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ABSTRACT

This study aimed to explore what online language learning strategies
(OLLS) are used by online English students, to investigate students’ perceptions of
affection in online learning, to identify the relationships between OLLS use, affection
in online learning and online English learning outcomes, and to examine students'
perceptions of problems related to learning English online. The participants included
346 online English university students. The participants were divided into two groups;
successful online English students (SLs, n=262) and unsuccessful online English
students (ULs, n=84). Participants' rated their use of three online language learning
strategies: cognitive, metacognitive, resource management, their perceptions of
affection in online learning, problems related to online learning and perceptions
towards design and content of learning tasks in online learning. Additional data from
individual in-depth interviews and Stimulated Recall (SR) was gathered from 10

participants; 5 from each group.

The results revealed that there were significant differences between
SLs and ULs use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies; however, no significant
difference of resource management strategies was found. Regarding affectionin
online learning, there was a significant difference between SLs and ULs’ level of
agreement. Cognitive, meta-cognitive strategies, and affection in online learning had
significant correlations with online English learning outcomes. Both groups agreed
that when learning online, they encountered problems. The study also revealed that
there were significant differences related to problems in online learning between SLs
and ULs. SLs experienced problems associated with technology the most while ULs
experienced problems associated with self-motivation the most. SLs and ULs were
satisfied with contents of vocabulary lessons the most. However, both groups had

significant different perceptions on contents of grammar lessons. The study suggests
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that low English proficiency students who lack online learning skills may not be ready

for online English learning.

Keywords: Unsuccessful learners; online language learning; online language

learning strategies; LMS; online learning problems; learning outcome
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1. INTRODUCTION

At the turn of 21st century, the role of technology in education has
become more and more prominent due to its distinct characteristics (Chapelle, 1989;
Kramsch, 2014). One of the most significant characteristics of technology is
information accessibility; learners can get access anytime and anywhere.
Consequently, course delivery is increasingly shifted from the traditional or face-to-
face classroom setting to an online one. Anderson (2008) defined online learning as
the learning process that use Internet as a platform to access learning materials.
Students are able to interact with the content, instructors, and other students, and

students gain knowledge and new experiences in learning.

Online learning has rapidly gained popularity in all fields of education,
including learning English (Vovides, Sanchez-Alonso, Mitropoulou & Nickmans,
2007). It has become an essential component of modern education in all fields
including higher education because of the potential advantages of online learning in
learning process (Appana, 2008; Dolence & Norris, 1995; Katz & Associates, 1999;
Shopova, 2014).

Anderson (2008) pointed out that online learning provides numerous of
benefits. For students, they could access the online course anytime when they are free
and from anywhere they can access the Internet. Moreover, students are able to use
the Internet to access up-to-date and relevant learning materials. Synchronous features
allow students to interact with students and instructors in real time. In addition, it
promotes communication with experts in the field of their study. With good online
learning applications or software, students have an opportunity to participate in
discussions, express opinions and share knowledge equally, regardless of classroom
size and time (Harasim, Calvert & Groeneboer, 1997). It can help shy students to
participate more in online learning environment and lead to students’ satisfaction
(Appana, 2008). Clarke and Hermens (2001) posited that online learning is learner-
centered; learners can control their own learning pace, and learn independently to suit
their learning style. Online learning also creates opportunities for active learning
(Dolence & Norris, 1995).



Despite the benefits of online learning environments, students taking
online courses may face challenges that they might never have encountered in a face-
to-face learning environment (Tsai, 2009). These challenges include cognition,
metacognition, technical anxiety, and learning style and preferences (Barnard, Lan,
To, Paton & Lai, 2009; Hung, Chou, Chen & Own, 2010; Piccoli, Ahmad & Ilves,
2001; Tyler-Smith, 2006; Vonderwell, 2003; Warschauer & Healey, 1998; Wood,
2002).

Relating to cognitive challenges learners need higher cognitive ability
to deal with more multi-dimension learning tasks and complex contents (Tyler-Smith,
2006). Normally, online courses are equipped with dynamic functions, such as online
exercises, audio, video and text downloads. Students learning online have to know
how to click, drilldown, open new windows and save files. If learners lack the skills to
make use of diverse information ranging from low to high quality and from relevant
to irrelevant, they can be bombarded with information they do not know how to

access in order to use them (Warschauer & Healey, 1998).

With regard to metacognitive challenges, learners need higher meta-
cognitive abilities in online learning than in a face-to-face learning environment.
Online learners have a lot of freedom in learning due to the lack of specific class
schedules and attendance requirements, resulting in learners’ total independence.
Online learners, therefore, need to be more self-aware. They need to monitor their
own learning by setting up learning schedules to make sure that they can catch up
with the lessons. In addition, students need to have self-regulation to be able to follow
the study plan. Research has shown that students with poor meta-cognitive skills
appear to have less successful learning experiences in an online environment than

they do in a face-to-face environment (Barnard, Lan, To, Paton & Lai, 2009).

The third challenge involves computer and Internet anxiety. According
to Piccoli, Ahmad and Ives (2001), computer anxiety has a significant negative impact
on learners’ achievement. When a computer or network system is down, and cannot
be used as normal, students feel frustrated because they might not be able to follow

the lessons as planned. This causes anxiety for students who are less skilled in the



technology (Saadé & Kira, 2009). Consequently, these students have no motivation to
pursue their learning (Hung, Chou, Chen & Own, 2010). In addition, Conrad (2002)
posited that students comfort and familiarity of the Internet-based learning must be
obtained before the course started. Students need mental preparation for the upcoming

tasks in a new environment; otherwise, the anxiety would increase.

In the areas of learning styles and preferences, the absence of a teacher
and other students in an online environment may cause learners to feel that they are
isolated (Vonderwell, 2003; Wood, 2002). Without teachers, when learners need
immediate assistance with problems that arise, they might become frustrated and feel
hopeless (Arbaugh, 2000; Thurmond, Wambach, Connors & Frey, 2002). Similarly,
without their classmates, learners have no social interaction, which is important for

the learners of all ages.

The numerous challenges students face in online learning has led to
research on possible solutions. Previous research has revealed that learners’ use of
effective and appropriate online learning strategies has led to successful academic
achievement (Fuller, Chalmers, & Kirkpatrick, 1994; Hattie, Biggs, & Purdie, 1996;
Pintrich & Johnson, 1990; Shih, 2005; Zimmerman, 1998). Additionally, Solak and
Cakir (2015) posited that the use of online learning strategies is essential because it
simplifies online learning, helps students learn faster, more efficiently and effectively

and more pleasurably.

Other related studies investigating challenges students face in an online
learning environment revealed that students’ computer anxiety, instructors’ attitudes
towards online-learning, flexibility, e-learning course quality, perceived usefulness
and ease of use, and diversity in assessments are all critical factors affecting students’
satisfaction and learning outcomes (Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen & Yeh, 2008).
Furthermore, the poor quality of the materials, design, and contents of an online
course could have a negative effect on students' learning. In addition, there are some
other factors affecting students’ achievement in online learning. These factors include
students’ motivation and attitude towards online learning; interaction within online

learning; technology and Internet quality and accessibility; computer skills; Internet



and online learning skills; self-learning skills; and course and content quality and
flexibility (Cantoni, Cellario & Porta, 2004; Kerr, Rynearson & Kerr, 2006; Sun, Tsal,
Finger, Chen & Yeh, 2008). Similarly, a study by Song, Singleton, Hill and Koh,
(2004) concluded that most students agreed that course design, students’ motivation,
time management, and convenience of online technologies impacted the success in

online learning.

Online learning courses are rapidly developing and adopting at all
levels of education (Hung, Chou, & Chen, 2010) in many countries around the world.
In Thailand, many universities are offering online learning through Learning
Management System (LMS). One of the universities in southern Thailand is also in
the process of a shift to using more online learning environments. This university tries
to motivate all faculties to offer more online courses. The Department of Languages
and Linguistics in the Faculty of Liberal Arts has been using an online English course,
Preparatory Foundation English for almost 10 years. First year students whose
Ordinary National Education Test (ONET) English scores are equal to or less than
30% are required to enroll in this course as a pre-requisite for taking Fundamental

English courses.

The management of the course is based on a self-directed learning
approach. No classroom instruction is provided. Instead, throughout the semester,
during a time and at a place of their preferences, students need to log in to Learning
Management System (LMS) and complete learning tasks. It is a fully online language
learning mode. Grades are given for the course based on students' performance on the
midterm (35%) and final examination (35%), completion of listening, vocabulary and
grammar lessons (28%), and 60 hours of attending English self-learning program
“Tell Me More” (2%). Students who obtain scores of 50% or more earn a score of
“Satisfactory” (S); those who obtain less than 50% earn an “Unsatisfactory" (U).
During the Academic Year 2012-2015, the number of students enrolling in this course
was approximately 2,300 to 2,800 and the number who did not pass the minimum
requirement was continually increasing from 11% in the academic year 2012 to 20%

in the academic year 2014 (Department of Languages and Linguistics, 2016).



Possible learning difficulties students may encounter in an online
learning environment requires that attention be paid to how to help students cope with
these difficulties. Previous research has revealed that learners’ use of effective and
appropriate online learning strategies will lead to successful academic achievement
(Fuller, Chalmers, & Kirkpatrick, 1994; Hattie, Biggs, & Purdie, 1996; Pintrich &
Johnson, 1990; Shih, 2005; Zimmerman, 1998). With regard to Online Learning
Strategies (OLS), they are defined as students’ ability to understand and control their
learning by employing a range of cognitive, meta-cognitive, and resource-
management skills in order to achieve online learning goals (Hu & Grambling; 2009;
Schunk & Zimmerman, 1994; Tsai, 2009; Zarisky & Styles, 2000). Solak and Cakir
(2015) pointed out that employing effective online learning strategies is essential
because, in doing so, students learn faster, have more pleasure, and learn more

efficiently and effectively.

Some studies related to online learning were conducted at the
university in southern Thailand (Sukseemuang, 2009; Waemusa, Srichai &
Wongphasukchote, 2008). Sukseemuang (2009) explored the relationship between
student academic success in coursework, student preference for self-directed (online)
or (teacher-directed) face-to-face classroom settings and instructional strategies of
pedagogy and andragogy in a university course offering. Waemusa, Srichai and
Wongphasukchote (2008) examined students’ responsibilities in learning English in a
self-directed online course. However, none of them has focused on using OLS and

student’s perceptions of the online English course.

Accordingly, the current study was conducted to examine students’ use
of online language learning strategies (OLLS), and the relationship between OLLS
and student learning outcomes as well as students’ perceptions of the online English
course. The study serves to fill a gap in the literature, focusing on the use of OLLS
and challenges perceived by university students after completing an online English
course. The results present new information on students’ perspectives of the OLLS.
The discovery of challenges as perceived by the students can help guide faculty and

course administrators in developing and improving the online English course and



provide students with important insights into how to be a more successful online

student.

2. OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The purpose of this study was to explore online language learning
strategies students used and the differences of strategies used by successful and
unsuccessful online learners as well as the relationship between OLLS and academic
outcomes. It also aimed at investigating students’ perceptions towards the problems,

the design and contents of the learning tasks in this particular online English course.
The research questions being addressed in this study were:

1. What kind of online language learning strategies do successful and

unsuccessful learners employed?

2. Are there any significant differences in online language learning
strategies use between successful and unsuccessful learners? If so, what are those

differences?

3. Are there any significant relationships between the use of online
language learning strategies, affection in online learning and online English learning

outcomes?

4. Are there any significant differences between successful and
unsuccessful learners’ perceptions of problems related to online learning? If so, what

are those differences?

5. Are there any significant differences between successful and
unsuccessful learners’ perceptions towards the design and content of learning tasks in

an online course? If so, what are those differences?



3. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

With the rapid technological advances in the 21st century, the current

study aims to contribute to the research on online language learning strategies.

It is expected that the findings of this study would add some new
information and knowledge to the literature on online language learning strategies
frameworks and provide knowledge about online language learning strategies
employed by successful and unsuccessful online students.

The findings can reveal types of strategies these students employ to aid
their language learning, the strategies they prefer to use more and less, and challenges
in online learning environment that affect their online learning. Results could shed
light on strategies that can help students achieve their study goals, and overcome the

challenges they face in online language courses.

Moreover, it might provide a basis for other researchers to collect more
empirical data to be able to help instructors, educational institutions, instructional
designers and educators to prepare for an effective instructional online-based

curriculum.

4. LITERATURE REVIEW
This review of literature is divided into four parts.
4.1 Online learning

Internet technology has been widely used in this age of globalization
and has had a tremendous impact on people’s ways of life, work and education (Cox,
2013). In the educational context, the Internet platform has been used as an alternative
teaching method. Teachers and students who participate in online learning
environment need to realize the unique features of online learning which are different
from face-to-face setting, as pointed out by Miller and Miller (2000), and Tsai (2009).



The first feature is that online learning is associative, nonlinear and
hierarchical in nature. In other words, Internet and online software create dynamic
learning interfaces through multiple links and websites that Internet users or online
learners can utilize in order to access or search for information related to their
interests. This makes learning more convenient and interesting when compared to
learning from traditional textbooks. However, such a process can be endless and more
complicated because of the drill down features such as when students access various
sub-items of online learning materials and do online exercises and quizzes ; therefore,
it can be problematic for learners who are unfamiliar with computers and the Internet.
Learners might be overwhelmed with too much information and feel anxious while
participating in online lessons because they have to deal with technology and subject
content at the same time. Clearly, online learners require additional skills to cope with

a much more dynamic learning environment.

The second feature, because of the enhancement of multimedia
capability, such as video, audio, online dictionary, and download functions, is that
students are likely to encounter an abundance of information resources available on
the Internet. They will require appropriate skills to search for information. Another
higher level of skill they should have is the ability to evaluate information to
determine if it is meaningful to them. A lack of skill in this area can also lead to an

increase in learner anxiety.

The next feature of online learning is students/teachers have to deal
with  communication opportunities, namely, synchronous and asynchronous.
Synchronous communication, for instance, online chat rooms, internet conference,
audio call and video call, offers real-time interaction between teachers and students,
students and students and possibly other unknown knowledgeable persons. In
addition, asynchronous communication, occurring through e-mail, blogs, and web-
boards, provides no real-time opportunities. They are platforms that teachers and
learners, and learners and other learners can indirectly interact in online learning.
Both synchronous and asynchronous communication could replace direct interaction
and at the same time reduce anxiety as face-to-face environment. Students should

acquaint themselves with these features. However, according to Petrides, (2002)



without face-to-face interaction in online learning, some learners might be frustrated

as they may need immediate responses from teachers when problems arise.

The last feature of online learning is flexibility in terms of both time
and space. Students gain more freedom in learning due to no specific schedule and or
location. With such freedom, students need to discipline themselves much more than
they do in face-to-face classrooms. A lot of learners are still not aware of their
responsibilities and are not prepared to learn in an online environment. For example,
they should learn how to set learning goals and plan study schedules (Hsu & Shiue,
2005). They also need to have time management skills to keep up with the class,
complete tasks on a timely basis and be active contributors while in online learning
(Garrison, Cleveland-Innes & Fung, 2004).

4.2 Online language learning challenges

Because of the distinct characteristics of online learning, when learning
is shifted from face-to-face to more self-directed, self-regulated learning, online
learners face some challenges. E-learning challenges can be grouped into four major
categories (Andersson & Gronlund, 2009; Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen & Yeh, 2008).

4.2.1 Individual challenges

These challenges include individual characteristics, personal skills and
ones’ own abilities to cope with e-learning. In terms of students’ individual
challenges, they face the problems related to motivation, attitude, conflicting
priorities, academic confidence, technological confidence, social support and support

from home. Each student might have anxiety with computers and Internet.
4.2.2 Course challenges

The quality of course design, course flexibility and support provided
are the three main areas found in course challenges/problems. These challenges
cannot be controlled by students. In terms of course design and flexibility, the
challenges are related to the curriculum, pedagogical model, content, and learning

activities, localization of the online learning system that suits with students’ culture
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and other conditions, and flexibility. Regarding support provided the responsible
parties such as faculty and university administrators should be aware of their
responsibilities to fully support students. Lack of these supports could create serious
problems in online learning processes because students are left behind and finally they
might give up learning. Instructors can also be the key problematic in this type of
problems because they might not be good at teaching online. They should change
their own attitude towards e-learning and provide timeliness response in order to give
sufficient support for students in online learning environment which is different from

face-to-face classroom.
4.2.3 Contextual challenges

Two of the main areas in terms of contextual challenges are
“organization” and “society/cultural”. Regarding the organization aspect, in order to
avoid problems, organization should maintain knowledge management, funding, and
training of teachers and staff. For the society and cultural aspects, teachers and
students need to realize their role and possess positive attitudes about e-leaning. It is
also very important to follow rules, regulations and maintain ethics in online learning
environment. Furthermore, the interaction with others in and online learning
environment could also create problems and impact learning performances. Another
key important factor is diversity in assessment. Proper and valid assessment in this

learning environment is needed.
4.2.4 Technological challenges

Technology is considered one of the most problematic areas.
Challenges include accessibility, cost, software and interface design, infrastructure,
and the appropriateness of technology provided for online learners. This kind of

challenge also focuses on technology quality and Internet quality.

The challenges in online learning are summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1: Summary the challenges in online learning by various researchers
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4.3 Online learning strategies (OLS)

Due to the distinct characteristics of online-learning described earlier,
it can be clearly seen that learners might face challenges in an online class because the
involved features are different from those in a face-to-face classroom. Consequently,
those learners need certain learning strategies in order to successfully cope with the
new learning mode (Hu & Grambling, 2009; Zariski & Styles, 2000).

There have been a considerable number of studies investigating
learning strategies in face-to-face classroom contexts. However, once online learning
environments became popular, some scholars started to pay particular attention to the
online learning environment. They were trying to study what strategies that help
students achieve online learning. Hu and Grambling (2009), Pintrich, Smith, Garcia,
and McKeachie (1991), Tsai (2009), and Zarisky and Styles (2000) coined their
online learning strategies in a slightly different manner, but in essence those strategies
share more or less the same characteristics. To achieve online learning goals, students

need to control their learning by employing the following strategies:
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4.3.1. Cognitive strategies are defined as the behaviors to acquire
knowledge while engaging in the learning process. These behaviors include selection,
acquisition, construction and integration of information. According to Cook and
Mayer, 1983; Payne, 1992; Pintrich, Smith, Garcia and McKeachie, 1991 and
Puzziferro, 2008, cognitive strategies are sub-divided into other 5 strategies.

1) Rehearsal strategies are activities that learners employ for
identifying important elements of the provided materials, selecting and encoding
information in a verbatim manner such as copying out, re-reading, memorizing, listing
concepts, putting special marks, underlining and taking notes (Hu & Grambling;
2009; Simsek, 2006; Zarisky & Styles , 2000).

2) Elaboration strategies are the ways learners use cognitive skills to
go beyond the given content in order to make meaningful information. They also
build connections between information given in the learning material and prior
knowledge through various activities such as editing notes, comparing reading
assignments with lecture notes, summarizing, paraphrasing, and finding their own

examples from real-world events and problems (Hu & Gramling, 2009; Talbot, 1997).

3) Organization strategies are the activities that learners do to re-
arrange or restructure the content to arrive at a new structure or construct internal
connections among information given in learning material such as re-grouping,
connecting pieces and generating concept maps (Hu & Gramling, 2009; Simsek,
2006).

4) Comprehension/Critical thinking strategies refer to the ability of
learners to apply their existing schema to new situations so as to solve problems,
make decisions and evaluate information based on standards or knowledge (Miltiadou
& Savenye, 2003). This activity involves high levels of cognitive abilities to process
the information provided in an open-ended learning system, especially in the Internet
environment (Tsai, 2009).
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5) Internet skills refer to students’ basic skills employed for
successfully undertaking online learning tasks such as online searching skills and

online communication skills (Tsai, 2009).

4.3.2 Meta-cognitive strategies refer to the ways learners monitor
their cognitive processes by preparing and planning to learn as well as regulating and
evaluating their learning process (Pentrich et. al, 1991). Meta-cognitive strategies are

sub-divided into 7 strategies.

1) Self-regulation/volitional strategies refer to a learner's awareness
and control of cognition (Pintrich et al., 1991) in order to set a goal and manage one's
own learning performance. In other words, it is a conscious effort, supported by
determination or extrinsic motivation, to persist in one’s pursuit of learning goals and

resist temptation and stifle impulses to abandon those goals.

2) Time management strategies are activities learners employ to
schedule, plan, and manage their study time. These strategies also include learners’
active time management skills to follow their online learning schedule and finish the
tasks (Hu & Grambling, 2009; Tsai, 2009).

3) Goal setting strategies refers to students’ determination to achieve

target results of online learning tasks (Hu & Grambling, 2009).

4) Self-monitoring/Self-management strategies refer to students’
intentional observation and record keeping of behavior, cognition and motivation of
learning so as to set proper goals and self-monitor their progress towards attaining
those goals (Hu & Grambling 2009; Tsai, 2009).

5) Self-evaluation strategies refer to students’ ability to make self-

judgments about their learning performance (Hu & Grambling, 2009)

6) Concentration/effort regulation strategies are students’ ways of
making effort and giving attention in order to prevent being distracted by (such as
entertainment or uninteresting tasks) or attracted to online multimedia (Hu &
Grambling, 2009; Tsai, 2009).
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7) Self-awareness strategies refer to meta-cognitive knowledge about
learners themselves as online learners and about the nature of e-learning so that

learners can adopt appropriate behaviors to solve their own learning problems.

4.3.3 Resource management strategies are defined as the ability of
learners to deal with learning resources such as their study environment and learning
time and how to learn from peers or more knowledgeable others and seek help from
peers and instructors (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). This category is further divided

into 3 sub-strategies.

1) Environmental management strategies refer to students’ abilities to
create a quiet learning environment free of visual and auditory distractions. Examples
are selecting quiet laboratory times, organizing study materials (hardware and
software), and arranging collaboration with peers (Hu & Gramling, 2009; Zarisky &
Styles, 2000).

2) Help seeking strategies refer to students’ ability to secure assistance
from others or possessing the tools to cope with academic difficulties (Hu &
Gramling, 2009; Zarisky & Styles, 2000).

3) Use of resources/resourcing strategies are defined as the ability of
learners to use available resources in order to simplify their learning. This involves

the use of help functions, an online dictionary and grammar check, and spell check.
4.4. Affection in online learning

According to Tsai (2009), affection in online learning refers to
students’ perceptions about the benefits they will gain from online learning. It also
includes the willingness to learn by establishing positive attitude, motivation and
ways to reduce anxiety in online learning environment. It is sub-divided into 3 sub-

strategies.

1) Attitude is defined as students’ perceptions of learning through the

Internet and students’ willingness to use the Internet for learning. Students are
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required to change the attitude toward face-to-face classroom setting which is

different from online learning.

2) Motivation refers to students’ willingness to learn based on goals

and objectives and their learning preferences.

3) Internet anxiety refers to students’ tools for reducing anxiety
resulting from Internet use in online learning, for instance, updating, upgrading or
changing characteristics of e-learning systems may put pressure on students when

they are in online learning environment.
Table 1 summarizes OLS described above.

Table 2: Summary of online learning strategies used by various researchers
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5. RELATED STUDIES

This section consists of three main parts: 5.1) Studies related to
perceptions and challenges faced by online language learning students 5.2) Studies of
LLS using Oxford’s framework and LLS in general under online language learning
contexts, and 5.3) Studies of LLS under online language learning contexts using
Motivated Strategies Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) proposed by Pentrich et. al
(1991), Online Learning Strategies Scale (OLSS) by Tsai (2009) and other tools

5.1 Studies related to perceptions and challenges faced by online
language learning students

In Taiwan, Liaw, Huang and Chen (2007) conducted a survey on 30
instructors and 168 college learners’ attitudes towards online-learning as it was
considered one of the major problems in e-learning. The results indicated that
instructors had very positive attitudes towards using online-learning as a learning tool.
Most teachers also had good experiences with computers and Internet and had high
competency levels using the tools. Students also expressed very positive attitudes
towards e-learning. However, they had less capability in using Microsoft Office,
particularly PowerPoint, and Word. This resulted in some difficulties in learning
online. Students also expected teachers to assist them when they had problems with

learning online.

In Taiwan, Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen and Yeh (2008) looked at the
critical factors affecting learners’ satisfaction in e-learning. The study was conducted
with 295 students from 16 public universities in Taiwan. The results revealed that
learners’ computer anxiety, instructors' attitudes toward e-learning, e-learning course
flexibility, e-learning course quality, perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and
diversity in assessments were the critical factors affecting students’ satisfaction. In
order to increase students’ satisfaction and further improve the effectiveness of e-
learning, it was important to provide training in order to give students better
understanding of computers and related technology. Instructors played key roles in
students’ learning processes in either face-to-face teaching or learning environments

or in distance learning environments. A well-designed delivery process, with
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appropriate assistance to students for solving their curriculum and technical
difficulties, can decrease e-learners’ uncertainty and frustration with e-learning,
further leading to better learning experiences. Hence, e- learning course quality

significantly influenced e-learners’ satisfaction.

In Thailand, Nooyod (2012) evaluated the satisfaction of the student in
e-learning based study through LMS at the Rajamagala University of Technology
Tawan-ok. The sample group used in this study was 44 third-year undergraduate
students enrolling the Dynamic Web Programming course in 1/2012 and 2/2012
academic year. The study compared two groups of students in the same course, one
using LMS, and the other using traditional instruction. The result indicated that the
students who learned through LMS obtained higher academic achievement than
students who learned in face-to-face classrooms. The students who learned through
LMS were highly satisfied with designs and learning materials in LMS and the ways
instructors instructed via the LMS. It could be concluded that e-learning through LMS

was effective.

In New Zealand, Sun (2014) conducted a research to investigate
perspectives of students taking a fully online language course. One hundred and forty
students completed two online questionnaires. The findings revealed that major
problems in online language learning were lack of opportunities for peer interaction
and difficulty in participating and engaging with others, interactions being limited to
small groups and knowing few classmates, poor self-motivated and self-directed
learning skills. Furthermore, the researcher reported that students appreciated diverse

learning materials embedded in the online language course.

Conducting a survey research in the USA, involving 76 graduate
students, Song, Singleton, Hill and Koh (2004) gained insights into students'
perceived challenges based on their online learning experiences. Interestingly, the
findings showed that design of the course, comfort with online-technology,
motivation and time management were the keys components to successful outcomes
in online learning. The majority of the participants reported that the lack of

community interactions, difficulty in understanding instructional goals and technical
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problems were challenges in their online learning environment. The biggest challenge
for them was technical problems and it was suggested that these problems be

minimized at the early stage of the learning.

In Zamzari, Adnan, Idris and Yusof’s (2012) study, 100 students from
various faculties in Universiti Teknologi Mara Perak, Malaysia were asked to give
feedback in questionnaires about their perceptions of using online language learning
materials, the challenges they faced when using online language learning materials
and whether the online language learning materials promoted students’ interest in
learning English. The results indicated that most of the students used online language
learning materials because it was the requirement not by their own interest. In other
words, if it was not a must, they would not have done it. It was also reported that
students faced difficulties related to Internet connection, difficulty in printing the
materials and in understanding confusing learning materials. Finally, all of the
problems and difficulties that they faced discouraged them in their learning.
Additionally, the online language learning materials did not help promote students’

learning interests.

5.2 Studies of LLS use under online language learning contexts

using Oxford’s framework and O’Malley’s Learning Strategies framework

After the introduction of online instruction, researchers in the field of
foreign and second language learning based their studies on Oxford’s framework
(Strategy Inventory for Language Learning: SILL) to investigate language learning

strategies (LLS) within the online learning context.

The research done by Ganjooei and Rahimi (2008) in Iranian context
showed that there was no significant difference between the LLS used in face-to-face
environments and those used in online environments. However, many researchers
argued that the different platforms of learning, particularly in an online setting, could
account for the differences in LLS choices because e-learners use different learning
styles and strategies (Azemi, 2004; Fedderholdt, 1997). In addition, differences may
be based on different personalities, proficiencies and styles, with learners using

different strategies to derive different kinds of benefits from the course.
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In Iran, 2015 with online learning tool, Moodle (one type of LMS
platform) by Khabbaz and Najjar (2015) examined to what extent Moodle-based
language learning program could help learners to be autonomous and to find the
relationship between distance LLS and language learning achievements. One hundred
undergraduate students of Information and Technology (IT) participated in the study.
The instruments used in the study were Oxford (1990)’s SILL, interviews and
observations. The results revealed that the new technology prevented language
learners from being autonomous due to students’ unfamiliarity with its features that
resulted in the unsatisfactory. This resulted in lower level of LLS use even the meta-
cognitive one. Researchers of the study also suggested that studies should be
conducted on technology-based language learning strategies using a new instrument
to evaluate learning strategies since Oxford’s instrument was designed for

conventional language learning contexts.

Altunay, Campus and Antakya (2014) investigated the use of LLS by
63 Turkish distance university students through Oxford (1990)’s SILL and interviews.
The findings revealed that students sometimes used all types of LLS, but rarely used
affective strategies. In the interviews, the participants shared that they did not use
affective strategies because they felt relaxed and less tense than when in a face-to-face
classroom. However, the lower proficiency students still had more anxiety than the

higher proficiency ones.

Ulitsky (2000) studied learning strategies used by 27 pre-service and
in-service language teachers enrolling in a Master's program in language education in
the United States. They were asked to perform specific designed tasks in a multimedia
environment. SILL and the O’Malley’s Learning Strategies framework were
employed in the study. The results revealed that the participants appeared to be well
acquainted with many of the general learning strategies, especially metacognitive and
affective strategies, which kept them focusing on the tasks and motivating them to
continue their learning when overwhelmed. The study suggested that the participants
should be trained how to learn independently, how to use technology, and how to use

appropriate strategies in an online learning environment.



20

Based on what are presented above, there are a number of studies that
adopt Oxford’s (1990) taxonomy to explored general language learning strategies
(LLS) that students used in the Internet/Web-based, distance and online contexts.
However, Meurant (2006) indicated in his qualitative study that Internet-based
language learning is qualitatively different from face-to-face learning, and mentioned
that different language strategies apart from those outlined in the Oxford (1990)
taxonomy are needed. Therefore, in online learning context, when exploring LLS use,
studies should be considered a strategic online-learning framework (Tsai, 2009) rather
than the framework that was developed purely from face-to-face classroom contexts.

5.3 Studies of LLS under online language learning contexts using
Motivated Strategies Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) proposed by Pentrich et.
al (1991), Online Learning Strategies Scale (OLSS) by Tsai (2009) and other

tools

Shih (2005) conducted in Taiwan on a one semester-long study to
assess online learning strategies of thirty-seven college level Taiwanese EFL learners.
Data were collected through observations and formal interviews. It was found that the
research participants employed ten learning strategies in their online correspondence:
a) responsive dialogue, (b) translation, (c) responding to tutors’ questions, (d) asking
tutors questions (e) explanation, (f) elaboration, (g) decision-making, (h) self-
reflection, (i) meta-cognitive strategies, and (j) transfer. Moreover, the asynchronous
nature of e-mail technology allowed Taiwanese students to participate in personal
reflections; something they never did in conventional face-to-face classroom. It was
also found that successful learners applied a larger variety of strategies and more
frequently than their counterparts.

Liu and Feng (2011) attempted to find out the relationship between
meta-cognitive strategies and online learning behaviors and test achievement with 93
students from thirteen different majors in Beijing University of Technology, China.
The study adopted Wen’s Questionnaire on English Learning Strategies. The results
of the study concluded that the students in the high scoring group of test takers used

more meta-cognitive strategies than the lower scoring group. The significant
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differences were from the time and frequency of online self-learning. In addition, the
study found that the students who spent more time and engaged in online self-learning
and who completed more online tests, achieved higher scores on average on the final
examination. The researchers recommended that meta-cognitive strategies influenced
students’ online learning behavior and test achievements. Therefore, future studies
should focus on strategy training. Strategy training for online self-learning was a new
area for study and practice, particularly in the area of meta-cognitive strategies. The
findings suggested that ability to engage in self- directed learning could help students

improve their test scores.

Puzziferro’s (2008) study conducted in the USA examined the
relationship between self-regulated learning strategies and college students’ learning
outcomes and satisfaction with online learning using the Motivated Strategies for
Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) in the USA. The study involved 815 community
college students enrolling in a Liberal Arts online course. The top strategies used were
effort regulation followed by time and study environment; peer learning and help
seeking were the least used strategies. It was also found that the online strategies that
can predict students’ grades were time and study environment. Students with higher
grades seemed to manage the scheduling, planning and managing of their study time
better than students with lower grades. This ability also appeared to contribute to
learner satisfaction at the end of the online course. The researcher suggested future
research investigating students’ behavior for resource management strategies in other
institutions due to lack collaboration among peers. This might due to various factors

such as institutional culture and instructor cues.

Chang’s (2013) study explored the effects of the use of self-monitoring
strategies for study time and study environment. Furthermore, prediction of test score
in a web-based course resulted from the motivational effects were examined. Ninety
Taiwanese EFL National Pingtung University of Science and Technology freshmen
from the faculty of engineering, agriculture and management acted as the participants.
The modified version of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ)
by Pintrich et al., (1991) was used in the survey study. The results indicated that the
students who adopted the self-monitoring strategy performed academically better than
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those who did not on the test of general English proficiency but not on the course-
based test. Self-monitoring seemed to contribute to students’ improvement in general
English proficiency. Moreover, the results showed that the students who used the self-
monitoring strategy reported a significantly higher level of control of learning beliefs
and task value by the end of the course. The study suggested that students should be
strongly encouraged to apply self-monitoring strategies in a web-based learning

environment as a way to build greater learner autonomy.

In Thailand, a study conducted by Samruayruen, Enriquez and
Samruayruen (2013) aimed at finding out the correlation between the demographic
information and self-regulated learning (SRL), and measured significant predictor of
prior experiences on SRL using MSQL. It involved 88 students of both graduate and
undergraduate students of Chulalongkorn University. The findings indicated that
intrinsic goal and self-efficacy were correlated between cognitive strategy and study
management, but test anxiety was not significantly related with any component. From
the statistical analysis, multiple regressions indicated that Internet and hybrid-course
experiences were significant predictors of study management. The results also
indicated that learners who had more Internet experiences reported a significantly
higher level of self-efficacy and cognitive strategy.

Using Tsai’s (2009) Online Learning  Strategies  Scale
(OLSS),Marimuthu, Chone, Heng, Nah, and Fen (2013) compared the online learning
strategies of male and female diploma students who took an English language course
at a college in Penang, Malaysia, One-hundred and eight students completed the
questionnaire. The findings revealed no significant differences in the online learning
experience between the male and female students. The motivation, self-monitoring
and self-regulated strategies used were high in both the male and female groups.
Internet anxiety impacted both groups moderately. In terms of relationships among
the five variables, it was evident that motivation, self-monitoring, Internet literacy and
concentration when engaged in online learning were positively correlated with each
other. The researchers recommended conducting a study looking at other factors

besides gender.
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In conclusion, there are a number of studies examining online language
learning using Oxford (1990)’s taxonomy. Still other researchers adopted Pintrich et.
al’ s MSLQ (1991). This raised a question as to which instrument is more appropriate
to measure online language learning strategies. Khabbaz and Najjar (2015) argued
that Oxford’s instrument has been designed for face-to-face language learning
contexts. Supported by previous research, MSQL (Chang, 2013; Puzziferro, 2008)
was used to measure sub-scale strategies of online language learning since it was
designed to measure any specific context, which included the online learning context.
Nevertheless, both Oxford’s (1990) and Pintrich et.,al ’s (1991) instruments were not
developed based on the consideration of distinct characteristics of online learning
environment. Tsai' s (2009) instrument seems to be more suitable for measuring
online learning context strategies. However, it was designed for general online
leaning purposes. Therefore, this study employed OLS used by Schunk and
Zimmerman, 1994; Zarisky and Styles, 2000; Hu and Grambling; 2009; Tsai, 2009
and factors affecting learners’ achievement in online learning explored by Cantoni,
Cellario and Porta, 2004; Kerr, Rynearson and Kerr, 2006; Song, Singleton, Hill and
Koh, 2004; Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen and Yeh, 2008 as basic frameworks for

developing OLLS questionnaire.

6. DEFINITION OF TERMS
The key terms used in this study were defined as follows:

a. Online language learning or online English course refers to the
learning of English language via the Internet, Web-Based, Moodle, Learning

Management System (LMS), etc.

b. Online language learning strategies (OLLS) refers to students’
ability to understand and control their learning by employing a range of cognitive,
metacognitive, and resource management in order to achieve online learning goals
(Schunk & Zimmerman, 1994; Zarisky & Styles, 2000; Hu & Grambling; 2009; Tsai,
2009).
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c. Online Language Learning Strategy Questionnaire (OLLSQ) is
a self-developed instrument to evaluate student online language learning strategies
based on Hu and Grambling (2009); Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, and McKeachie (1991);
Tsai (2009); and Zarisky and Styles (2000).

d. Stimulated recall technique (SR) is a family of introspective
research procedures which involves the retrospective verbalization of cognition. An
event is observed and recorded. SR procedures include, participant interviews, the use
of a stimulus to prompt recall of the event and require participants to verbalize the
thoughts they had during the event (not reflections on the event) (Grass and Mackey,
2000).

e. Successful Online Language Students (SLs) refers to students
earning “S” (Satisfactory) grades from an online English course, Preparatory

Foundation English (890-100) in the first semester of 2015 academic year.

d. Unsuccessful Online Language Students (ULs) refers to students
earning “U” (Unsatisfactory) grades from an online English course, Preparatory

Foundation English (890-100) in the first semester of 2015 academic year.

7. METHODOLOGY
7.1 Research setting

The study was conducted at one of the universities in the South of
Thailand. The course selected is Preparatory Foundation English (890-100), a
remedial course designed for students obtaining Ordinary National Examination Test
(ONET)’s score in English equal to or below 30 out of 100. These students need to
take this pre-requisite course before taking the other two required English courses.
The course is a learner self-taught approach, so it is designed for students to learn
English by themselves via Learning Management System (LMS). They meet with an
English instructor 3 times within a 15 week semester. The first two during the first

two weeks of the semester are managed to provide students with handouts, materials
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and demonstrations of how to learn by themselves via LMS. Then the class meeting is
done again before the midterm exam to review the contents to be covered in the
midterm exam. This means that without coming to normal classes students need to do

all the tasks by accessing the Internet.

The tasks of the course consist of three areas, namely, grammar,
vocabulary and listening practice. In addition, a commercial Online English Learning
Software, Tell Me More, is a part of the course. Students need a course book
providing the content of grammar lessons to study along with video presentations.
Students are required to complete all the assignments online according to the
schedule, and take both midterm and final exams.

The evaluation of the course is based on taking the midterm
examination (35%) and the final examination (35%); and doing learning tasks
including listening lessons, vocabulary lessons and grammar lessons (28%), and Tell
Me More (2%). Students who obtain 50% or more earn “Satisfactory” (S) grades;
however, those who obtain less than 50% earn “Unsatisfactory” (U) grades.

7.2 Participants

The population of this study involved 2,359 university students who
enrolled in Preparatory Foundation English (890-100), an online English course in the
first semester of the 2015 academic year and earned “S” or “U” grades. The sample
size was calculated by Yamane Formula (1967). The participants were purposively
selected from the top group and the bottom group based on the grades of an online
English course they obtained from the first semester of the 2015 academic year. As a
result the participants of the study were 453 students: 322 students receiving a grade
of “S” and 131 students getting the “U” grades. Nevertheless, the participants who
completed and returned the questionnaires were 346 students, 262 SLs and 84 ULs.
Out of 256 SLs and 84 ULs, five from each group was randomly selected for
Stimulated Recall (SR) with in-depth interview. SR is the process that stimulates the
participants to answer the questions more accurately by recalling their memory. At the

same time, the actual strategies used are observed (Gass & Mackey, 2000). Table 3
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presents the characteristics of the participants, based upon the information reported in

the survey.

Table 3 : Characteristics of the participants (N = 346)

General Information SLs ULs Total
n=262 % n=84 % N=346 %

1) Faculty

1.1 Natural Resources 35 1336 20 2381 55 15.90
1.2 Medical Technology 5 191 0 0 5 1.45
1.3 Nursing 19 7.25 0 0 19 5.49
1.4 Traditional Thai Medicine 4 1.53 1 1.19 5 1.45
1.5 Medicine 5 1.91 0 0 5 1.45
1.6 Pharmaceutical 1 0.38 0 0 1 0.29
1.7 Management Sciences 42 16.03 12 14.29 54 15.61
1.8 Sciences 62 23.66 34 4048 96 27.75
1.9 Engineering 42 16.03 7 8.33 49 14.16
1.10 Liberal Arts 14 5.34 6 7.14 20 5.78
1.11 Economics 14 5.34 1 1.19 15 4.34
1.12 Agro-Industry 10 3.82 3 3.57 13 3.76
1.13 Dentistry 1 0.38 0 0 1 0.29
1.14 Law 8 3.05 0 0 8 231
2) Year of study

2.1 Freshman 248  94.66 76 90.48 324 93.64
2.2 Sophomore 13 4.96 6 7.14 19 5.49
2.3 Junior 0 0 1 1.19 1 0.29
2.4 Senior 1 0.38 1 1.19 2 0.58
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7.3 Instrumentation

In this study, two instruments were employed: 1) Online Language
Learning Strategy Questionnaire (OLLSQ), and 2) SR with in-depth interviews.

To answer all research questions, OLLSQ was constructed based on
the previous studies (Hu & Grambling, 2009; Pintrich, et al, 1991; Tsai, 2009; Zarisky
& Styles, 2000) that investigated online learning strategies as well as the previous
study related to students’ perception of online learning (Andersson & Gronlund, 2009;
Cantoni et al., 2004; Kerr et al., 2006; Paechter, Maier & Macher, 2010; Song et al.,
2004; Sun et al., 2008). In addition, the Stimulated Recall (SR) with in-depth
interviews was conducted for two main purposes. First, the SR was focused on
observing the cognitive behaviors of the SLs and ULs when they learned English
online. In addition, the SR helped the SLs and ULs to more accurately reply to the
interview questions. The information from the SR and in-depth interview was used to
triangulate the OLLSQ. Pseudonyms were used for all of them so that participants

could not be identified.
7.3.1 Online Language Learning Questionnaire (OLLSQ)

The questionnaire was divided into five parts: Part one) General
information, Part two) OLLSQ for Cognitive, Meta-cognitive and Resources
management strategies, Part three) OLLSQ for Affection in online learning, Part four)
Perceptions towards the design and content of learning tasks in an online course, Part

five) Perception of problems related to online learning.
Part one: General information

This section consisted of 6 items which were used to elicit the
participants’ general information to confirm their identity. The questions included
faculty, year of study, students’ preference in English learning, number of times
enrolled in Preparatory Foundation English (890-100), use of textbook or course book
and, other sources or links that used to learn Preparatory Foundation English (890-
100)
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Part two: OLLSQ for cognitive, meta-cognitive and resources

management strategies

This section, it aimed to elicit online language learning strategies’ level
of use. SLs and ULs had to complete 27 items and two open-ended questions. This
section included three types of OLLS: Cognitive, Meta-cognitive, and Resource
management strategies. Five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (never use) to 5

(always use) was employed.
Part three: OLLSQ for affection in online learning

In this section, there were 12 items and one open-ended question of
OLLS regarding affection in online learning’s level of agreement. The questionnaire
items were adapted from Tsai, 2009. Each item of the questionnaire was measured by

Four-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).

Part four: Perceptions towards the design and content of learning tasks

in an online course

This section included five main closed-questions, 18 sub-questions and
five open-ended questions and focused on students’ perceptions of the design and
content of the learning tasks in the online English course. Each item of the
questionnaires was measured by Four-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly

disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).
Part five: Perceptions of problems related to online learning

In this section, nine closed-questions and one open-ended question
were used to check problems students faced when taking an online course. Each item
of the questionnaire was measured by Four-point Likert scale, ranging from 1

(strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).
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Table 4: Summary of closed-questionnaire items classified by types of OLLS, content

and learning tasks and problems in online learning

OLLS Item no. OLLS Item no.
Cognitive strategies Meta-cognitive strategies
1) Rehearsal strategies 1,3 1) Self- 12
regulation/Volitional
strategies
2) Elaboration strategies 2,49 2) Time management 13,14,20
strategies
3) Organization strategies 6,7 3) Goal setting strategies 11
4) Comprehension/Critical 5,8 4) Self-monitoring/Self- 15,
thinking strategies management strategies
5) Internet skill 10 5) Self-evaluation 17,18
strategies
6) Concentration/Effort 19
regulation strategies
7) Self-awareness 16
strategies
Total 10 Total 10
Resource management Affection in online
strategies learning
1) Environmental 21,22 1) Attitude 2,3
management strategies
2) Help seeking strategies 23,24,25,26  2) Motivation 1,45,6,7,8,11
3) Use of 27 3) Internet Anxiety 9,10,12
resources/Resourcing
strategies
Total 7 Total 12
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Perceptions towards the Item no. Perception of problems Item no.
design and content of related to online learning
learning tasks in an online
course
1) Content of grammar 1,2,3 1) Lack of motivation in 1
lessons online learning
2) Content of listening lessons 1,2,3 2) Preference in studying 2
English
3) Content of vocabulary 1,2,3 3) Lack of interaction 3
lessons between instructors and
students
4) Content of Tell Me More 1,2,3 4) Unfamiliarity with self- 4
program learning
5) Overall designs 1-6 5) Lack of computer skills 5
6) Insufficient computers 6
for online learning
7) Connectivity of the 7
Internet
8) No internet connection 8
athome orat  dormitory
9) Limitation of online 9
operating system
Total 18 Total 9

The questionnaire items were written in Thai in order to avoid

language problems and to ensure the respondents clearly understood all the items. The

content validity was checked by three experts who later rated the 66 items based on

the criteria of index of Item Objective Congruence (IOC) proposed by Rovinelli and

Hambelton (1977) as shown below.

+1 refers to a definite feeling that the item is a measure of objective

0 refers to an undecided feeling that the item is a measure of objective

-1 refers to a definite feeling that the item is a measure of objective
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The data rated by the experts was calculated and only those with the
range above 0.5 were kept and those below 0.5 were modified. The 10C was 0.89.

The questionnaire had been revised before being tried out to check the reliability.

7.3.2 The Try-out of OLLSQ

The try-out of OLLSQ was conducted in December 2015 at a
university in southern Thailand with 40 students. Twenty of them were from
“Successful” student group and the other twenty were from “Unsuccessful” student
group who enrolled and earned grades from the “Preparatory Foundation English
course (890-100)” in the first semester of academic year 2015, but were not the
samples of the study. Next, Cronbach’s alpha index had been performed to measure
the reliability of OLLSQ. The items which were below 0.6 of Cronbach’s alpha would
be modified (Dornyei & Taguchi, 2009). The summary of reliability results is

presented below:

Table 5: Summary of the results of reliability of OLLSQ items

OLLSQ items Cronbach's Alpha  Number of Items

Part two) Cognitive, meta-cognitive and 902 27

resources management strategies
Part three) Affection in online learning .622 12

Part four) Perceptions towards the design and .896 18

content of learning tasks in an online course

Part five) Perception of problems related to 785 9

online learning
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To assess the OLLS’s level of use, the statistical calculation of interval
was used. Based on Phongwichai, (2008), five levels of interpretation of the
guestionnaire items in part two are as follows:

Mean score 1.00-1.80 means the level of use is “Very Low”

Mean score 1.81-2.60 means the level of use is “Low”

Mean score 2.61-3.40 means the level of use is “Medium”

Mean score 3.41-4.20 means the level of use is “High”

Mean score 4.21-5.00 means the level of use is “Very High”

To assess the affection in online learning’s level of agreement,
perceptions towards the design and content of learning tasks in an online course and
perception of problems related to online learning, the statistical calculation of interval
was used. Based on Phongwichai, (2008), four levels of interpretation of the items in
part three, four and five of the questionnaires are as follows:

Mean score 1.00-1.75 means the level of agreement is “Very Low”

Mean score 1.76-2.51 means the level of agreement is “Low”

Mean score 2.52-3.27 means the level of agreement is “High”

Mean score 3.28-4.00 means the level of agreement is “Very High”

To assess the level of correlation between OLLS, affection in online
learning and online learning outcomes, the interpretation of the correlation was based
on Brown (1988, p. 150), three levels of interpretation of the questionnaire are as
follows:

Correlation score 0.10-0.29 means the level of correlation is “Low”

Correlation score 0.30-0.49 means the level of correlation is “Medium”

Correlation score 0.50-1.00 means the level of correlation is “High”
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7.3.3 The Stimulated Recall (SR) with in-depth interviews

Stimulated recall technique was used to triangulate the data from the
questionnaire as well as to answer the first and second research questions. Stimulated
Recall technique is a family of introspective research procedures through cognitive
processes. It can be investigated by inviting the subjects to reflect their thinking when
prompted by viewing a video of their behavior. Actually, general questionnaire elicits
what people think or perceived as it is asking only a limited amount of information
without explanation. “It should be augmented with additional measures such as semi-
structured interviews and observation of behavior if richer and more precise

inferences are to be made” (Mackey, cited in Lyle, 2002).

In Stimulated recall procedure, five SLs and five ULs online learners
were invited to participate. This session was a volunteer work which prompted the
participants by asking him/her to perform an actual online learning. The researcher
prepared a laptop for participants to perform the online lessons while observing them
performing the tasks. For example, in the part of listening comprehension lesson,
while the participants were doing the learning tasks or doing quizzes online, the
researcher observed the learners’ behaviors. Some questions related to the actual
strategies they used and problems and difficulties they encountered during learning

via LMS were asked. The process was recorded by audio recorders.
7.3.4 Data collection procedure

The data was collected during January and February 2016, after the
final examination of the first semester of 2015 academic year. The followings were
the procedures of the questionnaire administration and SR with in-depth interviews.

7.3.4.1 Administration of OLLSQ

The researcher collected data using the OLLSQ written in Thai. The
paper-based OLLSQ were distributed to students. In OLLSQ, the purpose of the study
and the instruction were explained by the researcher. Respondents were asked to
complete all the OLLSQ items honestly. The time allotted to complete the

questionnaire was 15-20 minutes.
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7.3.4.2 Stimulated Recall (SR) and in-depth interviews

In order to get additional information from students, Stimulated Recall
(SR) and in-depth interviews were conducted in February 2016 after OLLSQ were
completed. For the SR and in-depth interviews, it took about 50 minutes for each
participant. The questions related to OLLS’ use, problems and challenges that both
SLs and ULs encountered during the course were asked. While conducting the in-

depth interviews, the interview session was recorded.
7.4 Data analysis

The overall response rate of the questionnaire was 76.38% (81.37%
from SLs and 64.12% from ULSs). Descriptive statistics was employed to analyze the
data. To find out students” OLLS level of use and affection in online learning’s level
of agreement, perceptions towards the design and content of learning tasks in an
online course and perception of problems related to online learning, means, and
standard deviations were used. In addition, Point Biserial Correlation analysis was
performed in order to find the relationship between OLLS, affection in online
learning, and learning outcomes. The independent-sample t-test was employed to
determine the differences between the mean scores of SL and UL’s OLLS’s level of
use, affection in online learning’s level of agreement, the level of correlation among
OLLS, affection in online learning’s and learning outcomes, perceptions towards the
design and content of learning tasks in an online course and perception of problems

related to online learning.

In addition, data from open-ended questions were classified based on
the emerging themes. The data gained through interview was also analyzed according

to the content analysis.
8. FINDINGS

The findings of this study are organized into four parts as follows:
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8.1 The OLLS use and affection in online learning’s perceptions of
SLs and ULs, and the differences in OLLS use, and perceptions of affection in
online learning between SLs and ULs

Table 6 summarized the level of OLLS used by SLs and ULs.

Table 6: OLLS employed by SLs and ULs

Strategies SLs (n=262) ULs (n=84)
Mean SD Level of Mean SD Level of t p-

use use value
Cognitive 3.25 0.63 Medium 3.08 056 Medium 2.19*  .028
Meta-cognitive 3.61 0.62 High 341 0.63 High 2.66** .008
Resources 313 069 Medium 301 0.66 Medium 1.44 150
management
Total 335 056 Medium 3.18 051 Medium 250** .010

** Statistically significant at 0.01, * Statistically significant at 0.05

According to the mean scores showed in Table 6, the overall use of
OLLS was in a medium level (SLMean=3.35, ULMean=3.18). The highest OLLS use
of both SLs and ULs was meta-cognitive strategies (SLMean=3.61, ULMean=3.40)
and was considered as a high level of use. Resource management strategies was the
least used by SLs and ULs (SLMean=3.13, ULMean=3.01) and was considered as a
medium level of use.

The result of t-test showed that there was a significant difference at the
level of 0.01 (p<.01) for the level of use (t=2.50**). SLs employed the overall OLLS
significantly more than ULs (SLMean=3.35, ULMean=3.18). Among the three
strategy types, significant differences were found at the level of 0.01 (p<.01) between
the mean values of SLs and ULs for metacognitive strategies (t=2.66**). There is no
significant difference between SLs and ULs for resources management strategies.
Both SLs and ULs used metacognitive strategies at the highest level of use while

resources management strategy was the least used.
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SLs (n=262) ULs (n=84)
Strategies Sub-strategies Mean SD Levelof Mean SD Level of t p-
use use value
Rehearsal 3.06 0.74 Medium 289 0.69 Medium 1.88 .06
Elaboration 3.23 0.72 Medium 294 0.66 Medium 3.22** .00
° Organization 3.04 0.86 Medium 291 0.85 Medium 1.23 21
=
S Comprehension/Critical 3.61 0.78  High 358 0.79  High 0.30 .76
S thinking
Internet skills 335 1.17 Medium 319 121 Medium 1.08 27
Total 325 063 Medium 308 056 Medium 2.19* .28
Self- 3.76 0.91 High 345 0.86 High 2.70** .00
regulation/Volitional
Time management 3.77 0.79 High 348 0.72 High 2.94 .00
Goal setting 3.67 0.90 High 348 0.81 High 1.77 .07
g Self-monitoring& 3.98 0.92 High 3.68 1.04 High 2.41* .01
% management
% Self-evaluation 348 0.89 High 336 0.82 Medium 1.09 27
=
Concentration/Effort 3.14 125 Medium 3.01 1.04 Medium 0.92 .36
regulation
Self-awareness 331 091 Medium 325 0.93 Medium 0.52 .60
Total 3.61 0.62 High 341 0.63 High 2.66** .00
- Environmental 3.94 0.77  High 3.67 077 High 2.63** .00
c
% management
g Help seeking 2.68 0.89 Medium 2.67 0.85 Medium 0.11 91
[+
- Use of 333 112 Medium 302 097 Medium 244** 01
% resources/Resourcing
g Total 313 069 Medium 3.01 066 Medium 144 .15

** Statistically significant at 0.01, * Statistically significant at 0.05
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Table 7 shows that SLs employed OLLS with the mean score between
2.68 and 3.98. ULs used OLLS with the mean score between 2.67 and 3.68. Self-
monitoring/self-management strategies were used most by SLs and ULs
(SLMean=3.98, ULMean=3.68), the environmental management strategies were
second (SLMean=3.94, ULMean=3.67), and the third most used strategies were time
management strategies (SLMean=3.77, ULMean=3.48). The least used by both
groups was help seeking strategies (SLMean=2.68, ULMean=2.67). Among 15 sub-
strategies, there were significant differences at the 0.01 level (p<.01) between SLs and
ULs for 4 sub-strategies namely, elaboration strategies (t=3.22**), self-regulation

(t=2.70**), environmental management (t=2.63**), and use of resources (t=2.44*%*).

Five SLs and another five ULs took part in an interview and in a SR.
All of five SLs respondents reported that they always used metacognitive strategies.
SLs allocated sufficient time to access the online course and finished the tasks
consistently. One of the SLs mentioned:

“I always access the online lessons during the weekend because there
is no distraction and | had plenty of free time. | determined in advance that what
online quizzes and exercises | should complete. | noted my study schedule on the

calendar to remind me and I strictly follow it.” SL1

In contrast, all five ULs respondents lacked this type of strategy. Four
ULs reported that they did not plan their study time and depended on friends to

remind them when it was a time to study.

With regard to cognitive strategies, four of the SLs used all of
cognitive sub-strategies, especially elaboration strategies. SLs took notes on important
language structures and summarized each lesson for study. ULs did not report using
these same strategies and stated that they were not able to summarize the lessons due

to the abundance of information in the online course. One of the ULs pointed out that:

“There are so many, ....too many learning materials. I do not know

where to start.” UL1
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In terms of resources management strategies, all the SL respondents
reported that they used resources management strategies (environmental management
and use of resources) to cope with various problems while learning English online.
For example, they could find quiet places and good Internet connectivity. They could
ask peers about language ambiguities when they had problems with computers.
However, all of ULs reported that they rarely used resources provided in the online
course (e.g. online Dictionary or other useful links) because they did not know how to

find or use them.

Table 8: Perceptions of affection in online learning reported by SLs and ULs

SLs (n=262) ULs (n=84)
affection Mean SD Level of Mean SD Level of t p-
agreement agreement value
Attitude 3.10 0.52 High 3.04 053 High 0.97 33
Motivation 285 0.39 High 264 0.39 High 4.15** .00
Internet Anxiety 2.27 0.57 Low 226 0.62 Low 0.19 .84
Total 275 0.35 High 261 0.38 High 2.94*%* .00

** Statistically significant at 0.01, * Statistically significant at 0.05

Regarding affection in online learning’s perception, Table 8 presents
the agreement level of SLs and ULs’ perceptions of the online English course. Both
SLs and ULs expressed a high level of beliefs in the usefulness and advantages of the
online English course (SLMean=2.75, ULMean=2.61). According to the results of the
three sub-affections, perceptions of attitude and motivation were at a high level of
agreement while Internet anxiety was at a low level of agreement. There was,
however, a significant difference at the 0.01 level (p<.01) between SLs and ULs
(t=2.94**). This indicates that SLs had a higher positive attitude and motivation

compared to ULs.

One of the three sub-affections within the affection domain was
perceived differently by SLs and ULs, with a significant difference at the 0.01 level
(p<.01) for motivation (t=4.15*%*).
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According to the SR and interview, all of SLs had a very high level of
motivation for learning and perceived that the online course was beneficial. Even
though four of them preferred face-to-face classroom learning to the online course,
they continued to study with low levels of anxiety in the online course because they
believed the online course was beneficial. One of the SLs said,

“Even though, | prefer to study with teacher, but in my opinion, online
learning is able to save my time because | can skip the parts that | have already
known and study only a new topic. Sometimes teacher teaches what | have already
known because he/she also needs to teach others students.” SL2

In comparison, even though most of the ULs perceived the online
course was beneficial, they felt that they were not familiar with this new learning
environment and were quite anxious and worried about it. Therefore, they were not
willing to learn via the online English course. Three of ULs mentioned that they did
not think online course promoted self-learning. Below is a statement from one of the
ULs.

“I have never taken an online course before. | feel so nervous and I am

not sure | can solve the problems while learning online.” UL2

8.2 The relationships between the use of OLLS, affection in online
learning and the online English learning outcomes

Table 9 shows the results related to the relationship between students’
use of OLLS and their learning outcomes.

Table 9: Relationships between OLLS’s level of use and learning outcomes

Online learning outcomes

Strategies

I'ob Correlation level p-value
Cognitive 0.118* Low 0.020
Metacognitive 0.142** Low 0.004
Resources management 0.077 No correlation 0.075
Total 0.134* Low 0.006

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed)

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed)
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As shown in Table 9, overall OLLS and online English learning

outcomes were significantly correlated at the low level (r=0.134*, p<0.05). In other

words, students who used OLLS more were likely to achieve better learning

outcomes. Two OLLS, cognitive and metacognitive, were correlated with the online

English learning outcomes at a low level (r=0.118*, p<0.05 and 0.142**, p<0.01

respectively). Metacognitive strategies had the highest correlation among the three

strategies. On the other hand, no significant relationship between the use of resources

management and the outcomes were found.

Table 10: Relationships between OLLS sub-strategies and learning outcomes

Online learning outcomes

Strategy Sub-strategy Ipb Correlation level p-value
Rehearsal 0.101* Low 0.030
Elaboration 0.171** Low 0.001
% Organization 0.066 No correlation 0.109
% Comprehension/Critical thinking 0.016 No correlation 0.383
© Internet skills 0.058 No correlation 0.140
Total 0.118* Low 0.020
Self-regulation/Volitional 0.144%** Low 0.004
Time management 0.157** Low 0.002
° Goal setting 0.095* Low 0.039
% Self-monitoring/Self-management ~ 0.137** Low 0.005
g Self-evaluation 0.059 No correlation 0.137
g Concentration/Effort regulation 0.045 No correlation 0.203
Self-awareness 0.028 No correlation 0.303
Total 0.142** Low 0.000
N Environmental management 0.140** Low 0.005
é é Help seeking 0.006 No correlation 0.458
g % Use of resources/Resourcing 0.121* Low 0.012
= Total 0.077 No correlation 0.080

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed)

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed)
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As illustrated in Table 10, eight out 15 of the OLLS were significantly
correlated with the online English learning outcomes at the low level. Among OLLS’s
sub-strategies, the first three correlations were elaboration strategies (r=1.71**,
p<0.01), time management (r=0.157** p<0.01), and self-regulation (r=0.144**,
p<0.01). However, it should be noted that seven of the OLLS were not significantly
correlated with the online English learning outcomes.

The results from SR and interview confirmed that SLs used both
cognitive and metacognitive strategies in order to complete the online English
learning tasks. For instance, all of the SLs took notes, made a summary of the online
lessons and repeated some difficult lessons before taking mid-term and final
examination. In addition, all of SLs tended to manage study time and be discipline. In
contrast, none of the ULs used many cognitive and metacognitive strategies. One of
the SLs stated:

“lI am not worried that | would not have enough time to study. Just
Once a week, if you access the course........ take some notes and do the exercises
immediately after reviewing the lessons, you will understand the lesson and you will

not waste the time to review it again for the exam.” SL3

Table 11: Relationships between affection in online learning’s level of agreement and

learning outcomes

Online learning outcomes

Sub-affections Ipb Correlation level p-value
Attitude 0.052 No correlation 0.166
Motivation 0.218** Low 0.000
Internet Anxiety 0.010 No correlation 0.423
Total 0.157** Low 0.000

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed)

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed)



42

As illustrated in Table 11, the correlation between affection in online
learning’s level of agreement and the online English learning outcomes was
significant at the low level (r=0.157**, p<0.01). It indicates that students with a
higher degree of motivation, but lower anxiety could have more possibilities to
success in the online English course. Among sub-affections, motivation had the
highest correlation with the online English outcomes (r=0.218**, p<0.01). No
correlation was found in the rest.

Relevant comments stated in SR and the interviews corroborate the
statistical results. The SLs said that they possessed a strong level of motivation to
successfully complete the course; moreover, they had a good attitude towards online

learning. One of SLs stated:

“This course helped me to be more responsible. Scores obtained from
the tasks made me motivated. Arranging time-table to finish those exercises kept me
motivated too and I did it with enthusiasm.” SL4

In comparison with SLs, the ULs tended to lack positive attitudes and

strong motivation as exemplified in the following statement:

“I felt motivated when | studied in the classroom. Class attendance
motivated me to attend the class. The teacher can answer my question. In online
learning environment no one can help me to clarify the points; I do not want to ask

my friends because | trust the teacher more.” UL3

8.3 Problems related to online learning

As shown in Table 12, nine problems related to online learning were
reported. The overall students’ perceptions of problems were in the range of high (X=
2.56). Among the nine problems, the first three highest means of perceptions were
limitation of online operating system (X= 2.90), connectivity of the Internet (X=
2.81), and lack of interaction between instructors and students (X= 2.76). Lack of
computer skills (X=2.17) was ranked as the lowest problems. The first three highest
rated problems by SLs were limitation of online operating system (X= 2.95),

connectivity of the Internet (X= 2.85), and lack of interaction between instructors and
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students (X= 2.78). The lowest mean was lack of computer skills (X= 2.15). For ULs,
the first three highest means of perceptions were lack of motivation in online learning
(X= 2.79), connectivity of the Internet (X= 2.73), and lack of interaction between
instructors and students (X= 2.68). The lowest mean was lack of computer skills (X=
2.21).

The results of the t-test showed a significant difference at the 0.05
level (p < .05) between the mean scores of SLs and ULs in terms of the limitation of
online operating system (t = 2.59*) and lack of motivation in online learning (t =
1.89%).

Table 12: Students’ perceptions of the problems related to online language learning

Total SLs ULs
Rank Problems (n=346) (n=262) (n=84) t

X sb X Sb X sSD

1. Limitation of online operating system 290 082 295 0.79 268 0.87 2.59*

2. Connectivity of the Internet 281 081 28 081 273 0.78 1.20

3. Lack of interaction between instructor 2.76 0.68 278 0.68 2.68 0.64 1.23
and students

4. Lack of motivation in online learning  2.66 0.75 2.63 077 279 0.64 -1.89*

5. Unfamiliarity with self-learning 256 074 253 074 267 0.70 -1.48

6. Preference in studying English 251 083 248 084 264 0.80 -1.58

7. Insufficient computers for online 237 076 234 074 244 081 -1.06
learning

8. No internet connection at home or at 232 081 230 082 240 0.78 -1.05
dormitory

9. Lack of computer skills 217 073 215 073 221 0.75 -0.66

Total 256 046 255 046 258 047 -0.44

* Statistically significant at 0.05

The responses from the open-ended questions supported the findings
from the questionnaires. Six students commented that Media stream could be run on
“Internet Explorer” only and this caused them inconvenience since it took time to
install the “Internet Explorer” platform. They suggested that the administrators should
enhance the operating system to be able to run on any Internet browser platform or to
develop a way to run Media Stream via a smart phone. In addition, nine students
mentioned that they lacked motivation in learning English online due to the
complexity of learning tasks, access to lessons and materials, and the unattractive

designs.
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The results from SR and interview were also consistent with the
responses from the questionnaire, which revealed that SLs and ULs encountered the
problems of limitation of online operating system, Internet connection and lack of
interaction between instructors and students. Nevertheless, interaction between
instructors and students seemed to be the most salient problem derived from the SR
and interview. All of the respondents from both SLs and ULs expressed concern over
a lack of interaction between teachers and students. They needed teachers to clarify
the language points when they learned grammar. Sufficient explanation as to why the
answers were not correct was required. Participants believed that class meetings were
better than studying without teachers because teachers were sources of knowledge and
could give clearer explanations. They still required scaffolding from teachers.
Interactions made the learning more interesting and kept them more motivated than
studying by themselves. Teachers had a number of techniques to make the learning
more interesting. Fully online English courses were more difficult, inconvenient and

confusing for them. Two of ULs expressed the concern as shown below:

“I have no problem using the computer 10 access LMS. However, |
think learning English online is still difficult because when | don 't understand English
lessons, no one can help me. When | study in the classroom, | am sure teachers can

answer everything I want to know.” UL3

“I prefer to study with teacher in a classroom because he/she can
explain the lessons clearly. | think studying via LMS might be good for doing quizzes

and exercises only.” SL4

With regard to online operating system problems, SLs seemed to have

more concern than ULs. Two of SLs stated below:

“It took me about two weeks to know that I need to install the Internet
Explorer in order to use Media Stream. | have been wasting the time.” SL5

“I did not know how to install Internet Explorer and | asked my friend

’

who was good at computerize system to help. It took me quite sometimes to do this.’
SL4
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Furthermore, it has been found out that ULs had lower motivation than

SLs. An excerpt from one of ULs’ SR and interview sessions was reported below.

“I do not have much motivation to study English online. It’s quite
boring to me. | have to sit at the table, watch, listen to the multimedia and do the
exercises repetitively. ” UL4

Interestingly, ULs reported some problems they encountered. The

problems mentioned in the SR and interview sessions are listed below:
1) Computer skills problems:

“I haven’t used computers for a long time since high school. After |
enter the university, | start to use computer again. | need some time to recall how to
use computer and | have a lot of problems using the learning materials in online

learning such as how to use PowerPoint to study grammar lesson.” UL4
2) Unfamiliarity with self-learning:

“In my opinion, the biggest problem in online learning is | do not
have any experiences or am not familiar with online learning. In high school,
teachers taught, assisted and supported me in the classroom all the time. Unlike
online learning, most of the time I learn by myself and sometimes | cannot solve the

problems by myself.” UL3
3) Insufficient numbers of computers available for online learning:

“I do not have my own laptop or desktop. Many of the students also
do not have their own computers. My friend lent me her laptop when | need to do the
tasks in LMS. When my friend’s laptop was occupied, | had to use central library
computers. It is not convenient to study online when I do not have my own laptop or
desktop. That’s why 1 failed this subject” UL5
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4) Unavailability of Internet connection at home or at dormitory:

“I live at the dormitory number 5; the connectivity of the internet at
my dormitory is very poor. | have to go to my friend’s dormitory to get a good

Internet connection to study online course.” SL1

In addition, the problems not mentioned in the questionnaire were also
revealed. Three emerging problems were 1) poor time management, 2) lack of
determination and goal setting to achieve online English course, and 3) ethical issues

in online English course.

Poor time management caused a lot of problems for ULs because they
were not able to adjust themselves to university learning environment. One of the ULs

mentioned that:

“First year university students have a lot of other activities to do
besides classroom learning. It is hard to manage the study time. | could not find a
time to study English in LMS. Moreover, there are so many difficult subjects.” UL1

Lack of determination and goal setting to achieve online English
course was another problem that ULs pointed out and it was associated with
motivation problems. Since online English course is a course that provides a chance
for students to repeat enrollment, therefore, some of the ULs procrastinated working
on the online English course. They focused more on other subjects; they thought other
subjects were more important partly because this subject offered only Satisfactory (S)
or Unsatisfactory (U) grade. One of the ULs reported in SR and interview sessions

below:

“I do not have a goal to pass this course and I think it is easy to pass
it. Therefore | did not pay much attention to this course. This subject does not require

any credit; therefore, | paid more attention to others.” UL5

The last problem is concerned with ethical issues in online English
course. There were a few incidents of misbehavior that hampered online language

learning outcomes. Both SLs and ULs reported in the SR and interview session that
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they could get the tasks done with good scores by asking help or using answer keys
from friends. Students who had higher proficiency and/or finished the exercises could
give answer keys to students who wanted them. Some students helped other students
to do the online learning tasks by logging in using his/her friends’ ID. In addition, in
order to collect 60 hours of required learning hours in Tell Me More, Some SLs and
ULs used the “autoclick” software or let the Tell Me More program turn on and then
Tell Me More would record the learning time. Students did not need to do any
exercises or quizzes. These behaviors were related to ethical issues in online learning
and resulted in students’ poor performance in midterm and final examination since
they did not have enough knowledge. Confirmed by one of the ULs in SR and

interview, the citation was below:

“When I do not have time, my good friend helped me do online

learning task using my own ID.” UL3

8.4 Perceptions towards the design and content of learning tasks in

an online course

As shown in Table 13, the design and content of the learning tasks are
ranked from the highest to the lowest mean scores. For SLs, the content of vocabulary
lessons (X=3.14), overall design (X= 3.11), content of listening lessons (X= 3.08), and
content of grammar lessons (X= 3.07) were ranked at a high satisfaction level while
content of Tell Me More was the lowest in rank. For ULs, content of vocabulary
lessons and content of listening lessons (X= 3.04), and overall design (X= 3.03) were

in the range of high while the lowest mean was content of Tell Me More (X= 2.87).

For overall perceptions of the design and content of learning tasks, SLs
and ULs were highly satisfied (X=3.06). There was a statistically significant
difference between both groups (t=1.97*). The SLs group had a more positive attitude
towards the design and content of learning tasks (X=3.08) while ULs had a less
positive attitude (X= 2.80). One other significant difference between the perceptions

of SLs and SLs included content in grammar lessons (t=2.19%).
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Table 13: Students’ perceptions towards the design and content of learning tasks

Total (1=346)  SL (n=262) UL (n=84)

Rank Design and content of

learning tasks t
X SD X SD X SD
1. Content of vocabulary lessons 3.11 0.46 3.14 046 3.04 043 1.78
2. Overall designs 3.09 0.40 311 041 3.03 0.36 1.76
3. Content of listening lessons 3.07 0.47 3.08 0.48 3.04 042 0.89
4.  Content of grammar lessons 3.03 0.44 3.07 045 296 0.37 2.19*
5. Content of Tell Me More 293 0.54 295 0.56 287 0.6 1.20
program

Total 3.06 0.37 3.08 0.38 280 0.33 1.97*

* Statistically significant at 0.05

From the open-ended questions, 43 students mentioned that the content
of learning tasks in grammar lessons needed to be improved. They requested more
interesting lessons as well as clear and sufficient explanations for their self-learning.
The content of the vocabulary lesson should also match their proficiency; the ULs
believed that the vocabulary lessons were too difficult and the complexities of the

lesson should be gradually increased.

However, from SR and interview some parts of the findings are in line
with the questionnaire results; some parts showed different opinions regarding overall
design and content of learning tasks. SLs and ULs mentioned positive aspects as per

below statements:

“The overall design and content of the learning tasks are good, the
steps of learning which starts from watching Media Stream and then follows by
reviewing the PowerPoints for grammar and finally practice with quizzes are

considered effective. Moreover, | can check my quizzes score frequently.” SL3

Nevertheless, there were some negative perceptions obtained from SLs

and ULs towards design and content of learning tasks.
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“The content of the learning tasks were confusing. When | accessed the
first page, there were so many instructions. Some were in red, while some were in
black and green. This made me confused which one was important to read. Finally, |
had to read them all. Oh, ... there was a message in pink too.” UL3

“I had to scroll up and down a lot to find and read the questions and
the multiple choices. This was inconvenient and difficult to learn. | did not like it.”
SL1

“The explanation of each answer in the quizzes was too short. That’s

not enough. It was difficult for me to understand it.” UL2

“The Media Stream lessons were not updated and quite old. The

grammar materials were also not interesting. ” SL5
9. DISCUSSION
The findings of this study are summarized and discussed as follows:

9.1 The differences in OLLS use between SLs and ULs, the

different perceptions of affection in online learning between SLs and ULs

In terms of OLLS, there are significant differences between OLLS
level of use between SLs and ULs. The results indicate that SLs significantly
employed more OLLS than ULs. Metacognitive strategies were the highest level of
use among SLs and ULs. It should be pointed out that the online English learning
required all students to be more self-regulated since in the online course the time for
completing each learning task was set and nonnegotiable. Moreover, students had to
review their quiz scores and check whether they had completed all of the tasks. This
may be explained in relation to the nature of the online English course that requires
students to be more self-monitored & management, time managed, self-regulated,
goal set. Otherwise they could not accomplish the course. Most of SLs had these skills
and they were more self-regulated and self-monitored/self-managed than ULs. They
aimed to achieve the course, set study time, accessed the course consistently, and
checked quiz scores. These behaviors resulted in good learning outcomes. This is
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consistent with Amir (2006), Liu and Feng (2011) and Puzziferro (2008) that

metacognitive strategies are the key and mostly used by achieving online learners.

The results also showed that cognitive strategies were the second most
used strategy employed by both SLs and ULs. SLs used more cognitive strategies than
ULs significantly. This can be explained that SLs consistently access the course to
study and this particular online course required students consistently access learning
materials and do exercises and quizzes for grades. As a result, it directly promoted
cognitive skills, particularly elaboration strategies. Students needed to study all the
materials before summarizing, taking notes, and comprehending many lessons on
their own. This required high cognitive abilities in terms of both English subject
matter and Internet/computer skills. These findings are in line with Chen, Zhang, and
Liu (2014) whose study revealed that 82 intermediate Chinese students used
metacognitive strategies the most, followed by cognitive strategies when they learned
listening lessons in Web-based CALL.

With regard to the level of agreement on affection in online learning,
they were perceived by students at the high level. Attitude was at the highest degree
of agreement in all three affection sub-categories. There were significant differences
in the agreement level of overall affection in online learning’ perceptions and sub-
strategies in motivation between SLs and ULs. SLs were more positively motivated in
learning English online than ULs. One possible explanation is that SLs had a specific
goal and determination to accomplish the course. Passing the course was very
important to them, and as stated by SLs, they gained benefits from independent
learning. SLs might already have high metacognitive and cognitive abilities. Their
motivation might have been higher because they were able to learn online English
course without much trouble. This is consistent with Matuga’s (2009) study, which
indicated that high achieving online secondary students’ motivation increased after
finishing the course due to the confidence in their ability of learning. In contrast, low
achieving students’ motivation had decreased because they did not have goal-oriented

behavior.
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Another possible explanation of why ULs lacked motivation is that the
students might have some dissatisfaction with the overall course design and the
quality of the online learning tasks. Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen and Yeh (2008) posited
that the critical factors affecting students’ perceived satisfaction that lessens students’
motivation to learn online included course flexibility, course quality, perceived

usefulness, and perceived ease of use.

9.2 The relationships between the use of OLLS, affection in online

learning and the online English learning outcomes

This research also revealed a significant correlation at a low level
between OLLS level of use, affection in online learning’s level of agreement, and
online English learning outcomes. For OLLS, metacognitive had the strongest
relationship, followed by cognitive strategies. However, resources management

strategies had no relationship with online English learning outcome.

It can be explained that students who had more metacognitive
strategies were the ones who could control their study well. Accordingly, this may
lead to academic achievement because they could consistently access the course,
study the lessons, and complete the learning tasks on a timely basis, all of which is
critical to learners’ success. The results are similar to those found in Amir (2006), Liu
and Feng (2011) and Puzziferro’s (2008) study which found that there were the
relationships between self-regulated learning strategies and college students’ online

learning outcomes.

Based on the results, cognitive strategies were also correlated with
online English learning outcome. This is because this online English course provided
an abundance of learning materials and resources, and only students being able to
cope with the heavy cognitive load and the bombardment of too much information

could be successful in the course.

For resource management strategies, no relationship with online
English learning outcome was found. This might be because the learning environment

they were in was suitable enough for online learning, for example, the university
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provides a good Internet connection for all students. Therefore, it required minimum
efforts to overcome the resource problems. Both SLs and ULs could use this type of
strategy equally. In addition, students could immediately ask peers for clarification
when it was needed since they might stay in the university dormitory and it was

convenient for them to contact and ask for help from peers with minimum efforts.

According to affection in online learning, motivation was found to be
the strongest correlation with online English achievement compared to other affection
sub-strategies. One possible explanation may be related to self-learning skills.
Students who did not possess self-learning skills tended to lack motivation associated
with anxiety and lack levels of interest. ULs still preferred learning English in a face-
to-face classroom since they were not ready to learn independently. Ushida (2005)
found that, in general, students had high anxiety at the beginning of the course due to

a lack of familiarity, but later, as the course went on, that anxiety lessened.

Interestingly, even though correlations between OLLS and online
English outcomes existed, it was only at the low level. There may be other possible
factors that influenced online English learning outcomes. In fact, OLLS might help
individual online students to overcome difficulties or problems in online learning in
certain ways. However, there might still be other challenges in online English learning
environment which students would encounter. Additionally, ULs used OLLS at the
low level and had low motivation in learning online English course. It might imply
that ULs are not ready to study online English course due to many factors, not only
the factor of lacking of OLLS and motivation. This is in line with Chen, Chou, and
Hung’s study (2010) who examined online learning readiness of 1,051 students in
three Taiwanese universities in 5 dimensions (1) computer/Internet self-efficacy, 2)
self-directed learning,3) learner control, 4) motivation for learning, and 5) online
communication self-efficacy). It was found that the higher grade year students were
more ready to study online course when compared to lower grade year students in all
dimensions of online readiness scales. This was because most students still needed
time to adapt themselves to a new learning mode since they had been learning within

traditional mode for a long time and are still attached to it. Therefore, proficiency,
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maturity, and experiences in online learning could also play an important role in

online learning.
9.3 Problems related to online learning

In terms of problems in an online English course, as shown in Table 12
and the SR and an in-depth interview, SLs and ULs perceived problems related to
technology and lack of motivation. With regard to technological problems, it is
consistent with several studies (Piccoli, Ahmad & Ives, 2001; Song et al., 2004;
Webster & Hackley, 1997) which found that technical problems seemed to be the
biggest challenges for online learners, which in turn could cause dissatisfaction for
online learners. Similarly, the reliability in IT and the Internet quality could affect
online learning (Hiltz, 1993). Poor Internet accessibility could discourage EFL online
learners (Aydin, 2007; Lyashenko & Malinina 2015). Singhal (1997) and Tsai (2009)
pointed out that unfamiliarity and lack of Internet skills could cause anxiety in online
learning environment. From in an open-ended question, the students commented that
“Media Stream” should be able to run on any Internet platforms and not be limited to
only Internet Explorer. Even though both groups reported problems related to
technology in online learning, SLs had more concerns about technological problems
than ULs.

With regard to the problem of lack of motivation in online learning,
both SLs and ULs encountered motivation problems. The findings are supported by
studies done by Tsai, (2009); Song et al., (2004); Zamsari et al., (2012) which
indicated that student’s motivation was one of the difficulties that affected students’
success in online learning environment. From the findings, however, ULs had greater
motivation problems than the SLs. This might be because the ULs required much
more time to adjust to the new learning environment to increase their motivation in
online learning. They might not have been familiar with environment and did not
know how to cope with online learning. They had higher anxiety because they had to
cope with both language problems and unfamiliarity with online learning
environment, which was different from face-to-face classroom setting. This can be

explained that most of the inexperienced self-learning students cannot cope with the
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problems in a new learning environment very well due to their lower proficiency in
computer literacy and English subject matters. One of the most serious problems
related to motivation mentioned in SR and an in-depth interview was interactions
between students and teachers. Hurd ’s (2006) study showed that insufficient
interactions had an adverse effect on motivation. Anderson and Garrison (1998)
contend that to interact with learning materials only is insufficient especially in
language learning and it requires more interactions among teachers and learners and
learners and learners themselves. As a result, they might need teachers and peers as
assistant and scaffolding resources.

For lack of determination and goal setting problems, it can be implied
that ULs seemed to have less goal orientation than SLs. They did not have very high
motivation to pass the course and did not consider the online English course important
for them. According to Matuga’s (2009) study, successful online learners were
concerned about getting good grades and attending the online learning tasks would
help them getting good grades also. Therefore, they were determined to pass the

course.

The ethical problem is one factor causing failure in online learning.
The findings from SR and an in-depth interview indicated that ULs used the tactics to
help them collect the learning hours and they obtained the answer keys for the quizzes
from more knowledgeable peers. This caused ULs inadequate knowledge when taking
an examination since they had learnt nothing. As a result, they failed the course.
Brown (2014) stated that inappropriate tutoring to other students and breaches of

computers ethics are considered one of the educational frauds.

9.4 Perceptions towards the design and content of learning tasks in

an online course

In the area of the design and content of learning tasks, SLs and ULs
agreed that the design of the course was satisfactory. In terms of course content, they
responded that the degree of difficulty was appropriate to their proficiency level, and
the content was interesting. However, SLs and ULs had different opinions about the

grammar learning tasks. ULs reported that the grammar lessons were not interesting
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enough. In their responses to the open-ended questions, and SR and interview, SLs
and ULs stated that they preferred more interesting and a variety of more up-to-date
exercises. They also mentioned a desire for more detailed explanations in each lesson.
Since the design and content of the learning tasks are vital components in online
learning, the finding implies that the grammar learning tasks need to be improved.
The findings are in line with Song et al. (2004), Sun et al. (2008), and Sun (2014) who
posited that course quality was very critical in online learning, as it was needed to
motivate and appeal to students’ interests. According to Cantoni, et.,al (2004), good
course designs could improve students’ retention by varying the content, such as
bringing texts, images and sound together. Furthermore, the quality of online course
in both designs and contents of learning tasks had a relationship with online learners’
satisfaction, which was considered a factor of successful online learning (Chen,
Finger, Sun & Tsai, 2008).

10. IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

Implications from this study can be drawn as follows:

1. Since technical problems and individual problems that students
encountered are the main challenges in online learning, helping students to overcome
these two challenges would increase the satisfaction with the new mode of learning
and promote online learning motivation. To solve technological problems, sufficient
and effective access to the Internet and twenty-four hour connectivity of the Internet
are also needed.

2. Interesting and practical online course design and content is very
important. Sufficient explanations for the lessons and exercises are also required.
Additionally, the design and content of learning tasks must be evaluated and revised
from time to time.

3. Online language learning strategies (OLLS) training should be
conducted before the course begins and throughout the course to encourage students’
motivation to learn online. Moreover, interesting and motivating orientation at the
beginning of the course must be implemented. In addition, the interaction between
instructors and students must be increased in order to motivate students to take

responsibilities for and control their own online learning.



56

4. Students ‘readiness for online learning should be measured before

the course starts. Low English proficiency students need to prepare themselves to deal

with changing mode of learning. The measurement would include students’

preference and style of learning, confidence, comfortable and competency in using

Internet and computers, ability to engage in self-direct learning, and intrinsic and

extrinsic motivation and positive attitude towards online learning.

5. To take an online course, online English students need assistance.

The following model is proposed by the researcher as a guideline for a university

offering an online course. The proposed model is illustrated in Figure 1:
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Figure 1. Procedure to improve online English course learning process.
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Abstract

Online learning has become more prominent in higher education (Chapelle, 1989; Kramsch,
2014). Despite its benefits, EFL students encounter many difficulties when taking online courses
due to the shift from the traditional classroom setting to an online learning environment
(Appana, 2008; Shopova, 2104). This study aimed to investigate 346 Thai university students'
perceptions of problems related to learning English online. Two hundred and sixty two of these
students received an "S" for satisfactory, and the remaining 84 a “U” for unsatisfactory. The
findings indicated that both groups agreed that when learning online, they encountered
problems associated with technology and self-motivation. In addition, both groups perceived the
design and content of the online learning tasks were appropriate for their language proficiency.
This study suggests that students need to get ready and be prepared for online learning. The
faculty should solve the technological problems and provide quality design and content of the

learning tasks when delivering an online course.

Keywords: Online language learning; online learning problems; LMS
Background of the study

Previous research has indicated that online learning, an intended use of network and
communication technology, has begun to play a vital role in language teaching and
learning. It might even replace several components of traditional, classroom-based
language learning (Mohammadi, Ghorbani & Hamidi, 2011; Zamari, Adnan, Idris & Yusof
, 2012). This is because the Internet allows learners to access a tremendous amount of
authentic language resources that can assist learners in acquiring proficiency in the
skills of listening, speaking, reading, and writing (Chen & Lin, 2007). In online language
learning, Learning Management System (LMS) replaces classroom lectures (Jais, Ismail,
Hussin & Khan, 2009) and is fully equipped with posted announcements, instructions,

slides, lecture notes, video, audio, links, assignments, homework, discussion board, and
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any other features instructors can use to support learning (Georgouli, Skalkidis,

Guerreiro, 2008).

At one of the universities in the South of Thailand, LMS has been employed to support
the teaching and learning of English. The Department of Languages and Linguistics at
the Faculty of Liberal Arts has been using an online English course for almost ten years.
The course is designed to help first year students whose English scores of Ordinary
National Education Test (ONET) were equal to or below 30 out of 100. This means
students are low proficiency in English. The management of the course is based on a
self-directed learning approach. No classroom instruction is provided. Instead,
throughout the semester, during a time and at a place of their choosing, students need to
log in to LMS and complete learning tasks. Grades are given for the course based on
students’ performance on the midterm (35%) and final examination (35%), completion
of listening, vocabulary and grammar lessons (28%), and 60 hours of attending English
self-learning program “Tell Me More” (2%). Students who obtain scores of 50% or more
earn a score of “Satisfactory” (S); those who obtain less than 50% earn an

“Unsatisfactory” (U).

The majority of the students earned a grade of “S” or satisfactory; however, the number
of the students earning a “U” or unsatisfactory has been continually increasing from
11% in the academic year 2012 to 20% in the academic year 2014 (Department of
Languages and Linguistics, 2016). One possible explanation for students' lack of success
may be unfamiliarity with online learning (Song, Singleton, Hill & Koh, 2004). Additional
factors affecting students’ success in learning online may include students’ motivation
and attitude towards online learning; interaction within online learning; technology and
internet quality and accessibility; computer skills; internet/online learning skills; self-
learning skills; and course and content quality/flexibility (Cantoni, Cellario & Porta,
2004; Kerr, Rynearson & Kerr, 2006; Song et al., 2004; Sun et al,, 2008). Similarly, a
study by Song et al. (2004) concluded that most students agreed that course design,
students’ motivation, time management, and convenience of online technologies

impacted the success of online learning.

At the university in Southern Thailand, however, little is known about the problems the
students encounter using the online course or what students think about the design and
content of that course. Therefore, it is beneficial to investigate students’ perspectives

and the perceptions of the problems they may have faced and the design and content of
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the learning tasks. With these perspectives, all stakeholders might be better positioned

to know what can be modified so as to maximize learning.
Research questions
1. What are SLs and ULs’ perceptions of problems related to online learning?

2. What are SLs and ULs’ perceptions towards the design and content of learning tasks in

an online course?
Definitions of terms

1. Successful Online Language Students (SLs) refers to students who obtained a “S”

(Satisfactory) grade from an online English course.

2. Unsuccessful Online Language Students (ULs) refers to students who obtained a

“U” (Unsatisfactory) grade from an online English course.

Literature review

The Internet is a powerful form of communication technology (Hismanoglu, 2008). It
can also be a valuable pedagogical tool used to improve language teaching and learning
by offering up-to-date learning resources, cultural information, and authentic materials
in a target language (Lee, 2000). There are a considerable number of advantages of
using e-learning in language learning (Ghorbani et al.,, 2011, Kim, Liu & Bonk, 2005;
Song, Singleton, Hill & Koh, 2004). Firstly, online students could learn autonomously
with teachers playing the role of facilitator (Means & Olson, 1997; Mohammadi,
Ghorbani & Hamidi, 2011). Students have more freedom to direct their own learning in
terms of learning time and materials. They can also set their goals and evaluate their
own learning (Benson 2001; Motteram 1997). The second advantage is flexibility in
learning and Internet accessibility. Learners can choose what lessons to learn first based
on their interests or access learning materials from any location that is convenient for
them (Poole, 2000). Thirdly, online learning can encourage richer interactions between
students, peers, and instructors using synchronous web-based technology. Chat
messengers, discussion boards, or blogs encourages students, peers, and instructors to
work together in real time basis (Dang & Robertson, 2010). Asynchronous
communication also promotes better critical thinking (Benbunan-Fich & Hiltz, 1999).
Finally, online learning could increase students’ motivation because these interactions

lessen the pressure often felt in the face-to-face classroom interactions (Tsai, 2009).
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Online learning environments are not without their challenges. Tsai (2009) categorized
four types of drawbacks: 1) unstable accessibility could lessen students’ satisfaction. 2)
the absence of face-to-face interaction could cause frustration for students who are
accustomed to receiving immediate feedback from teachers. A lot of online students
expect to get clarification from instructors when they have problems just as they can in
classroom 3) the abundance of resources can be overwhelming for learners, particularly
if they do not possess the strategies or skills to cope with a large amount of information
4) embedded images, sounds, text, multimedia, require students to be familiar with
learning materials that are different than those found in textbooks. Therefore, students

need new skills to access and effectively utilize these materials.

Even though online learning has long been established, problems still persist. A number
of related studies have investigated problems, difficulties, and challenges in an online
learning environment. Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen and Yeh (2008) conducted a survey study
and found out that students’ computer anxiety, instructors’ attitudes towards e-
Learning, flexibility, e-Learning course quality, perceived usefulness, perceived ease of
use, and diversity in assessments are critical factors affecting students’ satisfaction.
Furthermore, the low or poor quality of the materials, design, and contents of an online
course could have a negative effect on student. To become an online successful students,
they need to learn the language at their own pace and preferred style of input format
(Zamari et al. , 2012). As discussed above, it is evident there are different problems,

limitations and challenges affecting online language learning.
Methodology
Participants

The population of the study is 2,359 university students in the South of Thailand who
earned an “S” or “U” grade from an online English course in the first semester of the
2015 academic year.. The sample for the study included 453 students: 322 students
receiving a grade of “S” and 131 getting a grade of “U”. However, the participants of this
study were 346 students, 262 SLs and 84 ULs, completing and returning the

questionnaires.
Instrument

The main instrument in this study was a four-point Likert scale questionnaire. The

questionnaire developed by the researcher was divided into three sections. The first



87

section collected data regarding students’ general bio-data. The second section
contained nine closed-questions and one open-ended question to elicit problems
students faced when taking an online course. The third section consisted of five main
closed-questions, 18 sub-questions and five open-ended questions and focused on
students’ perceptions of the design and content of the learning tasks in the online
English course. In December, 2015, a pilot study was conducted with the questionnaire
administered to 50 first year students enrolling in an online English course. The content
validity was reviewed by three experts using index of item-objective congruence (10C).
From the results of the total Cronbach's Alpha coefficient, it was determined that the

items of the questionnaire was highly reliable (a = 0.89).
Data collection and data analysis

The data was collected in January 2016, the beginning of the second semester of
Thailand’s 2015 academic year. The overall response rate of the questionnaire was
76.38% (81.37% from SLs and 64.12% from ULs). The SPSS program was employed to
statistically analyze the data. To find out students’ perceptions, means and standard
deviations were used. The independent-sample t-test was employed to discover the
differences between the mean scores of SL and UL’s perceptions. For interpretation, the
mean values of the students’ agreement level were as follows: 3.00-4.00 was high, 2.00-
2.99 was moderate and 1.00-1.99 was low. In addition, data from open-ended questions

were classified based on the emerging themes.
Results
Research question 1: Problems related to online learning

As shown in Table 1, nine problems related to online learning were reported. The level
of each problem is shown ranging from the highest mean score to the lowest mean
score. For SLs, the first three highest rated problems were limitation of online operating
system (X = 2.95), connectivity of the Internet (X = 2.85), and lack of interaction
between instructors and students (X = 2.78), respectively. The lowest mean was lack of
computer skills (X = 2.15). For ULs, the first three highest means of perceptions were
lack of motivation in online learning (X = 2.79), connectivity of the Internet (X = 2.73),
and lack of interaction between instructors and students (X = 2.68) respectively. The

lowest mean was lack of computer skills (X = 2.21).
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The overall students’ perceptions of problems were in the range of moderate (X = 2.56).
Among the nine problems, the first three highest means of perceptions were limitation
of online operating system (X = 2.90), connectivity of the Internet (X = 2.81), and lack of
interaction between instructors and students (X = 2.76). Lack of computer skills (X =
2.17) was ranked as the least of the problems. The results of the t-test showed a
significant difference at the 0.05 level (p <.05) between the mean scores of SLs and ULs
in terms of the limitation of online operating system (t = 2.59*) and lack of motivation in

online learning (t = 1.89%).

Table 1: Students’ perceptions of the problems related to online language learning

SL (n=262) UL (n=84) Total

No. Problems (n=346) t
X SO X SO X SD

9. Limitation of online operating system 295 0.79 268 0.87 290 082 259*

7. Connectivity of the Internet 285 081 273 0.78 281 081 1.20

3. Lack of interaction between instructors and 2.78 0.68 2.68 0.64 2.76 0.68 1.23
students

1. Lack of motivation in online learning 2.63 0.77 2.79 064 266 0.75 -1.89*
4. Unfamiliarity with self-learning 253 0.74 2.67 0.70 256 0.74 -1.48
2. Preference in studying English 248 084 264 080 251 083 -1.58
6. Insufficient computers for online learning 234 0.74 244 081 237 076 -1.06
8. No internet connection at home or at 230 082 240 078 232 081 -1.05
dormitory
5. Lack of computer skills 215 0.73 221 0.75 217 0.73 -0.66
Total 255 046 258 047 256 046 -0.44

* Statistically significant at 0.05

The responses from the open-ended questions supported the findings from the
questionnaires. Six students commented that Media stream could be run on “Internet
Explorer” only and this caused them inconvenience since it took time to install the
“Internet Explorer” platform. They suggested that the administrator should enhance the
operating system to be able to run on any Internet browser platform or to develop a way
to run Media Stream via a smart phone. In addition, nine students mentioned that they
lacked motivation in learning English online due to the complexity of learning tasks,

access to lessons and materials and unattractive designs.

Research question 2: Perceptions towards the design and content of

learning tasks in an online course

As Table 2 shows, the design and content of the learning tasks are ranked from the

highest to the lowest mean scores. For SLs, the content of vocabulary lessons (X = 3.14),
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overall design (X = 3.11), content of listening lessons (X = 3.08), and content of grammar
lessons (X = 3.07) were ranked as high satisfaction while content of Tell Me More was
the lowest rank. For ULs, content of vocabulary lessons and content of listening lessons
(X = 3.04), and overall design (X = 3.03) were in the range of high while the lowest mean
was content of Tell Me More (X = 2.87).

For overall perceptions of the design and content of learning tasks, SLs and ULs were
highly satisfied (X = 3.06). There was a statistically significant difference between both
groups (t=1.97*). The SLs group had a more positive attitude towards the design and
content of learning tasks (X = 3.08) while ULs had a less positive attitude (X = 2.80). One
significant difference between the perceptions of SLs and SLs included content in

grammar lessons (t=2.19%).

Table 2: Students’ perceptions towards the design and content of learning tasks

SL (n=262) UL (n=84) Total (n=346)
No. Design and content of learning tasks t

X SD X SD X SD

3. Content of vocabulary lessons 3.14 046 3.04 043 311 046 1.78
5. Overall designs 311 041 3.03 036 3.09 040 1.76
2. Content of listening lessons 3.08 048 3.04 042 3.07 047 0.89
1. Content of grammar lessons 3.07 045 296 037 3.03 044 2.19*
4. Content of Tell Me More program 295 056 287 046 293 054 1.20
Total 3.08 038 280 033 3.06 037 1.97*

* Statistically significant at 0.05

From the open-ended questions, 43 students mentioned that the content of learning
tasks in grammar lessons needed to be improved. They requested more interesting
lessons as well as clear and sufficient explanations for their self-learning. The content of
the vocabulary lesson should also match their proficiency; the ULs believed that the
vocabulary lessons were too difficult and the difficulty level of the lesson should be

gradually increased.
Discussion

According to Table 1, SLs and ULs perceived problems related to technological problems
and lack of motivation. With regard to technological problems, it is consistent with
several studies (Piccoli, Ahmad & Ives, 2001; Song et al., 2004; Webster and Hackley,
1997) which found that technical problems seemed to be the biggest challenges for

online learners which in turn can cause dissatisfaction of online learners. Similarly, the
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reliability in IT and the Internet quality could affect online learning (Hiltz, 1993). Poor
Internet accessibility could discourage EFL online learners (Aydin, 2007; Lyashenko &
Malinina 2015). Singhal (1997) and Tsai (2009) pointed out that unfamiliarity and lack
of Internet skills could cause anxiety in online learning environment. This can be
supported by the students’ suggestion in an open-ended question. The students
commented that “Media Stream” should be able to run on any Internet platforms and not
be limited to only Internet Explorer. Even though both groups reported problems
related to technology in online learning, SLs had more concern about technological
problems than ULs. In terms of the lack of motivation in online learning, both SLs and
ULs encountered motivation problems. The finding is supported by number of studies
(Tsai, 2009; Song et al., 2004; Zamsari et al, 2012) which indicated that student’s
motivation was one of the difficulties that affected students’ success in online learning
environment. From the findings, however, ULs had greater motivation problems than
the SLs. This might be because the ULs required much more time to adjust to the new
learning environment to increase their motivation in online learning. They might not
have been familiar with environment and did not know how to cope with online
learning. They had higher anxiety because they had to cope with both language
problems and unfamiliarity with online learning environment, which was different from
traditional classroom setting. Hurd (2006)’s study also showed that insufficient

interactions cause adverse effect on motivation.

In the area of the design and content of learning tasks, SLs and ULs agreed that the
design of the course was satisfactory. In terms of course content, they responded that
the degree of difficulty was appropriate to their proficiency level, and the content was
interesting. However, SLs and ULs had different opinions about the grammar learning
tasks. ULs reported that the grammar lessons were not interesting enough. In their
responses to the open-ended questions, SLs and ULs stated that they preferred more
interesting and a variety of more up-to-date exercises. They also mentioned a desire for
more detailed explanations in each lesson. Since the design and content of the learning
tasks are vital components in online learning, the finding implies that the grammar
learning tasks need to be improved. The findings are in line with Song et al. (2004), Sun
et al. (2008), and Sun (2014) who posited that course quality was very critical in online
learning, as it is needed to motivate and appeal to students’ interests. According to
Cantoni, Cellario and Porta (2004), good course designs could improve students’

retention by varying the content, such as bringing texts, images and sound together.



91

Furthermore, the quality of online course in both designs and contents of learning tasks
had a relationship with online learners’ satisfaction, which was considered a factor of

successful online learning (Chen, Finger, Sun & Tsai, 2008).

Conclusion and suggestions

Online language learning will continue to be an important learning tool at the university
level (Appana, 2008; Hismanoglu, 2008; Lee, 2000). This study has explored limitations
and problems students have encountered with this tool. Some are technological
problems such as limitation of online operating system, online connectivity, and a lack of
computer skills. Other problems are related to individual learners, and include a lack of
motivation and interaction between instructors and students, and unfamiliarity with
online learning. With regard to the design and content of the learning tasks, the content
of grammar lessons was rated the lowest, particularly by ULs. Therefore, this study
suggests that students must adapt themselves and get ready for online learning which is
different from traditional classroom setting. They also need to prepare themselves to
deal with technological problems. For the faculty and instructors, a plan to use
motivational strategies to encourage students to learn English online successfully
should be taken into consideration. Moreover, when delivering an online course,
instructors need to provide sufficient explanation of key answers in order to prevent
students’ ambiguity. In addition, adequate access to the Internet needed to support
online learning should be considered. Future research investigating successful online

learning strategies is recommended.
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Abstract

This study aimed to examine online language learning strategies (OLLS) used and
affection in online learning of successful and unsuccessful online language students
and investigate the relationships between OLLS use, affection in online learning and
online English learning outcomes. The participants included 346 university students
completing a compulsory online English course. Based on the grade results at the end
of the course, the participants were divided into two groups; successful online
language students (SLs, n=262) and unsuccessful online language students (ULSs,
n=84). Participants rated their use of three OLLS: cognitive, metacognitive, resource
management, and rated their perceptions of affection in online learning. Additional
data from in-depth interviews and stimulated recall was gathered from 10 participants;
5 from each group, and analyzed to triangulate the questionnaires. The results
revealed that SLs significantly employed more OLLS than ULs. There were
significant differences between SLs and ULs use of cognitive and metacognitive
strategies; however, no significant difference between SLs and ULs use of resource
management strategies was found. Regarding affection in online learning, there was a
significant difference in terms of perceptions. Metacognitive strategies and affection
in online learning had significant correlations with online English learning outcomes.
The results suggest that low English proficiency students lacked online learning skills
are not ready for learning English online.

Keywords: unsuccessful learners; online learning strategies; online language learning

strategies; learning outcome



97

Introduction

Online learning has become an important component in education, and it is
believed to provide unique advantages in the learning process (Appana, 2008;
Dolence & Norris, 1995; Katz & Associates, 1999; Shopova, 2014). Therefore, in
many countries, instruction has begun to shift away from traditional or face-to-face
classroom settings to online learning environments. This shift has been occurring in
all fields of education, including English language instruction (Vovides, Sanchez-
Alonso, Mitropoulou, Nickmans, 2007). Clarke and Hermens (2001) posited that
online learning is student-centered because students can control their own learning
pace, and activities can be flexible so as to better suit a student's preferred learning
style. Online learning also creates opportunities for active learning (Dolence &
Norris, 1995). In addition, with good online learning applications/software, students
have opportunities to participate in the discussion, express opinions, and share
knowledge equally regardless of classroom size and time (Harasim, Calvert &
Groeneboer, 1997).

Despite the benefits of online teaching and learning environment, students
taking online courses could face difficulties that they might never have encountered in
a traditional teaching and learning environment (Tsai, 2009) and these difficulties
could have a negative impact on their learning performance (Davies & Graffs, 2005).
These difficulties can be classified into four areas; cognition, metacognition, technical

anxiety, and learning style and preferences.

In the area of cognitive challenges, learners need higher cognitive ability to
deal with the more multi-dimensional learning tasks and complex content (Tyler-
Smith, 2006). Normally, online courses are equipped with dynamic functions, such as
online exercises, audio, video, and text downloads. Students learning online have to
know how to click, drilldown, open new windows, and save files (Tsai, 2009; Wang
& Chen 2007; Wu, Fitzgerald & Witten, 2014).

With regard to metacognitive challenges, online learners have great freedom
of learning as there are no specific class schedules and classroom attendance is not

required (Tsai, 2009). The absence of both of these components can result in learners’
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total independence. Learners then need to monitor and self-regulate their learning by
setting up a learning schedule to ensure they can complete all the lessons
(Zimmerman, 2000). Research has shown that students with poor metacognitive skills
seem to have poorer academic outcomes in online learning than in traditional learning
(Barnard, Lan, To, Paton & Lai, 2009).

The third challenge involves computer and Internet anxiety. According to
Piccoli, Ahmad and Ives (2001), computer anxiety has a significantly negative impact
on learners’ achievement. When a computer system or network system is down,
students feel frustrated because they might not be able to follow the lessons. This
causes anxiety among lower Internet skilled students (Saadé & Kira, 2009).

In terms of learning styles and preferences, Lee (2001) posited that in new
learning environment students need time to adapt to some of the new challenges they
will face. For some learners, these challenges might arise from the need to deploy a
different learning style. For many field-dependent learners, they may feel a sense of
isolation because of the absence of teachers and other students (Shih & Gamon,
2002). For learners who are less skilled in the use of technology, this lack of skills
may be problematic (Lee, 2001). Most of the young and teenage learners prefer and
are more familiar with studying with peers (Vonderwell, 2003). Without teachers and
peers, when students need their immediate assistance to clarify the problems that may
arise, they might get frustrated and experience a level of anxiety (Arbaugh, 2002;
Petrides, 2002; Thurmond, Wambach, Connors & Frey, 2002). The findings of
Surjono’s (2015) study revealed that students in which their multimedia preferences
and learning style matched with the online course materials were likely to be

successful in online learning.

Possible learning difficulties students may encounter in an online learning
environment requires that attention be paid to how to help students cope with these
difficulties. Previous research has revealed that learners’ use of effective and
appropriate online learning strategies will led to successful academic achievement
(Fuller, Chalmers, & Kirkpatrick, 1994; Hattie, Biggs, & Purdie, 1996; Pintrich &
Johnson, 1990; Shih, 2005; Zimmerman, 1998). Additionally, Solak and Cakir (2015)
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argued that employing effective online learning strategies is essential because, in
doing so, students learn faster, have more pleasure, and learn more efficiently and

effectively.
Literature Review

Online Learning Strategies (OLS) is defined as students’ ability to understand
and control their learning by employing a range of cognitive, metacognitive and
resource-management skills in order to achieve online learning goals. Another factor
that contributes to online learning achievement is affection in online learning (Hu &
Grambling; 2009; Tsai, 2009; Zarisky & Styles, 2000).

Cognitive strategies, according to Cook and Mayer (1983), Payne, (1992),
Pintrich, Smith, Garcia and McKeachie (1993), and Puzziferro (2008), are defined as
the behaviors needed to acquire knowledge while engaging in the learning process.
These behaviors include selection, acquisition, construction, and integration of
information. Cognitive strategies are sub-divided into six strategies namely (1)
Rehearsal strategies, (2) Elaboration strategies, (3) Organization strategies, (4)
Comprehension/Critical thinking strategies, and (5) Internet skills.

Metacognitive strategies refer to the ways that learners monitor their cognitive
processes by preparing and planning to learn as well as regulating and evaluating their
learning process (Pintrich et. al, 1993). Metacognitive strategies are sub-divided into
seven strategies; (1) Self-regulation/volitional strategies, (2) Time management
strategies, (3) Goal setting strategies, (4) Self-monitoring/self-management strategies,
(5) Self-evaluation strategies, (6) Concentration/effort regulation strategies, and (7)

Self-awareness strategies.

Resource management strategies are defined as the ability of learners to
manage learning resources such as their study environment and learning time, and
their ability to learn from peers or more knowledgeable students and seek help from
peers and instructors (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). It is further divided into 3 sub-
strategies; (1) Environmental management strategies, (2) Help seeking strategies, and

(3) Use of resources/Resourcing strategies.
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Affection in online learning, according to Tsai, (2009) are students’
perceptions towards the benefits they gain from online learning. It also includes the
willingness to learn by having a positive attitude, motivation, and ways to reduce
anxiety in a particular learning environment. It is sub-divided into 3 sub-strategies:

attitude, motivational and anxiety control.

The review of difficulties confronted by students in an online learning
environment, OLLS and affection in online learning as discussed above were used as
a framework to develop the questionnaire used in this study. It has been highlighted
so far that OLLS is one of the factors that affects students in online learning
environment to become successful online learners. Much research related to OLLS,
academic success, motivation, and anxiety has been conducted and these studies are

presented below.

In Turkish context, Altunay, Campus and Antakya (2014) surveyed strategies
used by 63 Turkish distance learning university students. The study found that
students sometimes used all types of language learning strategies, but rarely used
affective strategies because they felt relaxed and less tense than they did in a face-to-
face classroom. However, the students with low proficiency levels still had more

anxiety than the ones with higher proficiency.

In Khabbaz and Najjar’s (2015) study, students’ language learning strategies
in a Moodle-based language learning program was examined. It was found that new
technology in language learning could impede autonomous learning due to the
challenges presented by the new technology. This resulted in lower use of the meta-
cognitive strategies and was considered to have a direct negative impact on the

academic results.

Shih (2005) conducted a study to assess the online learning strategies of
Taiwanese EFL learners. It was also found that successful learners applied a larger
variety of strategies and used metacognitive and cognitive strategies more frequently

than unsuccessful learners.
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A similar result was found in Chen, Zhang, and Liu’s (2014) study. Eighty-
two intermediate level Chinese students’ use of listening strategies in a Web-based
CALL was investigated. It was found that students tended to use meta-cognitive
strategies the most, followed by cognitive strategies; affective strategies were used the
least.

Conducted with college students, Puzziferro (2008) examined the relationship
between self-regulated learning strategies and students’ online learning outcomes. The
top strategies used were effort regulation followed by time and study environment,
while peer learning and help seeking were the least used strategies. It was also found
that the online learning strategies that could predict students’ grades were time and
study environment. Students were more likely to achieve online course when they

managed the study time well and studies in a good environment.

Research conducted by Liu and Feng (2011) discovered a relationship between
metacognitive strategies and online learning behavior and test achievement. The
authors of the study concluded that the students in the high-mark group of test
achievements used more metacognitive strategies than those in the low-mark group.
The authors also found that the students who spent more time learning online and

taking more online tests achieved higher scores on the final examination.

Chang (2013) explored the effects of the use of self-monitoring strategies for
study time, study environment, and attempted to use it to predict test scores in a web-
based course as well as to measure the motivational effects. The results indicated that
the students who adopted the self-monitoring strategy performed academically better
than those who did not on the test of general English proficiency and gain higher

motivation.

As discussed above, employing effective online language learning strategies
appears to be a key in achieving a successful outcome in online language learning.
Previous literature has also indicated a relationship between online language learning
strategies use and academic achievement. Many students, however, are not successful
in an online learning environment; they prefer face-to-face classroom setting (Webster

& Hackley, 1997). Although there have been some studies related to online learning
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conducted in Thailand (Sukseemuang, 2009; Waemusa, Srichai & Wongphasukchote,
2008), none of those studies has focused on using OLLS and affection in online

learning.

Accordingly, the current study was conducted to examine student’s use of
OLLS, affection in online learning and the relationship between OLLS, affection in
online learning and student learning outcomes. The study serves to fill a gap in the
literature by focusing on the university students’ use of OLLS and perception of
affection. The results provide some new insights that come from students’
perspectives on the use of OLLS. The limitation of students’ OLLS use is revealed
while effective OLLS use is presented. The results might have implications for
educators creating and facilitating online courses and students who wish to be more

successful in online English learning.
The following research questions were addressed.

1. Are there any significant differences in online language learning strategies use,
affection in online learning between successful and unsuccessful students? If so, what

are they?

2. Is there any significant relationship between the use of online language learning

strategies, affection in online learning and online English learning outcomes?
Definitions of Terms

1. Successful Online Language Students (SLs) refers to students earning “S”
(Satisfactory) grades from an online English course in the first semester of 2015

academic year.

2. Unsuccessful Online Language Students (ULs) refers to students earning “U”
(Unsatisfactory) grades from an online English course in the first semester of 2015

academic year.
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Methodology

Participants

This study involved 2,359 Thai university students who were enrolled in an
online English course in the first semester of the 2015 academic year and earned “S”
or “U” grade. This particular online English course is a remedial course designed for
students who obtained an unsatisfactory English score (30 or below) on the Ordinary
National Examination Test (ONET) university entrance examination. The participants
of the study were 453 students: 322 students receiving a grade of “S” and 131 getting
a grade of “U”. Nevertheless, the participants who completed and returned the
questionnaires were 346 students, 262 SLs and 84 ULs. Out of 256 SLs and 84 ULs,
five from each group was randomly selected for Stimulated Recall (SR) and an in-

depth interview.
Instruments

In this study, two main instruments were employed, an online language
learning strategy questionnaire (OLLSQ) and a Stimulated Recall (SR) with an in-
depth interview. OLLSQ was based on the literature review about online language
learning and the OLLSQ was developed to elicit use of OLLS and affection in online
learning. The first section of the questionnaire elicited general data regarding
students’ views about taking an online course. The second section of the questionnaire
contained twenty-seven 5-point Likert scale closed-questions and two open-ended
questions to elicit online language learning strategies’ level of use. The third section
of the questionnaire consisted of twelve 4-point Likert scale closed-questions and one
open-ended question and focused on students’ perception of affection in online
learning measuring the level of agreement. The content validity was reviewed by
three experts using an index of the Item Objective Congruence (I0C). The pilot study
of the OLLSQ was conducted in December 2015 with 50 first year students enrolled
in an online English course. Cronbach’s alpha index was performed to measure the
reliability of the OLLSQ. It was found that the questionnaire items were reliable for

both section two and three (a = 0.90 and 0.62 respectively).
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A SR procedure and an in-depth interview were conducted for two main
purposes. First, the SR was focused on observing the cognitive behaviors of the SLs
and ULs when they learned English online. In addition, the SR helped the SLs and
ULs to more accurately reply to the interview questions. The information from the SR
and an in-depth interview was used to triangulate the OLLSQ. Final interview
questions were reviewed by three experts. The pilot study of the SR and an in-depth
interview was conducted in December 2015 with three students who were not the

participants of the study.
Data Collection and Data Analysis

The data was collected in January 2016, the beginning of the second semester
of Thailand’s 2015 academic year. The overall response rate of the questionnaire was
76.38% (81.37% from SLs and 64.12% from ULs). Descriptive statistics was
employed to analyze the data. To find out students’ OLLS level of use and affection
in online learning’s level of agreement, means, and standard deviations were used. In
addition, Point Biserial Correlation analysis was performed in order to find the
relationship between OLLS, affection in online learning, and learning outcome. The
independent-sample t-test was employed to determine the differences between the
mean scores of SLs and ULs’ OLLS, level of use, affection in online learning’s level
of agreement, and the level of correlation among OLLS, affection in online learning
and learning outcomes. The mean values of the students” OLLS level of use were as
follows: 4.21-5.00 was very high, 3.41-4.20 was high, 2.61-3.40 was medium, 1.81-
2.60 was low, and 1.00-1.80 was very low. The scale interpretation for affection in

online learning’s level of agreement: 3.28-4.00 was very high, 2.82-3.27 was high,

1.76-2.51 was low and 1.00-1.75 was very low. The last scale interpretation for level
of correlation; 0.50-1.00 was high, 0.30-0.49 was moderate, and 0.10-0.29 was low.
In addition, data from open-ended questions were classified based on the emerging
themes. The data gained through interview was also analyzed according to the content

analysis.
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Results

The results are organized according to the two research questions: 1) the
differences in OLLS use, affection in online learning between SLs and ULs, and 2)
the relationship between the use of OLLS, affection in online learning and online
English learning outcome.

The differences in OLLS use between SLs and ULs

Table 1 summarized the level of OLLS used by SLs and ULSs.

Table 1: OLLS employed by SLs and ULs

Strategies SL (n=262) UL (n=84)
Mean SD Levelof Mean SD Level of t p-
use use value
Cognitive 325 0.63 Medium 3.08 0.56 Medium 2.19* .028

Metacognitive 3.61 0.62 High 340 0.63 High 2.66** .008

Resources 3.13 0.69 Medium 3.01 0.66 Medium 1.44 150
management
Total 3.35 056 Medium 3.18 051 Medium 2.50** .010

** Statistically significant at 0.01, * Statistically significant at 0.05

The result of t-test showed that there was a significant difference at the level
of 0.01 (p<.01) for the level of use (t=2.50**). SLs employed the overall OLLS
significantly more than ULs (SLMean=3.35, ULMean=3.18, respectively). Among
the three strategy types, significant differences were found at the level of 0.01 (p<.01)
between the mean values of SLs and ULs for metacognitive strategies (t=2.66**).
There is no significant difference between SLs and ULs for resources management
strategies. Interestingly, both SLs and ULs used metacognitive strategies at the

highest level of use while resources management strategy was the least used.
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Table 2: Sub-OLLS employed by SLs and ULs

SL (n=262) UL (n=84)
Sub-strategies t p-
Strategie Mea  SD Level Mea SD Level valu
S n of use n of use e
Rehearsal 306 0.7 Mediu 289 0.6 Mediu 1.88 .06
4 m 9 m
Elaboration 323 07 Mediu 294 06 Mediu 322 .00
2 m 6 m *
o Organization 304 08 Mediu 291 08 Mediu 1.23 21
IE 6 m 5 m
=2 Comprehension/Critic  3.61 0.7 High 358 0.7 High 0.30 .76
) al thinking 8 9
Internet skills 335 11 Mediu 319 12 Mediu 1.08 27
7 m 1 m
Total 325 06 Mediu 308 05 Mediu 219 .28
3 m 6 m
Self- 376 09 High 345 0.8 High 2.70 .00
regulation/Volitional 1 6 *
Time management 3.77 07 High 348 0.7 High 2.94 .00
9 2
Goal setting 367 09 High 348 0.8 High 1.77 .07
o 0 1
2 Self-monitoring& 398 09 High 368 10 High 241* .01
5 management 2 4
§ Self-evaluation 348 0.8 High 336 0.8 Mediu 1.09 27
] 9 2 m
= Concentration/Effort 314 12 Mediu 301 1.0 Mediu 0.92 .36
regulation 5 m 4 m
Self-awareness 331 09 Mediu 325 09 Mediu 0.52 .60
1 m 3 m
Total 361 06 High 340 0.6 High 2.66* .00
2 3 *
Environmental 394 0.7 High 3.67 0.7 High 2.63* .00
- management 7 7 *
S5 Help seeking 268 08 Mediu 267 08 Mediu 011 91
E g 9 m 5 m
S8  Useof 333 11 Mediu 302 09 Mediu 244* 01
5 g resources/Resourcing 2 m 7 m *
Total 313 06 Mediu 301 06 Mediu 1.44 15
9 m 6 m

** Statistically significant at 0.01, * Statistically significant at 0.05

Table 2 shows that SLs employed OLLS with the mean score between 2.68
and 3.98. ULs used OLLS with the mean score between 2.67 and 3.68. Self-
monitoring/self-management strategies were used most by SLs and ULs
(SLMean=3.98, ULMean=3.68), the environmental management strategies were
second (SLMean=3.94, ULMean=3.67), and the third most used strategies were time
management strategies (SLMean=3.77, ULMean=3.48). The least used by both
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groups was help seeking strategies (SLMean=2.68, ULMean=2.67). Among 15 sub-
strategies, there were significant differences at the 0.01 level (p<.01) between SLs and
ULs for 4 sub-strategies namely, elaboration strategies (t=3.22**), self-regulation
(t=2.70**), environmental management (t=2.63**), and use of resources (t=2.44**)

respectively.

Five SLs and another five ULs were randomly selected to take part in an
interview and in a SR. All of five SL respondents reported that they always used
metacognitive strategies. SLs allocated sufficient time and were able to access the

online course to finish the tasks consistently. One of the SLs mentioned:

“I always access the online lessons during the weekend because there
is no distraction and | had plenty of free time. | determined in advance that what
online quizzes and exercises | should complete. I noted my study schedule on the

calendar to remind me and I strictly follow it.” SL1

In contrast, all five UL respondents lacked this type of strategy. Four ULs
reported that they did not plan their study time and depended on friends to remind

them when it was a time to study.

With regard to cognitive strategies, four of the SLs used all of cognitive sub-
strategies, especially elaboration strategies. SLs took notes on important language
structures and summarized each lesson for study. ULs did not report using these same
strategies and stated that they were not able to summarize the lessons due to the

abundance of information in the online course. One of the ULs’ pointed out that:

“There are so many, ....too many learning materials. I do not know

where to start.” UL1

In terms of resources management strategies, all the SL respondents reported
that they used resources management strategies (environmental management and use
of resources) to cope with various problems while learning English online. For
example, they could find quiet places and good Internet connectivity. They could ask
peers about language ambiguities when they had problems with computers. However,
all of ULs reported that they rarely used resources provided in the online course (e.g.
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online Dictionary or other useful links) because they did not know how to find or use
them).

Table 3: Perceptions of affection in online learning reported by SLs and ULs

SL (n=262) UL (n=84)
Affection t p-
Mean SD Level of Mean SD Level of value
agreement agreement

Attitude 3.10 0.52 High 3.04 0.53 High 0.97 33
Motivation 2.85 0.39 High 2.64 0.39 High 4.15** .00

Internet 227 057 Low 226 0.62 Low 0.19 .84
Anxiety

Total 275 035  High 261 038  High 294 .00

** Statistically significant at 0.01, * Statistically significant at 0.05

Regarding affection in online learning’s perception, Table 8 presents the
agreement level of SLs and ULs’ perceptions of the online English course. Both SLs
and ULs expressed a high level of beliefs in the usefulness and advantages of the
online English course (SLMean=2.75, ULMean=2.61). According to the results of the
three sub-affections, perception of attitude and motivation were at a high level of
agreement while Internet anxiety perception was at a low level of agreement. There
was, however, a significant difference at the 0.01 level (p<.01) between SLs and ULs
(t=2.94**). This indicates that SLs had a higher positive attitude and motivation

compared to ULs.

One of the three sub-affections within the affection domain was perceived
differently by SLs and ULs, with a significant difference at the 0.01 level (p<.01) for

motivation (t=4.15*%*).

According to the SR and interview, all of SLs had a very high level of
motivation for learning and perceived that the online course was beneficial. Even
though four of them preferred face-to-face classroom learning to the online course,
they continued to study with low levels of anxiety in the online course because they

believed the online course was beneficial. One of the SLs said,
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“Even though, I prefer to study with teacher, but in my opinion, online
learning is able to save my time because | can skip the parts that | have already
known and study only a new topic. Sometimes teacher teaches what | have already

known because he/she also needs to teach others students.” SL2

In comparison, even though most of the ULs perceived the online course was
beneficial, they felt that they were not familiar with this new learning environment
and were quite anxious and worried about it. Therefore, they were not willing to learn
via the online English course. Three of ULs mentioned that they did not think online

course promoted self-learning. Below is a statement from one of the ULSs.

“I have never taken an online course before. I feel so nervous and I am not

sure I can solve the problems while learning online.” UL2

The relationships between the use of OLLS, affection in online

learning and the online English learning outcomes

Table 4 shows the correlation analysis between the 342 participants’ use of
OLLS and their learning outcomes using the Point Biserial Correlation analysis. The
interpretation of the correlation was based on Brown (1988, p. 150). The value 0.50-
1.00 indicates a high relationship, 0.30-0.49 indicates a moderate relationship and

0.10-0.29 indicates a low relationship.

Table 4: Relationships between OLLS’s level of use and learning outcomes

Online learning outcome

Strategies Ipb Correlation level p-value
Cognitive 0.118* Low 0.020
Metacognitive 0.142** Low 0.004
Resources management 0.077 No correlation 0.075
Total 0.134* Low 0.006

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed)

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed)
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As shown in Table 4, overall OLLS and online English learning outcome were
correlated significantly at the low level (r=0.134*, p<0.05). In other words, students
who used OLLS more were likely to achieve better learning outcomes. Two OLLS,
cognitive and metacognitive, were correlated with the online English learning
outcome at a low level (r=0.118*, p<0.05 and 0.142**, p<0.01 respectively).
Metacognitive strategies had the highest correlation among the three strategies. On the
other hand, no significant relationship between the use of resources management and

the outcome were found.

Table 5: Relationships between OLLS sub-strategy and learning outcome

Online learning outcome

Strategy  Sub-strategy

Ipb Correlation p-value
level

Rehearsal 0.101* Low 0.030

Elaboration 0.171** Low 0.001

% Organization 0.066 No correlation 0.109

% Comprehension/Critical thinking 0.016 No correlation 0.383

© Internet skills 0.058 No correlation 0.140

Total 0.118* Low 0.020

Self-regulation/Volitional 0.144** Low 0.004

Time management 0.157** Low 0.002

® Goal setting 0.095* Low 0.039

= Self-monitoring/Self- 0.137%* Low 0.005
2 management

8 Self-evaluation 0.059 No correlation 0.137

§ Concentration/Effort regulation ~ 0.045 No correlation 0.203

Self-awareness 0.028 No correlation 0.303

Total 0.142** Low 0.000

- Environmental management 0.140** Low 0.005

g é Help seeking 0.006 No correlation 0.458

g g Use of resources/Resourcing 0.121* Low 0.012

= Total 0.077 No correlation 0.080

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed)

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed)
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As illustrated in Table 5, eight out 15 of the OLLS were significantly
correlated with the online English learning outcome at the low level. Among OLLS’s
sub-strategies, elaboration strategies had the highest correlation (r=1.71**, p<0.01);
time management had the second highest correlation (r=0.157**, p<0.01); and self-
regulation had the third highest correlation (r=0.144**, p<0.01). However, it should
be noted that seven of the OLLS were not significantly correlated with the online
English learning outcomes.

The results from SR and interview were in line with the responses from the
questionnaire which reported that SLs used both cognitive and metacognitive
strategies in order to complete the online English learning tasks. For instance, all of
the SLs took notes and made a summary of the online lessons and they repeated some
difficult lessons before taking mid-term and final examination. In addition, all of SLs
tended to manage study time and be discipline. In contrast, none of the ULs used

many cognitive and metacognitive strategies. One of the SLs stated:

“I am not worried that I would not have enough time to study. Just once a
week, if you access the course... ..... take some notes and do the exercises immediately
after reviewing the lessons, you will understand the lesson and you will not waste the
time to review it again for the exam.” SL3
Table 6: Relationships between affection in online learning’s level of agreement and

learning outcome

Online learning outcome

Sub-affections Ipb Correlation level p-value
Attitude 0.052 No correlation 0.166
Motivation 0.218** Low 0.000
Internet Anxiety 0.010 No correlation 0.423
Total 0.157** Low 0.000

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed)

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed)
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As illustrated in Table 11, the correlation between affection in online
learning’s level of agreement and the online English learning outcomes was
significant at the low level (r=0.157**, p<0.01). It indicates that students with a
higher degree of motivation, but lower anxiety could have more possibilities to
success in the online English course. Among sub-affections, motivation had the
highest correlation with the online English outcomes (r=0.218**, p<0.01). No
correlation was found in the rest.

Relevant comments stated in SR and the interviews corroborate the statistical
results. The SLs said that they possessed a strong level of motivation to successfully
complete the course; moreover, they had a good attitude towards online learning. One
of SLs stated:

“This course helped me to be more responsible. Scores obtained from the
tasks made me motivated. Arranging time-table to finish those exercises kept me
motivated too and I did it with enthusiasm.” SL4

In comparison with SLs, the ULs tended to lack positive attitudes and strong
motivation as exemplified in the following statement:

“[ felt motivated when I studied in the classroom. Class attendance motivated
me to attend the class. The teacher can answer my question. In online learning
environment no one can help me to clarify the points; I do not want to ask my friends

because | trust the teacher more.” UL3

Discussion

Online English language learning has been used at a university in the south of
Thailand since 2002; however, due to the continuous development in Internet/online
technology; there are many current and emerging challenges with this particular
learning environment. The findings of this research, which focused on OLLS use,
affection in online learning provide useful information that can help stakeholders
better understand how students could become successful online learners and how the
instructors might help them in this mode of learning. The findings of this study are

summarized and discussed as follows:
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The differences in OLLS use between SLs and ULs, the different

perceptions of affection in online learning between SLs and ULs

In terms of OLLS, there are significant differences between OLLS level of use
between SLs and ULs. The results indicate that SLs significantly employed more
OLLS than ULs. Metacognitive strategies were the highest level of use among SLs
and ULs. It should be pointed out that the online English learning required all students
to be more self-regulated since in the online course the time for completing each
learning task was set and nonnegotiable. Moreover, students had to review their quiz
scores and check whether they had completed all of the tasks. This may be explained
in relation to the nature of the online English course that requires students to be more
self-monitored & management, time managed, self-regulated, goal set. Otherwise they
could not accomplish the course. Most of SLs had these skills and they were more
self-regulated and self-monitored/self-managed than ULs. They aimed to achieve the
course, set study time, accessed the course consistently, and checked quiz scores.
These behaviors resulted in good learning outcomes. This is consistent with Amir
(2006), Liu and Feng (2011) and Puzziferro (2008) that metacognitive strategies are

the key and mostly used by achieving online learners.

The results also showed that cognitive strategies were the second most used
strategy employed by both SLs and ULs. SLs used more cognitive strategies than ULs
significantly. This can be explained that SLs consistently access the course to study
and this particular online course required students consistently access learning
materials and do exercises and quizzes for grades. As a result, it directly promoted
cognitive skills, particularly elaboration strategies. Students needed to study all the
materials before summarizing, taking notes, and comprehending many lessons on
their own. This required high cognitive abilities in terms of both English subject
matter and Internet/computer skills. These findings are in line with Chen, Zhang, and
Liu (2014) whose study revealed that 82 intermediate Chinese students used
metacognitive strategies the most, followed by cognitive strategies when they learned

listening lessons in Web-based CALL.
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With regard to the level of agreement on affection in online learning, they
were perceived by students at the high level. Attitude was at the highest degree of
agreement in all three affection sub-categories. There were significant differences in
the agreement level of overall affection in online learning’ perceptions and sub-
strategies in motivation between SLs and ULs. SLs were more positively motivated in
learning English online than ULs. One possible explanation is that SLs had a specific
goal and determination to accomplish the course. Passing the course was very
important to them, and as stated by SLs, they gained benefits from independent
learning. SLs might already have high metacognitive and cognitive abilities. Their
motivation might have been higher because they were able to learn online English
course without much trouble. This is consistent with Matuga’s (2009) study, which
indicated that high achieving online secondary students’ motivation increased after
finishing the course due to the confidence in their ability of learning. In contrast, low
achieving students’ motivation had decreased because they did not have goal-oriented

behavior.

Another possible explanation of why ULs lacked motivation is that the
students might have some dissatisfaction with the overall course design and the
quality of the online learning tasks. Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen and Yeh (2008) posited
that the critical factors affecting students’ perceived satisfaction that lessens students’
motivation to learn online included course flexibility, course quality, perceived

usefulness, and perceived ease of use.

The relationships between the use of OLLS, affection in online learning

and the online English learning outcomes

This research also revealed a significant correlation at a low level between
OLLS level of use, affection in online learning’s level of agreement, and online
English learning outcomes. For OLLS, metacognitive had the strongest relationship,
followed by cognitive strategies. However, resources management strategies had no

relationship with online English learning outcome.
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It can be explained that students who had more metacognitive strategies were
the ones who could control their study well. Accordingly, this may lead to academic
achievement because they could consistently access the course, study the lessons, and
complete the learning tasks on a timely basis, all of which is critical to learners’
success. The results are similar to those found in Amir (2006), Liu and Feng (2011)
and Puzziferro’s (2008) study which found that there were the relationships between

self-regulated learning strategies and college students’ online learning outcomes.

Based on the results, cognitive strategies were also correlated with online
English learning outcome. This is because this online English course provided an
abundance of learning materials and resources, and only students being able to cope
with the heavy cognitive load and the bombardment of too much information could be

successful in the course.

For resource management strategies, no relationship with online English
learning outcome was found. This might be because the learning environment they
were in was suitable enough for online learning, for example, the university provides
a good Internet connection for all students. Therefore, it required minimum efforts to
overcome the resource problems. Both SLs and ULs could use this type of strategy
equally. In addition, students could immediately ask peers for clarification when it
was needed since they might stay in the university dormitory and it was convenient

for them to contact and ask for help from peers with minimum efforts.

According to affection in online learning, motivation was found to be the
strongest correlation with online English achievement compared to other affection
sub-strategies. One possible explanation may be related to self-learning skills.
Students who did not possess self-learning skills tended to lack motivation associated
with anxiety and lack levels of interest. ULs still preferred learning English in a face-
to-face classroom since they were not ready to learn independently. Ushida (2005)
found that, in general, students had high anxiety at the beginning of the course due to

a lack of familiarity, but later, as the course went on, that anxiety lessened.

Interestingly, even though correlations between OLLS and online English

outcomes existed, it was only at the low level. There may be other possible factors
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that influenced online English learning outcomes. In fact, OLLS might help individual
online students to overcome difficulties or problems in online learning in certain
ways. However, there might still be other challenges in online English learning
environment which students would encounter. Additionally, ULs used OLLS at the
low level and had low motivation in learning online English course. It might imply
that ULs are not ready to study online English course due to many factors, not only
the factor of lacking of OLLS and motivation. This is in line with Chen, Chou, and
Hung’s study (2010) who examined online learning readiness of 1,051 students in
three Taiwanese universities in 5 dimensions (1) computer/Internet self-efficacy, 2)
self-directed learning,3) learner control, 4) motivation for learning, and 5) online
communication self-efficacy). It was found that the higher grade year students were
more ready to study online course when compared to lower grade year students in all
dimensions of online readiness scales. This was because most students still needed
time to adapt themselves to a new learning mode since they had been learning within
traditional mode for a long time and are still attached to it. Therefore, proficiency,
maturity, and experiences in online learning could also play an important role in

online learning.

Implications and Suggestions

Implications from this study can be drawn as follows:

1. Since technical problems and individual problems that students encountered
are the main challenges in online learning, helping students to overcome these two
challenges would increase the satisfaction with the new mode of learning and promote
online learning motivation. To solve technological problems, sufficient and effective
access to the Internet and twenty-four hour connectivity of the Internet are also
needed.

2. Interesting and practical online course design and content is very important.
Sufficient explanations for the lessons and exercises are also required. Additionally,
the design and content of learning tasks must be evaluated and revised from time to
time.

3. Online language learning strategies (OLLS) training should be conducted

before the course begins and throughout the course to encourage students’ motivation
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to learn online. Moreover, interesting and motivating orientation at the beginning of
the course must be implemented. In addition, the interaction between instructors and
students must be increased in order to motivate students to take responsibilities for
and control their own online learning.

4. Students ‘readiness for online learning should be measured before the
course starts. Low English proficiency students need to prepare themselves to deal
with changing mode of learning. The measurement would include students’
preference and style of learning, confidence, comfortable and competency in using
Internet and computers, ability to engage in self-direct learning, and intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation and positive attitude towards online learning.

5. To take an online course, online English students need assistance. The
following model is proposed by the researcher as a guideline for a university offering
an online course. The proposed model is illustrated in Figure 1:

START

h

Omline learning
course Problems Omnline learning
Identification =] readiness .
HEASUTEmMETE Mot ready for online course Conference and
{Scales) ~| OLLS Training
l{ -
i "
Technical Learners’ . .
problems problems Orientation and An Onling English
N T“;lr 3“;:"&?{ 1 | |Feady for online course™ | Course
Solve the
problems ) W
OLLS Training Scaffolding/
SUpPPOrting
English/ Computers
skills

Course Evalnation
and Improvement

END

Figure 1. Procedure to improve online English course learning process



118

The Author

Settha Kuama is currently a M.A. student in Teaching English as an
International Language program at the Department of Languages and Linguistics,
Faculty of Liberal Arts, Prince of Songkla University, Hat Yai, Thailand. His
interests include online language teaching and learning and language learning

strategies.

Dr. Usa Intharaksa is a full-time English lecturer at the Department of
Languages and Linguistics, Faculty of Liberal Arts, Prince of Songkla University. Her
interests include vocabulary learning strategies, reading strategies and online learning

strategies.



119

Reference

ALTUNAY, A.P.D. D., Campus, T. S., & Antakya, H. A. T. A. Y. (2014). Language
learning strategies used by distance learners of English: A study with a
group of Turkish distance learners of EFL. Turkish Online Journal of
Distance Education- TOJDE, 15.

Appana, S. (2008).A review of benefits and limitations of online learning in the
context of the student, the instructor and the tenured faculty. International
Journal on E- learning, 7(1), 5-22.

Arbaugh, J. B. (2000). Virtual classroom characteristics and student satisfaction with
internet- based MBA courses. Journal of Management Education, 24(1),
32-54.

Barnard, L., Lan, W. Y., To, Y. M., Paton, V. O., & Lai, S. L. (2009). Measuring self-
regulation in online and blended learning environments. The Internet and
Higher Education, 12(1), 1-6.

Brown, J. D. (1988). Understanding research in second language learning: A
teacher's guide to statistics and research design. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Chang, M. M. (2013). Effects of self-monitoring on web-based language learner's
performance and motivation. CALICO Journal, 27(2), 298-310.

Chen, L., Zhang, R., & Liu, C. (2014). Listening strategy use and influential factors in
Web-based computer assisted language learning. Journal of Computer
Assisted Learning, 30(3), 207-2109.

Clarke, T., & Hermens, A. (2001). Corporate developments and strategic alliances in
e- learning. Education and Training, 43(4/5), 256-267.

Cook, L. K., & Mayer, R.E. (1983) Reading Strategies Training for Meaningful
Learning from Prose. In: Pressley, M. and Levin, J.R., Eds., Cognitive
Strategy Research, Springer, New York, 87-131.

Davies, J., & Graff, M. (2005). Performance in e-learning: Online participation and
student grades. British Journal of Educational Technology, 36(4), 657-663.



120

Dolence, M. G., & Norris, D. M. (1995). Transforming higher education: A vision for
learning in the 21st century. Ann Arbor, MI: Society for College and
University Planning.

Fuller, R., Chalmers, D., & Kirkpatrick, D. (1994). Teaching university students
learning and study strategies in context: An experimental study. In HERDSA

Annual Conference, Canberra.

Harasim, L., Calvert, T., & Groeneboer, C. (1997). Virtual-U: A web-based system to
support collaborative learning. Khan, 62, 149-158.

Hattie, J., Biggs, J., & Purdie, N. (1996). Effects of learning skills interventions on
student learning: A meta-analysis. Review of Educational Research, 66(2),
99- 136.

Hu, H., & Gramling, J. (2009). Learning strategies for success in a web-based course:
A descriptive exploration. Quarterly Review of Distance Education, 10(2),
123- 134, 250.

Hung, M. L., Chou, C., & Chen, C. H. (2010). Learner readiness for online learning:
Scale development and student perceptions. Computers & Education, 55(3),
1080-1090.

Katz, R., & Associates. (1999). Dancing with the devil: Information technology and
the new competition in higher education. San Francisco, CA: Jossey Bass.

Khabbaz, M., & Najjar, R. (2015). Moodle-based distance language learning
strategies: An evaluation of technology in language classroom. International
Journal of Applied Linguistics and English Literature, 4(4), 205-210.

Kuama, S., & Inthataksa, U. (2016). University students’ perceptions of an online
English language course. Proceeding from ICHiSS 2016: 8th International
Conference on Humanities and Social Sciences. (pp 226-336). Selangor,
Malaysia.

Liu, Y., & Feng, H. (2011). An empirical study on the relationship between
metacognitive strategies and online-learning behavior & test achievements.
Journal of Language Teaching and Research, 2(1), 183-187.

Lee, M. G. (2001). Profiling students’ adaptation styles in web-based learning.
Computers & Education, 36 (2), 121132.



121

Matuga, J. M. (2009). Self-Regulation, goal orientation, and academic achievement of
secondary students in online university courses. Educational Technology &
Society, 12(3), 4-11.

Payne, O. L. (1992). The effects of learning strategies on a group of black secondary
students 'verbal and mathematics SAT scores. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 344 918)

Petrides, L. A. (2002). Web-based technologies for distributed (or distance) learning:
Creating learning-centered educational experiences in the higher education
classroom. International Journal of Instructional Media, 29(1), 69-77.

Piccoli, G., Ahmad, R., & lves, B. (2001). Web-based virtual learning environments:
a research framework and a preliminary assessment of effectiveness in basic
IT skill training. MIS Quarterly, 25(4), 401-426.

Pintrich, P. R., & De Groot, E. V. (1990). Motivational and self-regulated learning
components of classroom academic performance. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 82(1), 33.

Pintrich, P. R., & Johnson, G. R. (1990). Assessing and improving students' learning
strategies. New Directions for Teaching and Learning, 1990(42), 83-92.

Pintrich, P. R., Smith, D. A., Garcia, T., & McKeachie, W. J. (1993). Reliability and
predictive validity of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire
(MSLQ). Educational and Psychological Measurement, 53(3), 801-813.

Puzziferro, M. (2008). Online technologies self-efficacy and self-regulated learning as
predictors of final grade and satisfaction in college-level online courses. The
Amer. Journal of Distance Education, 22(2), 72-89.

Saadé, R., & Kira, D. (2009). Computer anxiety in e-learning: The effect of computer
self-efficacy. Journal of Information Technology Education: Research, 8(1),
177-191.

Schunk, D. H., & Zimmerman, B. J. (1994). Self-regulation of learning and
performance: Issues and educational applications. Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates, Inc.

Shih, Y. C. D. (2005, July). Taiwanese EFL learners' online language learning
strategies. In Advanced Learning Technologies, 2005.ICALT 2005. Fifth
IEEE International Conference on (pp. 1042-1046). IEEE.



122

Shih, C. C., & Gamon, J. A. (2002). Relationships among learning strategies, patterns,
styles, and achievement in web-based courses. Journal of Agricultural
Education, 43(4), 1- 11.

Shopova, T. (2014). Digital literacy of students and its improvement at the
university”, Journal on Efficiency and Responsibility in Education and
Science, 7(2) (pp.26-32).

Solak, E., & Cakir, R. (2015). Language learning strategies of language e-learners in
Turkey. E-Learning and Digital Media, 12(1), 107-120.

Surjono, H. D. (2015). The effects of multimedia and learning style on student
achievement in online electronics course. Turkish Online Journal of
Educational Technology-TOJET,14(1), 116-122.

Sukseemuang, P. (2009). Self-directedness and academic success of students enrolling
in hybrid and traditional course. (Unpublished doctoral dissertation).
Oklahoma State University. USA.

Sun, P. C,, Tsai, R. J., Finger, G., Chen, Y. Y., & Yeh, D. (2008). What drives a
successful e-learning? An empirical investigation of the critical factors
influencing learner satisfaction. Computers & Education, 50(4), 1183-1202.

Thurmond, V. A., Wambach, K., Connors, H. R., & Frey, B. B. (2002). Evaluation of
student satisfaction: Determining the impact of a web-based environment by
controlling for student characteristics. The American Journal of Distance
Education, 16(3), 169-190.

Tsai, M. J. (2009). The model of strategic e-learning: Understanding and evaluating
student e-learning from metacognitive perspectives. Educational Technology
& Society, 12(1), 34-48.

Tyler-Smith, K. (2006). Early attrition among first time elearners: A review of factors
that contribute to drop-out, withdrawal and non-completion rates of adult
learners undertaking elearning programmes. Journal of Online Learning and
Teaching, 2(2), 73-85.

Ushida, E. (2005). The role of students' attitudes and motivation in second language

learning in online language courses. CALICO Journal, 49-78.



123

Vonderwell, S. (2003). An examination of asynchronous communication experiences
and perspectives of students in an online course: A case study. Internet and
Higher Education, 6, 77 — 90.

Vovides, Y., Sanchez-Alonso, S., Mitropoulou, V., & Nickmans, G. (2007). The use
of e-learning course management systems to support learning strategies and
to improve self-regulated learning. Educational Research Review, 2(1), 64-
74.

Waemusa, Z., Srichai C., Wongphasukchote, K., (2008). A study of Thai learners’
responsibility in learning foreign language. (Unpublished research paper).
Prince of Songkla University. Thailand

Wang, Y., & Chen, N. S. (2007). Online synchronous language learning: SLMS over
the Internet. innovate: Journal of Online Education, 3(3), 5.

Webster, J., & Hackley, P. (1997). Teaching effectiveness in technology-mediated
distance learning. Academy of Management Journal, 40(6), 1282-1309.

Woods, R.H. (2002). How much communication is enough in online courses?
Exploring the relationship between frequency of instructor-initiated personal
email and learners’ perceptions of and participation in online learning.
International Journal of Instructional Media, 29(4), 377 — 394.

Wu, S., Fitzgerald, A., & Witten, 1. H. (2014). Second language learning in the
context of MOOCs. In CSEDU (1) (pp. 354-359).

Zariski, A., & Styles, 1. (2000, February). Enhancing student strategies for online
Learning:In flexible futures in tertiary teaching. Proceedings of the 9th
Annual Teaching Learning Forum (pp. 2-4).

Zimmerman, B. J. (1998). Academic studying and the development of personal skill:
A self- regulatory perspective. Educational psychologist, 33(2-3), 73-86.

Zimmerman, B. (2000). (2000). Attaining self-regulation: A social cognitive
perspective. M. Bockacrts, PR Pintrich, 8c M. Zeidner (Eds), Handbook of
self-regulation, 13-309.



124

VITAE
Name Settha Kuama
Student ID 5711121071
Educational Attainment
Degree Name of Institution Year of Graduate
B.B.A. (Accounting) Prince of Songkla University 1997

Scholarship Awards during the enrollment
Scholarship supported by Graduate School, PSU, Hat Yai Campus
Scholarship supported by Liberal Arts, PSU, Hat Yai Campus

List of Publication and Proceedings

Kuama, S., & Intharaksa, U. (2016). University students’ perceptions of an online
English language course. Proceedings of ICHISS 2016: 8th International
Conference on Humanities and Social Sciences. National Defence University

of Malaysia.(pp 226-336).Selangor, Malaysia.

Kuama, S., & Intharaksa, U. (In press). Is online learning suitable for all English
language students? PASAA: Journal of Language Teaching and Learning in
Thailand. (Accepted Manuscript, Publish in Volume 52: December 2016)



	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

	3. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

	4. LITERATURE REVIEW

	5. RELATED STUDIES

	6. DEFINITION OF TERMS

	7. METHODOLOGY

	8. FINDINGS

	9. DISCUSSION

	10. IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS




