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Abstract

This study intended to investigate the strategies used by EFL learners with the purpose of finding the degree and
the domain of differences of the strategies used by different school types and disclosing the extent to which
strategy use and achievement are interrelated. To this end, a related questionnaire as well as an S-test was
distributed among 445 first grader - senior high school learners from 17 high schools in Mashhad. The findings
of the study indicated that there is a significant difference in strategies used by the learners of different school
types. It was furthermore revealed that there is a significant difference between State-Private and State-
SAMPAD school regarding using Memory and Social Strategies. State-Private, State-SAMPAD and SAMPAD-
Private schools also differ with each other in using of Compensation Strategy. Moreover, the study displayed
that SAMPAD school learners are more successful in the achievement test than State and Private schools.
Finally, Memory, Cognitive, Metacognitive, Affective, and Social strategies were found to be predictor of
achievement in State school. However, Predictors of achievement in Private schools were Compensation,
Metacognitive and Affective, while they were Compensation and Social for SAMPAD schools. Consequently,
teachers, according to the research findings, are recommended to apply the best learning strategies for better
achievement.
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1. Introduction

Language teaching and learning have received considerable attention in developing countries, especially with the
increasing need for global communication. Learners decide to learn and speak English as a foreign language
(EFL), because of personal interests, social needs, professional goals, or academic requirements. However, many
beginner EFL learners do poorly and end up dropping out of their classes no matter how hard EFL teachers try to
help them succeed. It seems that, the reason can be explained that, they don’t employ appropriate learning
strategies.

Researchers have shown that there are many factors involved when trying to understand what makes a
person learn a foreign language successfully (e.g.,Wenden & Rubin,1987; Chamot, & O’Malley, 1994). Some of
these factors (school type and learning strategies) will be considered and explored as variables in this study.

Oxford (1990) divided the learning strategies into two main categories — direct and indirect learning
strategies- each of which includes three subcategories. The direct strategies include: 1) Memory Strategy, 2)
Cognitive Strategy and 3) Compensation Strategy. Indirect strategies are: 1) Metacognitive Strategy, 2) Affective
Strategy and 3) Social Strategy. Six major groups of L2 learning strategies have been identified by Oxford
(1990). These categories are as follow:

® Memory strategies such as grouping, imagery, rhyming, moving physically and reviewing in a
structured way

e Cognitive strategies such as reasoning, analyzing, summarizing and practicing (including but not
limited to “active use of the language)

o  Compensatory strategies (to make up for limited knowledge) such as guessing meanings from context
and using synonyms and gestures to convey meaning

® Metacognitive strategies: for evaluating one’s progress, planning for language tasks, consciously
searching for practice opportunities, paying attention and monitoring errors

o Affective strategies: for anxiety reduction, self-encouragement and self-reward

e  Social strategies such as asking questions, cooperating with native speakers, and becoming culturally
aware (Green & Oxford, 1995, pp. 264-265).

The main goal of this study was to explore the learning strategies of the learners, among three different
types of schools. In addition, in this study the three school types were compared in order to shed light on the fact
that whether SAMPAD students are more successful in S-test and have more achievement in learning English?
And the final goal of the current study is exploring the learning strategy which is the best predictor of
achievement among students in State, Private and SAMPAD schools.
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In Iran, there are three different types of schools, i.e. state school, private school and SAMPAD(slew)
schools respectively.

e  State Schools: In most countries, as well as Iran, State schools, are considered as the least expensive
schools of all, because they are dependent on government. Generally they are different in a number of
factors with Private and SAMPA schools, such as, the number of students in each class, the quality of
education, the teachers and other personnel, etc.

e  Private Schools: The second type is Private school which is known as non-profit schools. Contrary to
state schools, it’s more expensive to study in Private schools, consistent application of the standards and
general guidelines established by the supervision of the Ministry of Education. In other words, it is a
school that receives no money from the government and where the education of the students is paid for
by their parents, (Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary, 2005). Extra-curricular courses, after school
activities and make up sessions are the special features of these schools.

e  SAMPAD Schools: is known as National Organization for Development of Exceptional Talents
(NODET, also known as SAMPAD: 2L, which stands for Gbéa e W alaiul (dy 9 e glain Persian,
Sazman-e Melli-e Parvaresh-e Estedadha-ye Derakhshan) are national secondary and high schools in
Iran developed specifically for training of talented students. NODET was first established in 1976, and
then re-established in 1987. It focuses on the education of gifted students with high IQ quotient.

The current study tends to answer the following questions:

RQ1.Are the learners of State, Private and SAMPAD schools different from each other regarding the learning
strategies they use?

RQ2. Is there any significant difference between students’ achievement in State, Private and SAMPAD schools?
RQ3. Is there any certain learning strategy as the best predictor of achievement among the learners in state,
Private and SAMPAD schools?”

Many research studies on school type represented a significant difference between students attending
different school types (Kilig, 2010; Aglamaz, 2006; Newhouse & Beegle, 2005; Kalender, 2004; Birch & Miller,
2007); on the other hand there are some studies which found no significant different relationship between school
type and learners’ achievement (Rengber, 2011; Casteel & Isom, 1989).

A study conducted by Birch and Miller (2007) found that non-Government school students are found
to have lower marks at university than Government school students. The main factors influencing the size of the
gap between the university marks of students from Government and non-Government schools are university
entrance exam results. In other words, the students who attended Non-Government schools were more successful
language learners than those who attended Government schools. Also, the effect of school type on academic
achievement has been investigated in a research by Newhouse and Beegle (2005), in which junior secondary
school students were attended. Findings of their research revealed that students who attended public junior
secondary schools, controlling for other characteristics, have higher test scores upon completion than those who
attended private school.

2. Methodology

2.1. Participants:

Sample of the study consisted of 445 first grade-senior high school students from 17 high schools, five State (3
all-girls and 2 all-boys), seven Private (4 all-girls and 3 all-boys) and five SAMPAD (3 all-girls and 2 all-boys)
schools in Mashhad, Iran. Their ages ranged between 12 to 14 years old.

2.2. Instruments:

To find out the learning strategy of the learners and to figure out the relationship between strategy use and
English Language achievement of the students, two research instruments were used: A) a scale for language
learning strategy (SILL) survey and B) a test to measure the achievement in language learning (S-Test).

3. Results

3.1. Reliability of inventories and Normality of the data

The reliability of the language learning strategies subscales and also the schema test was assessed using
Cronbach's alpha. The results can be seen in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1. Reliability and Normality of the Data

Variable Cronbach's alpha
S-test .84
Memory .79
Cognitive .81
Compensation .84
Meta-Cognitive 78
Affective .86
Social .82

Oxford and Nyikos (1993) reported Cronbach’s alpha of 0.96 for SILL. Tahmasebi (1999) also found
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.77 for Persian version of SILL. In the current study an acceptable reliability was obtained
reporting alpha value of 0.81 for Persian version of SILL.

3.2. Results of Data Analysis Regarding Research Question 1

The first question of the current research was “Are the learners of State, Private and SAMPAD schools different
with each other regarding the learning strategies they use?” To this end, all six learning strategies were
investigated in the three various school types separately.

3.2.1. Memory and school types

First, memory strategy was compared among the three groups. Descriptive statistics for the three groups can be
seen in table 3.2.

Table 3.2. Descriptive Statistics of Memory Strategy use among Three School Types

95% Confidence Interval

for Mean
Std. Std. Lower Upper
N Mean Deviation Error Bound Bound F sig
State 160 21.24 5.330 421 20.41 22.07 8.741 .000
Private 132 18.97 5.441 474 18.03 19.91
SAMPAD 154 19.06 5.360 432 18.21 19.92
Total 446 19.82 5.466 259 19.31 20.32

As Table 3.2 shows, there is a statistically significant difference among the three groups with regard to
memory strategy [F(443,2)= 8.74, p<.05]. To locate the exact place of difference, post-hoc analysis with Tukey
was run.

Table 3.3. Post-hoc Analysis of Multiple Comparisons with Tukey for Memory Strategy

@D State(S)/ (J) State(S)/ 95% Confidence
Private(P)/ Estedad( Private(P)/ Estedad( Mean Interval

E) school E) school Difference  Std. Lower Upper
(I-J) Error Sig. Bound Bound

State dimension3 Private 2.268: .632 .001 78 3.75

SAMPAD 2.173 .607 .001 75 3.60

dimension2 Private dimension3 State 2.268" .632 .001 -3.75 -.78

SAMPAD -.095 .637 .988 -1.59 1.40

SAMPAD dimension3 State 2.173" .607 .001 -3.60 -75

Private .095 .637 988 -1.40 1.59

*_The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

As Table 3.3 indicates, there is a statistically significant difference between state and private (mean
difference= 2.26, p<.05), and state and SAMPAD schools (mean difference= 2.17, p<.05) with regard to memory
strategy. As the mean of the state school students is higher than that of the private and SAMPAD school
students, it can be implied that state school students use memory strategy more than private and SAMPAD
students

3.2.2. Cognitive and School Type
Then, cognitive strategy was compared among the three groups. Descriptive statistics for the three groups can be
seen in Table 3.4.
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Table 3.4. Descriptive Statistics of Cognitive Strategy use Among Three School Types
95% Confidence Interval

for Mean
Std. Std. Lower Upper
N Mean Deviation Error Bound Bound F Sig.
State 160 24.01 5.886 465 23.09 24.93 2.482 .085
Private 132 22.98 6.477 564 21.86 24.09
SAMPAD 154 22.52 5.844 471 21.59 23.45
Total 446 23.19 6.073 .288 22.62 23.75

As Table 3.4 shows, there is no statistically significant difference among the three groups with regard
to cognitive strategy [F (443, 2) = 2.48, p>.05].
3.2.3. Compensation and School Type
Then, compensation strategy was compared among the three groups. Descriptive statistics for the three groups
can be seen in Table 3.5.
Table 3.5. Descriptive Statistics of Compensation Strategy use Among Three School Types

95% Confidence Interval

for Mean
Std. Std. Lower Upper
N Mean Deviation Error Bound Bound F Sig.
State 160 18.53 4.842 .383 17.78 19.29 22.373 .000
private 132 16.69 5.010 436 15.83 17.55
SAMPAD 154 20.59 4.959 400 19.80 21.38
Total 446 18.70 5.164 245 18.22 19.18

As Table 3.5 shows, there is a statistically significant difference among the three groups with regard to
compensation strategy [F(443,2)= 22.37, p<.05]. To locate the exact place of difference, post-hoc analysis with
Tukey was run.

Table 3.6. Post-hoc Analysis of Multiple Comparisons with Tukey for Compensation Strategy

(1)) State(S)/ (J) State(S)/ 95% Confidence
Private(P)/ Estedad( Private(P)/ Estedad( Mean Interval

E) school E) school Difference  Std. Lower Upper
(I-J) Error Sig. Bound Bound

State dimension3 Private 1.8421 .580 .005 48 3.21

SAMPAD -2.060 .557 .001 -3.37 -75

dimension2 Private dimension3 State -1.842: .580 .005 -3.21 -48
SAMPAD -3.902 .585 .000 -5.28 -2.53

SAMPAD dimension3 State 2.060: 557 .001 75 3.37

Private 3.902 .585 .000 2.53 5.28

*_ The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

As Table 3.6 indicates, there is a statistically significant difference between state and private (mean
difference= 1.84, p<.05), state and SAMPAD schools (mean difference= 2.06, p<.05), and SAMPAD and private
school students (mean difference= 3.90, p<.05) with regard to compensation strategy. As the mean of the
SAMPAD school students is higher than that of the private and state school students, it can be implied that
SAMPAD school students use compensation strategy more than private and state school students. Moreover,
state school students use more compensation strategy than private school students.

3.2.4. Metacognitive and School Type
Then, metacognitive strategy was compared among the three groups. Descriptive statistics for the three groups
can be seen in 3.7.
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Table 3.7. Descriptive Statistics of Metacognitive Strategy use Among Three School Types
95% Confidence Interval
for Mean
Std. Std. Lower Upper

N Mean Deviation Error Bound Bound F Sig.
State 160 25.22 5.664 448 24.33 26.10 2.775 .071
Private 132 24.79 5.058 440 23.92 25.66
SAMPAD 154 23.81 5.389 434 22.95 24.67
Total 446 24.61 5.417 257 24.10 25.11

As Table 3.7 shows, there is no statistically significant difference among the three groups with regard to
metacognitive strategy [F (443, 2) = 2.77, p>.05].
3.2.5. Affective and School Type

Then, affective strategy was compared among the three groups. Descriptive statistics for the three groups can
be seen in Table 3.8.

Table 3.8. Descriptive Statistics of Affective Strategy use Among Three School Types
95% Confidence Interval

for Mean
Std. Std. Lower Upper
N Mean Deviation Error Bound Bound F Sig.
State 160 15.98 4.736 374 15.24 16.72 .500 .607
private 132 16.44 4912 428 15.59 17.29
SAMPAD 154 15.91 4.777 .385 15.15 16.67
Total 446 16.09 4.797 227 15.65 16.54

As Table 3.8 shows, there is no statistically significant difference among the three groups with regard
to affective strategy [F (443, 2) = .50, p>.05].
3.2.6. Social and School Type

Finally, social strategy was compared among the three groups. Descriptive statistics for the three groups can be
seen in Table 3.9.

Table 3.9. Descriptive Statistics of Social Strategy use Among Three School Types
95% Confidence Interval

for Mean
Std. Std. Lower Upper
N Mean Deviation Error Bound Bound F Sig.
State 160 19.73 5.908 467 18.80 20.65 8.451 .000
Private 132 17.82 5.853 .509 16.81 18.83
SAMPAD 154 17.03 6.109 492 16.06 18.01
Total 446 18.23 6.061 287 17.67 18.80

As Table 3.9 shows, there is a statistically significant difference among the three groups with regard to social
strategy [F(443,2)= 8.45, p<.05]. To locate the exact place of difference, post-hoc analysis with Tukey was run.
Table 3.10. Post-hoc Analysis of Multiple Comparisons with Tukey for Social Strategies

@D State(S)/ (J) State(S)/ 95% Confidence
Private(P)/ Estedad( Private(P)/ Estedad( Mean Interval

E) school E) school Difference  Std. Lower Upper
I-J) Error Sig. Bound Bound

State dimension3 Trivale 1.907: 701 019 26 3.56

SAMPAD 2.693 .673 .000 1.11 4.28

dimension2 T dimensions S€ -1.907° 701 019 -3.56 -26
SAMPAD 786 707 .508 -.88 2.45

SAMPAD dimension3 State 2.693" .673 .000 -4.28 -1.11

Private -.786 707 .508 -2.45 .88

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

As Table 3.10 indicates, there is a statistically significant difference between state and private (mean
difference= 1.90, p<.05), and state and SAMPAD schools (mean difference= 2.69, p<.05) with regard to social
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strategy. As the mean of the state school students is higher than that of the private and SAMPAD school
students, it can be implied that state school students use more social strategies than SAMPAD and private
students. No significant difference was found between SAMPA and private school students.

3.3. Results of the Data Analyses Concerning Research Question 2
The second research question of the current study sought answer as to if there is any significant difference
between students’ achievement in State, Private and SAMPAD schools?

To see whether students of state, private, and SAMPAD schools differ in their foreign language
achievement, a one-way ANOVA was run. Descriptive statistics for the three schools can be seen in Table 3.11.
Table 3.11. Descriptive Statistics of State, Private and SAMPAD schools for S-test Mean Scores

95% Confidence Interval

for Mean
Std. Std. Lower Upper
N Mean Deviation Error Bound Bound F Sig.
State 160 47.45 11.158 .882 45.71 49.19 25.556 .000
Private 132 54.86 13.335 1.161 52.57 57.16
SAMPAD 154 58.03 15.563 1.254 55.55 60.51
Total 446 53.30 14.174 .671 51.98 54.62

As Table 3.11 shows, there is a statistically significant difference among the three groups with regard
to social strategy [F(443,2)= 25.556, p<.05]. To locate the exact place of difference, post-hoc analysis with
Tukey was run.

Table 3.12. Post-hoc Analysis of Multiple Comparisons with Tukey for S-test

@) State(S)/ (J) State(S)/ Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Private(P)/ Estedad( Private(P)/ Estedad( Difference Std. Lower Upper
E) school E) school d1-)) Error Sig. Bound Bound

State dimension3 Private -7.4 14** 1.582 .000 -11.13 -3.69

SAMPAD  -10.582 1.518 .000 -14.15 -7.01

dimension2 Private dimension3 State 7.414" 1.582 .000 3.69 11.13
SAMPAD -3.169 1.595 117 -6.92 .58

SAMPAD dimension3 State 10.582" 1.518 .000 7.01 14.15

Private 3.169 1.595 117 -.58 6.92

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

As Table 3.12 reveals, there is a statistically significant difference between state and private school
(mean difference= 7.41, p<.05), and state and SAMPAD school (mean difference= 10.58, p<.05). However no
significant difference was found between private and SAMPAD schools. As the mean of the state school
(M=47.45) is less than that of the private school (54.86) and SAMPAD school (M= 58.03), it can be inferred
that those students who study at private and SAMPAD schools have a better English language achievement than
those who study at state schools.
3.4. Results of the Data Analyses Concerning Research Question 3
The last question of this study was “Is there any certain learning strategy as the best predictor of achievement in
state, Private and SAMPAD schools?”

Multiple regression analysis was run to see the predictability of s-test by language learning strategies
for state, private, and SAMPAD schools respectively.
Table 3.13. Regression ANOVA Test for Predictability of Learning Strategies in State Schools

Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 2255.110 6 375.852 3.278 .005*
Residual 17540.490 153 114.644
Total 19795.600 159

As table 3.13 represent weather the learning strategies affect on, and predict the achievement of the learners.
According to the table 4.13, F. value is 3.27 which is greater than 2, and sig. value is lower than .05 that show
the existence of statistically significance relationship between learning strategies and achievement. Then to see
which strategy predicts s-test better among state school students, coefficients Table was checked for each
strategy separately.
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Table 3.14. Correlation Coefficients Test of Predictability for Learning Strategies in State School

State School S- Meta-
test/83 Memory Cognitive Compensation Cognitive  Affective Social
S- Pearson 1 185" 3177 136 222" 2047 184"
test/83  Correlation 019 .000 .086 .005 .009 .020

Sig. (2-tailed)

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
*#%_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

As Table 3.14 indicates, there was a significant relationship between s-test and different strategies
among state school students. S-test is positively and significantly correlated with memory (r= .18, p<.05),
cognitive (r= .31, p<.05), metacognitive(r= .22, p<.05), affective(r= .20, p<.05), and social strategies (r= .18,
p<.05) among state school students. As can be seen, there is no significant correlation between s-test and
compensation strategies (r= .13, p>.05). S-test has the highest correlation with cognitive strategies, and the
lowest correlation with memory and social strategies among state school students.

Then to analyze the predictability of learning strategies in Private schools and to see if it is significant,
Regression ANOVA test was run.

Table 3.15. Regression ANOVA Test for Predictability of Learning Strategies in Private Schools

Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 1938.405 6 323.068 2.291 .037°
Residual 21357.140 125 170.857
Total 23295.545 131

According to Regression Analysis test in table 3.15, F. value is 2.29 which is greater than 2, and sig.
value is lower than .05 that show the existence of statistically significance relationship between learning
strategies and achievement. Then to see which variables predict achievement in s-test better among Private
school students, Correlation Coefficients Table was checked.

Table 3.16. Correlation Coefficients Test of Predictability for Learning Strategies in Private Schools

Private S- Meta-

School test/83 Memory Cognitive Compensation Cognitive Affective Social
S- Pearson 1 079 147 183" 238" 170 .098
test/83 Correlation 367 .093 036 .006 048 266

Sig. (2-

tailed)

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

As Table 3.16 indicates, there was a significant relationship between s-test and different strategies
among private school students. S-test is positively and significantly correlated with compensation(r= .18, p<.05),
metacognitive(r= .23, p<.05), and affective strategies(r= .17, p<.05). As can be seen, there is no significant
correlation between s-test and memory(r= .07, p>.05), cognitive(r= .14, p>.05), and social strategies(r= .09,
p>.05). S-test has the highest correlation with metacognitive strategies and lowest correlation with affective
strategies among private school students. Finally to analyze the predictability of learning strategies in Private
schools and to see if it is significant, Regression ANOVA test was run.

Table 3.17. Regression ANOVA test for Predictability of Learning Strategies in SAMPAD Schools

Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 2994.169 6 499.028 2.454 .021*
Residual 34062.668 147 231.719
Total 37056.838 153

According to Regression Analysis test in table 3.17, F. value is 2.45 which is greater than 2, and sig.
value is lower than .05 that show the existence of statistically significance relationship between learning
strategies and achievement. Then to see which variables predict achievement in s-test better among SAMPAD
school students, Correlation Coefficients Table was checked.
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Table 3.18. Correlation Coefficients Test for Predictability of Learning Strategies in SAMPAD Schools

SAMPAD S- Meta-
School test/83 Memory Cognitive Compensation Cognitive Affective Social
S-  Pearson 1 028 .089 193° 010 046 1917
test/83 Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) 729 270 .017 .902 .567 .018

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**, Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

As Table 4.18 indicates, there was a significant relationship between s-test and different strategies
among SAMPAD school students. S-test is positively and significantly correlated with compensation (r= .19,
p<.05) and social strategies (r= .19, p<.05). No significant correlation was found between s-test and memory (r=
.02, p>.05), cognitive(r= .08, p>.05), metacognitive(r= .01, p>.05), and affective strategies(r= .04, p>.05). S-test
was equally correlated with compensation and social strategies.
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Uzun Ozet
Yabanci dil 6grenmkte basarili olmak, stres, cinsiyet, 6grenme stratejileri, okul tiirli gibi faktorlere biiyiik bir
sayisina baglidir. Bu ylizden, bu arastirma iki faktorii (okul tiirii ve 6grenme stratejileri ) goze alarak 6grencilerin
Inglizce 6grenmekte basarili olup olmadiklarini incelemektedir. Axford (1990), 6grenme stratjilerin her birisini
iic alt kategoriden olusan iki ana kategoriye bolmiis; direkt ve dolayli stratejiler. Direkt stratejiler 1) Bellek
Stratejisi, 2) Bilissel Stratejisi ve 3) Tazminat Stratejisi; Dolayl stratejiler ise 1) Ustbilis Stratejisi, 2) Duyussal
Stratejisi ve 3) Sosyal Stratejilerden ibarettir. Bu aragtirma, farkli okullar tarafindan kullanilan 6grenme
stratejilerin farkliliklarin alanini1 bulma ve strateji kullanimu ile basar1 arasinda olan iliskiyi gésterme amaciyla
EFL 6grenciler tarafindan kullanilan stratejileri tizerinde yapilmistir. Ayrica, bu calisma dil 6grenmede, okul
tiirli ve basar1 diizeyi arasindaki iliskinin varligim1 6grenmek i¢in yapilmistir. Bagka bir deyisle, bu arastima {ii¢
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soruyu yamtlamaktadir: 1. Devlet, Ozel ve SAMPAD okullarin 6grencileri kullandiklar1 6grenme stratejileri ile
ilgili birbirinden farkli midir?, 2. Devlet, Ozel ve SAMPAD okullarda 6grencilerin basarilar1 arasinda anlamli bir
fark var midir?, 3. Devlet, Ozel ve SAMPAD okullarda 6grenciler arasinda basarinin en iyi belirleyicisi olarak
herhangi belirli bir 6grenme stratejisi var mi1?

Bu amagla, ilgili anket yani sira S-testi Meshed’in toplam 445 o6grenci arasinda dagitildi. Bu
Aragtirmada katilan 6grenciler 17 yiiksek okul, bes Devlet (3 tiim kiz ve 2 tiim erkek), yedi 6zel (4 tim kiz ve 3
tiim erkek) ve bes SAMPAD (3 tiim kiz ve 2 tiim erkek) birinci sinif-lise 6grencisinden olusturmustur. Yaslari
12 ila 14 yas arasinda degismekteydi.

Ik once, Calismanin bulgulari, farkli okul tiirlerin 6grencileri tarafindan kullamlan stratejiler arasinda
onemli bir fark oldugunu belirtti. Kisacasi, Bellek, Tezminat, ve Sosyal Stratejilerle ilgili Devlet-Ozel ve Devlet-
SAMPAD okul arasinda anlaml bir fark oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bu farki daha detayli acgiklarsak; Bellek
strateji ile ilgili Devlet okulu 6grencilerinin ortalamasi, 6zel ve SAMPAD okul 6grencilerinden daha yiiksek
oldugu icin, devlet okulu 6grencileri, 6zel ve SAMPAD o&grencilere gore daha fazla bellek stratejisini
kullandiklarini ima edilebilir.

Tazminat strateji ise, SAMPAD okul 6grencilerinin ortalamasi, 6zel ve devlet okulu 6grencilerinden
daha yiiksek oldugu i¢cin, SAMPAD okul 6grencileri 6zel ve devlet okul 6grencilerinden daha fazla tazminat
stratejisi kullandiklarini ima edilebilir. Ayrica, devlet okulu 6grencileri 6zel okul 6grencilerinden daha fazla
tazminat stratejisini kullaniyorlar diye sonuclandirabiliriz.

Son olarak Sosyal stratejilerde de, Devlet okulu 6grencilerinin ortalamasi 6zel ve SAMPAD okul
ogrencilerinden daha yiiksek oldugu gibi devlet okulu 6grencileri SAMPAD ve 6zel 6grencilerinden daha fazla
sosyal stratejileri kullandiklar1 anlagilmaktadir, ger¢ci SAMPAD ve 6zel okul 6grencileri arasinda anlamli bir fark
bulunmamistir. Diger stratejiler’de de - Biligsel Stratejisi, Ustbilis Stratejisi ve Duyussal Stratejisi — ii¢ okul tiirii
arasinda hig bir fark goriilmemistir.

Ilaveten, SAMPAD ve 6zel okullarin Devlet okullarina gore, s-test sinavinda daha bagarili olduklarim
aciklamaktadir. Bu ¢calisma SAMPAD ve Ozel okul dgrencilerin arasinda anlamli bir fark olmadigina ragmen,
SAMPAD - devlet ve 6zel - devlet okullar1 arasinda olan farki anlamli oldugunu belirlemis. Bundan dolayi,
SAMPAD okulu 6grencilerini yabanci dil 6grenmekte devlet ve 6zel okullara gére daha ¢ok basarili olduklari
anlasilmaktadir. Son olarak, Bellek, Bilissel, Ustbilissel, Duyussal ve Sosyal stratejiler, Devlet okulunda basari
belirleyicisi olarak bulunmustur. Ancak, basar belirleyicisi, SAMPAD okullar i¢in Tazminat ve Sosyal iken,
Ozel okullarda basar1 Tazminat, Ustbilissel ve Duyussal stratejileriydi. Sonuc olarak, dgretmenler, arastirma
bulgularina gore, 6grencilerin daha basarili olmasti i¢in en iyi 6grenme stratejilerini uygulamalari tavsiye edilir.
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