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Abstract

Language Learning Strategies (LLS) is widely known to be able to help teachers and learners
to achieve learning goals and to make possible the process of language learning. However,
among the six categories of LLS as listed by Oxford (1990), different pupils will have different
preferences of LLS to be practiced. Thus, this review will systematically determine the
preferences of LLS by pupils with different English proficiency levels. Using 4 databases,
namely Web of Science (WoS), Scopus, Educational Resources Information centre (ERIC) and
Google Scholar. With several exclusion and inclusion criteria taken into consideration, 15 out
of 233 articles from 2013 to 2022 were extracted and reviewed. First, the significant findings
shows that pupils in different levels of education prefer metacognitive strategies the most
and affective and memory strategies the least in learning English. Second, there was no
significant relationship between the preferences of LLS between pupils in different
proficiency levels. However, based on the findings there are still gaps in the ages of the
participants in research about LLS. Generally, this review is useful for educators to know the
suitable strategies to be utilized in their language classroom and in identifying the gaps for
research in LLS and different English proficiency levels, to create a better English learning
environment in the future.

Keywords: LLS, Preferences, Proficiency Levels, Strategies

Introduction

The importance of learning English especially as a second language and global
communication language has increased globally along with world development. Today, the
world has become a borderless nation thus English is used as a universal communication tool.
According to Lessard (1997) a big shift had happened over the last few decades where
emphasis in education was given to learners and learning, instead of teachers and teaching.
Due to this emphasis which was drifted to the learners and their learning process, the
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existence of various language learning strategies (LLS) had become an important aspect in
language acquisition.

Learning strategies, in specific language learning strategies have become one of
contributing factors in English as Second Language (ESL) or English as Foreign Language (EFL)
field. The LLS have been used by educators and learners globally to aid the process and to
achieve the goals of language learning. Many researchers had conducted studies about LLS
where the findings presented show its efficacy across different groups of learners and
demonstrate the effectiveness of its practical implementation (Ranjan et. al., 2021). LLS
utilized by different groups of pupils will result in different results and degrees of efficacy. For
instance, differences in LSS can be seen in gender as female students show preferences in
memory strategies while male students use compensation strategy the most. The LLS
preferences might also be affected by the learners’ levels of proficiency and grade. Despite
teaching ESL for many years, some educators might not know the best activities to be
conducted in the classroom for their ESL of EFL learners. This is because the pupils have
different levels of proficiency and have different preferences in strategies of learning English.
Due to that, teachers need to determine the learners’ preferences in LLS as a preparation in
planning and creating a language learning plan for them.

Therefore, the upcoming research on LLS should address and highlight learners’
proficiency levels in relations with LLS. Hence, this systematic review aims to review the
current trends and research in the language learning strategy used by learners with different
English proficiency levels, with two research questions as follow:

RQ1: What are the most and the least preferred LLS?
RQ2: What is the relationship between the LLS used by learners’ with different English
proficiency levels?

Language Learning Strategies

Language Learning Strategies are particular actions employed by language learners to make
their foreign language skills development easier (Grey & Oxford, 1995) They incorporate and
give awareness and conscious mastery over language learning (Scraw, 1998), thus making the
learners’ autonomy increase and making the learning process faster, simpler, more enjoyable
and more self-directed and effective (Little, 1991). Researchers had given a variety of
definitions to the term of language learning strategies. Chamot (1987) had defined them as
ways, deliberate actions or techniques that learners implement to help them learn and recall
both content and linguistics information. Further, Oxford (1990) has regarded these strategies
as particular actions that learners employ to make their learning faster, effective, easier, more
self-directed, more enjoyable and more transferable to fresh contexts. Similarly, Wenden
(1991) defined them as mental operations or steps that a learner uses to learn a foreign
language and to coordinate his effort to do so. In addition, Macintryre (1994) describes these
strategies as the intended actions that language learners select to facilitate their language
communication and acquisition. Likewise, Richards et. al. (1992) referred language learning
strategies as intended thoughts and behaviors that learners employ during learning to better
assist them to learn, remember and understand new information.

These definitions emphasize the essential role of these strategies in learning a target

language. In general, although researchers have provided a variety of definitions for these
strategies, we can conclude that these definitions have similar elements where these
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strategies are procedures, techniques, steps, actions or approaches that learners consciously
use in the process of language learning. Recently, Oxford (2017) did a content analysis of 33
existing definitions involving LLS and similar concepts. She itemized the most frequently
occurring characteristics of the available definitions in the research literature and utilized the
results to create an inclusive definition. This new definition also reflects the development in
the LLS field research and included the additional concepts during its development, which is
produced below.

“L2 learning strategies are complex, dynamic thoughts and actions, selected and used
by learners with some degree of consciousness in specific contexts in order to regulate
multiple aspects of themselves (such as cognitive, emotional and social) for the purpose of (a)
accomplishing language tasks; (b) improving language performance or use; and/or (c)
enhancing long-term proficiency. Strategies are mentally guided but may also have physical
and therefore observable manifestations. Learners often use strategies flexibly and
creatively; combine them in various ways, such as strategy clusters or strategy chains; and
orchestrate them to meet learning needs. Strategies are teachable. Learners in their contexts
decide which strategies to use. Appropriateness of strategies depends on multiple personal
and contextual factors” (p. 48)

Classifications of Language Learning Strategies

Ellis (1994) referred to the concept of strategies as “fuzzy” and “elusive”. The classifying
of LLS had been frequently debated since the beginning of the research in the LLS arena.
Researchers always face problems in classifying and categorizing the strategies employed by
the students due to several reasons such as environmental factors (including the context),
unobservable strategies, the individual differences in learning and learners’ variables such as
age, gender, motivation, etc. Rubin (1981) pointed out two type of learning strategies, which
are direct (which contributes directly to language learning like clarification/verification,
monitoring, memorization, guessing/inductive reasoning, etc) and indirect (creating practice
opportunities, using production tricks using such as circumlocutions, synonyms or formulaic
interaction). O’Malley et. al. (1990 created a taxonomy with three major types i.e.
metacognitive, cognitive and socio-affective. Later, based on Rubin’s direct/indirect contrast
Oxford (1990) had further classified the strategies into six subdivisions: memory, cognitive,
compensation (in direct strategy) and metacognitive, affective and social (in the indirect
category)

However, the classification in the Oxford’s taxonomy of language learning strategy (SILL
in Oxford, 1990) that has been recognized as the most comprehensive and that is the Oxford’s
taxonomy of language learning strategy (SILL in Oxford, 1990). In this taxonomy, there are 6
strategies that are divided into direct and indirect ones. The former directly involves target
language through revising and practicing, while the latter indirectly eases the process of
language learning through planning, collaborating and finding opportunities(Oxford, 1990).
Direct language learning strategies are memory (related to learning and sorting out new
information via sounds, images, body movements and other ways), compensation (related to
compensating for their knowledge gaps through the use of synonyms, talking about the
missing word, etc) and cognitive strategies (related to thinking about the language, further
analysis, note-taking and summarizing to produce knowledge structures). On the other hand,
indirect strategies include affective (related to the ability to identify feelings and discuss
them, as well as the use of positive self-encouragement), metacognitive (which include good
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management of the learning process through planning tasks and evaluating accomplishment,
etc.) and social strategies (which involve an interaction with other students as a significant
component of the learning process through asking for help and clarification).

Language learning strategies and language achievement

The language learning strategies have been closely associated with L2 proficiency in
much research and study (Agothopoulou, 2016) with more frequent usage of LLS having been
shown by higher proficiency students compared to lower proficiency students (Habok &
Magyar, 2018a). Generally, English proficiency was measured through self-ratings, results of
proficiency and achievement tests, and scores of English courses (Habok & Magyar, 2018b).
Many studies exhibit a positive relationship between language learning strategy used and
proficiency level (Ali & Paramasivam, 2016; Green & Oxford, 1995; Radwan, 2011; Charoento,
2016). According to Sartika et. al (2019), most strategy which includes cognitive,
metacognitive, compensation, affective and social shows significant association with L2
proficiency in different ESL and EFL contexts.

A recent study by Alfian (2016) on Indonesian high school students with different
proficiency levels shows that metacognitive strategy was most often used by high proficiency
students while the less proficient students used cognitive strategy most often. Another study
done on undergraduates EFL students in Thailand by Abdul-Ghafour & Alrefaee (2019)
showed almost similar results where the high proficiency students used metacognitive
strategies while less proficient students used the most social strategies. In another study by
Rao (2005), the findings showed that the higher achieving-students in a Yemeni University
use metacognitive, compensatory and cognitive strategies more often while those less
frequently used were social, memory and affective strategies. Another study on Taiwanese
EFL students revealed that the language learning strategies chosen by the pupils were
significantly affected by their English proficiency, where the high-level students used more
strategies frequently than the low-level students, especially the cognitive, metacognitive and
social strategies. All these findings indicate that efficient students are able to plan, control,
review and evaluate their learning while the less efficient students put more focus on their
way of thinking, memorizing, summarizing and repeating their learning (Magogwe & Oliver,
2017a). This was supported by Magogwe and Oliver (2017b) where their study discovered
that the basic differences in the usage of LLS between more successful and less successful
students were that not only the more successful students often utilize more strategies in their
learning process, but they also chose the most suitable strategy according on the goals of
their assignment.

It can be concluded from the findings of all these studies that the EFL or ESL learners’
English proficiency level plays a vital role in their choice of LLS. Learners with high proficiency
levels use more strategies compared to the low proficiency students. Preferences in the usage
of LLS need to be conducted in different contexts for future research.

Materials and Methods

The method used to conduct this systematic literature review is The Preferred Reporting
Items for Systematic Review and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 2020 checklist. There are 27 criteria
included in the PRISMA checklist to help with transparency in a systematic review. The
research approach used in this systematic literature review was the comparative research
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approach or namely descriptive comparison. As this paper aims to determine the preferences
of LLS and the LLS used by pupils with different English proficiency levels, this paper serves as
a systematic overview on the preferences of LLS and the usage of LLS by pupils with different
proficiency levels reported in previous studies.

The goal of this systematic literature review is to provide readers with a better
understanding of the preferences in LLS shown by pupils with various backgrounds,
particularly in the most and the least preferred strategies as well as the comparison of the
strategies used by pupils with different English proficiency levels. The information gathered
for this review consisted of online published articles. The articles reported in this systematic
review sourced from four main databases, which are Scopus, WoS, ERIC and Google Scholar.
The processing of the literature was done based on journals dated between 2013 to 2022. In
this study, the researcher utilized four phases to carry out the analysis. These include the
identification phase, screening phase, eligibility phase and inclusion phase.
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IDENTIFICATION

SCREENING

INCLUDED

Phase 1: Identification Phase

n this phase, the relevant work for review purposes was identified and collected using
an online database search engine. Four databases were used to collect the relevant works
which are WoS, Scopus, ERIC and Google Scholar. The key terms included in this systematic
review were carefully constructed to get the accurate construct to be reviewed. Several words

Records identified through database searching:

Google Scholar : 234
Web of Science : 66
Scopus : 73

ERIC: 41

(n = 414)

Records after supplicates removed

(n=132)

Records screened
by title, abstract
and keywords
(n=132)

Full-text  articles
assessed for ¥
eligibility

(n=35)

Articles included in
the systematic
review
(n=15)

1839

Records
excluded

(n=97)

Full text
excluded as not
conducted in

ESP and mobile
learning (n=20)
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related to Language Learning Strategy and language proficiency were included. Table 1 below
shows the search string used in each database for this study.

Table 1

Search string used in this study.
Database Search String
Google Scholar Language learning strategy and english proficiency level
ERIC Language learning strategy and english proficiency level

Web of Science (WoS) TS = ((“Language Learning Strategy*” OR “LLS*”) AND (“english
proficiency level*” OR “english level*” OR “english
achievement*”))

Scopus TITLE-ABS-KEY ((“Language Learning Strategy*” OR “LLS*”) AND
(“english proficiency level*” OR “english level*” OR “english
achievement*”))

Phase 2: Screening Phase

The next step after identifying the relevant articles to be reviewed is the screening
process. In this stage, duplicate articles that appear in more than one database were
excluded. On the first screening step, 97 articles were removed after its title, abstract, and
keywords were screened. These steps resulted in 35 articles eligible for the second screening.
In the second screening, 35 articles were excluded due to their unrelatedness towards the
study. Most of the studies excluded did not provide the construct of ‘english proficiency level’.
After exclusion, the remaining 20 articles were screened by inclusion and exclusion criteria as
shown in Table 2.

Table 2

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria for screening phase.
Inclusion Criteria Exclusion Criteria
Studies conducted within 10 years Studies conducted before 2013
(between 2013-2022)
Articles from journals Conference proceeding, review articles,

book chapters, reports

Free access Need to be charges to get the article
Written in English Written in language other than Engish
Related to Language Learning Strategies and Not related to Language Learning
English proficiency level Strategies and English proficiency level

Phase 3: Eligibility Phase

In the third phase, the gathered articles were reviewed for eligibility where the articles
need to match the criteria outlined in Table 2’s inclusion section. This is an important step to
make sure that the data presented in this systematic review were high quality, dependable
and meet the needs of the construct.

Phase 4: Exclusion Phase
After checking the eligibility of the articles, the remaining articles were exclude from
this systematic literature review. The criteria of the excluded articles are stated in Table 2.
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The exclusion was crucial in ensuring that the articles collected have high-quality data and
meet the needs of the researcher. After the final stage, there were 15 articles left to be
reviewed in this systematic literature review. All these articles provides information about the
language learning strategies employed by pupils and its relation with their English proficiency
levels. Most of the analyzes articles were conducted in quantitative method. The respondents
from all the studies vary from all levels of education.

Results

The findings taken from all the articles reviewed will be presented in this section. After
the screening phase was done. 15 articles were chosen to be appropriate in this systematic
review. Many different researchers have presented their studies about the overall usage of
language learning strategies and the preferences of the strategies among pupils with different
proficiency levels as listed in
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Table 3
Belowtable 3. Summary of results reviewed from selected studies.
N  AUTHOR/YEAR/ RESOU COUNT @ AIM METHO PARTICIP  FINDINGS
O | TITLE RCES RY DS/ ANTS
INSTRU
MENT
1 ¢ WoS Europe | To Quantit | 206 Preferences of LLS : metacognitive,
Becirovic et. al (Bosnia | investigat = ative students cognitive, compensation, social,
(2017) and e the method @ studying memory, affective
Herzeg | grade researc in  high Lo Mediu | Hig
ovina, level, h school in w m h
Austria = GPA and | SILL, Bosnia Memory 2 5 5
) gender- questio | and —
based nnaire Herzegov Cognitive 3 2 2
differenc = (demog | ina Compensati = 5 3 3
es in the ' raphic M:114 on
use of | items, F:92 Metacogniti 1 1 1
LLS. student’ ve
s grade Affective 6 6 6
level, -
overall social 4 4 4
GPA,
GPA in
English,
gender
age)
2  Ranjan et al WoS Asian To Mixed 65
(2021) (India) examine method = students Top 15 | The rest
the SILL, from two Memory 3 3
relations BIQ, universiti Cognitive 4 4
hip two es, 19 | Compensation 2 6
between | open- Year 1 15 Metacognitive | 1 1
the use of = ended Year 2 31 Affective 6 5
strategies | questio | Year 3, 38 social 5 P
by Indian | ns female
undergra = Spearm = 27 male,
duate an’s rho = age 18-27
universit = test
y
students
in
learning
Spanish
as a FL
with its
language
proficien
cy and to
analyse
the use of
LLS by
successfu
|
students.
3 | Taheri et al WoS Iran 1. to Quantit | 188 EFL learners’ language achievement
(2019) explore ative Iranian enhances as the use of cognitive,
the EFL
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4

Rianto (2020)

WoS

Indone
sia

relations
hip
between
EFL
learners
cognitive
intelligen
ces,
emotiona
|
intelligen
ces and
language
learning
achievem
ent

2. to find
out the
relations
hip
between
EFL
learners
LLS and
strategies
and their
L2
achievem
ent

3. to
uncover
the
relations
hip
between
EFL
learners
emotiona
| and
cognitive
intelligen
ces and
their use
of
learning
styles
and
strategies
This
study
was
carried
out to
investigat
e the
following
RQ:

1. Which
group of
Indonesia
n
universit

Y

researc
h design
Raven’s
Progres
sive
Matrice
s, Bar-
On
Emotio
nal
Quotien
t
Invento
ry,
Kolb’s
Learnin
g Style
Invento
ry, SILL,
Final
Test of
EFL
Pearson
Correlat
ion

Descript
ive and
quantit
ative
method
s

RQ 1
compari
ng
means
RQ 2
compari
ng and
ranking

1843

learners,
second
sem of
academic
year, 19-
35 vyears
old

329
undergra
duate EFL
students
M : 147
F:182

Division
through
scores
obtained
In an
English
test:

compensation and social strategies
increases.

All types of LLS were not significantly
correlated with learners’ L2
achievement

No significant differences between
students with lower and higher English
proficiency in the use of six strategy
categories and in the use of the overall
strategies.
Higher English skills students used the
overall LLS slightly more (3.76) than
students with lower English skills (3.73)
Higher = Lower
Memory
Cognitive
Compensation
Metacognitive
Affective
social

= W N oD
N Wk ol bd
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5

Alrashidi (2022)

WoS

Saudi
Arabia

students
based on
gender,
study
programs
and
English
proficien
cy used
overall
language
learning
strategies
more
frequentl
y in their
EFL
learning?
2. Which
strategy
categorie
s were
the most
and the
least
used by
the
students
?

3. What
were the
levels of
the
students’
LLS use?
4. Were
there
significan
t
differenc
es in the
use of LLS
based on
gender,
study
programs
and
English
proficien
cy?

To
explore
the
frequenc
y and
type if
LLS
employe
d and the
impact of
proficien
cy levels,
gender

means
of LLS
RQ 3
mean
scores
of each
strategy
were
classifie
d using
the
Oxford’
s scale
of
strategy
use

RQ 4
indepen
dent t-
test
with a
p-value
of 0.05

SILL

Descript
ive

statistic
(means,
SD and
ranks of
LLS) &
ANOVA
SILL

1844

Lower -
246
(score
460
above)
Higher —
83 (score
less than
460)

256 Year
1-4
English
major
students
from 3
universiit
ies in
Saudi
Arabia
M:71
F:185

Both higher and lower English skills
students used memory, cognitive,
metacognitive, affective and social
strategy  at high level and
compensation strategy at moderate
level.

Overall LLS preferences
metacognitive, compensation,
cognitive, social, affective, memory

Lo Mediu | Hig

w m h
Memory 6 6 6
Cognitive 4 4 3
Compensati | 2 2 2
on
Metacogniti | 1 1 1
ve
Affective 2 3 5
social 5 5 4
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6

7

8

Alfian (2018)

Feleciya &
Meenakshi
(2016)

Ismail & Al
Khatib (2013)

SCOPU
S

SCOPU
S

SCOPU
S

Indone
sia

India

UAE

and vyear
of study
on the
use of LLS
To
explore
the
relations
hip
between
language
proficien
cy level
and LLS
choice

1. to
identify
the
overall
strategies
by  the
female
students
while
learning
L2

2. to find
the
commonl
y
employe
d direct
and
indirect
strategies
by these
students
3. to find
relations
hip
between
English
proficien
cy and
LLS

1.
identify
the
general
pattern
of English
LLS by the
students
2.
investigat
ing  the
relations

Descript
ive
statistic
s (mean,
frequen
cies,
percent
ages
and SD)
ANOVA
for
overall
use of
SILL
strategi
es
SILL
Instrum
ent: SILL
Data
analyse:
statistic
al
package
STATA
13.0
Descript
ive
analysis

Descript
ive data
(means,
range,
frequen
cies, SD)
SILL
Arabic
translat
ed

1845

284
undergra
duate
students
in EFL
teacher
educatio
n faculty

200 first
year
tertiary
level
undergra
duates,
age 17-20

190 male
and
female
students
in the
foundati
on
program
of the
UAEU

M : 59
F:131

Lo Mediu | Hig
w m h
Memory 4 3 4
Cognitive 5 5 3
Compensati | 6 6 6
on
Metacogniti | 3 1 1
ve
Affective 1 3 4
social 2 2 2
SILL vs. Language Proficiency
M Co Co M Af | So
e g m eta | f
Bel 3. 3. 3. 38 3. 3.
ow 68 70 51 1 90 67
40 4 3 (B (2 (1 (5
% ) ) ) )
41- 3. 3. 3. 3.8 3. 3.
50 67 68 54 9 71 73
% 5 @4 (6 (1) 6 (@
) ) ) )
51- 3. 3. 3. 3.7 3. 3.
60 48 43 41 1 53 68
% 4 (6 (6 @ 6 (@2
) ) ) )
61- 3. 3. 3. 3.8 3. 3.
70 50 65 43 7 71 71
% 5 @4 (6 @ @2 (@
) ) ) )
71- 3. 3. 3. 3.7 3. 3.
80 53 53 48 4 65 54
% (4 @4 @ (@ (2 @
) ) ) )
Ab 3. 3. 3. 41 3. 3.
ove 76 58 53 4 91 96
80 (4 (5 (6 (1) (3 (2
% ) ) ) )
M Co Co Me So @aff
e g m ta [¢
Le 2. 2. 3. 33 3. 3.
vel 73 83 22 9 28 04
1 6 (5 @B @) (2 (4
Le 2. 2. 3. 3.2 3. 2.
vel 73 94 15 7 26 94
2 6 (@ @B (@O (2 (@
Le 2. 2. 3. 33 3. 2.
vel 51 89 03 1 15 87
3 e (@ @B (@ (2 ((6)
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9

1
0

Sukying (2021)

Malpartida
(2021)

ERIC

ERIC

Thailan
d

Peru

hip
between
the use of
LLS and
the
language
proficien
cy at level
1-3?

3.
investigat
ing  the
relations
hip
between
male and
female
students
use of LLS
Investigat
esthe LLS
used by
Thai EFL
universit
y
students,
identify
the
relations
hip and
the
differenc
es in LLS
use
across
clusters
of
academic
study

To
develop a
longitudi
nal
assessme
nt of
students’
use of
LLS,
examine
their
English
proficien
cy and
report
their
perceptio
n on
online
English
instructio
n during
the new
normal in

Descript
ive
analysis
(means
and SD)
ANOVA
Instrum
ents:
Questio
nnaire
(demog
raphic
bg and
SILL)
General
English
Test
(GET)

Mixed
method
Quantit
ative
quasi-
exp
design
Qualitat
ive :
structur
ed
phone
intervie
w
design
SILL,OP
T
Oxford
placem
ent test
(measur
es
English

1846

18-21
years old

1523
Year 1
students
enrolled
in a
general
English
course

M : 448
F:1075

50
undergra
duate
students
who
participat
ed in an
online
high
intermed
iate
English
course
for 16
weeks

ANOVA summary indicates that
proficiency levels had no significant
effects on the overall strategy use nor
on each of the six categories,

Most frequent overall use : affective,
metacognitive, compensation,
cognitive, social and memory

The correlation between LLS use and
proficiency are positively linear. In
general, the magnitude of correlations
between LLS and proficiency was in the
range of 0.17-0.36, suggesting a small
association.

Similarly, the correlation coefficients of
LLS use and English proficiency were
statistically significant, indicating a
significant, albeit weak, relationship
between LLS and performance on GET
and ONET for all academic clusters.

LLS was used in online English course

English proficiency differences
between experimental group (online
instruction with LLS program) and
control group (online instruction only)

Pre-SILL Experimen = Contr

tal ol
Memory 3.03 3.00

No significant diff
Cognitive 3.21 3.21

No significant diff
Compensati | 3.20 3.09
on

No significant diff
Metacogniti | 3.50 3.51
ve

No significant diff
Affective 3.21 3.31

No significant diff
social 3.30 3.18

No significant diff
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1
1

1
2

Mutar (2018) ERIC

Habok &  Googl

Magyar (2018) e
Schola

r

Iraq

Hungar
Y

Lima-
Peru

To
investigat
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Social 3413  3.232
(4) (4)
TOTAL 3.419  3.346

Overall usage of LLS
Metacognitive-compensation-social-
memory-affective-cognitive

Among 6 categories of LLS, only
cognitive, compensation and
metacognitive were correlated with
language achievement scores.
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As can be seen in Table 3, all studies were done on learners from different levels of education
and context. However, the aim of the studies was almost similar where the researchers are
investigating the most and the least frequently used LLS among the learners and the
relationship of LLS with their English proficiency level. In addition, most studies also
determine the differences of LLS usage among male and female learners. For the instrument,
all studies utilize Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) by Oxford (1990) to
determine the LLS usage of the learners. In terms of their ESL or EFL proficiency, it was
determined by many methods such as their marks in English course, scores in English test and
also English proficiency test such as Oxford Placement Test (OPT) and General English Test
(GET). In order to determine the usage of LLS in different proficiency levels, the students were
divided into levels such as high and low proficiency; low, fair, good and excellent proficiency;
top 15 and the rest; low. medium and high and level one until three.

Discussion
RQ1 : What are the most and the least preferred LLS?

In order to determine the most and the least preferred LLS, the learners participated in
the studies were asked to rate the frequency of the six LLS with which they applied in their
language learning process using a five-point Likert scale in the SILL, ranging from one being
the lowest frequency until five with the highest frequency. After that, the data from the SILL
guestionnaire will be analyzed using descriptive analysis using frequencies, mean and
standard deviation. Besides the preferences of the LLS by the learners, the data can also be
used to determine the overall usage of LLS between learners in each group of proficiency
level. For example, higher proficiency level pupils use more strategies frequently than lower
proficiency pupils (Agus Rianto, 2020a). In addition, the descriptive analysis can also be used
to determine the level of LLS as such reported by Rianto (2020b), both higher and lower
English skills learners used memory, cognitive, metacognitive, affective and social strategy at
high level and compensation strategy at moderate level.

As can be seen in the findings, the strategies that were preferred by the learners the
most are metacognitive strategies and followed by other strategies in rank. Besides the
preferences on metacognitive strategy, the findings about the learners’ preferences on other
strategies showed significant differences as the context of the research were all different. This
is where the gap of the research should be filled in by future research. According to Oxford
(2002) the basic metacognitive strategies include connecting new information to the old one;
selecting intended thinking strategies; and planning, monitoring and evaluating thinking
processes. This strategy helps the learners by regulating and observing their own learning
activities such as taking conscious control of learning, planning and selecting strategies,
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monitoring their process of learning, correcting errors, analyzing the effectiveness of learning
strategies and changing learning behaviors and strategies when necessary. By applying and
practicing metacognitive strategy, students will become good learners who are capable of
handling any problem across an English curriculum (Sun, 2013).

RQ2 : What is the relationship between the LLS used by students with different English
proficiency levels?

Some findings reviewed in the articles showed no significant differences between the
preferences of LLS among learners with different levels of proficiency(Agus Rianto, 2020;
Hamidah, et. al., 2019; Sadiq & Ahmad, 2013). However, there are findings which showed a
significant albeit weak relationship between LLS and language proficiency level (Sukying,
2021). Besides that, studies by Ozgul & Selma (2018) showed different findings where only
cognitive, compensation and metacognitive showed correlation with language achievement
scores. As reported in Table 3, learners from all levels of English proficiency had chosen
metacognitive as their most preferred LLS and a number of studies had shown compensation
and affection as the least preferred of LLS (Ranjan et. el., 2021; Sartika et. al., 2019; Agus
Rianto, 2020; Alfian, 2018; Jancy & Meenakshi, 2016; Fernandez-Malpartida, 2021; Qusay,
2018; Rachmawaty et. al., 2018). These results indicate that the learners are reluctant to
compensate for limited knowledge, such as guessing meanings from the context in reading
and listening and using synonyms and gestures to convey meaning when the precise
expression is not known. Besides that, the learners least preferences towards affection
strategy indicates that emotional and motivation-related strategies such as anxiety reduction,
self-encouragement and self-reward does not facilitate them in language learning (Oxford &
Burry-Stock, 1995).

The study that exhibits no significant relationship between the proficiency level and LLS
might affected by the learners’ lack of awareness and sufficient background knowledge
concerning learning strategies. These factors hinder their utilization of appropriate strategies
(Hamidah et. al., 2019). However, the clear indicator of students in all levels of proficiency
preference in metacognitive strategies explains that all students are capable to plan clear
goals, control, review and evaluate their English learning as well as to focus on the way they
think, remember, summarize and repeat learning (Agua Rianto, 2020). Their next preferred
strategies that show no uniform pattern and relations to their proficiency level might be
affected by their background knowledge, their learning environment, their grades, their
learning goals and other unidentified factors. This gap thus calls for clarification that can be
investigated in the future research.

Conclusions

In conclusion, this systematic literature review has studied about the most and the least
preferred LLS and the relationship between the LLS used with learners’ different English
proficiency levels. Thus, the gap of not having any systematic review on LLS and the
preferences of its strategies has been filled. 15 articles were reviewed in this paper and they
were all collected from three databases, namely the Web of Science (WoS), Scopus, ERIC and
Google Scholar by using the inclusion and exclusion criteria mentioned above. The main
findings highlight two aspects of studies that was intended to be investigated in this study:
1. The most preferred LLS used by the learners is metacognitive strategy while the least
preferred strategies are compensation and affective. After descriptive analysis was done on
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the findings collected through SILL, metacognitive strategy was ranked number 1 in the
preferences of LLS use by learners in all the studies reviewed in this paper. This strategy shows
that the learners have the conscious capability to plan, measure and control their thinking
process. The next preferred strategy varies in all studies as it may be affected by various
factors such as the learners’ grade, background knowledge, learning environment and other
unidentified factors. The least preferred strategy in most of the studies were compensation
strategies. These strategies explain that the learners are reluctant to compensate for their
knowledge limitation and are not interested in emotional and motivational-related strategies
such as anxiety-reduction, self-encouragement and self-reward to be applied in their
language learning process.

2. There is no significant relationship shown between the LLS used and the learners’ different
English proficiency level. This finding was shown in most of the studies reviewed in this paper
except (Sukying, 2021). However, their significant relationship between the LLS and language
proficiency levels was weak. The insignificant relationship between LLS and English
proficiency level might be affected by factors such as the learners’ lack of awareness and
sufficient background knowledge concerning language learning strategies.

Based on the findings, we can see that ESL or EFL learners have their own preferred strategies
to assist them to learn the language. Despite that, limitations exist in terms of the students'
age and grade because most LLS studies focus on tertiary students in universities and colleges.
This limitation offers room for future researchers to investigate LLS in other levels of studies.
Furthermore, future research can also study the effectiveness of the usage of LLS in increasing
the pupils’ efficiency in English language. This systematic review contributes in the field of
language learning strategies for L2 learners and it benefits practitioners in related fields.
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