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ABSTRACT: This study examines the effects of L2 proficiency on 

Indonesian EFL tertiary students‟ use of learning strategies for 

speaking skills. It addresses what learning strategies the students use, 

what strategy and strategy group they favour, and whether L2 

proficiency significantly affects the strategy use. This paper reports 

the quantitative part of a larger mixed method study which draws on 

questionnaire (N = 65) and students‟ L2 proficiency scores (N = 65) 

obtained at Gajayana University of Malang in Indonesia. The study 

demonstrates that the students used a wide range of strategies that 

spread over six strategy groups. Advanced students favoured the 

strategy “Using a circumlocution or synonym” and the strategy group 

of metacognitive. Intermediate students favoured the strategy “Finding 

out about language learning”, whereas elementary students favoured 

“Delaying speech production to focus on listening”. Both intermediate 

and elementary groups of students preferred compensation strategies. 

The study also shows that L2 proficiency significantly affected the 

overall use of strategies. The paper concludes by discussing 

implications for theory and practice. 

 

Keywords: language learning strategies, speaking skills, learning strategies 

for speaking, L2 proficiency 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

It is undeniable that some learners do better than others in learning an L2. 

This indicates that individual learner variables influence learning outcomes. 

Identification and classification of such learner variables have been undertaken 

(for example, Altman, 1980; Larsen-Freeman and Long, 1991; Skehan, 1989 as 

referred to in Ellis, 1994). These researchers state that learner strategies (known as 

learning strategies in the present study) are among the learner variables that 
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influence learning outcomes. Since strategies have an effect on language learning 

outcomes and they can be learnt, research into this matter has proven helpful. 

This study set out to explore the strategies use of Indonesian EFL tertiary 

students for speaking skills. In this paper, I will report on the quantitative part of a 

larger mixed method study, drawing on questionnaire (N = 65) and students‟ L2 

proficiency scores (N = 65) obtained from students at Gajayana University of 

Malang (GUM) in Indonesia, in an effort to understand what strategies they use, 

what strategy and strategy group they favour, and whether L2 proficiency 

significantly affect strategy use.  

Learning strategies have been defined in slightly different ways causing 

debates among scholars. The definition proposed by Griffiths, (2008), however, 

best suits the context of this study. They are described as “activities consciously 

chosen by learners for the purpose of regulating their own language learning” 

(Griffiths, 2008 : 87).  

Oxford‟s well-known learning strategy taxonomy (1990) lists 62 

different strategies and distinguishes between direct and indirect strategies. Direct 

strategies are those that directly involve the target language. They require mental 

processing of the language. Indirect strategies are those that support and manage 

language learning without directly involving the target language. The first major 

class, direct strategies, is divided into three sub-classes called memory, cognitive, 

and compensation strategies. Indirect strategies are subdivided into metacognitive, 

affective, and social strategies. Oxford, (1990) further claims that 46 out of 62 
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strategies from her whole strategy taxonomy are useful for the learning of 

speaking. The strategies are summarized in Table 1 below. 

Table 1. Learning strategies useful for speaking skills. 

 
Item Strategy  Group Class 

1 Placing new words into a context Memory Direct 

2 Representing sounds in memory 

3 Structured reviewing 

4 Repeating Cognitive 

5 Formally practising with sounds and writing systems  

6 Recognizing and using formulas and  patterns 

7 Recombining 

8 Practising naturalistically 

9 Using resources for receiving and sending messages 

10 Reasoning deductively 

11 Translating 

12 Transferring 

13 Switching to the mother tongue Compensation 

14 Getting help 

15 Using mime or gesture 

16 Avoiding communication partially or totally 

17 Selecting the topic 

18 Adjusting or approximating the message 

19 Coining words 

20 Using a circumlocution or synonym 

21 Overviewing and linking with already known material Metacognitive Indirect 

22 Paying attention 

23 Delaying speech production to focus on listening 

24 Finding out about language learning 

25 Organizing 

26 Setting goals and objectives 

27 Identifying the purpose of a language task 

28 Planning for a language task 

29 Seeking practice opportunities 

30 Self-monitoring 

31 Self-evaluating 

32 Using progressive relaxation, deep breathing, or meditation Affective 

33 Using music 

34 Using laughter 

35 Making positive statements 

36 Taking risks wisely 

37 Rewarding yourself 

38 Listening to your body 

39 Using a checklist 

40 Writing a language learning diary 

41 Discussing your feelings with someone else 

42 Asking for correction Social 

43 Cooperating with peers 

44 Cooperating with proficient users of the new language 

45 Developing cultural understanding 

46 Becoming aware of others‟ thoughts and feelings 
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I adopted Oxford‟s, (1990) framework for this study with its focus on strategies 

for speaking skills in the Indonesian tertiary EFL context. 

Research studies on learning strategies in relation to L2 proficiency have 

used different measurements to determine the L2 proficiency levels. Some used 

scores of actual proficiency tests, such as TOEFL and the English as a Second 

Language Achievement Test (ESLAT) (for example, Dreyer and Oxford, 1996; 

Green and Oxford, 1995), a curriculum-specific achievement test for certain 

language skills (for example, Yang, 2007), proficiency self-rating (for example, 

Wharton, 2000), an entrance test (for example, Wu, 2008), a standard placement 

test (for example, Riazi and Khodadadi, 2007), and combinations of measures: 

scores of curriculum-specific achievement test for certain language skills 

combined with proficiency self-rating (for example, Liu, 2004); scores of TOEFL, 

placement tests, and proficiency self-rating (for example, Nguyen, 2008); and 

students‟ grade point average (GPA), duration of study, and proficiency self-

rating (for example, Radwan, 2011). 

Some of the studies demonstrate that students with higher L2 proficiency 

use more strategies than those with lower proficiency do. Green and Oxford 

(1995: 261), for instance, reveal “greater use of language learning strategies 

among the more successful learners.” Likewise, Wharton (2000: 203) shows 

“more learning strategy use among learners with higher proficiency.” Nguyen 

(2008: 1) states that “advanced learners used more strategies than intermediate 

and beginner”, and Radwan (2011: 115) demonstrates that “more proficient 
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students used more cognitive, metacognitive and affective strategies than less 

proficient students.”  

Other studies, instead of using the quantity of strategies, adopted 

frequency of strategy use. Hence, some studies demonstrate that students with 

higher L2 proficiency use strategies more often or more frequently than those with 

lower proficiency. Liu (2004: 1) claims that “learners with better EFL proficiency 

reported using the overall strategy and each of the six categories of strategy more 

frequently than learners with lower L2 proficiency did.” Similarly, Yang (2007: 

48) demonstrates that “learners with high L2 proficiency used overall learning 

strategies more often than learners with low L2 proficiency.” Wu (2008: 75) states 

that “higher proficiency EFL students use learning strategies more often than 

lower proficiency EFL students.. ....” 

 Concerning patterns of strategy use, studies show two general trends. 

First, studies demonstrate a linear relationship between learning strategies and L2 

proficiency, where the strategy use can be the overall strategy use, the use of each 

of the strategy groups, or the use of individual strategies. Dreyer and Oxford 

(1996), Liu (2004), Radwan (2011), and Riazi and Khodadadi (2007) disclose a 

„linear‟ significant relationship between the overall learning strategy use and L2 

proficiency. Similarly, Lan and Oxford (2003) reveal a „linear‟ strong relationship 

between them. For the relationship between the use of each of the strategy groups 

and L2 proficiency, Liu (2004) shows a significant relationship between them, 

whereas Wharton (2000) has found a significant correlation only with the 

affective and compensation groups (Oxford, 1990). He also demonstrates a 
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positive variation between four other groups, i.e. memory, cognitive, 

metacognitive, and social, and L2 proficiency (Oxford, 1990). Wu (2008) 

uncovers a significant correlation of L2 proficiency and the use of the cognitive, 

metacognitive, and social strategy groups. As regards the „linear‟ relationship 

between individual strategies and L2 proficiency, Green and Oxford, (1995) 

demonstrate that only some items showed significant variation. Seventeen items 

showed a positive variation, in the sense that the items were used more often by 

more proficient learners.   

Second, studies show a „curvilinear‟ relationship between learning 

strategies and L2 proficiency. Hong-Nam and Leavell, (2006), for instance, 

demonstrate such a relationship between strategy use and L2 proficiency, meaning 

that students with intermediate level of proficiency reported more use of learning 

strategies than those with beginning and advanced level. Additionally, significant 

difference appears only for the use of compensation strategies. Similarly, Radwan, 

(2011) in addressing the correlation between learning strategies and one of the 

parameters of the L2 proficiency level, i.e. students‟ study duration, has also 

found a curvilinear one. He demonstrates that freshmen used more strategies than 

juniors, who used more strategies than seniors and sophomores respectively. He 

also demonstrates that significant difference took place only on the use of 

affective strategies. 

Similar to Dreyer and Oxford, (1996), this study uses students‟ scores of 

a proficiency test, TOEFL, to determine the levels of the students‟ L2 proficiency. 

However, different from them, it uses a TOEFL Practice Test that had never been 
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seen by the students. As regards the matter of relationship between learning 

strategies and L2 proficiency, I follow the lead of the above studies, employing 

descriptive statistics to address students‟ overall strategy use, and what strategy 

and strategy group they favour the most and least. I also employ inferential 

statistics to calculate the statistical significance of the relationship between the 

overall strategy use and L2 proficiency. The results should contribute to the body 

of knowledge on the association between learning strategies and L2 proficiency, 

especially on the issue of strategy-use patterns among students with various levels 

of L2 proficiency.   

 

METHODOLOGY 

Participants of this study (N = 65) were EFL English majors at GUM 

from year 1 to 5. This represents 60% of all students at the Department of English 

Language and Literature (DELL). The students were between 18 and 25 years old 

and had studied English at school for at least six years prior tertiary entry. They 

had never received explicit overt strategy training. Based on their level of L2 

proficiency, seven students were advanced with the TOEFL score of 500 or 

above; 51, intermediate with the score range of 400-499; and seven, elementary 

with the score of 399 or below.  

This study report draws on the quantitative part of a larger mixed method 

study. I employed a questionnaire and students‟ L2 proficiency scores. The 

questionnaire was adapted from the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning 

(SILL) version 7.0 (ESL/EFL) (Oxford, 1990), and used a five-point Likert-scale 
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to probe how true the statements about learning strategy use were to the students. 

Thirty three statements were adopted from the SILL and six were original. To 

collect the data on students‟ L2 proficiency, I  used the students‟ scores of a 

TOEFL Practice Test that had never been seen by them.  

To analyse the data, I first used descriptive statistics, focusing on the 

mean, standard deviation, and range. The mean score obtained from the entire 

questionnaire items, for example, would indicate the students‟ overall strategy 

use. Other mean scores, depending on the focus of the examination, indicated the 

strategy use of specific groups of students, i.e. groups of students in terms of L2 

proficiency. Mean scores also indicated what strategy and strategy group the 

students favoured the most and least, in the sense that, based on a certain ranking, 

the highest mean score indicated the most favoured strategy or strategy group, and 

the lowest mean score indicated the least favoured.  

Second, I used inferential statistical analysis to answer whether L2 

proficiency significantly affected strategy use, in particular the one-way Analysis 

of Variance (ANOVA). This could help determine whether or not there was a 

significant difference in strategy use among the three groups of students with 

various levels of L2 proficiency. The choice of the one-way ANOVA was guided 

by the need to compare the mean scores among the three groups of students with 

various levels of L2 proficiency. Additionally, the choice of this statistical 

technique was determined by the interval-scaled data with normal distribution of 

the scores (Pallant, 2007).  
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FINDINGS 

The analysed data demonstrate that students with various levels of L2 

proficiency, i.e. advanced, intermediate, and elementary, used a wide range of 

strategies spreading over the six strategy groups (Oxford, 1990). Table 2. below 

shows the strategies and the mean score for each strategy employed by the 

students according to their L2 proficiency levels. 

Table 2. Learning Strategies Used by Advanced, Intermediate, and  

Elementary Students  (N = 65) 

 
Strategy 

Groups 

Items Learning Strategies Useful for Speaking 

Skills 

Mean 

Adv.  

N=7 

Int.  

N=

51 

Elem

. N=7 

Memory 

Adv.: 2.57 

Int.: 2.62 

Elem: 2.52 

1 Placing new words into a context 2.71 2.66 2.57 

2 Representing sounds in memory 1.85 2.15 2.28 

3 Structured reviewing 3.14 3.05 2.71 

Cognitive 

Adv.: 3.10 

Int.: 3.04 

Elem: 2.73 

4&5 Repeating 3.07 3.07 2.64 

6 Formally practising with sound system 3.85 3.05 2.85 

7 Recombining 2.00 2.68 2.71 

8 Practising naturalistically 2.28 2.64 2.00 

9 Using resources for receiving and sending 

messages 

4.14 3.47 3.57 

10 Recognizing and using formulas and patterns 2.85 3.03 2.57 

Reasoning deductively 2.85 3.03 2.57 

11 Translating 3.57 3.27 2.85 

Transferring 3.57 3.27 2.85 

Compensation 

Adv.: 3.23 

Int.: 3.44 

Elem: 3.01 

12 Using mime or gesture 3.57 3.66 3.00 

13 Coining word 3.28 3.21 3.00 

14 Using a circumlocution or synonym 4.57 3.58 2.71 

15 Switching to the mother tongue 3.14 3.84 3.85 

16 Getting help 3.14 3.49 3.42 

17 Avoiding communication partially or totally 1.71 2.98 2.71 

18 Selecting the topic 2.42 3.23 2.57 

19 Adjusting or approximating the message 4.00 3.52 2.85 

Metacognitive 

Adv.: 3.61 

Int.: 3.43 

Elem:2.94 

20 Overviewing and linking with already known 

material 

3.42 3.47 3.14 

21 Paying attention 4.42 3.96 4.00 

22 Delaying speech production to focus on 

listening 

2.57 3.33 3.42 

23 Finding out about language learning 4.14 4.01 3.28 

24 Organizing 2.71 2.88 2.14 

25& 26 Seeking practice opportunities 3.92 3.09 2.42 

27 Setting goals and objectives 3.85 3.29 2.71 
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Strategy 

Groups 

Items Learning Strategies Useful for Speaking 

Skills 

Mean 

Adv.  

N=7 

Int.  

N=

51 

Elem

. N=7 

Identifying the purpose of a language task 3.85 3.29 2.71 

Planning for a language task 3.85 3.29 2.71 

28 Self-monitoring 3.28 3.49 3.28 

29 Self-evaluating 3.85 3.68 2.57 

Affective 

Adv.: 2.76 

Int.: 3.08 

Elem:2.57 

30 Using progressive relaxation, deep breathing, 

or meditation 

3.28 3.82 2.42 

Using music 3.28 3.82 2.42 

Using laughter 3.28 3.82 2.42 

31 Making positive statement 3.57 3.52 2.42 

Taking risk wisely 3.57 3.52 2.42 

32 Rewarding yourself 2.85 2.56 2.14 

33 Listening to your body 2.42 3.39 3.85 

Using a checklist 2.42 3.39 3.85 

34 Writing a language learning diary 1.71 2.19 1.85 

35 Discussing your feelings with someone else 2.71 2.98 2.71 

Social 

Adv.: 2.89 

Int.:3.00 

Elem: 2.35 

36 Asking for correction 2.57 2.74 1.85 

37 Cooperating with peers 3.14 3.35 2.57 

38 Cooperating with proficient users of the new 

language 

2.00 2.88 2.00 

39 Developing cultural understanding 3.85 3.05 3.00 

Becoming aware of others‟ thoughts and 

feelings 

3.85 3.05 3.00 

Total: 6 39 46 3.14 3.19 2.76 

Adv.: advanced, int.: intermediate, elem.: elementary, pink: high use, olive green: medium use, 

purple: low use, orange: favoured the most, green: favoured the least 

 

Descriptive statistics of the students‟ responses to the entire items of the 

questionnaire, as displayed in Table 3 below, show that the mean score for the 

overall strategy use of advanced students is 3.14; intermediate, 3.19; and 

elementary, 2.76. These three mean scores indicate medium use of strategies. 

Table 3 Comparison of Mean Scores for the Overall Strategy Use of 

Advanced, Intermediate, and Elementary Students (N = 65) 

 
 Strategy Use 

Mean SD Range 

Advanced (N = 7) 3.14 .46 1.38 

Intermediate (N = 51) 3.19 .39 1.67 

Elementary (N = 7) 2.76 .54 1.54 

Olive green: medium use of strategies 
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At the level of individual strategy use, students with various levels of L2 

proficiency used strategies differently, that is, a particular strategy was more 

favoured than the others, as indicated by the mean scores. As figured in Table 4 

below, „using a circumlocution or synonym‟ is the strategy with the highest mean 

score and was used by advanced students, with a mean of 4.57. „Finding out about 

language learning‟, whose mean is 4.01, is the strategy with the highest mean 

score for intermediate students, and „paying attention‟ has the highest mean of 

4.00 for elementary students. Because these three strategies have the highest mean 

score, they are the strategies that the students favoured the most. 

Table 4. Learning Strategies with the Highest Mean Score Used by 

Advanced, Intermediate, and Elementary Students (N = 65). 

 
 Item Learning Strategies Useful for 

Speaking Skills 

Mean SD Range 

Advanced (N = 7) 14 Using a circumlocution or synonym 4.57 .53 1.00 

Intermediate (N = 51) 23 Finding out about language learning 4.01 .88 4.00 

Elementary (N = 7) 21 Paying attention 4.00 1.00 2.00 

Orange: favoured the most 

Table 5 presents strategies with the lowest mean score used by students 

with various levels of L2 proficiency. „Avoiding communication partially or 

totally‟ and „writing a language learning diary‟ are the strategies with the lowest 

mean, 1.71, for advanced students. „Representing sounds in memory‟ has the 

lowest mean, 2.15, for intermediate students, and two strategies, „writing a 

language learning diary‟ and „asking for correction‟, have the lowest mean, 1.85, 

for elementary students. Thus, with the lowest means, they are the strategies the 

students favoured the least.  

Table 5. Learning Strategies with the Lowest Mean Score Used by Advanced, 

Intermediate, and Elementary Students (N = 65) 

 
 Item Learning Strategies Useful for 

 Speaking Skills 

Mean SD Range 

Advanced (N = 7) 17 Avoiding communication 1.71 .95 2.00 
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 Item Learning Strategies Useful for 

 Speaking Skills 

Mean SD Range 

partially  

or totally 

34 Writing a language learning diary 1.71 .75 2.00 

Intermediate (N = 51) 2 Representing sounds in memory 2.15 .96 3.00 

Elementary (N = 7) 34 Writing a language learning diary 1.85 .89 2.00 

36 Asking for correction 1.85 .69 2.00 

Green: favoured the least  

Table 6 below indicates the strategy group the students favoured the most 

and least. Advanced students favoured metacognitive strategies the most and 

memory strategies the least. Intermediate and elementary students shared a 

common top preference, i.e. the compensation strategy group. Like advanced 

students, intermediate students favoured memory strategies the least. Meanwhile, 

elementary students favoured social strategies the least.  

Table 6 Ranking of Mean Scores for Strategy Groups Used by Advanced, 

Intermediate, and Elementary Students (N = 65)  

 
Proficiency 

Levels 

Ranking Strategy Groups Mean SD Range 

Advanced 1 Metacognitive 3.61 .45 1.50 

Intermediate Compensation 3.44 .49 2.13 

Elementary Compensation 3.01 .91 3.00 

Advanced 2 Compensation 3.23 .50 1.38 

Intermediate Metacognitive 3.43 .58 2.40 

Elementary Metacognitive 2.94 .58 1.80 

Advanced 3 Cognitive 3.10 .44 1.13 

Intermediate Affective 3.08 .53 2.33 

Elementary Cognitive 2.73 .59 2.00 

Advanced 4 Social 2.89 .60 1.75 

Intermediate Cognitive 3.04 .49 2.38 

Elementary Affective 2.57 .81 2.17 

Advanced 5 Affective 2.76 .62 1.67 

Intermediate Social 3.00 .71 3.00 

Elementary Memory 2.52 .46 1.33 

Advanced 6 Memory 2.57 .87 2.67 
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Proficiency 

Levels 

Ranking Strategy Groups Mean SD Range 

Intermediate Memory 2.62 .60 2.67 

Elementary Social 2.35 .49 1.50 

Orange: favoured the most, green: favoured the least 

Beyond the description of what strategy and strategy group the students 

used and favoured, inferential statistics can show whether L2 proficiency, 

statistically, significantly affected the use of learning strategies. One way 

ANOVA is the most appropriate statistical test to investigate the differences in 

strategy use among students with various levels of L2 proficiency because of the 

number of groups, normality of distribution, and sample size. The results of the 

test, as displayed in Table 7 below show that the F value is 3.268 (p = .045). The p 

value indicates that the null hypothesis stating that there is no difference in 

strategy use among students with various levels of L2 proficiency is rejected. This 

means that L2 proficiency significantly affected strategy use. 

 

Table 7. ANOVA Results for the Relationship between the Students’ Overall 

Strategy Use and L2 Proficiency (N = 65). 
 

 Sum of squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between groups 1.138 2 .569 3.268 .045 

Within groups 10.796 62 .174   

Total 11.934 64    

 

Since there are three groups of proficiency levels, the alternative 

hypothesis for this study is that there is at least a pair of groups that shows 

significant difference in their strategy use. To identify which pair(s) of groups 

differed from each other, LSD post hoc test was employed. The test results in 
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Table 8 show that elementary students showed significant difference in strategy 

use from intermediate (p = .013). Advanced students did not show significant 

difference in strategy use from both intermediate (p = .772) and elementary 

students (p = .093).  

Table 8. LSD Post Hoc Test Results for the Relationship between the 

Students’ Overall Strategy Use and L2 Proficiency (N = 65) 
LSD 

(I) L2 proficiency (J) L2 proficiency 

Mean 

Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

 

1 
dimension3 

2 -.04906 .16819 .772 -.3853 .2872 

3 .38095 .22305 .093 -.0649 .8268 

2 
dimension3 

1 .04906 .16819 .772 -.2872 .3853 

3 .43001* .16819 .013 .0938 .7662 

3 
dimension3 

1 -.38095 .22305 .093 -.8268 .0649 

2 -.43001* .16819 .013 -.7662 -.0938 

*: the mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level, 1: advanced, 2: intermediate, 3: elementary 

 

DISCUSSION 

Advanced, intermediate, and elementary students differed from one 

another in the strategies they favoured. Advanced students favoured „using a 

circumlocution or synonym‟ the most and two strategies, „avoiding 

communication partially or totally‟ and „writing a language learning diary‟, the 

least; intermediate students, „finding out about language learning‟ the most and 

„representing sounds in memory‟ the least; and elementary students, „paying 

attention‟ the most and two strategies, „writing a language learning diary‟ and 

„asking for correction‟, the least.  

It may be expected that more proficient students favour „using a 

circumlocution or synonym‟, a strategy requiring a high level of proficiency in L2 
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morphological and syntactical structures, and a high level of vocabulary. 

Supported by their capability, these students could use this highly-demanding 

strategy in their oral L2 practice. The use of oral practice among these advanced 

students is consistent with the finding „avoiding communication partially or 

totally‟ as their least favoured strategy. It may also be expected that elementary 

students who still have insufficient knowledge of L2 grammar and a low level of 

vocabulary favour „paying attention‟, a strategy that requires no active L2 oral 

production. This is consistent with the finding „asking for correction‟ as their least 

favoured strategy, given this involves an active production of oral L2, a capability 

the elementary students do not have. Intermediate students focused their attention 

more on the organization of their learning in their effort to improve their 

proficiency. Therefore, they favoured „finding out about language learning‟, a 

strategy that suggests a highly active search for information, so that an 

improvement can be achieved.       

As regards the strategy groups, advanced, intermediate, and elementary 

students also differed from one another. Advanced students favoured 

metacognitive strategies the most and memory strategies the least. Intermediate 

and elementary students favoured compensation strategies the most. Like 

advanced, intermediate students favoured memory strategies the least. Elementary 

students favoured social strategies the least. 

Although advanced students favoured the compensation strategy „using a 

circumlocution or synonym‟ the most, on a larger scale they favoured 

metacognitive strategies the most. This indicates that these students overall self-
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regulated their learning of speaking. The top preference for compensation 

strategies among the intermediate and elementary students may be caused by these 

students‟ awareness of their L2 limitations, and it is not unexpected. The low 

preference for memory strategies among advanced and intermediate students 

might have to do with the degree of prominence of the strategies for the learning 

of speaking. The avoidance of social strategies by elementary students occurred 

probably because of the students‟ insufficient capability in using oral L2, given in 

this study it was mainly exercised by practising speaking with peers or teachers. 

This finding on what strategy group the students favoured the most 

supports a finding from a study carried out by Radwan (2011), who demonstrated 

that more proficient tertiary students in Oman used more metacognitive strategies 

than less proficient students. One credible factor causing this similarity might be 

learning culture in the two contexts, Oman and Indonesia. Such factors need 

further researching.  

Statistically, L2 proficiency significantly affected the students‟ overall 

strategy use (p = .045); with the difference occurring between elementary and 

intermediate (p = .013). There was no significant difference between elementary 

and advanced (p = .093) and between intermediate and advanced (p = .772). This 

finding supports the trend of a linear, significant relationship between students‟ 

overall strategy use and L2 proficiency (Dreyer and Oxford, 1996; Liu, 2004; 

Radwan, 2011; Riazi and Khodadadi, 2007).   
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CONCLUSION 

With reference to the research question of what strategies students use, 

this study demonstrated the use of strategies at a total number of 46 strategies. Out 

of these 46 strategies, „using a circumlocution or synonym‟ is the strategy 

favoured the most by advanced students. „Finding out about language learning‟, is 

favoured the most by intermediate students, and „paying attention‟, by elementary 

students. „Avoiding communication partially or totally‟ and „writing a language 

learning diary‟ are the strategies favoured the least by advanced students; 

„Representing sounds in memory‟, by intermediate students, and two strategies, 

„writing a language learning diary‟ and „asking for correction‟, by elementary 

students.  

Concerning strategy group, advanced students favoured metacognitive 

strategies the most and memory strategies the least. Intermediate and elementary 

students shared a common top preference, i.e. the compensation strategy group. 

Like advanced students, intermediate students favoured memory strategies the 

least. Meanwhile, elementary students favoured social strategies the least. 

As regards whether L2 proficiency significantly affects strategy use, this 

study demonstrated that L2 proficiency significantly affected strategy use as 

shown by the F value of 3.268 (p = .045); and elementary students showed 

significant difference in strategy use from intermediate (p = .013). Advanced 

students did not show significant difference in strategy use from both intermediate 

(p = .772) and elementary students (p = .093). 
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The findings of this study lead to implications to theory and practice. To 

theory, this study contributes to theories on learning strategies regarding 

knowledge of the relationship between learning strategies and L2 proficiency. It 

contributes to previous information on the significant relationship between L2 

proficiency and strategies.  

With respect to practice, research implications of this study would be for 

teachers, curriculum developers, and students. For teachers, this study contributes 

knowledge of the use of learning strategies for speaking skills among students at 

DELL. This knowledge would raise their awareness of the need to provide 

organised, well informed strategy training that assists students to use the strategies 

for their maximum learning outcomes. The awareness would also lead teachers 

who have insufficient knowledge of learning strategies to gain the relevant 

knowledge and skills through self-study and professional development courses.   

 For curriculum developers at GUM, this study contributes a basis for 

developing a curriculum that accommodates the need for the strategy training 

mentioned above. These teachers could either provide the training as a separate 

strand within the sarjana degree course, or design specific syllabi that enable 

teachers to integrate strategy training into teaching materials that they prepare.  

For students themselves, this study contributes an opportunity for strategy 

use development, in the sense that as the implications for teachers and curriculum 

developers are put into practice, students will benefit from a proper program of 

strategy training. The study shows that the students already use strategies 
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autonomously; strategy training will give them direction and greatly enhance their 

awareness of strategy use and the effectiveness of their strategy use.  

 It is undeniably true that the implications of this study apply not only to 

teachers, curriculum developers, and students at GUM but also to those at other 

universities in Indonesia, provided that those universities share common features 

with GUM. Therefore, for these institutions, the practical implications of this 

study suit them too, and hence they could benefit from this study. Beyond the 

Indonesian context, the research implications are also applicable wherever the 

educational regime shares characteristics with those in Indonesia, and particularly 

the institutions that do not include strategy training in their curriculum.  
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