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Extended Abstract: 
There is little doubt that learning a language is a challenging task. In the case of 
languages such as Persian, which do not enjoy the status of an international 
language and, consequently, the extensive investment of international agencies, the 
task of learning appears to be even thornier. To overcome this thorny task, 
language learners need to be quite motivated and self-regulated. The underlying 
assumption behind the present study was that some of the language learning 
strategies that language learners employ might be more strongly connected with 
their motivational and self-regulated learning. Therefore,   the aim of the present 
study was to investigate language learning strategy use of Persian as Second 
Language (PSL) learners as predictors of their meta-cognitive and motivational 
self-regulated learning components.  
To this end, a sample of 149 male and female B.A level non-Iranian learners of 
Persian at Imam Khomeini International University in Qazvin, Iran were selected 
through convenience sampling based on availability. The selected participants were 
then asked to fill in two questionnaires including the translated version of the 
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) and the Motivated Strategies for 
Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ). The participants were required to answer the 
questionnaire by choosing the right alternative from among five choices on a Likert 
type scale. The collected data were summarized, processed and analyzed using four 
separate stepwise multiple regression analyses. To see how strong the relationship 
between the meta-cognitive self-regulated learning and each of the predictors is, 
the unstandardized as well as standardized coefficients of the three models, along 
with the observed t-values and significance levels were checked. The results 
showed that, from among the language learning strategies, cognitive, 
compensation, and meta-cognitive strategies could make significant contribution to 
predicting meta-cognitive self-regulated learning. Moreover, meta-cognitive, 
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memory, and affective strategies turned out to be significant predictors of task 
value. Meanwhile, meta-cognitive strategies and task value shared about 18%, and 
meta-cognitive and memory strategies together shared over 25% of variance with 
task value. Meta-cognitive, memory, and affective strategies collectively accounted 
for about 27% of the total variance with task value. The findings also showed 
significant relationships between meta-cognitive strategies and control of learning 
beliefs. In fact, meta-cognitive strategies entered into the regression equation as the 
single predictor of control of learning beliefs and meta-cognitive strategies and 
control of learning beliefs shared over 8% of variance. It also turned out that for 
every one standard deviation of change in meta-cognitive strategies score, there 
was .30 of a standard deviation change in the control of learning beliefs score.  In 
addition, to examine the relationship between types of language learning strategies 
and test anxiety as a component of motivational self-regulated learning, another 
stepwise multiple regression procedure was used. Based on the results, the single 
negative predictor of test anxiety was compensation strategies. The result further 
indicated that for every one standard deviation change in one's compensation 
strategies, there will be .23 of a standard deviation negative change in one's test 
anxiety.  
These findings may have theoretical and pedagogical implications for language 
learners, teachers, and syllabus designers. If teachers and materials developers are 
cognizant of the nature of the relationships between meta-cognitive and 
motivational self-regulated learning components and language learning strategy 
use, they will be better prepared to make more informed decisions about 
introducing and encouraging the use of certain types of strategies (and probably 
discouraging the use of certain other less productive or counterproductive 
strategies) in the classroom, or about using useful instructional books and materials 
to encourage students to use those language learning strategies which have 
predictive power on meta-cognitive and motivational self-regulated learning 
components (task value, control of learning beliefs, and test anxiety). By designing 
the right kind of materials and adopting the right kinds of teaching activities (which 
require the students‟ use of certain strategies), materials developers and teachers 
may be able to contribute to improving learners‟ motivation and self-regulation, 
and by so doing, help improve learners‟ achievements. The knowledge of how 
language learning strategies are related to metacognitive and motivational self-
regulated learning can also help learners become more self-regulated and 
motivated. If they know that certain learning strategies are closely connected with 
being motivated and self-regulated, they will be more open and receptive to those 
strategies and will avoid resisting to use those strategies. Alternatively, they may 
come to the realization that some strategies are not very useful in this regard, and 
that they should not be overused. 
 
Keywords: Language learning strategies, Metacognitive self-regulated learning, 

Motivational self-regulated learning, Persian as a second language 
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1. Introduction 
There is little denial of the fact that teaching people to catch fish is a 

more effective help in the long run than simply giving them fish. That is why 

helping learners to become self-regulated has been a long-standing concern of 

many teaching practitioners. The trouble is such things are more easily said 

than done. What makes language learners more self-regulated is not clearly 

known. One possible way to make learners become more self-regulated is by 

encouraging them to use the right type of language learning strategies (LLS) 

(Zarei&Gilanian, 2014a). This, in turn, requires a clear understanding of how 

LLS are connected to self-regulated learning (SRL). The knowledge of how 

these two variables are connected can help teachers to make more informed 

decisions about which strategies to encourage their students to use. Therefore, 

the main problem this study is concerned with is to find out which of the 

already identified LLS are more strongly related to SRL.  

Although several studies have already been carried out separately on 

both language learning strategies (Green & Oxford, 1995; Oxford, 1990) and 

self-regulated learning (Schraw, Crippen & Hartley, 2006; Zarei&Hatami, 

2012), there appears to be a shortage of research on how LLS can predict 

learners‟ performance the components of SRL including test anxiety, task 

value, MSRL, and control of learning beliefs. This paucity of research is more 

specifically noticed in the case of learners of Persian as a Second Language 

(PSL).  The main goal of this study was to address this gap. It addressed the 

following questions: 

1. Are there any meaningful differences among LLSs as predictors of PSL 

learners‟ MSRL? 

2. Are there any meaningful differences among LLSs as predictors of PSL 

learners‟ task value? 

3. Are there any meaningful differences among LLSs as predictors of PSL 

learners‟ learning beliefs? 

4. Are there any meaningful differences among LLSs as predictors of PSL 

learners‟ test anxiety? 

2. Literature Review 
2.1. Theoretical Background 

Self-regulated learning (SRL) has been defined as the learners‟ ability to 

understand the surrounding environment during the learning process (Schraw, 

et al., 2006). According to Zimmerman (2000), motivation, meta-cognition, and 

cognition are among the three necessary self-regulation components. Pintrich, et 

al. (1993) point out that LRL includes learning strategies as well as 

motivational self-regulation. Motivational self-regulation (MSR) is divided into 

both extrinsic and intrinsic goal orientation, learning beliefs, task value, test 

anxiety, and learning self-efficacy. Learning strategies are also divided into 
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meta-cognitive and cognitive strategies, and resource management. Moreover, 

resource management is further divided into peer learning, environmental 

management, help seeking, and effort management. Finally, cognitive self-

regulation is said to include organization, critical thinking, elaboration and 

rehearsal.   
 

2.1.1 Metacognitive self-regulated learning (MSRL) 

 According to Babbs and Moe (1983), metacognitive strategies 

can be described as 'thinking about thinking'. They are strategies which show 

the way every person analyzes his/her personal habits of thinking. Schraw and 

Moshman (1995) opine that metacognition includes cognition regulation and 

knowledge of cognition. Diener and Dweck (1978), Nolen (1988), and Wenden 

(1987) consider monitoring, planning, revising, evaluating and regulating as the 

different components of MSRL. In their view,monitoring activities consist of 

those that are used to regulating one‟s own learning (Pintrich et al., 1991; 

Pressley &Ghatala, 1990). They also believe that planning consists of such 

activities as setting a goal, activating one‟s background knowledge, and 

analyzing the task (McKeachie et al., 1986). Evaluation and regulation 

strategies are used to regulate the learning process of a person and to help them 

adjust their mental activities in order to achieve the desired learning objectives 

(Pintrich, 1999) 
 

2.1.2 Motivational self-regulation (MSR)  

One of the components of SRL is motivation. It is actually how strongly 

students believe in their own ability to succeed in their academic career 

(Baumeister &Vohs, 2007; Nicholls, 1984). Motivation has two components 

including epistemological beliefs and self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997). 

Epistemological beliefs are somehow the essence of one‟s knowledge 

(Schommer, 1994), and self-efficacy enables students to achieve challenging 

objectives (Pajares, 1996). According to Pintrich (1989), motivation can have 

three components consisting of value, expectancy, and affect. The component 

of value refers to the type of motivation that leads learners to engage 

themselves in learning activities. The expectancy component focuses enables 

students to accomplish a task by focusing on their beliefs (Duncan 

&McKeachie, 2005). The affect component has to do with how the learners 

respond to test anxiety. According to Pintrich, et al. (1993), the suncomponents 

of motivational scales include 'test anxiety', learning beliefs control', and 'task 

value'. 

Test anxiety refers to a psychological state that a person experiences 

while taking a test (Zeidner, 1998). Acoording to the previous literature 

(Bandalos, et al., 2003; Everson et al., 1991; McKeachie et al., 2004; Pajares& 

Miller, 1994; VanZile-Tamsen& Livingston, 1999), students who experience 



 

 

Abbas Ali Zarei, The Relationship between Language Learning Strategies and Metacognitive … /105 
 

 

anxiety during tests may not be able to use their self-regulated strategies 

properly under pressure. As a consequence, their performance may be 

negatively affected. Several studies have investigated different aspects of test 

anxiety (Cassady & Johnson, 2002; Morris, et al., 1981; Sarason, 1984; Unruh 

& Lowe, 2010). Test anxiety has an emotional dimension; this has to do with 

the psychological reaction of learners to a test (Spielberger &Vagg, 1995). 

According to Deffenbacher (1980), there may also be a physical reaction which 

could appear in various ways including increased heartbeat, a feeling of panic, 

dizziness, etc. Another aspect of test anxiety is „Worry', which associated with 

the cognitive aspect of anxiety (Hong, 1998; Lufi et al., 2004; Sharma & Sud, 

1990). According to Hembree (1988), this means that students who are 

cognitively anxious have a ntural tendency to compare themselves with others. 

As a result, they are usually worried about failure and feel that they are not 

prepared for tests. 

Learning beliefs control has to do with learners‟ personal beliefs in their 

own learning process. It is generally believed that an individual‟s control over 

their learning beliefs has the potential to play a big role in shaping the person‟s 

achievement (McKeachie et al., 1986).  

Several reserachers including Eccles et al. (1984), Schunk (1991), 

Wigfield (1994), Wigfield and Eccles (2000), and Eccles and Wigfield (2002) 

have pointed out that task value is related to how significant and useful and 

cost-effective learners believe a task is. Moreover, it has been claimed that 

those learners who regrd a task as highly significant and useful normally use a 

wider range of strategies (both metacognitive and congnitive) than those who 

do not attach a great value to the task (McWhaw&Abrami, 2001; Pokay& 

Blumenfeld, 1990). The four constructs that are believed to underly task value 

include intrinsic, attainment, and utilility value, as well as the perceived cost 

(Battle &Wigfield, 2003). Intrinsic and attainment values have to do with the 

level of interest an individual has in doing an assigned task and the perceived 

importance of successfully accomplishing that task, respectively. Utility value 

is associated with how conducive a task is to fulfilling future objectives. And 

finally, perceived cost is defined as the learner‟s attempt (both affective and 

cognitive) to successfully perform a task.  

 

2.1.3 Language Learning Strategies 
Weinstein and Mayer (1986) define learning strategies (LS) as the 

learners‟ behaviour that help them to accomplish the learning task.  Several 

studies (e.g, Bremner, 1999; Oxford, 1989) have already confirmed the 

effective role of LLS in successful language learning. It needs to be noted, of 

course that there are different types of strategies. Scholars like Rubin (1981) 

and Oxford (1990) divide LLS into two main types of indirect and direct 

strategies. Indirect strategies consist of three subclasses including social, 
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affective, and metacognitive strategies, whereas direct strategies consist of 

cognitive, compensation and memory strategies. 
 

2.2. Empirical Background 

The different components of SRL have been the subject of empirical 

studies. Neuville et al. (2007) studied how MSR components were linked with 

students‟ achievement. They used a self-report questionnaire to collect data. 

They reported that learners‟ motivation significantly influenced their SRLS, 

which in turn, influenced the learners‟ achievement performance. However, 

they observed that motivational factors were not differentially effective on the 

learners‟ performance. In another study, Zarei (2014) investigated the potential 

effect of motivation and reading anxiety on the reading strategies choice of EFL 

learners. He found that both variables significantly affected the learners‟ use of 

reading strategies. Meanwhile, Zarei and Gilanian (2014a) found that, of all the 

LLS, memory strategies had the strongest predictive power over rehearsal SRL, 

whereas elaboration SRL was best predicted through meta-cognitive, memory 

and affective strategies.  

LLS have also attracted attention in the literature. In one study, the LLS 

use of EFL students was studied (Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2006). The results 

suggested that higher proficiency level learners used LLS more frequently. 

Moreover, the findings showed that females used social and affective strategies 

more frequently than males.  

Confirming the result of the above study, Yilmaz‟s (2010) study also 

showed that higher level learners made more frequent use affective strategies, 

which also made them less anxious. In addition, gender was highly influential 

on strategy use and females employed affective strategies more commonly than 

males.  Zarei and Shahidi Pour (2013a) studied how LLS were related to idioms 

comprehension. The finding indicated that only affective and cognitive 

strategies could predict the learners‟ comprehension of idioms. 

     Finally, the study of the relationship between LLS and goal-

orientation (Zarei&Gilanian, 2014b) showed that cognitive, metacognitive and 

compensation strategies were all positively related to goal orientation. In the 

meantime, affective strategies were also significantly and positively associated 

with extrinsic goal orientation.  

3. Method 

3.1. Setting and Participants 

3.1.1. Setting 

Golestan is among the northern provinces of Iran. It was a part of 

Mazandaran province, which became an independent province in 1997. 
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According to the last census, conducted by Statistical Centre of Iran in 2016, 

1,777,014 people live in Golestan province with different ethnicities, including 

Turkman, Persian, Baluch, Kazak, Turk, and Kurd. A large part of the Golestan 

population is made up of Turkmans (34.2 %) who live mainly in the eastern, 

central and northern parts of the province. Taking the large number of 

Turkmans into consideration, they were selected as the participants of the study. 

3.1.2. Participants 

Maximum variation sampling was used to gather data from 503 

Turkman students (N= 503) from different regions of Golestan province 

(Appendix A). This purposeful sampling strategy aims to sample for 

heterogeneity. It begins by identifying diverse characteristics, including age, 

experience, educational grade, gender, etc. This method is useful for examining 

range in large regional or national programs (Ary et al., 2018). 

The participants were L1 Turkmen speakers who study Persian as the 

second language in schools. They were all students with different educational 

grades (i.e., 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12) ranging in age from 12 to 18. The sample 

included 221 males (43.9%) and 282 females (56.1%). Participants were 

informed of the study‟s aim and data collection procedure. Their consent was 

gathered via consent forms sent to them. The participants were also reassured 

that their information would remain confidential and be utilized only in the 

present study. 

3.2. Instrumentation 

3.2.1. Nonverbal Immediacy Scale (NIS)  

Persian language teachers‟ nonverbal immediacy was measured by 

Thomas, Richmond, and McCroskey‟s (1994) Nonverbal Immediacy Scale 

(NIS). Previous versions of this scale included up to 16 items. However, 

Thomas et al. (1994) deleted six items dealing with touching, standing, and 

seating since they did not lead to the reliability or validity of the instrument 

when employed in classrooms. This scale uses 10 items to which participants 

respond on a 5-point Likert-type scale. The reliability of this scale has been 

reported as 0.83. Since the scale was in English, for this study, it was translated 

into Persian. Content validity of the scale was confirmed by five applied 

linguists. The reliability coefficient of the scale for the present study was 

estimated to be 0.71. 

3.2.2. Source Credibility Scale (SCS) 

To assess Turkman students‟ perceptions of their Persian language 

teachers‟ credibility, the Source Credibility Scale, developed by McCroskey 

and Teven (2013), was employed. The scale encompasses 18 items consisting 

of three components, namely competence, goodwill, and trustworthiness. The 
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reliability of the components has been reported as 0.89, 0.93, and 0.83, 

respectively. The questionnaire was translated into Persian, and then the content 

validity of items was confirmed by five applied linguists. The reliability index 

of SCS for this study was estimated as 0.95. 

3.2.3. Utrecht Work Engagement Scale for Students (UWES-S) 

Turkman students‟ academic engagement was measured via Utrecht 

Work Engagement Scale for Students (UWES-S), developed by Schaufeli et al. 

(2002). The scale comprises 17 items, which consist of three subscales, 

including “absorption”, “dedication”, and “vigor”. To prevent responding bias, 

engagement and burnout items were put randomly. For the convenience of the 

participants, UWES-S was translated into Persian, and subsequently, five 

applied linguists confirmed the content validity of the questionnaire. The 

reliability of the UWES-S for this study was 0.89, which assures a good 

reliability estimate. 

3.3. Data Collection Procedure 

At the very beginning of the data collection process, students were 

asked to fill the consent forms sent to them. Then, to obtain the required data, 

the electronic form of the three above-mentioned scales, namely NIS, SCS, and 

UWES-S were sent via WhatsApp to 550 Turkman students of Golestan 

Province. Out of the 550 questionnaires which were sent to Turkman students, 

503 of them were completed and sent back to the researcher, equating to a 

response rate of 0.91. 

3.3. Data Analysis 

To determine whether our data were distributed normally or not, the 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was employed (Pallant, 2016). Further, to estimate 

the reliability coefficient of the scales, Cronbach‟s alpha was performed. Then, 

in order to examine the associations among Persian language teachers‟ 

nonverbal immediacy, credibility, Turkman students‟ academic engagement, 

and their underlying constructs, the Pearson correlation procedure was run 

through SPSS software version 20. Finally, to investigate the power of Persian 

language teachers‟ nonverbal immediacy and credibility in predicting Turkman 

students‟ academic engagement, SEM was performed. 
 

4. Results and Discussion 

4.1 Results4.1. Research Question One 

This question examined the relationship between LLS and MSRL. A stepwise 

multiple regression was used to address this question. The analysis showed that 
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cognitive, meta-cognitive, and compensation strategies were the predictors of 

MSRL. 

Table 1 

Model Summary on MSRL 

Model R Adjusted 

R Square 

 Change Statistics  

R Square 

Change 

F Change Sig. F 

Change 

1 .470 .216  .221 41.690 .000 

2 .518 .258  .047 9.383 .003 

3 .555 .294  .040 8.481 .004 

Table 1 indicates that MSRL and cognitive strategies have more than 21% of 

their variance in common. The combination of compensation and cognitive 

strategies account for about 25% of the total variability in MSRL. The 

mentioned strategies coupled with metacognitive strategies together explain 

around 29% of the variance with MSRL. 

In Table 2, the F values and the significance levels indicate that all three models 

are statistically significant. 

Table 2 
   Results of ANOVAon MSRL 

Model SS MS F Sig. 

1 Regression 1175.998 1175.99 41.690 .000 

Residual 4146.551 28.208   

2 Regression 1426.396 713.198 26.726 .000 

Residual 3896.154 26.686   

3 Regression 1641.686 547.229 21.557 .000 

Residual 3680.863 25.385   

Table 3 shows how strongly each of predictors is related to MSRL in each 

model. The coefficients along with the t-values as well as the error probability 

of each model are given in the table. 

As Table 3 shows, in the initial model, every standard deviation (SD) of change 

in cognitive strategies goes with .47 SD change in MSRL. Model two indicates 

that for each SD of change cognitive and compensation strategies, we can 

expect .35 and .22 SD change in the positive direction in the score of MSRL, 

respectively. Model 3 also informs us that .25, .20, and .18 SD of change are 
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expected in MSRL score per every unit of SD change in the cognitive, 

compensation and metacognitive strategies, respectively.  

Table 3 
Coefficients on MSRL 

  
Standardized 

Beta 
Unstandardized 

t Sig. 
B Std. Error 

1 Cognitive .47 .47 .073 6.45 .000 

2 

Cognitive .35 .35 .081 4.40 .000 

compensation . 24 .22 .073 3.06 .003 

3 

Cognitive .25 .25 .086 2.97 .003 

Compensation .23 .20 .071 2.93 .004 

Meta-cognitive .22 .18 .063 2.91 .004 

4.2. Research Question Two 

The purpose of this question was to check how LLS were related to the 

task value component of MSRL. To answer this question, another multiple 

regression analysis was used. The analysis suggested that affective, 

metacognitive and memory strategies had a significant relationship with task 

value and could predict it. Table 4 makes it clear that task value has around 18% 

of common variance with metacognitive strategies. In the second model, 

memory and metacognitive strategies collectively account for almost 25% of the 

variance that is observed in task value. In the third and final model, when 

memory strategies are added to the previous two types, the three types of 

strategies together have slightly less than 27% variance in common with task 

value. 
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Table 4 
Task Value Model Summary 

Model R  Adjusted R 
Square 

             Change Statistics 

R 
Square 
Change 

F Change  Sig. of  
F Change 

1 .437
a

  .185 .191 34.62 .000 
.000 
.035 

2 .511
b

  .251 .070 13.88 

3 .532
c

  .269 .021 4.52 

In Table 5, the F-values and the probability levels suggest in all the three 

models that the models have reached statistical significance. 

Table 5 
Task Value ANOVA Results 

Model SS MS F Sig. 

1 Regression 561.212 561.212 34.625 .000 

Residual 2382.627 16.208   

2 Regression 768.118 384.059 25.772 .000 

Residual 2175.721 14.902   

3 Regression 834.203 278.068 19.112 .000 

Residual 2109.635 14.549   

     In Table 6, the coefficients and the level of significance are given for each 

model. As it can be seen in the table, for every SD change in metacognitive 

strategies, .43 of a SD change is expected in the dependent variable. In the 

second model, every SD change in memory and metacognitive strategies would 

go with around .28 and .32 of a SD change in task value, respectively. In the 

third model, with all the three strategy types taken together, for each SD unit 

change in one‟s affective, memory and metacognitive strategies score, one 

would expect to see .16, .25, and .27 of a SD unit change in the score of task 

value, respectively. In addition, the probability levels indicate the statistical 

significance of the all coefficients. 
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Table 6 
Task Value Coefficients 

Model Unstandardized Standardized t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 Meta-cognitive .261 .044 .437 5.884 .000 

2 

 

3 

Meta-cognitive .195 .046 .326 4.235 .000 

Memory .215 .058 .287 3.726 .000 

Meta-cognitive .164 .048 .274 3.418 .001 

Memory .192 .058 .257 3.327 .001 

Affective .101 .047 .165 2.131 .035 

4.3. Research Question Three 

The aim of this question was to find out which LLS types predict control 

of learning beliefs better. To do so, another multiple regression analysis was 

conducted, the summary of which suggested that the only significant predictor 

was metacognitive strategies. According to Table 7, metacognitive strategies 

have more than 8% of common variance with the predicted variable. 

Table 7 
Learning Beliefs Model Summary 

Model R  Adjusted  

R Square       F  

Sig 

1 .272
a

  .081              13.23 .002 

a. Predictor: metacognitive  

     The ANOVA result on the model suggests that the model has reached 

statistical significance. 

Table 8 

 

Results of ANOVA on Learning Beliefs 

Model SS MS F Sig. 

1 Regression 101.220 101.220 

6.945 

14.574 .000 

Residual 1020.968   

     The coefficients were checked to see how strongly the predictor and 

predicted variables were related. The results are summarized in Table 9. 
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Table 9 
Learning Beliefs Coefficients 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta 

1 Meta-cognitive .101 .027 .290 3.801 .001 

     The result of the model summary indicates that for one SD of change in the 

scores of the predictor variable, .29 of a SD change is expected in the predicted 

variable. Furthermore, this amount of relationship between the two variables is 

significant. 

4.4. Research Question Four 

This final question was intended to examine how types of LLS were 

related to test anxiety.  Like the previous questions, a multiple regression 

analysis was made use of to address this question. It turned out that the only 

type of LLS that could predict test anxiety was compensation strategies. 

According to Table 10, the model summary is indicative of the fact that 

compensation strategies have only more than 4% of variance in common with 

test anxiety. 

Table 10 
Model Summary on Test Anxiety 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

  F            Sig. 

1 .232
a

 .054 .047  8.19        .006 
 

     The ANOVA results in Table 11 suggest that this regression model is also 

significant. 

Table 11 
Results of ANOVA on Test Anxiety 

Model SS df MS F Sig. 

1 Regression 101.079 1 101.079 8.210 .005 

Residual 1809.875 147 12.312   

     As it can be seen in Table 12, compensation strategies and test anxiety are 

significantly but negatively related. This means that for every SD positive 

change in the former, .21 of a SD negative change is expected in the latter.  
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Table 12 

  Test Anxiety Coefficients 

Model Unstandardized  Standardized  t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 compensation -.19 .06 -.210 -2.67 .007 

4.2. Discussion 

There are areas of similarity as well as disparity between the results 

obtained in this study and those reported in other studies. One study the finding 

of which is partially in agreement with our study is that of Zarei and Shahidi 

Pour (2013a), who observed in their study that cognitive strategies are strongly 

connected with idioms learning. However, they also reported a negative 

relationship between the use of affective strategies and the comprehension of 

idioms. This part of their finding contradicts our finding. In this study, affective 

strategies were not meaningfully related even to test anxiety, which appears to 

be an affective trait.  

Similar to the finding of our study, suggesting a positive relationship 

between cognitive strategies and MSRL as well as between the use of affective 

strategies and performance on the task value component of MSRL, cognitive 

and affective strategies have been reported to be meaningfully associated with 

learners‟ idiom production (Zarei& Shahidi Pour, 2013b). This finding also 

seems to confirm the assertion that metacognitive strategies can actually assist 

language learners to analyze and improve their thinking process and engage 

themselves more meaningfully and deeply in the learning process (Pintrich& De 

Groot, 1990).  

From another perspective, the findings of this study are compatible with 

that of Neuville, et al., (2007), who reported that self-regulated learning 

strategies use can be influenced by motivational attributes. In addition, similar 

to the results obtained here, they also discovered that task value was 

meaningfully connected to LLS. At the same time, their findings also deviate 

from our findings in the sense that in their study motivational variables, 

although related to LLS, were not meaningfully associated with the learners‟ 

achievement performance.  Furthermore, the findings of this study also 

contradict those of Zarei (2014), who found no meaningful relationship between 

motivation and reading anxiety, on the one hand, and reading anxiety and 

reading strategies, on the other.  

Additional support for the findings of this study comes from studies that 

have shown LLS to be meaningfully related to cognitive self-regulated learning 

(Zarei&Gilanian, 2014b). They also found that LLS were related to goal 

orientation, which is a component of MSR. Moreover, the present findings are 
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in line with those of Pintrich (1989), who also reported a significant relationship 

between LLS and goal orientation.  

Another finding of this study was that compensation strategies were 

negatively related to test anxiety, and task value was strongly associated with 

memory, metacognitive and affective strategies. In support of this finding, 

Yilmaz (2010) also reported a negative relationship between anxiety and 

affective strategies. Because compensation strategies are normally employed by 

learners to make up for the gap in their knowledge while communicating with 

others (Oxford &Crookall, 1989) it could be assumed that frequent use of such 

strategies might lead to a reduction in the learners‟ anxiety level, which would, 

in turn, improve their learning performance. Given this assumption, our finding 

corroborates that of Yilmaz (2010), who observed that the use of affective 

strategies was conducive to reducing learners‟ anxiety and improving their 

motivation and ability to manage their emotions. 

Although a part of our findings was supported by other findings in the 

literature, they were, nevertheless, contradicted by some others. There are a 

number of potential factors that might be used to explain the discrepancies 

between the results of this and other studies in the field. To name only a few, 

one can mention learners‟ age, gender, home culture, proficiency level, field of 

study, and the social context.  For manageability reasons, these variables could 

not be studied here. However, studies such as Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006) 

and Yilmaz (2010), among many others, have already provided evidence that 

the mentioned variables are related to ones covered in this study. What this 

implies is that such controversial findings call for further research in the hope of 

resolving these issues and shedding more light on the darker corners of this field 

of research. 

6. Conclusion and Pedagogical Implications 
The findings of this study contribute to a major theme, namely Turkman 

students‟ academic engagement is predicted positively and significantly by their 

Persian language teachers‟ nonverbal immediacy and credibility. To put it 

differently, Persian language teachers‟ nonverbal immediacy and credibility can 

remarkably enhance the academic engagement of their Turkman students. 

These findings can be beneficial for Persian language teachers who 

teach Persian as the second language to speakers of other languages, notably 

Turkman students. If Persian language learners consider their teachers as 

credible, their motivation to engage with language learning activities improves. 

Hence, Persian language teachers are highly recommended to behave in a 

manner to be considered as a trustworthy and attentive instructor. 

Additionally, in order to decrease the negative reactions of Turkman 

students against the use of teachers‟ corrective feedback, Persian language 

teachers are strongly advised to use some nonverbal actions such as smiling, 

moving around the classroom, and using gestures while communicating with 
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their pupils. Employing these nonverbal actions, they can also enhance the 

psychological closeness between themselves and their students, which 

significantly lead to students‟ academic engagement. A higher degree of L2 

learners‟ academic engagement can improve their ability to communicate in the 

target language, which is the main objective of second language learning 

(Amiryousefi & Mirkhani, 2019; Fallah, 2014; Khajavy et al., 2016). 

Additionally, the outputs of this research can be informative for Persian 

language teacher educators. They should put emphasis on the importance of 

teachers‟ interpersonal variables, notably nonverbal immediacy and credibility 

to help Persian language teachers increase the amount of their L2 learners‟ 

academic engagement. 

Future studies on Persian language learners‟ academic engagement are 

expected to investigate the role of other interpersonal variables of Persian 

language teachers, including teacher stroke, teacher caring, and teacher 

resilience. Moreover, the present research can be replicated with speakers of 

other languages such as Baluchi, Turkish, Kurdish, and Kazakh to understand 

whether similar findings can be found. In addition, this research study was 

purely quantitative; hence, further studies are recommended to include some 

interviews to attain more comprehensive results. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Strategies Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) (The English 

Version)  

 

Introduction: Please answer to the following questions according to your true cases 

from 1 (Never or almost never true of me) to 5 (always or almost always true of 

me). 
 

(1. Never true of me 2. Rarely true of me 3. Sometimes true of me 4. Often true of me 5. 

Always true of me) 

  Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

 Part A 1 2 3 4 5 

1 I think of relationships between 

what I already know and new 

things I learn in English. 

     

2 I use new English words in a 

sentence so I can remember them. 

     

3 I connect the sound of a new 

English word and an image or 

picture of the word to help me 

remember the word. 

     

4 I remember a new English word by 

making a mental picture of a 

situation in which the word might 

be used. 

     

5 I use rhymes to remember new 

English words. 

     

6 I use flashcards to remember new 

English words. 

     

7 I physically act out new English 

words. 

     

8 I review English lessons often.      

9 I remember new English words or 

phrases by remembering their 

location on the page, on the board, 

or on a street sign. 

     

 Part B      

10 I say or write new English words 

several times. 

     

11 I try to talk like native English 

speakers. 

     

12 I practice the sounds of English.      

13 I use the English words I know in 

different ways. 

     

14 I start conversations in English.      

15 I watch English language TV 

shows spoken in English or go to 

movies spoken in English. 
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16 I read for pleasure in English.      

17 I write notes, messages, letters or 

reports in English. 

     

18 I first skim an English passage 

(read over the passage quickly) 

then go back and read carefully. 

 

     

19 I look for words in my own 

language that are similar to new 

words in English. 

     

20 I try to find patterns in English.      

21 I find the meaning of an English 

word by dividing it into parts that I 

understand. 

     

22 I try not to translate word-for-

word. 

     

23 I make summaries of information 

that I hear or read in English. 

     

 Part C      

24 To understand unfamiliar English 

words, I make guesses. 

     

25 When I can‟t think of a word 

during a conversation in English, I 

use gestures. 

     

26 I make up new words if I do not 

know the right ones in English. 

     

27 I read English without looking up 

every new word. 

     

28 I try to guess what the other person 

will say next in English. 

     

29 If I can‟t think of an English word, 

I use a word or phrase that means 

the same thing. 

     

 Part D      

30 I try to find as many ways as I can 

to use my English. 

     

31 I notice my English mistakes and 

use that information to help me do 

better. 

     

32 I pay attention when someone is 

speaking English. 

     

33 I try to find out how to be a better 

learner of English. 

     

34 I plan my schedule so I will have 

enough time to study English. 

     

35 I look for people I can talk to in 

English. 

     

36 I look for opportunities to read as 

much as possible in English. 
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37 I have clear goals for improving 

my English skills. 

     

38 I think about my progress in 

learning English. 

     

 Part E      

39 I try to relax whenever I feel afraid 

of using English. 

     

40 I encourage myself to speak 

English even when I am afraid of 

making a mistake. 

     

41 I give myself a reward or treat 

when I do well in English. 

     

42 I notice if I am tense or nervous 

when I am studying or using 

English. 

     

43 I write down my feelings in a 

language-learning diary. 

     

44 I talk to someone else about how I 

feel when I am learning English. 

     

 Part F      

45 If I do not understand something 

in English, I ask the other person to 

slow down or say it again. 

     

46 I ask English speakers to correct 

me when I talk. 

     

47 I practice English with other 

students. 

     

48 I ask for help from English 

speakers. 

     

49 I ask questions in English.      

50 I try to learn about the culture of 

English speakers. 
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Appendix B: Strategies Inventory for Language Learning (SILL)  

(The Persian Version) 

 پرسشىبمٍ راَکبرَبی یبدگیری زببن

لطفب ثِ سَالات صیش ثبتَجِ ثِ هَاسدی وِ دس هَسد ضوب صذق هی وٌذ پبسخ دّیذ. هَاسد دادُ ضذُ اص دستًرالعمل: 

) ّویطِ یب تمشیجب ّویطِ دس هَسد هي  5) ّشگض یب تمشیجب ّشگض دس هَسد هي دسست ًیست( تب گضیٌِ 1گضیٌِ 

 صبدق است( هی ثبضذ. 
. اغلت دس 4. گبّی اٍلبت دس هَسد هي دسست است. 3هي صبدق است. . ثٌذست دس هَسد 2. ّشگض دس هَسد هي دسست ًیست. 1)

.ّویطِ دس هَسد هي دسست است.( 5هَسد هي صذق هی وٌذ.   
 1بخش 

 .  دس هَسد ساثطِ ثیي آًچِ وِ اص لجل هی داًستن ٍ هَاسد جذیذی وِ دس صثبى فبسسی  یبد هی گیشم، فىش هی وٌن.1

گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1
 اٍلبت

 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 ثب ثىبسگیشی لغبت جذیذ صثبى فبسسی دس جولِ هی تَاًن آًْب سا ثِ خبطش ثسپبسم. .2
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 .  ثشلشای ساثطِ ثیي صذای یه ولوِ جذیذ فبسسی ثب تصَیش یب ػىس آى ثِ هي ووه هی وٌذ تب آى ولوِ سا ثِ خبطش ثسپبسم.3
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 ثب ایجبد تصَیش رٌّی دس هَلؼیتی وِ ولوِ هوىي است دس آى استفبدُ ضَد، ولوِ جذیذ صثبى فبسسی سا ثِ خبطش هی سپبسم. .4
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . اص ضؼش ثشای ثِ خبطش سپشدى ولوبت جذیذ فبسسی استفبدُ هی وٌن.5
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 ثشای ثِ خبطش سپشدى ولوبت جذیذ فبسسی استفبدُ هی وٌن.. اص فلص وبست 6

گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1
 اٍلبت

 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . ادای ولوبت جذیذ فبسسی سا ػیٌب دس هی آٍسم.7
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . اغلت دسٍس فبسسی سا هشٍس هی وٌن.8
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 فبسسی سا ثب ثِ خبطش سپشدى جبی آًْب دس صفحِ، سٍی تبثلَ، یب ػلائن خیبثبًی یبد هی گیشم. . ولوبت ٍ ػجبسات جذیذ9
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 2بخش 
 . ولوبت جذیذ فبسسی سا چٌذیي ثبس هی ًَیسن یب تىشاس هی وٌن.10

گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1
 اٍلبت

 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 صحجت وٌن.. سؼی هی وٌن ضجیِ فبسسی صثبًْب 11
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1
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 اٍلبت

 . صذاّبی فبسسی سا توشیي هی وٌن.12
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . ولوبت فبسسی سا وِ یبدگشفتِ ام، ثِ ضیَُ ّبی هختلف استفبدُ هی وٌن.13
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . هىبلوبت سا ثِ صثبى فبسسی ضشٍع هی وٌن.14
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

. ثشًبهِ ّبی تلَیضیًَی وِ ثِ صثبى فبسسی ّستٌذ سا توبضب هی وٌن یب ثِ ثِ سیٌوبّبیی وِ فیلن فبسسی پخص هی وٌٌذ هی 15
 سٍم.

گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1
 اٍلبت

 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . اص خَاًذى فبسسی لزت هی ثشم.16
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 یبداضت، پیغبم، ًبهِ، یب گضاسضْب سا ثِ صثبى فبسسی هی ًَیسن.. 17
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . هتي فبسسی سا اثتذا ثطَس سطحی هی خَاًن ) ول هتي سا ثب سشػت هی خَاًن( سپس ثشهی گشدم ٍ ثب دلت هی خَاًن. 18 
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 جستجَی هؼبدلْبی هطبثِ ثشای ولوبت جذیذ دس صثبى فبسسی هی پشداصم.. دس صثبى خَد ثِ 19
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . سؼی هی وٌن الگَّبیی سا دس صثبى فبسسی پیذا وٌن.20
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 است، پی هی ثشم.. ثِ هؼٌی یه ولوِ فبسسی ثب تمیسن وشدى آى ثِ لسوتْبیی وِ ثشاین لبثل فْن 21
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . سؼی هی وٌن لفظ ثِ لفظ تشجوِ ًىٌن.22
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . اطلاػبتی سا وِ ضٌیذُ یب خَاًذُ ام سا ثِ فبسسی خلاصِ هی وٌن.23
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 3بخش 
 آضٌب هؼٌی آًْب سا حذس هی صًن.. ثِ هٌظَس فْویذى ولوبت ًب 24

گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1
 اٍلبت

 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . صهبًی وِ دس خلال هىبلوِ ًتَاًن هؼبدل فبسسی ولوِ ای سا ثِ یبد آٍسم، اص ایوب ٍ اضبسُ استفبدُ هی وٌن.25
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گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1
 اٍلبت

 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 هی سبصم.. اگشهؼبدل فبسسی دسست ولوبت سا ًذاًن، ولوبت جذیذی سا 26
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . ثذٍى ایٌىِ ثِ جستجَی ّش ولوِ جذیذ دس وتبة لغت ثپشداصم، فبسسی هی خَاًن.27
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . سؼی هی وٌن آًچِ سا وِ دیگشاى ثِ صثبى فبسسی خَاٌّذ گفت سا حذس ثضًن.28
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . اگش ًتَاًن یه ولوِ فبسسی سا ثِ یبد ثیبٍسم، اص ولوِ یب ػجبستی وِ ّوبى هؼٌی سا داضتِ ثبضذ استفبدُ هی وٌن.29
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 4بخش 
 . سؼی هی وٌن تب آًجب وِ هی تَاًن سٍش ّبی صیبدی سا ثشای استفبدُ اص صثبى فبسسی پیذا وٌن. 30

گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1
 اٍلبت

 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . هتَجِ اضتجبّبتن دس صثبى فبسسی ّستن ٍ ثىبسثشدى ایي اطلاػبت ثِ هي ووه هی وٌذ تب ػولىشد ثْتشی داضتِ ثبضن.31
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . ٍلتی دیگشاى فبسسی صحجت هی وٌٌذ، ثِ آًْب تَجِ هی وٌن.32
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 ثِ دًجبل ساّی ّستن وِ صثبى آهَص ثْتشی ثطَم..  33
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4 گبّیبٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 . اص آًجب وِ ثشًبهِ صهبًی ثشای خَد طشاحی هی وٌن، فشصت وبفی ثشای هطبلؼِ صثبى فبسسی خَاّن داضت.34
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 فبسسی صحجت وٌن.. ثِ دًجبل افشادی هی گشدم وِ ثتَاًن ثب آًْب 35
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . ثِ دًجبل فشصت ّبیی ّستن وِ تب آًجبیی وِ اهىبى داسد، فبسسی ثخَاًن.36
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . اّذاف آضىبسی ثشای پیطشفت هْبستْبی صثبى فبسسی خَد داسم.37
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 پیطشفت خَد دس یبدگیشی صثبى فبسسی سا ثشسسی هی وٌن.. 38
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 5بخش 
 . سؼی هی وٌن وِ ّش ٍلت دس استفبدُ اص صثبى فبسسی دچبس تشس ضذم، آساهص خَد سا حفظ وٌن.39
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گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 داسم، خَد سا ثِ فبسسی صحجت وشدى تشغیت وٌن. . سؼی هی وٌن حتی ٍلتی وِ اص اضتجبُ وشدى ّشاس40
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . ّش گبُ ػولىشدم دس فبسسی خَة ثبضذ ثِ خَد پبداش یب جبیضُ هی دّن.41
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 هی ضَم، ّستن.. هتَجِ هَالؼی وِ دس ٌّگبم هطبلؼِ یب استفبدُ صثبى فبسسی دچبس استشس ٍ ّیجبى 42
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . احسبسبتن سا دس خبطشات سٍصاًِ یبدگیشی صثبى خَد یبدداضت هی وٌن.43
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . ثب دیگشاى دس هَسد ایٌىِ ثِ ٌّگبم یبدگیشی صثبى فبسسی چِ احسبسی داسم، صحجت هی وٌن.44
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 6بخش 
 . اگش هطلجی سا دس صثبى فبسسی هتَجِ ًطن اص دیگشاى هی خَاّن تب آى سا هجذدا ٍ ثِ آساهی ثگَیٌذ.45

گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1
 اٍلبت

 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . اص افشاد فبسسی صثبى تمبضب هی وٌن تب ثِ ٌّگبم صحجت وشدى اضتجبّبت هي سا تصحیح وٌٌذ.46
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . ثب سبیش داًطجَیبى فبسسی توشیي هی وٌن.47
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . اص افشاد فبسسی صثبى تمبضبی ووه هی وٌن.48
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . ثِ صثبى فبسسی سَالات خَد سا هی پشسن.49
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 دس هَسد فشٌّگ فبسسی صثبًبى هطلغ ضَم.. سؼی هی وٌن 50
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 
Appendix C: Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) (The 

English Version) 

Instructions: Please answer to the following questions according to your true cases 

from 1 (Never or almost never true of me) to 5 (always or almost always true of 

me). 
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1. If I study in appropriate ways, then I will be able to learn the material in this course. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

2. When I take a test I think about how poorly I am doing compared with other students. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

3. I think I will be able to use what I learn in this course in other courses. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

4. When I take a test I think about items on other parts of the test I can't answer. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

5. It is my own fault if I don't learn the material in this course. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

6. It is important for me to learn the course material in this class. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

7. When I take tests, I think of the consequences of failing. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

8. I am very interested in the content area of this course. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

9. If I try hard enough, then I will understand the course material. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

10. I have an uneasy, upset feeling when I take an exam. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

11. I think the course material in this class is useful for me to learn. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

12. If I don't understand the course material, it is because I didn't try hard enough. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

13. I like the subject matter of this course. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

14. Understanding the subject matter of this course is very important to me. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

15. I feel my heart beating fast when I take an exam. 

 1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

16.During class time I often miss important points because I‟m thinking of other things.  

 1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

17. When reading for this course, I make up questions to help focus my reading. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

18. When I become confused about something I‟m reading for this class, I go back and try to 

figure it out. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

19. If course readings are difficult to understand, I change the way I read the material. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

20.  Before I study new course material thoroughly, I often skim it to see how it is organized. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

21.  I ask myself questions to make sure I understand the material I have been studying in this 

class. 

 1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

22. I try to change the way I study in order to fit the course requirements and the instructor‟s 

teaching style. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

23. I often find that I have been reading for this class but don‟t know what it was all about. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

24. I try to think through a topic and decide what I am supposed to learn from it rather than just 

reading it over when studying for this course. 
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1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

25. When studying for this course I try to determine which concepts I don‟t understand well. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

26. When I study for this class, I set goals for myself in order to direct my activities in each 

study period. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

27. If I get confused taking notes in class, I make sure I sort it out afterwards. 

1) almost never      2) seldom        3) sometimes         4) often           5) almost always 

 

Appendix D: Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) (The 
Persian Version) 

 (MSLQ)پرسشىبمٍ راَبردَبی اوگیسشی ي خًد تىظیمی فراشىبختی 

 
) 1لطفب ثِ سَالات صیش ثبتَجِ ثِ هَاسدی وِ دس هَسد ضوب صذق هی وٌذ پبسخ دّیذ. هَاسد دادُ ضذُ اص گضیٌِ دستًرالعمل: 

) ّویطِ یب تمشیجب ّویطِ دس هَسد هي صبدق است( هی  5ب گضیٌِ ّشگض یب تمشیجب ّشگض دس هَسد هي دسست ًیست( ت
 ثبضذ.

 . اگش ثِ سٍضْبی هٌبسجی هطبلؼِ وٌن، هی تَاًن هطبلت ایي دسس سا یبد ثگیشم.1
 تمشیجب ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 چِ اًذاصُ ضؼیف تش ػول وشدُ ام.. ٍلتی اهتحبى هی دّن ثِ ایي فىش هی وٌن وِ دس همبیسِ ثب سبیش داًطجَیبى 2
گبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 اٍلبت
 تمشیجب ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4

 . فىش هی وٌن آًچِ سا وِ دس ایي دسس یبد گشفتن هی تَاًن دس دسٍس دیگش استفبدُ وٌن.3
 تمشیجب ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 وِ ًتَاًستن جَاة دّن. . ٍلتی اهتحبى هی دّن ثِ سَالات دیگشی فىش هی وٌن4
تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 ّویطِ
 .  اگش هطلجی سا دسایي دسس یبد ًگیشم، همصش خَد هي ّستن.5

 تمشیجب ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1
 . ثشاین هْن است وِ هطبلت دسسی سا دس ایي ولاس یبد ثگیشم.6

تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 اٍلبتگبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1
 ّویطِ

 . ٍلتی اهتحبى هی دّن ثِ ایي ًتیجِ وِ هوىي است دس اهتحبى هَفك ًطَم، فىش هی وٌن.7
 تمشیجب ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 . ثِ حَصُ هحتَایی ایي دسس ثسیبس ػلالِ هٌذ ّستن. 8
 تمشیجب ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 اگش ثِ اًذاصُ وبفی، سخت تلاش وٌن، هطبلت دسسی سا خَاّن فْویذ.. 9
تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 ّویطِ
 . ٍلتی اهتحبى داسم احسبس ًبساحتی ٍ اضطشاة هی وٌن.10

تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1
 ّویطِ

 یبدگیشی هي هفیذ ّستٌذ.. فىش هی وٌن هطبلت دسسی دس ایي ولاس ثشای 11
 تمشیجب ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 . اگش هطبلت دسسی سا هتَجِ ًطَم ثِ ایي ػلت است وِ سخت تلاش ًىشدُ ام.12
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تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1
 ّویطِ

 . هطبلت ٍ هَضَػبت ایي دسس سا دٍست داسم.13
تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 اٍلبتگبّی  .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 ّویطِ

 . فْویذى هَضَع ٍ هطبلت ایي دسس ثشاین ثسیبس هْن است.14
تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 ّویطِ

 . ٍلتی اهتحبى داسم احسبس هی وٌن ضشثبى للجن تٌذ هی ضَد.15
تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 ّویطِ

 ًىبت هْن سا اص دست هی دّن صیشا ثِ چیض ّبی دیگشی فىش هی وٌن. . دس طی صهبى ولاس اغلت16
تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 ّویطِ

 . ٍلتی ایي دسس سا هی خَاًن، سَالاتی هطشح هی وٌن وِ ثِ هي ووه هی وٌٌذ تب سٍی خَاًذًن توشوض وٌن.17
تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 ّویطِ

. ّش ٍلت دس فْن چیضّبیی وِ ثشای ایي ولاس هی خَاًن دچبس اضتجبُ هی ضَم. ثِ ػمت ثشهی گشدم ٍ سؼی هی وٌن وِ آًْب سا 18
 ثفْون.

تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1
 ّویطِ

 دّن.. اگش فْویذى آًچِ وِ دس ایي دسس هی خَاًن، هطىل ضَد، سٍضن سا دس خَاًذى هطبلت تغییش هی 19
 تمشیجب ّویطِ .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

. لجل ا ص ایٌىِ هطبلت دسسی سا ثِ طَس وبهل ثخَاًن، اغلت آى سا ثِ طَس سطحی هی خَاًن تب ثفْون وِ ثِ چِ ضىل 20
 سبصهبًذّی ضذُ است.

تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1
 ّویطِ

 هطوئي ضَم هطبلجی سا وِ دس ولاس هطبلؼِ وشدُ ام، فْویذُ ام.. اص خَد سَالاتی هی پشسن تب 21
تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 ّویطِ

 . سؼی هی وٌن سٍضی هطبلؼِ خَد سا تغییش دّن تب هٌبست ًیبصّبی دسسی ٍ ضیَُ آهَصضی هذسس گشدد.22
تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 ّویطِ

 . اغلت هتَجِ ایي هَضَع هی ضَم وِ آًچِ سا وِ ثشای ایي ولاس خَاًذُ ام ثطَس وبهل دسن ًىشدُ ام. 23
تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 ّویطِ

. سؼی هی وٌن ثِ جبی ایٌىِ فمط دس طَل هطبلؼِ ایي دسس سشفصل سا ثخَاًن، ثِ آى  فىش وٌن ٍ دس هَسد ایٌىِ لشاس است 24
 چیضی سا ثیبهَصم،  تصوین ثگیشم. چِ

تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1
 ّویطِ

 . ٍلتی ایي دسس سا هطبلؼِ هی وٌن، سؼی هی وٌن تب هفبّیوی سا وِ هتَجِ ًوی ضَم، هطخص وٌن.25
تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 ّویطِ
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وٌن، اّذافی سا ثشای خَد تؼییي هی وٌن تب ثتَاًن ثشفؼبلیت ّبی خَد دس ّش دٍسُ . صهبًی وِ ثشای ایي ولاس هطبلؼِ هی 26

 هطبلؼبتی ًظبست داضتِ ثبضن.
تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 تمشیجب ّشگض .1

 ّویطِ

 . اگش ثشای یبدداضت ثشداسی دس ولاس دچبس اضتجبُ ضَم، هطوئي ّستن وِ ثؼذا هی تَاًن آى سا سفغ وٌن.27
تمشیجب  .5 اغلت .4 گبّی اٍلبت .3 ثٌذست .2 ّشگضتمشیجب  .1

 ّویطِ
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 طِ بیي راّبردّای زباى آهَزی ٍ یادگیری خَد تٌظین اًگیسضی ٍ فراضٌاختی:راب

 )پژٍّطی(ٍیژُ زباى آهَزاى فارسی بعٌَاى زباى دٍم

 
 1زارعیعببسعلی 

 )رٌ(داوشیبر زببن اوگلیسی، داوشگبٌ بیه المللی امبم خمیىی ی مسئًل،  وًیسىذٌ

 2محبًبٍ گیلاویبن

 ، پصيَشگر آزدزببن اوگلیسی  کبرشىبسی ارشذی  داوش آمًختٍ
 

 

 چکیذٌ

ایي پژٍّص ثب ّذف ثشسسی ساثطِ ثیي ساّجشدّبی صثبى آهَصی ٍ یبدگیشی خَدتٌظیوی اًگیضضی ٍ فشاضٌختی 

فبسسی آهَص غیش ایشاًی )دختش ٍ  149ضذ. ثِ ایي هٌظَس، تؼذاد صثبى آهَصاى فبسسی ثؼٌَاى صثبى دٍم اًجبم 

پسش( دس همطغ وبسضٌبسی دس داًطگبُ ثیي الوللی اهبم خویٌی ثش اسبس لبثلیت دستشسی اًتخبة ضذًذ. اص 

( ٍ ساّجشدّبی اًگیضضی ثشای  SILLایي افشاد خَاستِ ضذ ثِ دٍ پشسطٌبهِ ساّجشدّبی صثبى آهَصی )

بسخ دٌّذ. دادُ ّبی ثِ دست آهذُ ثب ثىبس گیشی فشایٌذ سگشاسیَى چٌذگبًِ هشحلِ پ (MSLQ)یبدگیشی 

ای هَسد پشداصش لشاس گشفت. ًتبیج ًطبى داد وِ اص هیبى ساّجشد ّبی فشاگیشی صثبى، ساّجشدّبی ضٌبختی، 

تٌذ. ججشاًی ٍ فشاضٌبختی ثِ گًَِ ای هؼٌب داس دس پیص ثیٌی یبدگیشی خَد تٌظیوی فشاضٌبختی ًمص داض

ّوچٌیي هطخص ضذ ساّجشدّبی فشاضٌبختی، حبفظِ ای ٍ ػبطفی دس پیص ثیٌی اسصش ػولىشد ًمص هؼٌب 

داسی داسًذ. یبفتِ ّب ّوچٌیي حبوی اص آى ثَد وِ ثیي ساّجشدّبی فشاضٌبختی ٍ اػتمبد ثِ وٌتشل یبدگیشی 

گًَِ ای هؼٌبداس اضطشاة دس  ساثطِ ای هؼٌبداس ٍجَد داسد. ػلاٍُ ثش ایي، هطخص ضذ وِ تٌْب ػبهلی وِ ثِ

آصهَى سا پیص ثیٌی هی وٌذ ٍ ثب آى ساثطِ هٌفی داسد، ساّجشد ّبی ججشاًی است.  ایي یبفتِ ّب هی تَاًذ 

 ثشای فشاگیشاى، هؼلوبى ٍ تْیِ وٌٌذگبى هطبلت دسسی وبسثشی داضتِ ثبضذ.
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