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Abstract 

Learning strategies have been viewed to play an essential role in second/foreign 

language learning as they help learners improve language proficiency in many ways (Oxford, 

1990), especially when they know how to employ appropriate strategies while learning a 

target language (Lai, 2009). In this regard, a considerable amount of research has been 

reported to show a positive association between strategy use and proficiency (Peacock & Ho, 

2003). However, it should be noted that learning strategies are subject to the learning context 

and to the learner‟s information processing preferences (Cohen, 2003). This study was 

conducted to seek whether such an association also existed in this specific context, that is, 

whether there was an association between the language learning strategies used by the 

English major freshmen of a university in Salatiga, Indonesia with their English proficiency. 

Oxford‟s SILL version 7.0 (1989) was chosen to uncover the utilized learning strategies, and 

the freshmen‟s test scores in structure/grammar, writing, reading, and vocabulary during the 

first semester of their study were used to represent their proficiency. The findings revealed 

that although there was no significant correlation between the learning strategies and the 

students‟ proficiency, the strongest association was found between cognitive strategies and 

the structure/grammar test scores despite the report that the students employed metacognitive 

strategies the most often. 

 

Keywords: language learning strategies, language proficiency 

 

Background of the Study 

 Most people would think of some strategies to successfully do something or solve a 

problem. If one would like to learn to swim, for example, he/she would think of some 

possible ways to help him/her learn the skill. He/she could ask a friend or a relative or hire a 

swimming coach to train him/her to swim. Another possibility may be learning by observing 

and doing some trials and errors. He/she would also need to think of which stroke to learn 
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first and how often he/she should do the practice. Which way to choose will depend on which 

one or which combination of strategies suits him/her and the learning context the best. 

 Learning a second language is not an exception, let alone remembering that it is not 

easy and it takes quite a lot of time to do. Therefore, any approach that may make it fairly 

easier, faster or more successful should be thought of seriously (Swan, 2008). Oxford 

(1990:235) believed that learning strategies, if used appropriately, will help the language 

learning be “more successful, self-directed, and enjoyable”. In line with this, Chamot (2005, 

p.113) reminded that “learning strategies are sensitive to the learning context and to the 

learner‟s internal processing preferences”. A certain learning strategy can help a learner in a 

particular context reach a specific learning goal, while other learning strategies may not be as 

functional for that learning goal. (Chamot, 2005). When proficiency is regarded as a learning 

goal, a considerable amount of research has shown that there is often a positive association 

between strategy use and proficiency (Peacock & Ho, 2003). 

 Taking the above ideas into consideration, the present study was conducted to 

investigate any association between the language learning strategies used by the English 

major freshmen of a university in Salatiga, Indonesia with their English proficiency. 

 

Research Question  

This study was expected to answer the following research question:  

How do English major freshmen‟s language learning strategies relate to their English 

proficiency? 

The results of the study may be one of the following hypotheses: 

H0 (the null hypothesis): 

 There is no relationship between the freshmen‟s language learning strategies and their 

English proficiency (the two variables are independent of each other). 

Ha (the alternative hypothesis):  

There is a relationship between the freshmen‟s language learning strategies and their 

English proficiency (one variable is dependent on the other).  

 

Purpose and Significance of the Study 

 As it has been mentioned by Peacock and Ho (2003) that a positive association often 

exists between strategy use and proficiency, the researcher would like to see if such an 

association also applies to the present study. If so, this study will provide empirical evidence 
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to the aforementioned generalized finding. The findings are hoped to help learners, especially 

those in Salatiga, Indonesia, to decide what learning strategies are best employed to improve 

their language learning in a similar learning context. 

Language Learning Strategies  

Defined most simply, “learning strategies are procedures that facilitate a learning 

task” (Chamot, 2005). Learning strategies are categorized under language learner strategies, 

with the other subcategory being language use strategies (Cohen, 1998: 5). Cohen (2003, 

p.280) further explained that “language learning strategies are the conscious or semi-

conscious thoughts and behaviours used by learners with the explicit goal of improving their 

knowledge and understanding of a target language.” Similarly, Oxford (1990, 1993) 

described language learning strategies as specific actions, behaviours, steps, or techniques 

employed often consciously by learners to make learning easier, faster, more successful, 

more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, and more transferable to new contexts. 

Improving learners‟ learning in this sense is explained as improving “their progress in 

internalising, storing, retrieving, and using the L2” (Oxford, 1993, p. 175). 

Learning strategies play a significant role in second/foreign language learning as they 

help learners improve language proficiency in many ways (Oxford, 1990). With this regard, it 

should be noted that learning strategies are susceptible to the learning environment and to the 

learner‟s preferences in processing information (Cohen, 2003). Therefore, knowing how to 

utilize appropriate strategies while learning a target language will assist students to make 

their learning more successful (Lai, 2009).  

 From the above discussion, it can be concluded that language learning strategies are 

specific conscious or semi-conscious thoughts, actions, behaviours, steps, or techniques 

utilized by learners to improve their language competence in more enjoyable, more self-

directed, and more effective ways. To make the best use of learning strategies, learners need 

to be able to employ appropriate strategies while learning a target language considering that 

learning strategies are prone to the learning context and the learners‟ information processing 

preferences.  

Design of the Study 

This study used an Ex Post Facto Design. It examined the relationship between an 

independent variable (i.e. learning strategies) and dependent variable (i.e. students‟ 

performance as represented by students‟ scores in different skills in English) without 
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considering what went before and any potential treatment effects since there was no treatment 

involved in it (learning strategies are not a treatment).  

The language learning strategies were measured using Oxford‟s five-likert scale 

Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL, Version 7.0, 1989), which includes 50 

questions covering six types of strategies: memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, 

affective and social strategies. The first three are grouped as direct strategies, which directly 

deal with working with the target language itself, while the other three are seen as indirect 

strategies, which are related to the general management of learning (Oxford, 1990).  This 

questionnaire was chosen as it is considered to be the most widely adopted and influential 

tool for investigating language learning strategy use so far (Hsu, 2005; Bremner, 1999, cited 

in Qingquan, Chatupote, & Teo, 2008). 

Meanwhile, the freshmen‟s English proficiency was represented by their scores on the 

scale of 1 to 100 in the structure/grammar, writing, reading, and vocabulary tests during the 

first semester of their study. Both data sets are regarded as interval-level data. 

The data was taken in December 2011 from two intact classes consisting of 63 

freshmen of a private university in Salatiga, Indonesia whose average age was 18. The SILL 

questionnaire was distributed at the end of the course, and the test scores were obtained from 

the course coordinator one week after the course ended. 

 

Analysis Methods 

To summarize the data on the learning strategies and students‟ scores, as well as to 

explore the possible patterns that may occur, descriptive statistics were used by means of the 

frequency distribution, central tendency and measures of variation. The correlation tests were 

then conducted to see any relationship between the two variables.  

 

Results and Discussions 

 This section displays the statistic results and the discussions of the results. 



 

Research in Teacher Education : What, How, and Why?, November 21-22, 2012, UKSW 526 

 

 

 

The statistics above show that there are 63 valid data and no missing data for the 

whole instruments. Seen from the standard deviation of each type of the learning strategies 

that ranges from .46649 to .72104, the students are quite homogeneous. In general, the 

learning strategies that are used the most often are metacognitive strategies (M = 3.7559), 

followed by compensation strategies (M = 3.5767), social strategies (M = 3.5635), cognitive 

strategies (M = 3.4890), memory strategies (M = 3.2613), and finally affective strategies (M 

= 3.1931). In the mean time, the mean of the test scores show that students performed the best 

in the structure test with the mean of 77.6587 and the least in the reading test with the mean 

of 64.5913 on the scale of 1-100. However, the lowest score (38.00) was recorded in the 

writing test and the highest (98.83) was in the vocabulary test.  

 

 

Statistics

63 63 63 63 63 63 63 63 63 63 63 63

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3.2613 3.4890 3.5767 3.7559 3.1931 3.5635 3.4807 77.6587 68.7790 64.5913 69.8452 70.2719

3.3333 3.5714 3.6667 3.7778 3.3333 3.6667 3.5000 80.5000 72.1250 65.5625 69.8333 71.8167

3.56 3.00 3.17 3.78 2.67 3.67 2.90a 70.63a 74.63 62.81 47.83a 43.53a

.60449 .51737 .55988 .56637 .72104 .69395 .46649 10.07115 11.67326 8.77782 14.73722 10.47699

1.89 2.43 2.50 2.22 1.67 2.00 2.60 52.00 38.00 39.13 41.50 43.53

4.56 4.36 4.83 5.00 4.83 5.00 4.50 92.88 91.83 80.88 98.83 88.43

2.8889 3.0000 3.1667 3.3333 2.6667 3.0000 3.0400 70.6250 59.3750 59.1875 58.3333 62.3281

3.3333 3.5714 3.6667 3.7778 3.3333 3.6667 3.5000 80.5000 72.1250 65.5625 69.8333 71.8167

3.6667 3.9286 4.0000 4.2222 3.6667 4.1667 3.8400 85.6250 75.0000 72.0000 81.1250 77.5000

Valid

Missing

N

Mean

Median

Mode

Std.  Dev iation

Minimum

Maximum

25

50

75

Percentiles

AV.A AV.B AV.C AV.D AV.E AV.F AV.LS AVSTR AVWRT AVRDG AVVOC AV.T

Mult iple modes exist . The smallest v alue is showna. 

Tests of Normality

.115 63 .037 .973 63 .184

.130 63 .010 .957 63 .027

.117 63 .031 .969 63 .109

.081 63 .200* .983 63 .530

.125 63 .016 .973 63 .180

.098 63 .200* .979 63 .362

.087 63 .200* .972 63 .161

AV.A

AV.B

AV.C

AV.D

AV.E

AV.F

AV.LS

Stat is tic df Sig. Stat is tic df Sig.

Kolmogorov -Smirnov
a

Shapiro-Wilk

This  is a lower bound of  the t rue signif icance.*. 

Lillief ors  Signif icance Correctiona.  
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The two tests of normality above indicate that the average scores of the learning 

strategies, with the p-value of .200 (Kolmogorov-Smirnov) and .161 (Shapiro-Wilk), and 

average scores of the test, with the p-value of .200 (Kolmogorov-Smirnov) and .166 

(Shapiro-Wilk), are assumed to be normally distributed since the p-values above are larger 

than the α value of .05 (p > α). Therefore further analyses can be conducted. 

 

 The Pearson correlation analysis between the average scores of the overall learning 

strategies and overall tests signifies that there is no significant correlation between the 

students‟ learning strategies and their English proficiency (r = .122, p > .05). 

When further correlation analyses were conducted on the more specific types of the 

variables, the following results were generated: 

 

Correlations 

 

  AV.T AV.A AV.B AV.C AV.D AV.E AV.F 

  AV.T Pearson 

Correlation 

1 .006 .198 .137 .113 -.060 .152 

  Sig. (2-tailed) . .964 .120 .284 .377 .640 .234 

  N 63 63 63 63 63 63 63 

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

Tests of Normality

.119 63 .027 .930 63 .001

.124 63 .018 .975 63 .235

.078 63 .200* .976 63 .266

.111 63 .052 .967 63 .090

.098 63 .200* .972 63 .166

AVSTR

AVWRT

AVRDG

AVVOC

AV.T

Stat is tic df Sig. Stat is tic df Sig.

Kolmogorov -Smirnov
a

Shapiro-Wilk

This  is a lower bound of  the t rue signif icance.*. 

Lillief ors Signif icance Correctiona.  

Correlations

1 .122

. .342

63 63

.122 1

.342 .

63 63

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

AV.T

AV.LS

AV.T AV.LS
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The table shows that there are no significant correlations among the different types of 

learning strategies and the students‟ overall test scores since all r-values are smaller than .200 

and all p-values are way larger than .05. However, the strongest association is found between 

the cognitive strategies and the students‟ overall test scores (Av.B r = .198, p = .120). 

 

Correlations 

 

  AV.LS AVSTR AVWRT AVRDG AVVOC 

  AV.LS Pearson 

Correlation 

1 .136 .143 .102 .064 

  Sig. (2-tailed) . .287 .262 .424 .621 

  N 63 63 63 63 63 

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

 

 

The above table also shows that all r-values are smaller than .200 and all p-values are 

way larger than .05, indicating that there are no significant correlations among the overall 

scores of learning strategies and the students‟ test scores of different skills. Although some 

weak associations are spotted, the strongest one is between the average score of overall 

learning strategies and their average writing score (r = .143, p = .262). 

 

Correlations 

 

    AV.A AVSTR AVWRT AVRDG AVVOC 

  AV.A Pearson 

Correlation 

1 .027 .087 -.016 -.078 

  Sig. (2-tailed) . .834 .499 .902 .543 

  N 63 63 63 63 63 

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

 

From the above table, it can be inferred that significant correlations are still not found 

among the memory strategies used and the students‟ test scores of different skills since all r-

values are even smaller than .100 and all p-values are way larger than .05. Nevertheless, there 
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are very weak positive correlations between the average score of the memory strategies and 

their average structure and writing scores (rs = .027, rw = .087), and very weak negative 

correlations between the average score of memory strategies and their average reading and 

vocabulary test scores (rr = -.016, rv = -.078). 

Correlations 

 

    AV.B AVSTR AVWRT AVRDG AVVOC 

  AV.B Pearson 

Correlation 

1 .214 .140 .204 .190 

  Sig. (2-tailed) . .093 .274 .109 .136 

  N 63 63 63 63 63 

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

 

This table indicates that although students‟ cognitive strategies do not significantly 

relate to their structure, writing, reading and vocabulary test scores, with all r-values smaller 

than .300 and all p-values still larger than .05, the strongest association is found between the 

average score of cognitive strategies and their average structure score (r = .214, p = .093).  

 

Correlations 

 

    AV.C AVSTR AVWRT AVRDG AVVOC 

  AV.C Pearson 

Correlation 

1 .139 .171 .103 .084 

  Sig. (2-tailed) . .279 .180 .422 .513 

  N 63 63 63 63 63 

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

 

With all r-values smaller than .200 and all p-values way larger than .05, the above 

table illustrates that there are no significant correlations among the compensation strategies 

and the students‟ test scores of different skills. The strongest association is spotted between 

the average score of compensation strategies and the students‟ average writing score (r 

= .171, p = .180).  
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Correlations 

 

 

    AV.D AVSTR AVWRT AVRDG AVVOC 

  AV.D Pearson 

Correlation 

1 .109 .098 .120 .090 

  Sig. (2-tailed) . .394 .445 .348 .481 

  N 63 63 63 63 63 

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

 

The correlation analysis between the metacognitive strategies and students‟ test scores 

of different skills does not demonstrate any significant correlations, with all r-values still 

smaller than .200 and all p-values way larger than .05. The strongest association, however, is 

seen between the average score of metalinguistic strategies and average reading score (r 

= .120, p = .348). 

 

Correlations 

 

 

    AV.E AVSTR AVWRT AVRDG AVVOC 

  AV.E Pearson 

Correlation 

1 -.036 .035 -.103 -.144 

  Sig. (2-tailed) . .776 .783 .422 .261 

  N 63 63 63 63 63 

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

 

Based on the above table, there is no significant correlations between the students‟ 

affective strategies and their test scores of different skills (all r-values < .200 and all p-values 

> .05). However, a very weak positive correlation is spotted between the average score of 

affective strategies and the students‟ average writing score (r = .035, p = .783).   
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Correlations 

 

    AV.F AVSTR AVWRT AVRDG AVVOC 

  AV.F Pearson 

Correlation 

1 .157 .159 .126 .108 

  Sig. (2-tailed) . .218 .213 .325 .399 

  N 63 63 63 63 63 

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

 

Up to this point, the Pearson correlation analysis does not support any significant 

correlations between the students‟ social strategies and their‟ test scores of different skills, 

with all r-values still smaller than .200 and all p-values way larger than .05. Nonetheless, the 

strongest association is marked between the average of social strategies and average writing 

score (r = .159, p = .213). 

 

Concluding Remarks 

After a series of Pearson correlation analyses, the results confirmed that all Pearson‟s 

correlation coefficients (r-values) were smaller than .300 and the p-values were way larger 

than .05. These findings revealed that the freshmen‟s learning strategies did not significantly 

relate to their English proficiency. In other words, the two variables were independent of each 

other, and therefore this study supports/cannot reject the null hypothesis (H0). 

In addition, among the weak or even very weak correlations spotted in this study, the 

strongest correlation was statistically found between the cognitive strategies and the 

freshmen‟s proficiency, specifically the average score of structure/grammar test (r = .214, p 

= .093). 

It is also interesting to find that while the most often used strategies were reported to 

be metacognitive strategies, the strongest association was found between the cognitive 

strategies and students‟ proficiency in structure/grammar. 

The findings may be influenced by the fact that the participants were not trained to 

use such learning strategies in their learning process prior to the study. This might result in 

their not knowing how to make use of the learning strategies appropriately, according to the 

learning context and their information processing preferences. As a consequence, the learning 
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strategies that they reported they used did not effectively help them improve their language 

learning or competence (cf. Oxford, 1990; Cohen, 2003; Lai, 2009). 

In the future, it is suggested that students be trained to use appropriate learning 

strategies in order to reach their learning goals in a more effective, self-directed, and 

enjoyable way (Oxford, 1990; Cohen, 2003; Lai, 2009). 
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APPENDIX 

St.No.: __________________ 

Group : __________________ 

Gender: M (male) / F (female) 

Age: __________ years old 

 

Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) 

Version 7.0  (ESL/EFL) 

© Oxford (1989) 

 

Directions 

 

This form of the STRATEGY INVENTORY FOR LANGUAGE LEARNING (SILL) is for 

students of English as a second or foreign language. You will find statements about learning 

English. Answer each of them in terms of how well the statement describes you. There are 

no right or wrong answers. Please read each statement and decide whether it is:  

 

                                   (1) Never or almost never true of me 

                                   (2) Usually not true of me              

                                   (3) Somewhat true of me 

                                   (4) Usually true of me 

                                   (5) Always or almost true of me 

        

  Please choose your answer by ticking () the corresponding box.  

Part A  1 2 3 4 5 

 1. I think of the 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 world 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      
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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. 

     

 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      
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means the same things. 

 

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.      

 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.      
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 49. I ask questions in English.      

 50. I try to learn about the culture of English speakers.      
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STRATEGY INVENTORY FOR LANGUAGE LEARNING 

SILL Worksheet (continued) 

Version 7.0  (ESL/EFL) 

© Oxford (1989) 

                          

Part A  Part B Part C Part D Part E Part F  

 1.  10. 24. 30. 39. 45. 

 2.  11.  25. 31. 40. 46. 

 3.  12 26. 32. 41. 47. 

 4.  13 27, 33. 42. 48. 

 5.  14. 28. 34. 43. 49. 

 6.  15. 29. 35. 44. 50. 

 7.  16.  36.   

 8.  17.  37.   

 9.  18.  38.   

 19.     

 20.     

 21.     

 22.     

 23.     

SUM= 

 

SUM= SUM= SUM= SUM= SUM= 

SUM  9     

= 

SUM  14   

= 

SUM  6 

= 

SUM  9  

= 

SUM  6  

= 

SUM  6  

= 

 

SUM ALL (50 items) = ________  50 = _____________ 

                                                                           (Overall average)  

 

 

Part What Strategies Are Covered Your Average On This Part 

A. Remembering more effectively    

B. Using all your mental processes   

C. Compensating for missing knowledge    

D. Organizing and Evaluating your learning     

E. Managing your emotions  

F. Learning with others  

YOUR OVERALL AVERAGE  
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