by Carrell, Prince, and Astika (1996) with 76 Indonesian students. MBTI
was used to investigate students’ personality. The findings showed that the introvert
learners had outscored extrovert learners in all the four skills they studied: reading,

grammar, vocabulary, and writing.

Conducted with 150 Mexico, Marin-Marin (2005) found no relation between
extroverted personality and vocabulary learning strategies, but found that the introvert

gained higher grades in English compared to the extrovert.

Likewise, Ehrman (2008) applied Myer Brigg Type Indicator (MBTI), in her
study aiming to find the personality types among the effective language learners and
found that learners with a degree of being the introvert were good learners of foreign

language learning.

In addition, in his observation in Chinese classroom study (unstated number of
students), Wong (2011) found that although the students with extroversion type of

personality always and normally initiated communication more than their counterpart,
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they seemed to produce language with less accuracy. However, the introvert took time

to rearrange sentences and produce language with more grammatical accuracy.

Indicated by the above studies concerning extroversion/introversion
personality traits and the level of language proficiency, they show inconsistent results.
Therefore, it could not be said based on the assumption made by many studies that the
extroversion type is better in second language learning (Busch, 1982; Wong, 2011). In
addition, it was hypothesized that the context and culture where students lived might
play a significant role (Ellis, 1994). The personality traits of Muslim students were
found in the study concerning English LLSs use and attitude towards English
language learning. They were reported that most of them preferred introversion type,
especially in female students due to a limitation to socialize with people (El-Dib,
2004) and religion demanding. Yet the result in English language study is
inconsistent, either extroversion or introversion subsequently gain high score in the

test.

This study should be conducted with the aim to compare the
extroversion/introversion personality traits among Muslim and non-Muslim students,
whether the high and low achiever of these two groups show the personality traits in
different ways. In addition, the study will be replicated due to the scarcity of
extroversion/introversion research in the EFL context (Carrell et al., 1996) where the

study aims to conduct and for more consistent information.
4. The significance of the study
1. The result of the current study is expected to provide:

e A possible language learning strategies taken into action by Muslim and
Non-Muslim students in six categories; memory, cognitive, compensation,
metacognitive, affective, and social strategies.

e A scenario of learners’ personality trait in learning English in two

dimensions; extroversion and introversion.

2. The findings of the research are expected to reveal student’s personality traits

and their learning strategies employed to facilitate language learning. They can be
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taken as a guideline to increase teachers’ awareness and understanding in
organizing/conducting teaching which will be the most appropriate for students with

different ethnical and language proficiency background.
5. Methodology

5.1 Participants

The study employed purposive sampling to include sample group whose
characteristic match with the target group that the current study aimed to observe.
Two large-sized schools were chosen based on students characteristic: Darussalam
school representing Muslim students whose language background is Melayu;
Narathiwat school representing non-Muslim students whose language background is

Thai.

The population of Matthayomsuksa 4 students in 2014 academic year in both
schools included 733 Muslim students and 189 non-Muslim students. However, not
all those students participated in this study. The participants were divided into high
and low achievement students based on Hughes (1989)’s 27% techniques; those
students with English score in O-NET (Ordinary National Educational Test: English
conversation, reading comprehension, grammar, and vocabulary) at 27% top and 27%
bottom respectively. As a result, there were 213 high and 106 low Muslim achievers

and 68 high and 60 low non-Muslim achievers.

5.2 Instrumentations

The study employed three instruments, two questionnaires and one interview:
1) the Strategy Inventory of Language Learning (SILL) (see Appendix A), 2) Mayer-
Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI)(see Appendix B ), and 3)group interview(see Appendix
Q).

5.2.1 The Questionnaires

To observe language learning strategies and extroversion and introversion

personality dimensions, the current study employed two questionnaires: 1) Strategy
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Inventory of Language Learning and 2) Myer-Brigg Type Inventory. The details are

as follows.
1. Strategy Inventory of Language Learning (SILL)

The present study employed Oxford’s Strategy Inventory of Language
Learning (SILL) Version 7.0 (Oxford, 1990) which is designed to measure the
frequency of language learning strategies used by the speakers of other languages.
The SILL is a self-scoring questionnaire. It consists of 50 items attempting to
determine two categories and six sub-categories of learning strategies. Some
examples are “I preview the lesson before and after study”, and “I seek for

opportunities to speak English with native and non-native speakers”.

The SILL was selected for this study because it is considered as the most
widely used instrument(Riazi, 2007) for accessing students’ learning strategies and
has been reported of gaining high validity and reliability in many studies (Oxford and
Ehrman, 1995; Oxford and Burry-Stock, 1995). Table 1 shows 2 main categories and
6 sub-categories of language learning strategies. Table 2 list Oxford’s (1990)

inventory of language learning strategies.

The SILL questionnaire was modified and translated into Thai language before
submitting to three language experts to examine its content validity based on IOC or
Index of Item-Objective Congruence (Rovinelli and Hambleton, 1977), which the
result met the satisfactory line with 1.0 of IOC. Then the questionnaire was tried out
to test its reliability with 40 students (10 Muslim high achievers, 10 Muslim low
achievers 10 non-Muslim high achievers and 10 non-Muslim low achievers) which
later gained the Cronbach’s Alpha at 0.94 which can be considered as a high degree
(Dornyei and Taguchi, 2009; Oxford and Ehrman, 1995). (Appendix D shows the
Thai language version of SILL)

Table 1: Type of language learning strategies

Memory Strategies
Direct Strategies Cognitive Strategies
Compensation Strategies
Metacognitive Strategies
Affective Strategies

Indirect Strategies
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Social Strategies

Table 2: List of language learning strategies items invented by Oxford (1990)

Language Learning Strategy

I think of relationships between what I already know and new things that I learn

! in English.
2 Tuse new English words in a sentence so I can remember them.
3 I connect the sound of a new English word and a picture of the word to help me
remember the word.
. 4 I remember a new English word by imagining a situation in which the word
3 might be used.
% I use similar sounds to remember new English word. For example, “believe”
> 5 - .
and “receive” have the same sound, so I put them in the same group
6  Tuse flashcards to remember new English words.
7  Iphysically act out new English words.
8  Ireview English lessons often.
9 I remember new English words or phrases by remembering their location, for
example, on the page, on the board, or on a street sign.
10 Isay or write new English words many times.
11 Itry to talk like native English speakers.
12 I practice the sounds of English.
13 T use the English words I know in different ways.
14 I start conversations in English.
15 I watch movies with English soundtrack.
16  Iread for pleasure in English.
E 17 I write notes in English.
gﬁ 18 I first skim an English passage (read over the passage quickly) then go back and
S read carefully again.
19  Ilook for words in my own language that are similar to new words in English.
20 I study English sentences structure in order to get the language patterns to be
used later.
71 I find the meaning of English words by dividing it into parts that I can
understand.
22 Itry not to translate word-for-word.
23 I make summaries of information that I hear or read in English.
24 To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses.
g 25 When I can’t think of a word during a conversation in English, I use gesture.
= 26 I make up new words if I do not know the right ones in English.
i 27  Iread English without looking up every new word.
g 28  Itry to guess what the other person will say next in English.
o 29  If Ican’t think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that means the same

thing.
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30 Itry to find chances that I can to use English.
31 Inotice my English mistakes and use it to help me do better.
32 I pay attention when someone is speaking English.
.12) 33 Itry to find out how to be a better leaner of English.
50 34 Torganize my timetable so I will have enough time to study English.
§ 35 Ilook for people I can talk to in English.
g 36  Ilook for opportunities to read as much as possible in English.
37  Thave clear goals for improving my English skills, for example, listening and
speaking skills.
38  Ithink about my progress in learning English.
39  Itry to relax whenever I feel afraid of using English.
40  Iencourage myself to speak English even when I am afraid of making a
2 mistake.
3 41 I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in English.
E 42  Inotice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying or using English.
43 I write down my feelings in a language learning diary.
44 Ttalk to someone else about how I feel when I am learning English.
45 If I do not understand something in English, I ask the other person to slow down
or say it again.
- 46 I ask English speakers to correct me when I talk.
'g 47  Ipractice English with other students.
« 48 T ask for help from English speakers.
49 T ask questions in English.
50 Itry to learn about the culture of English speakers.

2. Myer-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI)

Myer-Briggs type indicator (MBTI) was used to investigate personality traits.

The design of the MBTI model is based on Carl Jung’s theory of psychological

type(Brown, 2000).MBTI consists of four pairs of personality dimensions including:

extroversion — introversion, intuition — sensing, thinking — feeling, and judging —

perceiving. The MBTI was selected in this current study because of the claim that it is

one of the most widely used instrument to determine personality traits (Carrell et al.,

1996; Leaver et al., 2005), and its high validity in various cultural context such as in

Latin America and Asian countries are mentioned (Kirby and Barger 1998 cited in

Nikoopour and Farsani 2010).However, the scope of this study was only on the

observation of extroversion and introversion. Therefore, only 11 items relevant to the

purpose were translated in Thai.
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The validity of the Thai translated version of MBTI questionnaire was

examined by three language experts based on the criteria in IOC or Index of Item-

Objective Congruence (Rovinelli and Hambleton, 1977), and gained the satisfactory

result with 1.0 of IOC. Then the questionnaire was tried out to check the reliability

with 40 students: 10 Muslim high achievers, 10 Muslim low achievers 10 non-Muslim

high achievers and 10 non-Muslim low achievers. Table 3 and 4 show the MBTI

taxonomy and the 11 items related to extroversion and introversion personality traits

respectively. (Appendix E includes the Thai version of MBTI)

Table 3:Myer-Briggs Personality Traits taxonomy

MBTI Personality Traits

Extroversion Introversion
Intuition Sensing
Thinking Feeling
Judging Perceiving

Table 4: List of extroversion and introversion personality traits items

Are you usually a “good mixer”, or rather quiet and reserved?

2. Among your friends are you full of news about everybody, or one of the last to hear
what is going on?

3. Do you tend to have broad friendships with many different people, or deep friendship
with very few people?

4. When you are with the group of people, would you usually rather join in the talk of
the group, or imaginative people?

5. Do you talk easily to almost anyone for as long as you have to, or find a lot to say
only to certain people or under certain conditions?

6. In alarge group, do you more often introduce others, or get introduced?

7. Can the new people you meet tell what you are interested in right away, or only after
they really get to know you?

8. Do you usually show your feelings freely, or keep your feelings to yourself?

Are you...

9. Quiet or hearty

10. Reserved or talkative

11. Calm or lively

5.2.2The guided interview

The interview was performed in the current study to investigate in depth on

language leaning strategies and extroversion/introversion personality traits. A guided
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interview form consisting of questions related to their language learning strategies and
personality traits were constructed.19 questions related to LLSs and personality traits
were translated to Thai language. Examples of questions were “Do you like to
practice English with others or on your own? Why?”, “What do you do if you get
stressed when studying English?”, and “Do you always express your opinion among
your close friends or a group of people?” (Appendix F shows the Thai version of the

interview items)

The validity of the guided interview items were scrutinized by three language
experts according to the criteria invented in IOC or Index of Item-Objective
Congruence (Rovinelli and Hambleton, 1976), and received 1.0 of IOC. Before using
with the participants, the items were tried out to check the clarity with 20 students: 5
Muslim high achievers, 5 Muslim low achievers, 5 non-Muslim high achievers, and 5
non-Muslim low achievers. It was found that the students understand the questions
and could respond with relevant information. These items were to be used with 40

participants of this study.
5.3 Data Collection
5.3.1The questionnaires

With the students’ supervisors, the researcher arranged to meet the target
students at Naratiwat school in English class periods. The researcher explained the
purpose of the study, and also gave the directions of how the two questionnaires
should be completed. Students were asked to respond honestly to all the items.
Throughout the one-hour session, students were allowed to raise their hands and
asked questions if they found any difficulties. With their supervisors, the researcher
checked the completeness when the students handed in their questionnaires to ensure
that the returned questionnaires were complete, and the same procedures were applied
with students in Darussalam school. Due to the time constraints, the researcher had to
visit Darussalam school twice and some students had other commitment during the

second visit causing the lower number of the personality traits questionnaires.
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Indicated in Table 5 below is the amount of sample size and the returned

questionnaire.

Table 5: The number of participants in this study

Target Number of Number of returned

Students sample returned LLSs Yo personality traits Yo
size questionnaire questionnaire

Muslim High 213 209 98% 167 78%
Muslim Low 106 101 95% 101 95%
Non-Muslim High 68 59 86% 59 86%
Non-Muslim Low 60 55 91% 55 91%

5.3.2The guided interview

At each school, after the questionnaires were completed, 10 high achievers
and 10 low achievers were asked to participate in the group interviews on voluntary
basis. The four groups were: 10 Muslim high achievers, 10 Muslim low achievers, 10
non-Muslim high achievers, and 10 non-Muslim low achievers. Each group was asked
in Thai language about their English language learning strategies and personality
traits which were comprised of 19 questions. Throughout the interview, each question
was not asked specifically to anyone. It meant that after one student responded, others
were encouraged to add up more information and freely expressed their own opinions.
Each interview took approximately between 20-30 minutes. The researcher also

recorded the interview.
5.4 Data Analysis

To analyze data from the questionnaires, the study used descriptive analysis as
the statistical devices to calculate Mean, Standard Deviation and Independent t-test to
indicate whether there were any significant differences among participants of both
groups in employing strategies and displaying personality traits while the data from

interview were categorized and summarized.

Based on Oxford (1990) these following intervals were employed to interpret

the mean score in LLSs questionnaire:
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The mean score 1.00-1.49 means the least frequently used
The mean score 1.50-2.49 means rarely used

The mean score 2.50-3.49 means moderately used

The mean score 3.50-4.49 means frequently used

The mean score 4.50-.5.00 means the most frequently used

To interpret extroversion and introversion in the personality traits
questionnaire, the study adapted these following intervals from Quenk (2006)’s

dichotomy:

The mean score 0.01

2.75 means slight E-I personality

The mean score 2.76

5.50 means moderate E-I personality

The mean score 5.51

8.25 means clear E-I personality

The mean score 8.26 - 11.00 means very clear E-I personality

In addition, the data from the interview sessions were interpreted qualitatively

in a way to support the quantitative data from the questionnaires.

6. Results

Research Question 1: What kind of language learning strategies and personality traits
do Muslim high and low achievers employ and have? Are there any significant

differences between the two types of students?

6.1 Strategies used and personality displayed by Muslim high and low

achievers

It was indicated in Table 6 that all students fell only into moderate level of
overall strategies users. Nevertheless, Muslim high achievers were found using them
more significantly (HMx=3.03, LMx=2.77). For direct and indirect strategies, all
Muslim students fell into moderate use range of both strategies types. Both groups
reported of using indirect strategies (strategies helping students learn language in
indirect way unrelated to the content e.g. monitoring their own studies) more often

than direct strategies (strategies which contribute directly to language learning-deep
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processing e.g. memorizing new vocabularies). As indicated, the high achievement
students significantly outpaced their counterparts in frequency use of both strategies.
Students were found using metacognitive (HMx=3.46, LMx=3.13) and
affective strategies more than other strategies (e.g. finding out how to be a better
learner of English and attempting to speak English in spite of being afraid of making
mistakes). However, the Muslim high performers used them more significantly.
Cognitive strategies (HMx=2.97, LMx=2.66) were reported among top
strategies used by the high and low scorers respectively (e.g. using an English word in
different ways and reviewing English lessons). Consistently with the data in the
interview, compensation strategies (e.g. using gestures) were ranked among lowest
strategies used by Muslim students in both groups (HMx=2.93, LMx=2.66). Both
used these strategies moderately; however, it was again employed more significantly
by the high scorers. Only social and memory strategies were used at similar degree.
Memory strategies, for example: using flash cards, reviewing English lessons
before and after classes, memorizing new English vocabularies and sentences were
reported in the opened-ended questions and interviews of frequently used by both
groups of these Muslim students. Most of the interviewed students mentioned that
memory strategies were easy to apply.. In addition, listening to English music,
watching soundtrack movies and English videos from Youtube were among the most

interesting activities perceived by Muslim learners

Table 6: Language learning strategies used by Muslim high and low achievers

. H-Muslim L-Muslim .
Language Le.:arnlng (n=209) (n=101) ¢ 51.g(2-
Strategies teiled)
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
. Direct 2.93 0.66 2.69 0.58 3.11 0.00
Strategles . firect 315 076 289 058 316  0.00
Memory 2.88 0.70 2.73 0.60 1.80 0.07
Direct Cognitive 2.97 0.71 2.66 0.64 3.48 0.00
Compensation 2.93 0.72 2.66 0.63 3.09 0.00
Metacognitive 3.46 0.87 3.13 0.68 343 0.00
Indirect Affective 3.07 0.75 2.77 0.65 3.27 0.00
Social 2.78 0.86 2.66 0.74 1.25 0.21

TOTAL 3.03 0.68 2.77 0.54 3.37 0.00
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Regarding personality traits illustrated in Table 7, it was found that Muslim
high and low achievers fell into significantly different dichotomy of personality traits
dimensions (P<0.02). Muslim high scorers reported of being clear introversion
(HMx=6.90, S.D.=3.22) even though they also fell into moderate extroversion type of
personality (HMx=4.10, S.D.=3.22), while their counterparts fell into clear opposite
side of personality dimension-being clear extrovert (LMx=7.07, S.D.=4.00) and
moderate introvert (LMx=3.93, S.D.=4.00).

Table 7: Personality traits of Muslim high and low achievers

P lit H-Muslim L-Muslim o (2
SO T =167) (n=101) ¢ Se@

Traits tailed)
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

EXTRO 410 322 7.07 400 632 0.00
INTRO 690 322 393 400 -6.32 0.00

Research Question 2: What kind of the language learning strategies and personality
traits do non-Muslim high and low achievers employ and have? Are there any

significant differences between the two types of students?

6.2 Strategies used and personality traits displayed by non-Muslim high and

low achiever

[ustrated in Table 8, non-Muslim students reported of using overall strategies
moderately, but the high scorers used it more significantly. Indirect strategies were
employed by them more than direct strategies, yet again; they were used significantly
more by the high scorers. Moreover, there were only three strategies reported of
significantly used by the high scorers: metacognitive, social and cognitive strategies
(e.g. paying attention when someone speaks English, asking questions in English and
reading for pleasure) (P=<0.02). Every specific strategy fell into moderately used,
except cognitive strategies used by the low scorers that fell into rarely use range.

Student seemed to value metacognitive strategies, because it is appeared to be
the top strategies used by non-Muslim students (e.g. paying attention to someone
speaking English), but the high scorers employed it more significantly (HNMx = 3.27,
LNMx = 2.72).
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Cognitive and social were found among top strategies used significantly more
by high non-Muslim scorers even though these strategies fell into only moderate use
range. However, the low scorers were not much likely to apply both strategies. The
top strategies among low non-Muslim scorers were memory and affective strategies

even though they were used moderately.

Activities non-Muslim students reported with high degree of action to help
them learn English were surfing the Internet to read current news in simple English
regarding gadgets, sports and movie stars; accessing English videos on Youtube to
learn English; listening to English songs; and spending leisure time watching

soundtrack movies.

Table 8: Language learning strategies used by non-Muslim high and low achievers

L L . H-nonMuslim L-nonMuslim o (2
anguage ?armng (n=59) (n=55) mg (2-
Strategies tailed)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
) Direct 2.92 0.45 2.52 0.42 4.87 0.00
Strategies -

Indirect 3.05 0.59 2.63 0.57 3.87 0.00

Memory 2.64 0.53 2.66 0.56 0.16 0.88

Direct Cognitive 3.17 0.65 241 0.56 6.64 0.00

Compensation 2.75 0.74 2.56 0.56 1.54 0.13

Metacognitive 3.27 0.82 2.72 0.72 3.85 0.00

Indirect Affective 2.77 0.66 2.59 0.65 1.47 0.14

Social 3.01 0.71 2.55 0.70 347 0.00

Total 297 0.46 2.57 0.41 4.99 0.00

For personality traits among non-Muslim high and low achievers, it was stated
in Table 9 that although non-Muslim high and low scorers fell into extroversion
category (HNMx=7.00, S.D.=2.68; LNMx=8.4, S.D.=2.60), the lower proficiency
students were significantly more extrovert. Furthermore, high performers perceived
themselves as moderate introversion students (HNMx=4.00, S.D.=2.68) and only
slight introversion (LNMx=2.51, S.D.=2.60) for the lower proficiency students.
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This was consistent with results from the interview that the answers in the
interview sessions were normally initiated by the lower proficiency students. The
assertiveness and readiness to answer was clearer, while the high performers needed

time to rearrange the answers before eventually responded.

Table 9: Personality traits of non-Muslim high and low achievers

H- L-
Personality ~nonMuslim  nonMuslim . sig (2-
Traits (n=59) (n=55) tailed)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
EXTRO 700 268 849 20 3.01 0.00
INTRO 400 268 251 260 -3.01 0.00

Research Question 3: Are there any significant differences between Muslim high and
low achievers and non-Muslim high and low achievers in their use of language

learning strategies?

6.3 Comparison of strategies used between Muslim high achievers and non-

Muslim high achievers

As shown in Table 10, top scorers of both ethnicities similarly used indirect
strategies more than direct strategies. In addition, there are no significant differences
between the two groups regarding the frequency in using neither direct nor indirect
strategies. However, only memory and affective strategies were used more
significantly by Muslim high scorers.

High score learners tended to utilize metacognitive strategies more frequently
than other strategies (e.g. paying attention to someone speaking English).
Nevertheless, both Muslim and non-Muslim high scorers fell into moderate user of
this strategy (HMx = 3.46, HNMx = 3.27). To further compare, other strategies found
moderately used in both groups also produced no statistically significant differences
except for memory and affective strategies. Each of these was used more by the

Muslim high performers than the non-Muslim high performers.
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Apart from metacognitive and cognitive strategies (e.g. finding out how to be a
good English learner and practicing the sound of English), affective and social
strategies (e.g. trying to relax to overcome fear of using English and asking people to
repeat or slow down if they do not understand) appeared among the top strategies
used by Muslim and non-Muslim high scorers. Furthermore, compensation and
memory strategies were found to be among the least used strategies (e.g. acting out to

remember words and making up new words) by high score learners.

Table 10: Language learning strategies used by Muslim and non-Muslim high

achievers
. H-Muslim H-nonMuslim .
Language Le.:arnlng (n=209) (n=59) mg (2-
Strategies tailed)
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
) Direct 2.93 0.66 2.92 0.45 0.19 0.85
Strategles 1 direct 315 076 305 059 103 03l
Memory 2.88 0.70 2.64 0.53 2.74 0.01
Direct Cognitive 2.97 0.71 3.17 0.65 1.91 0.06
Compensation 2.93 0.72 2.75 0.74 1.66 0.10
Metacognitive 3.46 0.87 3.27 0.82 1.42 0.16
Indirect Affective 3.07 0.75 2.77 0.66 2.71 0.01
Social 2.78 0.86 3.01 0.71 1.83 0.07
Total 3.30 0.68 297 0.46 0.63 0.53

6.4 Comparison of strategies used between Muslim low achievers and non-

Muslim low achievers

As previously illustrated, Muslim and non-Muslim low scorers were known
using overall strategies lower than the high scorers. Yet, both Muslim and non-
Muslim low scorers fell into moderate use range (LMx=2.77, LNMx=2.57); however,

the former group used them more significantly (Table 11).
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It was also reported that both low scorers tended to use indirect strategies
rather than applying direct strategies. Nevertheless, the Muslim low scorers used
indirect strategies more significantly. For each specific strategy, only cognitive
strategies used by non-Muslim fell into rarely used, whereas other strategies were
used in moderate range of frequency.

To learn English language, both groups mutually prioritized metacognitive,
affective and memory strategies over the others (e.g. finding out a better way to be a
good English learner, remembering new words by imagining situation they can be
used, and overcoming the fear when using English ). However, only metacognitive
and cognitive strategies were reported to be used significantly differently between the

two groups (P=<0.02).

Table 11: Language learning strategies used by Muslim and non-Muslim low

achievers
L-Muslim L-nonMuslim sig (2-
Language Learning Strategies (n=101) (n=55) t tailed)
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Strategies Direct 2.69 0.58 2.52 0.42 1.89 0.06
Indirect 2.89 0.58 2.63 0.57 2.71 0.01
Memory 2.73 0.60 2.66 0.56 0.75 0.45
Direct Cognitive 2.66 0.64 2.41 0.56 2.46 0.02
Compensation 2.66 0.63 2.56 0.56 1.05 0.30
Metacognitive 3.13 0.68 2.72 0.72 3.60 0.00
Indirect Affective 2.77 0.65 2.59 0.65 1.69 0.09
Social 2.66 0.74 2.55 0.70 0.88 0.38
Total 2.77 0.54 2.57 0.41 2.49 0.01

Research Question 4: Are there any significant differences between Muslim high and

low achievers and non-Muslim high and low achievers in their personality traits?
6.5Personality traits of Muslim and non-Muslim high achievers

As indicated in Table 12, it can be seen that Muslim and non-Muslim high

achievers reflected different dimensions of being extrovert and introvert. Their
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personality traits are significantly different (P<0.02) which can be said to be opposite.
Muslim high performers saw themselves as clear introvert (HMx=6.90, S.D.=3.22)
whereas the non-Muslim high performers considered themselves clear extrovert
(HNMx=7.00, S.D.=2.68). However, the Muslim high performers are also seen as
moderate extrovert while the non-Muslim reflected their behaviors as the moderate
introvert.

In addition, the data derived from the questionnaire were consistent with the
interview data. Most of Muslim students claimed introversion side of personality,

whereas half of non-Muslim students preferred extroversion.

Table 12: Personality traits of Muslim and non-Muslim high achievers

H-
Personality ~ H-Muslim nonMuslim . sig (2-
Traits (n=167) (n=59) tailed)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
EXTRO 410 322 7.00 268 -6.75 0.00
INTRO 690 322 400 2.68 6.75 0.00

6.6 Personality traits of Muslim and non-Muslim low achievers

As far as the personalities among low performers were compared, it was found
that they mutually fell into clear and very clear extroversion range of personality
(LMx=7.07, S.D.=4.00; LNMx=8.49, S.D.=2.60). However, non-Muslim low
achievers showed clearer picture of being extrovert learners as indicated by the degree
of a significant difference in Table 13. The comparison further illustrated a moderate
degree of being introvert among Muslim low performers and a slight degree of that

trait among the non-Muslim low performers.

Table 13: Personality traits of Muslim and non-Muslim low achievers

L-

Personality i clim NonMuslim ¢ 8%
Trait tailed)
(n=101) (n=55)
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Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
EXTRO 707 400 849 260 -2.68 0.01
INTRO 393 400 251 260 268 0.01

7. Summary of the findings

Table 14 illustrates the main findings of this current study. With reference to

the research questions of the study, the findings can be summarized as follows:

Regarding strategies use, Muslim and non-Muslim participants in the study
employed overall strategies moderately. When looking deeper into specific strategies,
all participants were keen on using metacognitive more than others and cognitive
received less attention from these participants. Memory strategies were popularly
used among Muslim students, while social strategies remained the least used.
Furthermore, Non-Muslim students appeared to use social strategies more than

Muslim students.

Related to personality dimensions, only Muslim high achievers were found
displaying more introversion than extroversion, while the others were likely to fall

into extroversion dimension of personality traits.
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Table 14: Summary of the findings

Language

learning Frequency Frequency Personality
. of overall .
Strategies (Top of each . traits
. strategies . .
use to the least strategies Dimensions
use strategies) use
Metacognitive 7
Affective Moderate
Muslim High Cognitive | Moderate  Moderate extroversion-
achievers Compensation clear
Memory introversion
Social -
Metacognitive
Affective Clear
Mu§llm Low Memory . L Moderate  Moderate extroversion-
achievers Compensation moderate
Cognitive introversion
social -
Metacognitive
Cognitive Clear
Non-Mulsim High Social Moderate extroversion-
. . —  Moderate
achievers Affective moderate
Compensation introversion
Memory -
Metacognitive 7
Memory Very clear
Non-Muslim Low  Affective — Moderate  Moderate extroversion-
achievers Compensation slight
Social - introversion
Cognitive rarely

8. Discussion of the findings

8.1 Language learning strategies used among Muslim and non-Muslim students

8.1.1 Strategies used by Muslim high and low achievers

The result revealed that the high scorers group utilized overall strategies

significantly more often than another group. It can be implied that the more strategies

they tend to employ to facilitate in language learning, the more awareness they

showed. To be specific, direct and indirect strategies were reported of high frequency

used among high scorers. This result is consistent with many prominent studies. For
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example, in 1975, with intention to investigate how good language learners learn the
language, Rubin found that successful students utilized a wide range of strategies in
language learning. Grainger (1997) found different strategies used by different
ethnicities or different language background. While learners with Asian background
tended to guess meaning, those with European and English-speaking background
prioritized in using dictionaries and scheduling language learning. Qingquan et al.
(2008) investigated language learning strategies among the first year Chinese students
in a university in China and found that successful learners employed strategies more

often than the unsuccessful ones.

Muslim students were found applying similar and different strategies at
different level of frequency. Metacognitive and affective strategies appear to be
popular among these two groups of learners. Both strategies are classified as indirect
strategies related to managing, evaluating, monitoring, and dealing with emotion. The
frequency use of strategies among Muslim students indicated that students are aware
of strategies in promoting language understanding indirectly-not only through
learning routes like memorizing, creating structure, or guessing intelligently but also
paying attention to English speaking, finding ways to improve competencies, and

looking for opportunity to use English.

Social strategies are found the least used strategies among these students,
although they were in moderate use range. It could be implied with the limitation of
interaction with those whose English is a medium of conversation. Based on the
interview, students were afraid of speaking English with their friends fearing that their
friends might laugh or make fun of them if they made mistakes. This aroused students
in turning to use affective strategy to produce motivation in speaking English. In
addition, claimed by a study conducted in Kuwait (EI-Dib, 2004) concerning Islamic
context in which gender sensitivity plays an important role in society, females have
more limited opportunity than males to socialize with others due to religious
demanding. However, to propose in the view of educational framework, based on
students’ context in the current study, it might be implied with the lack of
opportunities to practice social strategies outside the classroom setting. Social

strategies require spoken language, for example, asking for more information, help,
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and clarification. To socialize with people in English outside the classroom seems to

be limited for these students to practice.
8.1.2 Strategies used by non-Muslim high and low achievers

Equally to those Muslim students, these non-Muslim students have employed
metacognitive strategies more than other strategies. However, the important factor
that contributes to the different outcome of the study might be explained by the
frequency or the density of applying this strategy, which high performance students

used metacognitive in a greater amount of frequency.

Being proficient, the non-Muslim high scorers might not have to rely much on
memorizing and remembering compared with their counterparts. For example, to
recognize the word “unhelpful”, the high scorers might have only a first glance and
know what it means by using their high cognitive strategies to break it into prefix

‘un’, ‘help’, and suffix ‘ful’, but for the low cognitive strategies students,

remembering left only a choice.

The high scorers use social more than affective, while the low scorers use
affective more than social strategies. Since having more proficiency in language
learning, it helps the high scorers to be able to apply more social strategies when
encountering even unexpected situations, while the low scorers have to overcome the

fear of producing mistakes and they need to ponder of compensation strategies.

8.1.3 Similarities and differences in employing English language learning

strategies among Muslim and non-Muslim high and low achievers

It is evident in the current study that learners from different ethnicities
produced different strategies in English learning. High performance learners have
employed more frequently language learning strategies to facilitate their language
learning. This result is consistent with many studies, for example, Griffiths (2003) and
Hong-nam and Leavell (2006) who found that the more advanced the proficiency of
the students, the more strategies they tend to utilize in language learning. This
indicates that students are aware and make the most of LLS that can contribute to

their language learning in indirect ways.
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All the participants in this study were reported adopting and prioritizing
metacognitive strategies in developing their language learning ranging from finding
opportunities to use English, noticing mistakes to prove them better, organizing and
scheduling timetable for practicing, monitoring their own language learning
development, and evaluating language learning process (Oxford, 1990; O’Malley and

Chamot, 1990).

The importance of metacognitive was emphasized as O’Malley and Chamot
(1990) put it, “students without metacognitive approaches are essentially learners
without direction or opportunity to plan their learning, monitor their progress, or
review their accomplishments and future learning directions”. Similarly, Anderson
(2008) confirmed that metacognitive is “the ability to make one’s thinking visible”,

and it required the engagement of cognitive ability to achieve specific tasks and goals.

The utilization of metacognitive strategies showed the awareness of students
towards managing English language learning. The mutual result is consistent with the
study conducted by Saiyarin (2011). She found that student initially utilized
metacognitive strategies. With a requirement to accomplish their English tasks,
metacognitive indirectly led students to involve in language progress at the beginning
stage starting from planning to evaluating, and in other ways, these strategies could
promote self-autonomous and self-regulations in learning. Metacognitive strategies
may be less perplexed to students’ perceptions as it could individually be applied
inside and outside classroom context so it might be another assumption to propose
why most of students employed this strategy at high level of frequency compared with

others strategies.

In addition, both groups of low performers were similarly found that they
hardly applied cognitive strategies in language learning. These strategies were applied
more frequently by the high achievement learners. Cognitive strategy is a deep
strategy (Shmais, 2004; Leaver, Ehrman, and Shekhtman, 2005) referring to relating
new information with the already existed knowledge. Some examples are saying or
writing in English, trying to imitate native speakers of English, avoiding translation to

L1, using words in different ways, and writing notes in English. All of these specific
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strategies need students’ proficiency to some extent and since the high groups from
both ethnic groups possess a higher level of English competency, they can use

cognitive strategies more comfortably.

Memory strategies were utilized by Muslim more than non-Muslim students.
English language is the third and second foreign language to Muslim and non-Muslim
learners respectively. Compared with other strategies, acquiring new languages
through rote learning such as memorization ranging from remembering new words
and sentences, using flashcards, acting out, and reviewing English lessons seem to be
easier than other dimensions of English language strategies. Memory strategies
require only the effort to memorize and need smaller range of English knowledge
compared to cognitive and compensation strategies. To employ certain strategies as a
short cut to embrace English as a third language and at a surface level of knowledge,
Muslim students seem to rely more on memory strategies than non-Muslim learners
do. Furthermore, Muslim high achievers used social strategies the least while non-
Muslim high achievers adopted the least of memory strategies. For Muslim students,
it can be explained by the sensitivity in religious demanding that students have

limitations in socializing with others especially female students (El-Dib, 2004).

8.2 Personality traits displayed by Muslim and non-Muslim students
8.2.1 The personality traits of Muslim high and low achievers

Extroversion style of personality has long been associated with the success in
language learning in massive amount of investigation. The common belief is that
those with extroversion personality related to outgoingness, openness, comfortably
being conversationalists are prone to get higher proficiency in language learning
achievement (Lightbown and Spada, 2006). However, this may not be relevant with
these Muslim high performers embracing introvert type of personality at hand in
which merely being calm, quiet; enjoying solitude; and preferring space are involved

in their behaviors.
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The interpretation may be explained with the language production. The
introverted students tend to be more reserved enjoying privacy. To involve in
language communication, they are usually slow to initiate or participate in a
conversation, but the quality and accuracy are better than the extroverted students.
The extroversion learners might produce an outcome of less quality compared with
their counterparts. This was observed in Wong (2011)’s study that introverted student

usually accomplished the homework with higher quality.

Muslim low achievers displayed extroversion dimension of personality traits.
The result is controversial with the belief that most of scholars proposed that the
extroversion should be a better learner than the introversion. For these low
performers, their extroversion was clearly caught in the interview; they normally
enjoyed getting into communication. This is the reason why their oral ability was
found better than the extrovert students (Gan, 2008). However, their proficiency in
language learning, not only pure spoken language would be tested, but other skills

which their competencies might be lower than their counterparts.
8.2.2 The personality traits of non-Muslim high and low achievers

Both groups are ‘“clear” and “very clear” extrovert who also possess
“moderate” and ‘“‘slight” introvert traits. The dominant extrovert trait was clearly
perceived during the interviews with these two groups. They were not reserved but
very eager to express themselves. They were highly confident talking in groups

especially the low achievers who seemed to be rather talkative.

Related to assertiveness, extrovert students were found to be a significant
variable linked to oral ability (Ockey, 2011). However, the less extrovert students
among non-Muslim students in this study were found owning higher proficiency. It
might be explained by the quality of their production. Based on definition proposed
by Quenk and Kummerow (2001), the interpretation can be that the high achievement
extrovert tend to contribute only what they know well while the low achievement
extrovert may volunteer their ideas even though they are not correct or relevant. This
might lead to different qualities of their outcome. It is possible that the production of

non-Muslim high performers seems to be going with more quality.
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8.2.3 The personality traits of Muslim and non-Muslim students

Contrasting with the commonly known, it was found in this current study that
only Muslim high performers exhibited clear introversion personality while the non-
Muslim students are either “clear” and “very clear” extrovert. The reservedness of
Muslim society may -to some extent- play a role to explain the difference (El-Dib,
2004). The preference of introversion type in Muslim society may create a typical

acceptance that being an introvert refers to proper manner and respect.

Based on the finding that the others were found to be extrovert—Muslim low
achievers, and non-Muslim both high and low achievers, leaving Muslim high
performers to be exceptionally introvert students, it could be assumed as follows.
First, the current findings suggest that personality traits do not tie to achievement
level, and it is situation-dependent based on Ellis’ (1994) explanation. According to
Gan (2008), both might be expert in different ways; the introverted are better in
written language, while the extroverted seem at ease in oral communication and some
of them might do better in producing language accuracy. Relevant to others’
observation, Carrell, Prince and Astika (1996) found the introvert were better at
vocabulary knowledge and the latter was relevant with Wakamoto’s (2009) study. He
found that the extrovert were likely to seek out opportunities to use foreign language
outside of classroom. Another implication might explain with characteristic of
students. When comparing specifically on introversion among high and high, low and
low achievers, it was found that non-Muslim students rather possessed extroversion

while the Muslim were likely to be introvert.
9. Implications of the study

9.1 Language learning strategies:

Based on the results, the study suggests implications which will be emphasized on

educational setting:

First is raising learners’ awareness regarding English language learning
strategies use. Since it is found that ethnicity provides impact on employing strategies

and learners from different ethnicities employ different strategies to learn English



39

language, teachers should offer instructions and activities explicitly which cover all
dimensions of strategies. To further illustrate, teachers should provide learners with a
set of strategies that can be used to learn English and those strategies should be
delicately explained and modeled by teachers, or teachers might conduct a self-report
questionnaire to elicit learners’ strategies based on learners’ perception. On every
activity offered by teacher, students might note down strategies they have used to
accomplish the activities then have them share with other learners how they use those

strategies.

Second is strategies reflection. It is one way to encourage students to utilize
strategies. Even though Muslim and non-Muslim high performers are found of using
wider strategies, it could be noted down in affirmative way that they understand
strategies more than their counterpart. Thus, strategies should be reflected to
encourage their understanding which could make all students-high and low achievers-
affectively apply strategies in learning English. However, the emphasis should be

given on those low achievers

Third is the provision of a wide range of activities that match or enhance more
than memory strategies. These students are found of being attracted and interested in
learning English from listening to music, watching films and videos form the Internet.
Therefore, teachers might have to adapt new approach of teaching to meet the
effectiveness of being a language learner. The selection of relevant topic or content of
the materials to suit learners’ interest might be worth trying. For example, in English

class, expressions might be learned or imitated through songs, movies and role play.

Four is the popular use of metacognitive strategies. It should be considered as
a good sign that students from both Muslim and non-Muslim ethnic backgrounds
valued strategies related to language management strategies. Metacognitive is very
important and if it is properly modeled and transferred, it would benefit students to
approach individual or autonomous learning. Thus, teachers should promote students

with direct practice and enrich the understanding of metacognitive strategies.

9.2 Extroversion and introversion personality traits:
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1. Based on the finding that one group of students with high proficiency displayed
introversion personality, as opposed to the common belief that the more extrovert the
students, the greater success the students could accomplish, teachers now should bear
in mind, and as well their perception and attitudes should be changed that there is the

power hidden in the introvert students.

2. The personality traits found in this study can help teachers understand their
students’ personalities of Muslim and non-Muslim learners and these can be used as a
guideline to a develop learning context that suits students’ personalities or to
individualize teaching those students. Thus, creating the balance of classroom
environment to facilitate language learning of both traits should be pursued. Due to
the fact that the extrovert tend to encounter comfortably with spontaneous situation
and tend to speak with non-inhibition, while the introvert prefer to work alone and
take time to accomplish the task, the classroom activities should cover both styles of

preferences.

3. This study revealed that low achievement students both Muslim and non-Muslim
are extrovert. This can be implied that being extrovert sometimes may not help them
in learning. However, since personality is situationally dependent, it could assure of
the circumstances that the personality could be changed. Being extrovert might be
advantageous to some situation of language learning such as to speak in front of
others, and being introvert could produce better written work as proposed by studies
that previously reviewed. To train students, English teachers can make use of this trait
in designing relevant activities as these students are willing to participate in class. By

doing this the poor extrovert and introvert students can improve their proficiency.

10. Recommendations for future research

1. Language background is the only variable selected in the study, thus to include
others might be worth trying to fulfill the limitations, for example, the impact of

motivation, anxiety, preference and perception towards language learning strategies.

2. Personality traits study might be conducted to replicate for more consistent results.

For example, there is a general consensus that the extroversion students are better at
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oral work more than written work and the introvert are better at writing. These need to

be further confirmed.

3. The accuracy of personality traits might be difficult to pinpoint directly, thus it is
suggested to observe with various assessments and means. The future study can
include class observations, think aloud protocols, or portfolios for more thorough data

and more precise conclusion.
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Questionnaire on Language Learning Strategies

The questionnaire is designed for one purpose, which is to examine how students
manage to study English in terms of employing language learning strategies to

facilitate their learning.

All the information students have provided will be used merely for research
purpose. Note that your responses will not affect your grades at all. More importantly,

it will be secured absolutely confidential.

The questionnaire form consists of three parts. There is no right or wrong answer,

so pleasegive response in every part and every item.
Part I: 4 items of Personal Background Information
Part 2: 50 items of Language Learning Strategies

Part 3: Other opinions
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Part 1: Personal Background Information
Gender Grade

School

Your English score on O-NET test

Part 2: Language Learning Strategies or Techniques you use to help you lean English

better.

Direction: This section contains 50 items of learning strategies. Please read carefully

and tick (/) from 1 to 5 level of frequency use of learning strategies.

The number 1 to 5 mean:

1. I never or almost never use this strategy (0-20%)
_ _ (20-40%)
2. I sometimes use this strategy
‘ (40-60%)
3. I usually use this strategy
‘ (60-80%)
4. 1 often use this strategy
. (80-100%)
5. I always or almost always use this strategy

Frequency use

Item Language Learning Strategy
1/2(3|4|5
. I think of relationships between what I already know and
new things that I learn in English.
. I use new English words in a sentence so I can remember

them.
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I connect the sound of a new English word and a picture

: of the word to help me remember the word.
I remember a new English word by imagining a situation
! in which the word might be used.
I use similar sounds to remember new English word. For
5 example, “believe” and “receive” have the same sound,
so I put them in the same group
6 | [ use flashcards to remember new English words.
7 | I physically act out new English words.
8 | I review English lessons often.
I remember new English words or phrases by
9 | remembering their location, for example, on the page, on
the board, or on a street sign.
10 | I'say or write new English words many times.
11 | Itry to talk like native English speakers.
12 | I practice the sounds of English.
13 | I use the English words I know in different ways.
14 | I start conversations in English.
15 | I watch movies with English soundtrack.
16 | Iread for pleasure in English.
17 | I write notes in English.
18 I first skim an English passage (read over the passage

quickly) then go back and read carefully again.




51

I look for words in my own language that are similar to

19
new words in English.

. I study English sentences structure in order to get the
language patterns to be used later.

. I find the meaning of English words by dividing it into
parts that I can understand.

22 | I try not to translate word-for-word.

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

24 | To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses.

’s When I can’t think of a word during a conversation in
English, I use gesture.

y I make up new words if I do not know the right ones in
English.

27 | I'read English without looking up every new word.

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

20 If I can’t think of an English word, I use a word or phrase
that means the same thing.

30 | Itry to find chances that I can to use English.

- I notice my English mistakes and use it to help me do
better.

32 | I pay attention when someone is speaking English.

33 | I try to find out how to be a better leaner of English.
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I organize my timetable so I will have enough time to

34
study English.

35 | I'look for people I can talk to in English.

- I'look for opportunities to read as much as possible in
English.

- I have clear goals for improving my English skills, for
example, listening and speaking skills.

38 | I think about my progress in learning English.

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

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

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

0 I notice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying or
using English.

43 | I write down my feelings in a language learning diary.

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

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

46 | I ask English speakers to correct me when I talk.

47 | I practice English with other students.

48 | I ask for help from English speakers.

49 | I ask questions in English.




50 | I'try to learn about the culture of English speakers.

Part 3:

3.1. What are the other language learning strategies you use apart from the

above?




APPENDIX B

English Version of Personality Traits Questionnaire

54



55

Questionnaire on Personality Traits

The questionnaire is designed for one purpose, which is to investigate the two

personality traits students display; extroversion and introversion.

All the information students have provided will be used merely for research

purpose. Note that your responses will not affect your grades at all. More importantly,

it will be secured absolutely confidential.

The questionnaire form consists of three parts. There is no right or wrong answer,

so please give response in every part and every item.
Part I: 4 items of Personal Background Information
Part 2: 11 items of Personality Traits

Part 3: Other opinions
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Part 1: Personal Background Information
Gender Grade

School

Your English score on O-NET test

Part 2 : Extroversion and Introversion Personality Trait

Direction: read each question carefully and circle ( o ) only one of the two choices

(‘A’ and ‘B’) and circle the answer that applies to you.
I. Which answer comes closer to telling how you usually feel or act?

1. Are you usually
a. a “good mixer”, or
b. rather quiet and reserved?
2. Among your friends are you
a. full of news about everybody, or
b. one of the last to hear what is going on?
3. Do you tend to have
a. broad friendships with many different people, or
b. deep friendship with very few people?
4. When you are with the group of people, would you usually rather
a. join in the talk of the group, or
b. imaginative people?
5. Do you
a. talk easily to almost anyone for as long as you have to, or
b. find a lot to say only to certain people or under certain conditions?
6. In alarge group, do you more often
a. introduce others, or

b. get introduced?



7. Can the new people you meet tell what you are interested in
a. right away, or
b. only after they really get to know you?

8. Do you usually
a. show your feelings freely, or

b. keep your feelings to yourself?
II. Which word in each pair appeals to you more?

9. a.quiet
b. hearty
10. a. reserved
b. talkative
11. a. calm

b. lively

Part 3:

3.1. How do you perceive your own personality when you study English

language?
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Interview Questions

General 1. How long have you been studying English?
2. What do you do to memorize new words or phrases?
silemeny 3. How often you review your lesson? And is it often
occurred before or after class? do you think it works?
Cognitive 4. How do you practice you skills; reading, writing,
listening, and speaking?
5. What would you do if you found a problem of
understanding while speaking and listening? Have you
Compensation ever experienced it before? What do you do to solve the
problem?
6. What would you do if you found a problem of
understanding while reading and writing?
7. Do you spend some time outside the classroom to study
Metacognitive English? Why (not)? and how?
8. Do you wish to improve your English? How do you
expect to do it?
9. What is your attitude towards learning English? Have
you ever told anyone how you feel about English?
10. Do you like studying English? Do you study it because
Affective you love it or you think knowing English will get you a
good job? What are your reasons?
11. What do you do if you get stressed when studying
English?
12. How do you feel about speaking English in classroom
with teacher, friends, and in front of the classroom?
Social Why?
13. Do you like to practice English with others or on your

own? Why?
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Extroversion/

Introversion

14.

Do you like talking to people you do not know? How
often? Why?

15.

How often you attend social gathering, go outside and

spend time with friend? How do you like it? Why?

16.

Do you always express your opinion among your close

friends or a group of people?

17.

In English language classroom, do you like group

activity or individual activity the most? Why?

18.

What would you prefer to do on holiday? Why?

19.

When confronted with a sudden question in the
classroom, do you always answer it first or wait for

someone else’s response? Why?
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English Language learning strategies:

A Comparison between Muslim and Non-Muslim Students
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Abstract

This study aimed to compare English language learning strategies (ELLSSs)
use among and within two different mother tongue groups: Muslimswhose
mother tongue was Melayu and non-Muslims whose mother tongue was Thai.
Using purposive sampling, the subjects comprised 424 Mattayomsuksa 4
students; 209 high and 101 low achiever Muslims, 59 high and 55 low
achiever non-Muslims using Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET) test
scores of English. To access ELLSs, the study employed two instruments:
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning for non-native speaker strategy

assessment (SILL version 7.0) and group interviews. The results showed that
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these learners were moderate ELLSs users and the high achievers used more
ELLSs than their counterparts. Both the Muslim and the non-Muslim high
achievers used indirect strategies more than the direct ones and no significant
differences were found. Both used metacognitive the most; however; memory
and social strategies were used significantly more by the Muslim than the non-
Muslim high achievers. Similar results were found when comparing Muslim
and non-Muslim low achievers except that the Muslim low achievers used
metacognitive strategies significantly more. It can be concluded that most
participants tended to develop their English language learning through
indirect strategies (metacognitive, affective and social strategies) and avoid
using complicated strategies. Muslim students preferred rote learning through
memorization to acquire English whereas the non-Muslims applied social

strategies.

Keyword: English Language learning strategies (ELLS), high achievers, low achievers,

Muslim, non-Muslim
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Introduction

Over the last few decades, a massive number of researches in the field of
second language acquisition have significantly shifted. Greater attention has been paid
to learners and learning rather than teachers and teaching (Wenden and Rubin, 7987;
Yabukoshi and Takeuchi, 2009; Nikoopour and Farsani, 2010), simultaneously with
appealing on distinguishing successful and unsuccessful learners; what good learners
do to help themselves learn language better and what their counterparts lack (Wharton,
2000). As a result, language learning strategies issues have turned out to be one of the
most preferable issues in research discipline that have contributed to language learning
(MaclIntyre,1994).

To be specific, strategies refer to the techniques used by learners to make
learning easier, faster, more productive and more self-directed (Oxford, 1990). Some
examples are remembering and retrieving information, guessing for meaning and using

gestures to bridge the gap in communication, interacting with others using English as a



79

mean of communication, and dealing with emotions, as well as; relaxing before
speaking English. They also refer to the way students manage and schedule the
learning of language inside and outside the classroom.

Revealed by extensive studies, it has been found that language learning
strategies have a significant impact on students’ second language competencies,
because the more students used strategies, the more advanced they became (Hong-
Nam and Leavell, 2006). Yet, not all of the learners favored strategies in the same
fashion. For example, among those strategies classified by Oxford (1990), having been
cultivated with rote learning, Chinese students were found to employ memory and
compensation strategies (Quigguan, Chatupote, and Teo, 2008) and due to social
sensitivity, Iranian female students used social strategies the least (Khalil, 2005).
However, differences in employing language learning strategies lied on many variables.
Learning style, proficiency level, nationality, gender, ethnicity or language background
have been found to be possible variables that can impact the choice of using LLSs
(Oxford and Burry-Stock, 1995; Green and Oxfrod, 1995; Park, 1997; Wharton, 2000;
Gan, Humphreys, and Hamp-Lyons, 2004).

Apart from those previous variables, ethnicity which refers to mother tongue or
language background (Grainger, 1997) has also been found to be an impact which can
influence or have an effect on learners’ use of language learning strategies. For
example, according to Grainger (1997), European students with more proficiency and
background knowledge relating to English preferred to use social strategies while Asian
background students preferred to employ compensation strategies due to the lack of
English competencies. Furthermore, in the Arabian context , the findings were
inconsistent (Khalil, 2005; Gerami & Baighlou, 2011). For instance, it is found that even
though female students had limited opportunities to socialize, they surpassed male
students in employing overall language learning strategies due to better and more
effective planning and managing (Khalil, 2005). The work of Abu Shmais (2004) showed
that males and females Palestinian university students used overall language learning

strategies at a moderate level reflecting the moderate degree of awareness towards
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English study at University. The inconsistencies of those research findings have led to a
call for more research to replicate.

Although language learning strategies have long been researched, an extensive
amount is conducted in other contexts leaving the EFL context open for more
exploration and investigation (Gan et al., 2004). Thus, this study aimed to investigate
these groups of Muslim students who have Melayu language as their mother tongue and
Non-Muslim students who possess Thai as their mother tongue to explore their
perceptions and to compare their English language learning strategies in order to
understand whether they share common strategies or use different ones which can later

be taken as a guideline in the learning and teaching of English for this particular context.

Research Questions

1. What kinds of English language learning strategies do Muslim high and low
achievers employ? Are there any significant differences between the two types
of students?

2. What kinds of English language learning strategies do non-Muslim high and low
achievers employ? Are there any significant differences between the two types
of students?

3. Are there any significant differences between Muslim and non-Muslim high and

low achievers in their use of English language learning strategies?

Methodology

Setting and Participants

The study employed purposive sampling to examine the participants whose
characteristics matched the target group the study aimed to investigate. Two schooals,
categorized as large-sized schools, were chosen to represent Muslim and non-Muslim
students: Darussalam School, a private religious school representing Muslim high and
low achievers; and Narathiwat School, a public school representing non-Muslim high

and low achievers.
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However, based on Hughes’' (1989) stratification formula, only those learners
whose English scores in O-NET (Ordinary National Educational Test) were at the top and
bottom 27% were qualified. Those at the top 27% were considered as high achievers
and those at the bottom 27% were considered as low achievers.

Therefore, out of a population of 733, there were 310 Muslim participants (209
high achievers and 101 low achievers) and 114 non-Muslim students (59 high achievers

and 55 low achievers).

Instrumentation

To investigate the language learning strategies used, the researcher adapted a
self-reported five-point likert scale, Strategy Inventory for Language Learning version 7.0
(SILL) invented in 1990 by Oxford (1990). The SILL questionnaire is comprised of 50
items aiming to discover six dimensions of language learning strategies. First, memory
strategies help learners to remember and retrieve new information. Second, cognitive
strategies help learners to link between new and existing knowledge. Third,
compensation strategies help learners to use language despite their knowledge
limitation. Fourth, metacognitive strategies refer to techniques learners use to organize,
plan and monitor their learning. Fifth, affective strategies refer to how learners control
their emotions, attitudes, and motivations when they learn language. Sixth, social
strategies refer to interactions with others.

The adapted SILL questionnaire was translated into Thai and submitted to three
experts to examine its content validity based on |OC or Index of /[tem-Objective
Congruence (Rovinelli & Hambleton, 1976) which later revealed the highest (1.00) score
of validity. Then the questionnaire was tried out to test its reliability with 40 students. The
reliability of the questionnaire used in the study gained Cronbach’s Alpha at 0.9 which
can be considered as a high degree (Doérnyei & Taguchi, 2009; Oxford & Ehrman,
1995).

The other instrument was a guided interview form. The interview session
included 12 questions related to the previous six strategies. For example, “what do you

do to memorize new words or phrases?”, “How do you practice you skills; reading,
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writing, listening, and speaking?”, Do you spend sometimes outside of the classroom to
study English?”, and “What is your attitude to learning English? Have you ever told
anyone how you feel about learning English?” Its content validity was checked by the

three experts.

Data Collection and analysis

For data collection, the SILL was distributed to all 917 students in both schools.
The questionnaire was explicitly explained by the researcher and the students’
supervisors. Later, with their supervisors, they were checked when they were returned.
Data from the questionnaires and interviews were analyzed quantitatively and
qualitatively.

To analyze data from the questionnaire, the study adopted descriptive analysis
as the statistical devices in order to find Mean scores, Standard Deviation and
Independent t-test to indicate whether there were any significant differences among
participants of both groups. Data from interviews were categorized and summarized.

While data from the interview session were interpreted qualitatively as a way of
supporting the quantitative data from the questionnaire, the questionnaire results were
interpreted based on Oxford (1990). The following intervals were employed to interpret
the mean score in the questionnaires:

- The mean score between 1.00-1.49 meant the least frequently used

- The mean score between 1.50-2.49 meant rarely used

- The mean score between 2.50-3.49 meant moderately used

- The mean score between 3.50-4.49 meant frequently used

- The mean score between 4.50-.5.00 meant the most frequently used

Results

1. Strategies Used by Muslim High and Low Achievers

Table 1 shows that both types of scorers fell only into the moderate level of
overall strategies users. However, having scrutinized deeper, Muslim high achievers

used overall strategies more significantly (HMx=3.03, LMx=2.77). When the use of direct
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and indirect strategies were compared, they both mutually fell into the moderate use
range of both strategy types. Both groups reported of using indirect strategies
(strategies that help students learn language indirectly) more often than direct
strategies (strategies which contribute directly to language learning - deep
processing). As indicated, the high achievement students significantly outpaced their
counterparts in the frequency use of both strategies.

Exploring deeper into specific strategies, all were found falling under moderately
used. For the most used strategies, both groups employed metacognitive (HMx=3.46,
LMx=3.13) and affective (HMx=3.07, LMx=2.77) strategies as the top ones (e.qg. finding
out how to be a better learner of English and encouraging speaking English despite
being afraid of making mistakes). Again, the Muslim high achievers used them more
significantly. Nevertheless only 4 students in the interview were afraid of making
mistakes in speaking activities.

Regarding the most and least used strategies, it was found that cognitive
(HMx=2.97, LMx=2.66) were among top strategies used by the high and low scorers
respectively (e.g. using an English word in different ways and reviewing English
lessons) and compensation strategies (e.g. using gesture) were ranked among the least
used by Muslim students in both groups (HMx=2.93, LMx=2.66). Even though both used
these strategies moderately, it was again employed more significantly by the high
achievers and claimed by students in the interview session of lacking situation where
this strategy could be applied. For social and memory strategies, it was found that these
were used less by both groups and with no statistical differences.

Memory strategies, ranging from using flash cards, reviewing English lessons
before and after classes, memorizing new English vocabulary and sentences were
reported in the open-ended questions and interviews as frequently used by both groups
of these Muslim students. In addition, listening to English music, watching soundtrack
movies and English videos on Youtube were among the most interesting activities

reported by Muslim learners in interview session.
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Table 1
H-Muslim L-Muslim
sig(2-
Language Learning Strategies (n=209) (n=101)
teiled)
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Direct 2.93 0.66 2.69 0.58 3.1 0.00
Strategies -
Indirect 3.15 0.76 2.89 0.58 3.16 0.00
Memory 2.88 0.70 2.73 0.60 1.80 0.07
Direct Cognitive 2.97 0.71 2.66 0.64 3.48 0.00
Compensation 2.93 0.72 2.66 0.63 3.09 0.00
Metacognitive 3.46 0.87 3.13 0.68 3.43 0.00
Indirect Affective 3.07 0.75 2.77 0.65 3.27 0.00
Social 2.78 0.86 2.66 0.74 1.25 0.21
TOTAL 3.03 0.68 277 0.54 3.37 0.00

2. Strategies Used by non-Muslim High and Low Achievers

As indicated in Table 2, non-Muslim high achievers used overall strategies
significantly more than the low achievers, yet based on the mean score both groups
were reported to be mutually moderate users of overall strategies used (HNI\/I><_:2.97,
LNI\/Ix_:2.57). Although both applied indirect strategies more than direct strategies, they
were used significantly more by the high achievers. Moreover, while scrutinizing specific
strategies, the three strategies claimed to be used significantly more by non-Muslim
high achievers were metacognitive, social and cognitive (e.g. paying attention to
English speaking, asking questions and reading in English) (P=<0.02).

Regarding the frequency use of strategies, all strategies were grouped in a
moderate use range, except cognitive that fell into the rarely used range, as indicated
by low achievement students (LNI\/Ix_:2.41).

Both similarly prioritized in using metacognitive strategies (e.g. paying attention

to someone speaking English) to facilitate language learning and were moderate users
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of this strategy. Yet again the high achievers employed it more significantly (HNI\/Ix_:
3.27, LNMx = 2.72).

Apart from metacognitive strategies, cognitive and social were among top
strategies used significantly more by non-Muslim high achievers even though they were
moderately used. However, it is noticeable that the low achievers rarely used either
strategy. The top strategies among non-Muslim low achievers were memory and
affective strategies even though they were used moderately.

Similarly to Muslim students, surfing the Internet to read current news in simple
English regarding gadgets, sports and movie stars; accessing English videos on
Youtube to learn English; listening to English songs; and spending leisure for watching
soundtrack movies were favorite activities reported by non-Muslim students in open-

ended questions and the interviews.

Table 2
H-NonMuslim L-NonMuslim
sig (2-
Language Learning Strategies (n=59) (n=55) t
tailed)
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Direct 2.92 0.45 2.52 0.42 4.87 0.00
Strategies
Indirect 3.05 0.59 2.63 0.57 3.87 0.00
Memory 2.64 0.53 2.66 0.56 0.16 0.88
Direct Cognitive 3.17 0.65 2.41 0.56 6.64 0.00
Compensation 2.75 0.74 2.56 0.56 1.54 0.13
Metacognitive 3.27 0.82 2.72 0.72 3.85 0.00
Indirect Affective 2.77 0.66 2.59 0.65 1.47 0.14
Social 3.01 0.71 2.55 0.70 3.47 0.00
Total 2.97 0.46 2.57 0.41 4.99 0.00

3. Comparison of Strategies Used between Muslim and Non-Muslim High
Achievers

As shown in table 3, both groups of high achievers shared various similarities
and utilized differences of language learning strategies. Equivalent to the Muslim high

achievers, non-Muslim ones also used overall strategies moderately (HMx_:3.30,
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HNI\/Ix_:2.97). They mutually used indirect strategies more than direct ones. However,
there were no significant differences between the two groups regarding the frequency in
using either direct or indirect strategies. It was also found that only memory and
affective strategies were used more significantly by Muslim high achievers.

To enhance language learning, high performers utilized metacognitive strategies
more frequently than other strategies (e.g. paying attention to someone speaking
English). Nevertheless, both Muslim and non-Muslim performers fell into the moderate
user category of this strategy (HI\/Ix_: 3.46, HNMx = 3.27). To further compare, other
strategies found moderately used in both groups also produced no statistically
significant differences except for memory and affective strategies. Each of these was
used more by the Muslim high achievers than the non-Muslim ones.

Apart from metacognitive and cognitive strategies (e.g. finding out how to be a
good English learner and practicing the sound of English), affective and social
strategies (trying to relax to overcome fear of using English and asking people to
repeat or slow down if they do not understand) appeared among top strategies used
by Muslim and non-Muslims alike. Furthermore, compensation and memory strategies
were found to be among the least used strategies (e.g. acting out to remember words

and making up new words) by high score learners.

Table 3
H-Muslim H-NonMuslim
sig (2-
Language Learning Strategies (n=209) (n=59)
tailed)
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Direct 2.93 0.66 2.92 0.45 0.19 0.85
Strategies
Indirect 3.15 0.76 3.05 0.59 1.03 0.31
Memory 2.88 0.70 2.64 0.53 2.74 0.01
Direct Cognitive 2.97 0.71 3.17 0.65 1.91 0.06
Compensation 2.93 0.72 2.75 0.74 1.66 0.10
Metacognitive 3.46 0.87 3.27 0.82 1.42 0.16
Indirect Affective 3.07 0.75 277 0.66 2.71 0.01
Social 2.78 0.86 3.01 0.71 1.83 0.07

Total 3.30 0.68 2.97 0.46 0.63 0.53
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4. Comparison of strategies used between Muslim and non-Muslim Low
Achievers

Muslim and non-Muslim low achievers were known to use overall strategies
lower than the high achievers as shown in tables 1 and 2. Yet, as indicated in table 4,
comparing the overall use of strategies of the low scorers from these two groups, fell into
the moderate use range (LMx_:2.77, LNMX_:2.57); however, the group used them more
significantly.

It could be reported that both attempted indirect more than direct strategies;
however, Muslim students used indirect strategies more significantly (LI\/I><_:2.89,
LNMx_:2.63). Furthermore, Muslim students used each individual strategy at the
moderate level while non-Muslim students rarely used cognitive.

To learn English, both groups prioritized metacognitive, affective and memory
strategies over the others (e.g. finding out a better way to be a good English learner,
remembering new words by imaging situations in which they can be used, and
overcoming the fear when using English). However, only metacognitive and cognitive

strategies were reported to be used significantly differently between the two groups

(P=<0.02).
Table 4
L-Muslim L-NonMuslim sig (2-
Language Learning Strategies (n=101) (n=55) t tailed)
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Direct 2.69 0.58 2.52 0.42 1.89 0.06
Strategies :

Indirect 2.89 0.58 2.63 0.57 2.71 0.01

Memory 2.73 0.60 2.66 0.56 0.75 0.45
Direct Cognitive 2.66 0.64 2.41 0.56 2.46 0.02

Compensation 2.66 0.63 2.56 0.56 1.05 0.30

Metacognitive 3.13 0.68 2.72 0.72 3.60 0.00
Indirect

Affective 277 0.65 2.59 0.65 1.69 0.09
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Social 2.66 0.74 2.55 0.70 0.88 0.38

Total 2,77 0.54 2.57 0.41 2.49 0.01

Summary of the results and discussion

1. Strategies Used by Muslim High and Low Achievers

The study offers a pattern of English language learning strategies used by
Muslim high and low achievers. The results revealed that the former group utilized
overall strategies significantly more often than the latter group. It can be implied that the
more proficiency the language learners possessed, the more strategies they tended to
employ as was found in Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006), and that the more advanced
student were, the more techniques were available for them to use.

Another implication is that the results for both groups indicated the level of
learners’ awareness of using strategies, even though the high scorers showed more
awareness as it was found that not only overall strategies but also direct and indirect
strategies were reported to be of high frequency use among high scorers. This result is
consistent with many prominent studies. For example, Qingquan et al. (2008)
investigated language learning strategies among first year Chinese students in a
university in China and found that successful learners employed direct and indirect
strategies more often than the unsuccessful ones. Rubin (1975) also found that
successful students utilized a wider range of strategies in language learning compared
with unsuccessful students. Grainger (1997) found different strategies used by different
ethnicities. While learners with Asian background tended to guess meaning, those with
European and English-speaking background prioritized in using dictionaries and
scheduling language learning.

Scrutinizing specific strategies use, Muslim students were found utilizing both
similar and different strategies. Metacognitive and affective strategies appeared to be
popular among these two groups of learners. Both strategies were mutually grouped in

indirect strategies relating to managing, evaluating, monitoring, and dealing with
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unstable emotions. It indicated that students were aware of strategies in promoting
language understanding indirectly - not only memorizing, creating structure, or guessing
intelligently but also by paying attention to English speaking, finding ways to improve
competencies, and looking for opportunities to use English. Another implication was
English was dominant in English class, it encouraged students to practice English both
inside and outside. Students studied before moving to high school, in the middle of this
transition, they had to be more alert in strategies they used both consciously and
unconsciously.

Social strategies were found to be the least used strategies among these
students, although they were in the moderate use range. It depicted the limitation of
interaction with those whose English is the medium of conversation. Based on the
interviews, students were afraid of speaking English with their friends fearing that their
friends may laugh or make fun of them if they made mistakes. This aroused students in
turning to use affective strategies to produce motivation in speaking English. In addition,
to explain the lack of social strategy, claimed by a study conducted in Kuwait (EI-Dib,
2004) concerning Islamic contexts in which gender sensitivity plays an important role in
society, females have more limited opportunity than males to socialize with others due to
religious demand. However, it also might be implied with the lack of opportunities to
practice social strategies outside the classroom setting. Social strategies require spoken
language, such as, asking for more information, help, and clarification. For these
students to socialize with people in English and to practice their language outside the

classroom seems to be limited.

2. Strategies Used by non-Muslim High and Low Achievers

Non-Muslim high performers were found to use English language learning
strategies more often than their counterparts. The former were moderate strategy users
and the latter rarely used them. The assumption might be similar to those discussed in
the previous section that the more proficiency, the more strategies students tend to
employ. To further illustrate this point, Griffiths (2003) stated that the more advanced the

proficiency of the students, the more strategies they tended to utilize in language
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learning. Furthermore, these high achievement students have shown the characteristics
of being active participants responsible for their own learning, as indicated by the
degree of higher strategies they used as opposed to the low achievement students.

Looking at specific strategies, the non-Muslim students employed metacognitive
strategies more than other strategies and as much as the Muslim students. However,
the important factor that contributed to the different outcome of the study might be
explained by the frequency or the density in applying this strategy, which high
achievement students used at a higher frequency.

Compared with their counterparts, the non-Muslim high achievers did not have
to rely much on rote learning, which was considered a basic way of learning because of
the background knowledge of English they already had or had accumulatively learnt
and understood. For example, to recognize the word “unhelpful”, the high achievers
might have only glanced at it and known what it meant by using their high cognitive
strategies to break it into prefix ‘un’, ‘help’, and suffix ‘ful’, but for the low cognitive
strategies students, remembering left only a choice.

The non-Muslim high achievement students used social more than affective
strategies, while the low achievers used affective more than social strategies. Since the
high achievers had more proficiency in language learning, it helped to be able to apply
more social strategies when encountering even unexpected situations, while the low
achievers had to overcome the fear of producing mistakes and they needed to ponder

on the compensation strategies.

3. Similarities and Differences in Employing English Language Learning
Strategies among Muslim and Non-Muslim High and Low Achievement Students

Most participants in the study, in order to develop their English language
learning, were reported as adopting and prioritizing metacognitive strategies ranging
from finding opportunities to use English, noticing mistakes to improve them, organizing
and scheduling time for practicing, monitoring their own language learning
development, and evaluating language learning process. The result is consistent with

the study conducted by Saiyarin (2011). She found that students initially utilized
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metacognitive strategies. Unlike cognitive, compensation, and memory strategies,
metacognitive strategy is not at a deep-level of L2 competencies, so it might be another
assumption to propose why most students employed this strategy at a high level of
frequency compared with others strategies.

The least favored strategies among the low achievement participants were
cognitive strategies. A the study conducted in Gaza (Abu Shmais, 2004), both groups of
low performers were similarly found to hardly ever apply cognitive strategies in language
learning, as oppose to the high achievement learners who applied them more
frequently. To perform cognitive strategies compared to metacognitive, requires deeper
levels of competency. It is a deep strategy (Leaver, Ehrman, & Shekhtman, 2005)
referring to relating new information to already existing knowledge. Some examples are
speaking or writing in English, trying to imitate native speakers of English, avoiding
translation to L1, using words in different ways, and writing notes in English. All of these
specific strategies need students’ proficiency to some extent and since the high
achievers possess a higher level of English competency, they can use cognitive
strategies more comfortably.

Memory strategies were utilized by Muslim more than non-Muslim students.
Since English was the third and second language to Muslim and non-Muslim learners
respectively, acquiring new languages through memorization, ranging from
remembering new words and sentences, using flashcards, and reviewing English
lessons seemed to be easier than other strategies. Muslim students employed this
strategy because it required only the effort to memorize and needed a smaller range of
English knowledge compared to cognitive and compensation strategies. To employ
certain strategies as a short cut to embrace English as a third language and at a surface
level of knowledge, Muslim students seemed to rely more on memory strategies than
non-Muslim learners did.

Furthermore, non-Muslim high achievers used social strategies more. It can be

explained by the sensitivity in religious demand because of which Muslim students,
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especially females, had limitations in socializing with others (EI-Dib, 2004), thus they

may have become more reserved than the non-Muslim high achievers.

Implications of the study

Due to the fact that strategies can be transferable from teachers to students and
students to students (Griffiths & Parr, 2001), the suggested implications will be related to
classroom study. First is explicit instruction. Since it was found that learners from
different ethnicities or with different mother tongue employ different strategies, teachers
should provide learners with a set of strategies for them to practice which should be one
way to raise strategy’ awareness. In other words, the activities, assignments and lessons
should encourage students to use strategies that they normally use and some that they
never used before both in class and outside the classroom. Second is strategies
reflection. Teacher may conduct a self-report questionnaire to elicit learners’ strategies
based on their perceptions, and have them share and discuss how they used those
strategies to accomplish the task or practice English with other learners. Third, the
emphasis should be on low achiever students. Both Muslim and non-Muslim low
achievers used strategies less than their counterparts, thus teacher’'s modeling and
evaluations are vital. Fourth is the provision of a wide range of activities related to
students’ preferences. Obviously, Muslim and non-Muslim students are interested in
learning English by listening to music, watching films and videos from the Internet, so,
the selection of relevant form or content of materials to suit learners’ interest might be
worth trying.
Limitations

The present study aimed to offer some evidence of the use of language learning
strategies in six dimensions by Muslim and non-Muslim students living in the same
environment (Narathiwat province) to see if the aspect of ethnicity or mother tongue
difference may have contributed to the different use of strategies. This study employed
only purposive sampling based on characteristics of students. In addition, this study
used only SILL and access strategies in language learning merely through self-reported

questionnaires and interviews. Therefore, it is suggested that using a combination of
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methods as well as applying qualitative and quantitative formulas (Grainger, 1997) and

replication should be encouraged.
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Language learning strategies (Oxford, 1990)

Language Learning Strategy

| think of relationships between what | already know and new things that | learn in

English.

Memory
N

| use new English words in a sentence so | can remember them.

3 | connect the sound of a new English word and a picture of the word to help me
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remember the word.

I remember a new English word by imagining a situation in which the word might

4
be used.
| use similar sounds to remember new English word. For example, “believe” and
5
“receive” have the same sound, so | put them in the same group
6 | use flashcards to remember new English words.
7 | physically act out new English words.
8 | review English lessons often.
| remember new English words or phrases by remembering their location, for
9
example, on the page, on the board, or on a street sign.
10 | I say or write new English words many times.
11 | try to talk like native English speakers.
12 | | practice the sounds of English.
13 | luse the English words | know in different ways.
14 | | start conversations in English.
15 | I watch movies with English soundtrack.
2
§> 16 | | read for pleasure in English.
(@)
17 | | write notes in English.
| first skim an English passage (read over the passage quickly) then go back and
18
read carefully again.
19 | I'look for words in my own language that are similar to new words in English.
| study English sentences structure in order to get the language patterns to be
20

used later.
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21 | find the meaning of English words by dividing it into parts that | can understand.
22 | ltry not to translate word-for-word.
23 | I make summaries of information that | hear or read in English.
24 | To understand unfamiliar English words, | make guesses.
25 | When | can’t think of a word during a conversation in English, | use gesture.
c 26 | | make up new words if | do not know the right ones in English.
9
3
é 27 | I read English without looking up every new word.
IS
o
© 28 | | try to guess what the other person will say next in English.
29 | If I can’t think of an English word, | use a word or phrase that means the same
thing.
30 | Itry to find chances that | can to use English.
31 I notice my English mistakes and use it to help me do better.
32 | | pay attention when someone is speaking English.
33 | I'try to find out how to be a better leaner of English.
=
= 34 | | organize my timetable so | will have enough time to study English.
g
O
% 35 | I'look for people | can talk to in English.
=
36 I look for opportunities to read as much as possible in English.
37 | I have clear goals for improving my English skills, for example, listening and
speaking skills.
38 | I think about my progress in learning English.
° 39 | Itry to relax whenever | feel afraid of using English.
=
3
2—:— 40 | I encourage myself to speak English even when | am afraid of making a mistake.
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41 | give myself a reward or treat when | do well in English.
42 | I notice if  am tense or nervous when | am studying or using English.
43 | | write down my feelings in a language learning diary.
44 | | talk to someone else about how | feel when | am learning English.
45 | If  do not understand something in English, | ask the other person to slow down or
say it again.
46 | | ask English speakers to correct me when | talk.
T 47 | | practice English with other students.
3
%)
48 | ask for help from English speakers.
49 | | ask questions in English.
50 | Itry to learn about the culture of English speakers.

Interview question

Gz 4. How long have you been studying English?
5. What do you do to memorize new words or phrases?
e 6. How often you review your lesson? And is it often occurred before
or after class? do you think it works?
Cognitive 7. How do you practice you skills; reading, writing, listening, and
speaking?
8. What would you do if you found a problem of understanding while
speaking and listening? Have you ever experienced it before?
Compensation

What do you do to solve the problem?

9. What would you do if you found a problem of understanding while

reading and writing?

Metacognitive

10. Do you spend some time outside the classroom to study English?

Why (not)? and how?

11. Do you wish to improve your English? How do you expect to do

it?
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12.

What is your attitude towards learning English? Have you ever

told anyone how you feel about English?

Affective 13. Do you like studying English? Do you study it because you love it
or you think knowing English will get you a good job? What are
your reasons?

14. What do you do if you get stressed when studying English?
15. How do you feel about speaking English in classroom with
Social

teacher, friends, and in front of the classroom? Why?

16.

Do you like to practice English with others or on your own? Why?

PAPER 2

Personality Traits: A Comparison Study of Muslim and Non-Muslim Students
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Personality Traits: A Comparison Study of Muslim

and Non-Muslim Students

Munir Laeha3

Nisakorn Charumanee*

Abstract

The study aimed to investigate personality traits specifically to
extroversion and introversion dimensions. Using purposive sampling, the
participants of the study consisted of 372 Matthayomsuksa 4 students: 268
Muslim and 114 non-Muslim learners from two large-sized schools in
Narathiwat. Participants were divided into high and low achievement learners
by using O-NET scores for English (167 Muslim high and 101 achievers, and 59

non-Muslim high and 55 low achievers). The study employed two instruments:
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the modified personality traits questionnaire and a guided interview. Means,
standard deviations and t-test were used as statistical devices. Quenk's (2009)
dichotomy was adapted for the interpretation. The result indicated that Muslim
high achievers were clearly introvert, while the Muslim low achievers were
clearly extrovert. For non-Muslim students, both the high and low achievers

were clear and very clear extrovert respectively.
Keywords: personality traits, extroversion, introversion, high and low achievers.

Introduction

Since the mid-1960s, the massive amount of language research has
emphasized investigating language learning success. Researchers explored what
prospects make a good language learner and what makes him/her a better
learner. Many researchers draw an assumption that inner learners’ individual
variations, such as personality traits, are among prominent elements pushing
students to be successful. Personality traits refer to inner unique aspects of
behaviors as Richards, Platt and Platt (1998 cited in Deweale & Furham, 1999)
defined personality traits as “those aspects of an individual’s behaviors, attitudes,
beliefs, thoughts, actions, and feelings which are seen as typical and distinctive of

that person and recognized by that person and others”.

The major personality traits specifically extroversion and introversion,
perform an integral part in language learning (Brown 2000) and are not only
important for acquiring L1 but also L2 (Deweale & Furham, 1999) Yet a common
assumption has been made among scholars that the extrovert type of personality
trait might reach a greater degree of success in second language learning than
the introvert type (Kezwer 1987; Saville-Troike 2006; Wong, 2011). To be more
emphatic on the essence of personality, a relationship has been found between
personality and language outcomes. For example, consuming seven years in
observing the prediction of personality towards academic performance of
medical students in Belgium, Livens, Ones, and Dilchert (2009) found that
extroversion relating to openness and consciousness were reported to positively

predict the grade point average of the students. Relevant to a study by Paunonen
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and Ashton (2001), correlations were found between extroversion and academic

performance.

Specifically on extroversion-introversion, an extrovert normally
communicates without inhibition, which is convincing enough to attract a
teacher to believe in the notion that he or she is better and more successful in
language learning. For example, Naimen, Frohlich, and Stern (1975, cited in
Busch (1982) carried out an observation research in classroom study. They
found that a certain type of extrovert personality trait such as raising the hand
for asking questions correlated with the positive outcome of language
proficiency. Students who had done a lot of speaking in the class gained higher
scores in a test. Proposed by Rubin (1975), certain extroversion personality
types such as intensive desire and motivation to seek for opportunities to
communicate might be one indicator to categorize a good language learner.
However, in an EFL context such as Japan, Carrell, Prince, and Astika (1996)
found positive correlation between extroversion/introversion personality traits
and vocabulary learning. The former type appeared to gain higher scores in the
vocabulary examination than the latter. However, what they found seemed to be
inconsistent with what was found in the western context. Introversion gained
higher proficiency scores than their counterparts. Therefore, to conclude that

extroversion is better is too extreme.

In the Arabian context, where Muslim culture is prevalent, there is the
scarcity of studies in connection with extroversion and introversion personality
types. Some studies already claimed that based on religious demands in Islamic
cultures people tended to prefer introversion and taught their children to be the
kind of person who could be identified as introverted. Islam is regarded as being
conservative, and gender sensitivity appears to be an important element shaping
the characteristic of Muslim students. For example, in such a conservative
society, females might not have opportunities as much as males to socialize with
people (El-Dib 2004). In Thailand, the same conservative characteristic was

reported in a study relating to Muslim students’ attitude towards English
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language study in Yala province where the majority of the population is Muslim
(Rattanayart, 2007). Yet the study did not aim to explore their personality traits

as successful and unsuccessful students.

In spite of the growing attention to extroversion and introversion
personality traits, attention has been scant to compare if the high and low
achievement students from two different ethnic groups, specifically Muslim and
non-Muslim secondary students, displayed similar or different personalities. The
aim of the current study was to examine the personality traits of Muslim and

non-Muslim learners by attempting to answer the following research questions.

Research Questions

1. What kinds of personality trait do the high and low achievement Muslim
students have? Are there any significant differences between the two
types of students?

2. What kinds of personality trait do high and low achievement non-Muslim
students have? Are there any significant differences between the two
types of students?

3. Are there any significant differences between high and low achievement
Muslim and non-Muslim students in terms of their personality traits they

have?

Methodology

Setting and Participants

Purposive sampling was used to qualify students due to the unique
characteristic of their mother tongue. Two schools, categorized as large sized
schools having students exceeding 4,000 were picked to represent Muslim and
non-Muslim students or Melayu-speaking and Thai-speaking students:
Darussalam school representing Muslim/Melayu-speaking students and

Narathiwat school representing non-Muslim/Thai-speaking students.

To stratify the participants, the study employed English scores from 2014

O-NET (Ordinary National Educational test) as a central core of score
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measurement before categorizing students as high and low scorers. Based on
Hughes’s twenty-seven percent technique, only those scorers within the top 27%
and bottom 27% in each school were targeted for investigation as high and low

achievement students, respectively.

As a consequence, from the population of 733, there were 268 Melayu-
speaking students divided into 167 high and 101 low achievers, and 114 Thai-
speaking students divided into 59 high and 55 low achievers who could

participate in the study.

Instrumentations
To investigate what types of personality students displayed, this study
employed two instruments: 1) modified Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI)
questionnaire, 2) guided interview questions.

MBTI consists of four dimensions which are described below:
1) Extroversion and Introversion (E-1):

Extroverts are easily let the people and things come in.
They seem to be impulsive in making decisions. In the classroom
setting, they are more comfortable with pair and group activities
and normally seek opportunities to get to know people in non-
classroom situations. They are seen to be outgoing and have a
large number of friends. In addition, they tend to actively
communicate through speaking more than writing.

Introverts are said to be very focused on their inner world.
They seem to be more interested and motivated when they work
quietly without interruption. In the classroom, they tend to keep
quiet and most of the time they say no words. In making decision,
they normally need time to process before reaching conclusions.
They are understood to be shy.
2) Sensing and Intuitive (S-1):

In searching for information, sensing tends to be gained

through physical reality, seeing, hearing, touching, tasting, and
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smelling. Such students are concerned the most about facts and
explanations and like to remember details that seem to be
important to them.

The intuitive tend to be drawn by abstract meaning,
relationships, theoretical aspects, and possibilities about events.
When remembering something, they are interested in memorizing
them in the bigger picture more than from actual facts and details.
3) Thinking and Feeling (T-F):

The different characteristics of the thinking and feeling tend
to depend on the situation when they have to make a decision. The
thinking tend to conclude their decisions through logical
explanations, principles, and cause and effect. In classroom
settings when they are with friends, they tend to avoid all conflicts
even in a normal debate.

The feeling tend to make decisions based on values. The
involvement of others’ opinion is important to them. In addition,
they will do whatever they can to assure harmony between people
4) Judging and Perceiving (J-P):

The judging persons prefer to live in planned and
systematic ways. They like to have things well-organized and
settled. In learning, they prefer to have their exercise and
homework done before going out to play with friends.

The perceiving persons tend to be more flexible. They invite
new experience and information, and like to expose to them

spontaneously without planning.
(Leaver, Ehrman, and Shekhtman 2005).

However, due to the aim of the current study which focused only on
extroversion and introversion, only relevant questions were employed.
Examples of the questions are “Are you usually a good mixer, or rather quiet and

reserved?’, “Among your friends are you full of news about everybody, or one of the
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last to hear what is going on?”, “Do you tend to have broad friendships with many
different people, or deep friendship with very few people?’,”When you are with the
group of people, would you usually rather join in the talk of the group, or

imaginative people?’

Guided interviews, consisting of 6 questions, was applied to elicit in-depth
extroversion and introversion information. Examples of interview items are “Do
you like talking to people you do not know? Why?”, “In the English classroom, do
you like group activity or individual activity the most? Why?”

The questionnaire and guided interview items were modified and
translated into Thai. The content validity was examined and approved by three
experts, while its reliability was tried out with 40 students to check whether the

items conveyed the intended meanings.

Data Collection and Analysis

To collect the data, the questionnaire was distributed to all the target
students in both schools. Working with their supervisors, the instructions were
explicitly explained and the corrections were examined. When the
questionnaires were accomplished, students were asked to participate in 4
group interviews which consisted of 10 students in each group: 10 Muslim high
achievers, 10 Muslim low achievers, 10 non-Muslim high achievers, and 10 non-

Muslim low achievers.

Data from the questionnaires and the interviews were analyzed
quantitatively and qualitatively. Descriptive statistics were employed to find
means, standard deviations and independent t-test to observe any significant
differences between groups of participants. Data collected from the interview

sessions were summarized and used to complement data from the questionnaire.

To categorize students in a particular dimension, the interpretation
followed the following intervals adapted from Quenk (2006)’s dichotomy:
The mean score between 0.01 - 2.75 means slight E-I personality

The mean score between 2.76 - 5.50 means moderate E-I personality



108

The mean score between 5.51 - 8.25 means clear E-I personality

The mean score between 8.26 - 11.00 means very clear E-I personality

The data from guided interviews were summarized and categorized to

supplement and nourish the questionnaire data.

Results
1.Personality Traits of Muslim High and Low Achievers

As illustrated in table 1, it was found that Muslim high and low achievers
fell into significantly different dichotomies of personality trait dimensions
(P<0.02). Muslim high scorers were reported as being clearly introverted
(HMx=6.90, S.D.=3.22) even though they also fell into the moderate extroversion
type of personality (HMx=4.10, S.D.=3.22), while their counterparts fell clearly
into the opposite side of the personality dimension, that of -being clearly
extroverted (LMx=7.07, S.D.=4.00) and moderately introvert (LMx=3.93,
S.D.=4.00).

Relevant data derived from interview sessions revealed that 6 out of 10
Muslim learners were reluctant to give a clear answer and put themselves in
both extrovert and introvert sides. It also could be noticed that some were eager
to give away their answer, while some found it more difficult to give answer.
However, it was found later that those former students were extroverts with

lower competencies and the latter had higher proficiency.

H-Muslim L-Muslim

Personality sig (2-
(n=167) (n=101) t
Traits tailed)
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
EXTRO 410 3.22 7.07 4.00 632 0.00
INTRO 6.90 3.22 393 4.00 6.32 0.00

Table 1: Personality traits of Muslim high and low achievers

2.Personality Traits of non-Muslim High and Low Achievers
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It was found that although non-Muslim high and low scorers fell into the
extroversion category (HNMx=7.00, S.D.=2.68; LNMx=8.4, S.D.=2.60), the lower
proficiency students were significantly more extrovert. Furthermore, high
performers perceived themselves as moderately introverted students
(HNMx=4.00, S.D.=2.68) with only slight introversion (LNMx=2.51, S.D.=2.60) for
the lower proficiency students.

Consistent with the data in the interview, and unlike the Muslim students,

non-Muslim students were very attentive and eager to express their opinions.

H- L-

Personality NonMuslim NonMuslim sig (2-
t

Traits (n=59) (n=55) tailed)
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
EXTRO 700 268 849 2.0 3.01 0.00
INTRO 4.00 2.68 251 260 3.01 0.00

Table 2: Personality traits of non-Muslim high and low achievers

3.Personality Traits of Muslim High Achievers and Non-Muslim High Achievers

As indicated in table 3, it can be seen that Muslim and Non-Muslim high
performers reflected different dimensions of extroversion and introversion.
Their personality traits were significantly different (P<0.02) which can be said to
have been opposite. Muslim high performers saw themselves as clear introverts
(HMx=6.90, S.D.=3.22), whereas the Non-Muslim high performers considered
themselves clear extroverts (HNMx=7.00, S.D.=2.68). However, the Muslim high
performers were also seen as moderate extroverts while the non-Muslims
behaviors were reflected as being moderate introvert.

In addition, the data derived from the questionnaire were consistent with
the interview data. Most of Muslim students claimed introversion, whereas most

of the non-Muslim students preferred extroversion.
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H-

Personality ~H-Muslim  NonMuslim sig (2-
t

Traits (n=167) (n=59) tailed)
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

EXTRO 410 3.22 7.00 268 6.75 0.00

INTRO 6.90 3.22 4.00 2.68 6.75 0.00

Table 3: Personality traits of Muslim and non-Muslim high achievers

4.Personality Traits of Muslim and non-Muslim Low Achievers

As far as the personalities of the low performers were concerned, it was
found that they mutually fell into the clear and very clear extroversion range of
personality (LMx=7.07, S.D.=4.00; LNMx=8.49, S.D.=2.60). However, low
achievement Non-Muslim students showed a clearer picture of being extrovert
learners as indicated by the degree of significant difference in Table 4. The
comparison further illustrated a moderate degree of being introvert among
Muslim low performers and a slight degree of that trait among the Non-Muslim

low performers.

L-
Personality =~ L-Muslim  NonMuslim sig (2-
Trait (n=101) (n=55) ‘ tailed)
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
EXTRO 7.07 4.00 849 260 2.68 0.01
INTRO 393 4.00 251 260 2.68 0.01

Table 4: Personality traits of Muslim and non-Muslim low achievers

Summary of the Results and Discussion
1.The personality traits of Muslim high and low achievers

Extroversion has long been associated with success in language learning
in massive amounts of investigation. The common belief is that the extroversion
related to being outgoing, to openness, to easily initiating conversation might get

higher proficiency in language learning achievement (Brown, 2000; Lightbown &
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Spada, 2006). However, this may not have been relevant to these Muslim high
performers whose introverted type of personality could be seen as being calm,

quiet, enjoying solitude, and preferring space.

The interpretation may be explained in many ways. First, in language
production, the introverted students tended to be more reserved, enjoying
privacy. To be involved in language communication, they were usually slow to
initiate conversation, but the quality and accuracy were better than that of the
extroverted students. On the other hand, the extroverted learners might have
produced an outcome of lower quality compared with their counterparts. This
was observed in Wong’s (2011) study, showing that introverted students usually

accomplished higher quality homework.

The reluctance of students to give answers in interview sessions could be
explained alternatively with the work of Busch (1982) conducted in Japan. Based
on situational demands, Japanese students are required to show introversion.
Similarly, an exhibition of introversion is expected from Muslim students who
are generally brought up to be rather conservative. The results might have been
too extreme for the Muslim low achievers who displayed clear extroversion.

However, these lower achievers still displayed introversion to some extent.

2.The personality traits of non-Muslim high and low achievers

Both groups clear and very clear extroverts who also possessed moderate
and slight introvert traits. The dominant extrovert trait was clearly perceived
during the interviews with these two groups. They were not reserved but were
very eager to express themselves as it was found in the interview sessions. They
were highly confident talking in groups especially the low achievers who seemed

to be friendly and rather talkative.

However, their proficiency was different. It might be explained by the
quality of their production. Based on definition proposed by Quenk and

Kummerow (2001), the high achievement extrovert tended to contribute only
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what they knew well, while the low achievement extrovert might have

volunteered their ideas even though these were not correct or relevant.

3.The personality traits of Muslim and Non-Muslim students

Due to the outcome that only Muslim high performers displayed more on
introversion which contrasted to non-Muslim high performers, it may be
explained as follows. First, personality traits may not tie to achievement level as
both personalities were found specialized in different protocol. According to Gan
(2008), both might be expert in different ways; the introverted are better
written, while the extroverted seemed at ease in oral communication and some

of them might do better in producing accuracy.

Second, students are from different language background, thus the
background itself might play a significant role. The reservedness of Muslim
society (El-Dib, 2004) and also the expected personality in some society (Busch,
1982) may-to some extent- play a role to explain the difference. The preference
of introversion type in Muslim society may create a typical acceptance that being
an introvert refers to proper manners and respect. Thus, it could be said that

those students owned unique personality.

Muslim low performers might have the degree of extroversion more than
Muslim high performers. However, the reluctance of defining themselves in
interview session could reassure that these Muslim students possessed also the

introversion personality to some extent.

Implications

1.The personality traits found in this study can help teachers understand their
students’ personalities and these can be used as a guideline to develop learning
contexts that suit students’ personalities or to individualize teaching. The
implications can be drawn on creating a balanced classroom environment to

facilitate language learning for both traits.

2.This study revealed that low achievement students both Muslim and Non-

Muslim, were extrovert. It can be implied that being extrovert or too relaxed
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sometimes may not help them in learning. However, English teachers can make
use of this trait in designing relevant activities as these students are willing to
participate in class. By doing this the weak extrovert students can improve their

proficiency.

Limitations

To investigate learners’ variations, specifically the extroversion and
introversion dimensions, the current study employed merely two types of data
assessment which were interpreted quantitatively and qualitatively: Myer-Briggs
questionnaire and interviews. It is recommended that other instruments, for
example, class observation and portfolio should be used in the assessment.
Furthermore, the study investigated only from the perspective of students. Thus,
the reflections from parents, teachers, or their peers may be considered in future

research.
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