Journal of Research in Language & Translation 2_0_0‘14] Lodl ;t
Issue No. 2 Vol. 5 (2025) 3

King Saud University

Saudi Female EFL Learners’ Use of Self-Regulation and
Language-Learning Strategies: A Comparative Study

Amira Almutairi

English Language Institute,
King Abdulaziz University, Jeddah, Saudi Arabia

aalmutairi0934@stu.kau.edu.sa
https:/forcid.org/ 0009-0002-5862-7386

Mona Sabir
Ph.D. in Applied Linguistics, Associate Professor
English Language Institute,
King Abdulaziz University, Jeddah, Saudi Arabia

msabir@kau.edu.sa
https.//orcid.org/0000-0003-1995-3699

Received: 26/12/2024; Revised: 06/04/2025; Accepted: 10/04/2024

e (SRL) Wl abaiall aleill cilyasi) jind 5 (LLS) Al alad <ol jinl aladin) 4 jia s dul jall 038 (e Cangl)
28] At 4 plasl Aad Q) il sha s Apaalal il gisa (ga b gaaall (EFL) Aial 4508 4, julasy) 4all) clalatia J8
le 2l (SRL) Wl abaiall aleill cilmsi) i) 5 (LLS) &l alad cilaasi) jind aladiial Gandy cilul ) cale) cudld
iy s (o il grd) A A0S 4 50l Al Cilalaie alodin) 4S8 Cand Al jall s (& Al E) Gl gl
(5 sinnall a1 puall 3 ) 98T AN w58 3 Al o2a @ L ilintl ) s3] Adliae all) (&) il sisa g dpalad
54 e (SRL) W akidll alaill sl yisl g (LLS) 4l alad cilaasi) jind aladin) (saa e 2Sl Giibydinl
e B25 Bls A25 Al ib s Adlide () il gie el Apiad 43S 4 jlaiy) Aall L0 gans daleia e Al
B 3 ple (o il CldS M8y AISIL 4 puasll Al el g Ay Il 5 Ao giall cAdlise dpanded il glse
il srall A RIS 4 ety A5l Claleia G (LLS) Aadll alad Cllal jind aladinl 8 dilaas) AV <3
alaill i) i alasin) 8 dglian) AV ld B8 dsm s ade (et N oy Aabiaall Aadl) ) 5 andeil) G g
A2 O sivall 8 il g5 B2 (5 siusall (& Gpalaiall (S (B3 a5 288 paalatll il giall ye (SRL) il alaiall
Ol )l o il 5 L5310 akaiall abedll cibiadl iuY alasind) Jil B2 (5 siuall 8 () salxiall jelal ¢un «B1 s
o s cadliie 3 (LLS) 4l aled Gl jinl Geading @il gead) dnial 4218 4 500y 4adl) claleie
CSaall oy ARlll ) 5 dpardail) il giasall Calide e 4dldie JSG (SRL) W83 alaial) aledll Gl i) enddiog
A 4 5l Al i J (e LLS 5 SRL aladind Jsa e 435 GaanlSY 5 (s aall il o2 345 0

A grll Ay el ASLadl) b dia]



https://orcid.org/0000-0000
https://orcid.org/0000-0000
mailto:msabir@kau.edu.sa
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1995-3699

Journal of Research in Language & Translation
Issue No. 2 Vol. 5 (2025)

ags2saclloll e
King Saud University L2

Saudi Female EFL Learners’ Use of Self-Regulation and
Language-Learning Strategies: A Comparative Study

Amira Almutairi

English Language Institute,
King Abdulaziz University, Jeddah, Saudi Arabia

aalmutairi0934@stu.kau.edu.sa
https://orcid.org/ 0009-0002-5862-7386

Mona Sabir
Ph.D. in Applied Linguistics, Associate Professor
English Language Institute,
King Abdulaziz University, Jeddah, Saudi Arabia

msabir@kau.edu.sa
https.//orcid.org/0000-0003-1995-3699

Received: 26/12/2024; Revised: 06/04/2025; Accepted: 10/04/2024

Abstract

The aim of this study is to compare the implementations of language-learning strategies (LLS)
and self-regulated learning (SRL) strategies by female Saudi learners of English as a foreign
language (EFL) with different educational and proficiency levels. Most studies have examined
the use of LLS or SRL strategies based on proficiency levels. In this study, we investigate how
Saudi female EFL learners with varying language proficiency and educational levels employ
these strategies. To accomplish this aim, Oxford Quick Placement Test and two questionnaires
investigating the implementation of SRL and LLS strategies were administered to (118) female
Saudi EFL learners who have various proficiency levels; that is, levels Al, A2, B1, and B2
across different educational levels: intermediate, secondary, and preparatory-year college
program. The findings revealed no significant differences in the implementation of LLS among
female Saudi EFL learners across educational and proficiency levels. Although there were no
significant differences in SRL usage across educational levels, a significant difference was
found between learners at the B2 level and those at the A2 and B1 levels, as learners at the B2
level reported the lowest use of SRL. According to the results of this study, Saudi EFL learners
employ similar LLS strategies and, to some extent, similar SRL strategies across various
educational and proficiency levels. These findings can provide instructors, and academics with
valuable insights into the implementation of SRL and LLS by female EFL learners in Saudi
Arabia.

Keywords language-learning strategies; language proficiency, Saudi EFL learners; self-
regulated learning
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Introduction

Self-regulated learning (SRL) and language-learning strategies (LLS) are two
approaches that to help learners of English as a foreign language (EFL) to achieve higher
proficiency levels. SRL refers to an individual’s ability to monitor, control, and manage their
thoughts, emotions, and behaviors to achieve specific goals (Zimmerman, 2000). It is expected
to empower learners to become lifelong learners and supports independent learning. LLS, on
the other hand, refers to mental processes and practices that are intended to improve learners’
language proficiency; more specifically, LLS is expected to enhance proficiency and
performances in languages over time (Oxford, 2017). It implies that the learner’s mind
determines and controls the tools, techniques, or methods that are appropriate for the current
purpose of the language-learning process, ultimately leading to improved language outcomes.

A recent model developed by Oxford (2017), entitled the Strategic Self-Regulation
(S?R) model, integrates SRL and LLS. In this model, both SRL and LLS involve the application
of strategies that assist learners to achieve better outcomes in the target language. While SRL
mainly focuses on setting goals and controlling and monitoring one’s learning process, LLS
refers to the specific techniques and approaches that learners use to acquire, store, and retrieve
information.

The S?R model, which integrates LLS and SRL, highlights the importance of learners’
active participation in the language-learning process. To foster greater involvement, The
Ministry of Education in Saudi Arabia adopt teaching approaches that encourage active learner
participation, such as the communicative approach. A clear example of this shift can be seen in
the assigned English textbooks, which aim to promote the communicative approach and to
encourage Saudi EFL learners to become active participants in their learning processes
(Algahtani, 2018). According to this approach, Saudi EFL learners are expected to play a crucial
role in the learning process rather than simply being recipients of teacher-designed curricula. A
student-centered approach requires Saudi EFL learners to be active participants and to take
control of their learning. It predicts that learners who take control of their learning processes
will achieve higher levels of language proficiency compared to their peers. In other words,
learners with higher proficiency levels are expected to use learning strategies more often than
those with lower proficiency levels (Fukuda, 2017; Machimana & Genis, 2022). Additionally,
Alzahrani (2024) concluded that when learners' native language and second language do not
belong to the same family—as is the case for Saudi EFL learners—they are privileged to use
more learning strategies to enhance the acquisition of their second language.

Alahmari (2021) stated that self-regulatory research is a relatively understudied area and
that there is a lack of research examining the relationship between SRL and linguistic
competence. The majority of studies in this field in Saudi Arabia have focused on comparing
the differences between using LLS or SRL strategies among different proficiency levels but
within the same educational level. Therefore, the aim of the current study is to extend the
existing research by comparing the use of LLS and SRL strategies across different educational
and proficiency levels by investigating how female Saudi EFL learners with different
educational levels (intermediate, secondary, and preparatory college year) and proficiency
levels (A1, A2, B1, and B2) implement these strategies. To collect the data for this study, an
Oxford placement test and two questionnaires that examine the use of LLS and SRL strategies
were used. The results of this study may provide a more thorough understanding of Saudi EFL
learners’ varied use of LLS and SRL strategies and their correlation with proficiency and
educational levels.



This study is guided by two main research questions (RQs):

RQ1. To what extent do female Saudi EFL learners with different levels of education and
language proficiency differ in their use of LLS strategies?

RQ2. To what extent do female Saudi EFL learners with different levels of education and
language proficiency differ in their use of SRL strategies?

Background to the Study

Self-Regulation

Zimmerman et al. (2017) described SRL as a process that is directed and controlled by
learners, stating that SRL is “the process whereby students activate and sustain behaviors,
cognitions, and affects that are systematically oriented toward the attainment of their goals” (p.
313). It emphasizes the existence of a goal, in pursuit of which learners control and regulate
their behaviors, cognitions, and emotions. This definition aligns with Oxford’s (2017) S’R
model, which is applied in this study. The S’R model refers to SRL as the process in which
learners select specific strategies based on their learning goals and then monitor, evaluate, and
reflect on their choices to ensure goal attainment.

Zimmerman's (2002) cyclical model is one of the most widely cited SRL models in the
literature and is consistent with the SR model. Based on the cyclical model, SRL strategies are
divided into three phases, namely forethought, performance, and self-reflection, according to
the sequence in which learners apply them when studying or completing a task. These phases
have also been labeled ‘before task,” ‘during task,” and ‘after task’ by researchers such as Dent
and Koenka (2015) and Erdogan (2016), and researchers such as Xiao and Yang (2019) and
Hung (2022) have continued to use this model in recent SRL research. The cyclical model is
applied in the present study by utilizing the SRL questionnaire that was developed and validated
by Erdogan and Senemoglu (2016). See Table 1 (See Appendix A) for a description of the SRL
strategies as defined by Zimmerman (2008).

Language Learning Strategies (LLS)
Oxford (2017) defines LLS as:

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).

This definition covers the major themes in LLS concepts, including diverse strategies,
learners’ intentions, creativity, and consciousness. It is the most relevant for the purposes of the
present study because it correlates the use of strategies with language proficiency and is an
important part of Oxford’s (2017) S*R model that links SRL to LLS.



With regard to LLS classification, Oxford’s (1990) taxonomy is one of the most
frequently cited strategy classifications in the literature. According to Oxford’s taxonomy, LLS
can be classified according to the two main domains of direct and indirect strategies, and is
applied in this study by using the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL)
questionnaire that she developed see Table 2 (See Appendix A).

S?R Model

The integration of SRL and LLS in this study is based on Oxford’s (2017) pioneering
S?R model; this framework emphasizes the role of learners as active decision makers in the
language-learning process, and suggests that language learners can become more successful by
using a variety of learning strategies to manage and direct their learning.

The S*R model highlights the importance of SRL in the language-learning process. SRL
involves the ability to apply, control, and regulate various strategies to achieve a specific goal,
such as language proficiency in the present context. Learners rely on SRL to set goals for their
learning processes or tasks, choose the strategies that are best suited to attain these goals, and
then regulate their behavioral, emotional, or motivational strategies. In her SR model, Oxford
(2017) referred to Zimmerman’s (2002) three-stage model, which includes the forethought
phase, the performance phase, and the self-reflection phase.

According to the SR model, learners are expected to take control of their learning
processes, to set clear goals, to identify areas of weakness, and to use different strategies to
overcome them. By doing so, learners can develop and improve their language skills, thus
leading to increased proficiency.

Methodology

Participants

For this comparative study, 118 female participants with different language proficiency
levels and three different educational levels were recruited. Twenty-eight participants were at
the intermediate level, 41 were at the secondary level, and 49 were attending a preparatory year
college program. The (118) participants are divided into four groups based on their proficiency
levels (A1, A2, B1, and B2); 24 participants have A1, 42 have A2, 23 have B1, and 29 have B2
levels. Table 3 shows the classification of the participants according to their educational and
proficiency levels. Due to time constraints, a nonprobability sampling method was used to
recruit female participants from one public university and one private school in Jeddah. The
participants were recruited by using a convenience sampling method, and the data are collected
during the middle of the 2023-2024 academic year. Since this study focuses on female Saudi
EFL learners, future research will take gender into account.



Table 3

Participants’ Demographics

Demographic N %
Educational level Preparatory college 49 23.7%
year
Secondary 41 34.7%
Intermediate 28 41.5%
Proficiency level Al 24 20.3%
A2 42 35.5%
Bl 23 19.4%
B2 29 24.5%
Total 118 100%

Instruments and Procedure

A quantitative research design is used in this study. In order to gather data efficiently
and quickly, self-reported data were collected. However, self-reported data have some
limitations to consider. For instance, they can be influenced by the subjective judgments of
individuals. Furthermore, the phrasing and formulation of the questions can affect the validity
and reliability of the data collected through self-report measures. Thus, reliability and validity
tests, as well as a pilot study, were conducted to minimize this potential negative effect. The
three instruments used in this study were a standardized Oxford Quick Placement Test and two
self-report questionnaires (See Appendix B); all the instruments were distributed to the
participants in a paper-and-pencil format. The placement test consisted of 40 multiple-choice
questions that focused on vocabulary, reading, and grammar.

The test results included four proficiency levels (Al, A2, B1, and B2), and the test was
followed by two questionnaires regarding the use of LLS and SRL strategies. Both
questionnaires were translated into Arabic, which was the participants’ mother tongue language.
A Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always) was used to respond to the items. Due to the
number of items in both questionnaires, the items in each questionnaire were reduced by deleting
similar or repeated concepts, as keeping the questionnaire as brief as possible could help to
motivate the participants and encourage them to cooperate. The first questionnaire investigated
the use of LLS strategies via the SILL, which was adapted from Oxford (1990). It is usually
considered one of the most frequently cited tools in the field.

The questionnaire initially contained 50 items, but was reduced to 29 items by deleting
similar items and testing their validity using the Pearson correlation. The items covered two
main constructs, which were direct (cognitive, memory, and compensation; 18 items) and
indirect (metacognitive, affective, and social; 11 items) learning strategies. The second
questionnaire investigated the participants’ use of SRL strategies using the Scale on Self-
Regulation in Learning (SSRL), which was developed and validated by Erdogan and Senemoglu
(2016). It originally included 67 items but was reduced to 23 items after similar items were



deleted and the Pearson correlation was used to evaluate the validity of the items. Furthermore,
all the items were statistically significant, thus confirming the validity and correlation in both
questionnaires. Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess the internal consistency and reliability of
the two questionnaires. The alpha value was greater than 0.8, which indicates that both
questionnaires had good internal consistency.

Each instrument (the placement test, the LLS questionnaire, and the SRL questionnaire)
used in this study had a cover sheet (in Arabic) on which the participants were asked to confirm
that they were participating voluntarily before beginning to complete the instrument. The
participants had the option to remain anonymous or to state their names. The administration
departments of the public university and the private school provided authorization to conduct
the study before the participants were recruited.

After translating the questionnaires into Arabic, a pilot study was conducted with (13)
participants to ensure that the items in both questionnaires were clear and easy to answer. The
instruments were then printed and compiled into a paper format; the participants began with the
placement test, followed by the LLS questionnaire, and then the SRL questionnaire. The
completion of the instruments was estimated to take approximately 30-40 minutes per
participant. The researcher gave the participants the option of receiving their placement test
results by providing their phone numbers, which could further motivate them to participate in
the study.

Ethical approval was obtained from the preparatory year college program to conduct the
study before the participants were recruited. Three classes in the Academic English track were
informed of the research aim and invited to participate voluntarily. Fifty-three participants
returned their papers; however, four participants’ responses were eliminated because they were
incomplete. With regard to the participants from the intermediate and secondary private school,
the owner of the school was contacted and graciously consented to distribute the questionnaires.
The teachers from the private school volunteered to distribute and collect the papers.

Review of the Related Literature

Due to the limited research conducted in the Saudi context, the literature review includes
studies from various contexts on how EFL learners use LLS and SRL strategies in relation to
language proficiency and educational levels. The existing literature reports various and
sometimes contradictory results with regard to the relationship between LLS and learners’
proficiency levels. While Almoslamani (2022), Yaghi (2021), and Alrashidi (2022) found a
significant and positive relationship between LLS and learners’ proficiency levels, Ranjan et al.
(2021) and Alhaysony (2017) concluded that no significant relationship existed. In terms of
Saudi EFL learners’ use of LLS and the impact on their academic performance, after surveying
(365) Saudi university students, Almoslamani (2022) found that learning strategies and
students’ achievements are positively correlated.

Similarly, the questionnaire responses of (256) Saudi EFL learners in Alrashidi’s (2022)
study revealed a positive correlation between their proficiency levels and LLS. Conversely, in
Alhaysony’s (2017) study, a total of 134 Saudi university students completed a questionnaire
about LLS; no significant differences were found in the Saudi EFL learners’ use of LLS in
relation to the duration of studying English. The evidence reviewed in this paper suggests that
conflicting findings still exist regarding the relationship between LLS and language proficiency.



Many researchers have discussed the relationship between SRL and academic
achievement/language proficiency, and have attempted to determine whether SRL has a positive
or negative correlation with language proficiency. Most of the studies in the field have revealed
a positive correlation between SRL and language proficiency; for example, Abbasian and
Hartoonian (2014), Amini et al. (2020), and Wang et al. (2023) used SRL questionnaires and
identified a statistically significant relationship among students’ use of SRL strategies, their
language proficiency levels, and their academic achievements. The researchers indicate that
learners of foreign languages can achieve better learning outcomes when applying SRL,
including improved language proficiency, while Adigiizel and Orhan (2017) found a small but
significant correlation between students’ SRL and their academic achievements.

However, researchers such as Hung (2022) have concluded that there is a negative
correlation between SRL and learners’ academic achievement. Despite some disagreements,
most of the research in the field has shown that SRL assists foreign-language learners to improve
their language proficiency. These findings indicate a difference in learners’ uses of SRL
strategies depending on their proficiency levels.

Research Hypotheses

The majority of the studies in the existing literature have concluded that learners with
different educational and proficiency levels use LLS and SRL strategies differently. Thus, the
hypotheses that were tested in this study are as follows:

H1. There are differences in the overall LLS scores according to educational and language
proficiency levels among female Saudi EFL learners.

H2. There are differences in the overall SRL scores according to educational and language
proficiency levels among female Saudi EFL learners.

Results

In the data analysis, the differences in the overall LLS and SRL scores according to the
educational and language proficiency levels of the female Saudi EFL learners were investigated
using a two-way ANOVA, as there were two categorical variables (educational level and
proficiency level) and a continuous variable (LLS and SRL); the ANOVA assumptions were
met.

Results for the First RQ

RQ1. To what extent do female Saudi EFL learners with different levels of education and
language proficiency differ in their use of LLS strategies?



Descriptive Statistics
Table 4

Descriptive Statistics of LLS Scores According to Educational Level

LLS score
Education Level Mean SD
Preparatory 3.3617 .5045
Secondary 3.4668 .50161
Intermediate 3.4261 .73084

In Table 4, it can be seen that, on average, the highest LLS score of 3.46 (SD =.50) was
observed when the educational level was the secondary level, and the lowest LLS score of 3.36
(8D =.50) was observed when the educational level was the preparatory level.

Table 5
Descriptive Statistics of LLS Scores According to Proficiency Level
LLS score
Proficiency Level Mean SD
Al 3.3664 .57994
A2 3.3087 .60889
B1 3.6147 43377
B2 3.4447 54797

Table 5 above illustrates that, on average, the highest LLS score of 3.61 (SD =.43) was
observed when the proficiency level was the B1 level, and the lowest LLS score of 3.30 (SD
=.60) was observed when the proficiency level was the A2 level.

Hypotheses Testing

As the LLS scores for educational levels and proficiency levels followed normality
assumptions, a two-way ANOVA was used to determine the mean difference.

Table 6
Two-way ANOVA Test for LLS Scores According to Educational and Proficiency Levels

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

LLS Score
Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F
Corrected Model 2442.303° 11 222.028 .822
Intercept 814600.186 1 814600.186 3015.069
Education Level 38.238 2 19.119 .071
Proficiency Level 1175.545 3 391.848 1.450
Error 28638.688 106 270.176
Total 1187401.000 118
Corrected Total 31080.992 117

Sig.
618
<.001
932
232

a. R Squared =.079 (Adjusted R Squared = -.017)



The above two-way ANOVA output showed that the p-value for the educational level
was 0.932, which is greater than 0.05. Therefore, at the 5% level of significance, there is
insufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis regarding the educational level. It can also be
seen that the p-value for the proficiency level was 0.232, which is also greater than 0.05.
Therefore, at the 5% level of significance, there is insufficient evidence to reject the null
hypothesis regarding the proficiency level. Overall, there were no differences in the LLS scores
according to the educational and language proficiency levels among female Saudi EFL learners.

Results for RQ2

RQ2. To what extent do female Saudi EFL learners with different levels of education and
language proficiency differ in their use of SRL strategies?

Descriptive Statistics

Table 7
Descriptive Statistics for SRL Scores According to Educational Level
SRL Score
Education Level Mean SD
Preparatory 3.5200 .62724
Secondary 3.4443 52746
Intermediate 3.3261 .80244

As Table 7 shows, on average, the highest SRL score of 3.52 (SD =.62) was observed
when the educational level was the preparatory level, and the lowest SRL score of 3.32 (SD
=.80) was observed when the educational level was the intermediate level.

Table 8
Descriptive Statistics of SRL Scores According to the Proficiency Level
SRL Score

Proficiency Level Mean SD
Al 3.4891 73375
A2 3.5269 53666
BI 3.5955 .60251
B2 3.1814 .68213

Table 8 shows that, on average, the highest SRL score of 3.59 (SD =.60) was observed
when the proficiency level was the B1 level, and the lowest SRL score of 3.18 (SD =.68) was
observed when the proficiency level was the B2 level.

Hypotheses Testing

As the SRL scores for education levels and proficiency levels followed normality
assumptions, a two-way ANOVA can be used to check the mean difference.



Table 9
Two-way ANOVA Test for SRL Scores According to Educational and Proficiency Levels

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

SRL Score
Source Type Il Sum of df Mean Square F Sig. Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Corrected Model 3998.923* 11 363.538 1.798 .063 157
Intercept 497640.959 1 497640.959 2461. <.001 959
535
Education Level 98.019 2 49.010 242 785 .005
Proficiency Level 2609.874 3 869.958 4303 .007 .109
Error 21429.696 106 202.167
Total 767407.000 118
Corrected Total 25428.619 117

a. R Squared =.157 (Adjusted R Squared =.070)

The above two-way ANOV A output shows that the p-value for the educational level was
0.785, which is greater than 0.05. Therefore, at the 5% level of significance, there is insufficient
evidence to reject the null hypothesis for educational level. Thus, it can be concluded that there
are no significant differences in the SRL scores for the different educational levels. It can also
be seen that the p-value for the proficiency level was 0.007, which is less than 0.05. Therefore,
at the 5% level of significance, there is sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis regarding
the proficiency level, and it can be concluded that there was at least one significant difference
in the SRL scores for the different proficiency levels. The effect size was measured using partial
eta-squared (np?), with values of 0.01 considered small, 0.06 medium, and 0.14 large
(Richardson, 2011), in light of the significant difference in proficiency level. The effect size for
proficiency level was 0.10, which is regarded as medium.

Pairwise comparisons for different proficiency levels were then performed to identify
pairs that had significant differences in terms of SRL scores.



Table 10

Pairwise Comparisons of SRL Scores According to Proficiency Level

Pairwise Comparisons

SRL Score

(DProficiency (J) Proficiency Level = Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig.”

Level

Al A2 -4.885 4.253 1.000
Bl -6.626 4.621 927
B2 8.163 4.787 .546

A2 Al 4.885 4.253 1.000
Bl -1.741 4.028 1.000
B2 13.048" 4.217 015

B1 Al 6.626 4.621 927
A2 1.741 4.028 1.000
B2 14.789" 4.588 010

B2 Al -8.163 4.787 .546
A2 -13.048" 4.217 015
Bl -14.789" 4.588 .010

Note: Based on estimated marginal means
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni.

It is apparent from Table 10 that the p-values for each pair of proficiency levels were
identified. Of these pairs, the significantly different pairs were B2-A2 and B2-B1 because the
p-values for these pairs were less than 0.05. Therefore, at the 5% level of significance, it can be
concluded that the SRL scores were significantly different between the proficiency levels of B2-
A2 and B2-B1. Overall, the hypothesis regarding SRL can be partially accepted.

Discussion

In this section, the results in the previous section are discussed, explained, and compared
to those of previous studies in the field based on the two RQs.

The Differences in the Use of LLS

With regard to RQI1, there were no significant differences in the overall LLS scores
according to educational and language proficiency levels among the Saudi female EFL learners
in this study. Based on this finding, it appeared that participants’ use of LLS was relatively
consistent across various educational and proficiency levels, which implied that Saudi female
EFL learners with higher educational and proficiency levels employed strategies that were



comparable to the strategies that others with lower educational and proficiency levels used. The
result in this study indicated that there was no relationship between the use of LLS strategies
and learners’ educational and proficiency levels. This result is in line with that of Alhaysony
(2017), who concluded that there were no significant differences in the use of LLS in terms of
the duration of studying English, despite the fact that students who studied English for a longer
period reported using LLS more frequently.

However, this finding is partially similar to that of Alrashidi (2022), who concluded that
there were no significant differences in the use of LLS according to the year of study, although
Alrashidi did state that LLS was correlated positively with proficiency levels; the positive
correlation with proficiency levels suggested that students employed these strategies more
frequently as their proficiency levels increased. In contrast to the findings of this study, Erdogan
(2018) found a statistically significant difference regarding first-, second-, third-, and fourth-
year university EFL students’ use of LLS, which indicated that students’ use of LLS varied as
their level of education increased. Moreover, Eken and Gundogdu (2021) concluded that there
was a significant difference in the use of LLS according to different proficiency levels.

A possible explanation for the results of the present study is that many Saudi EFL
teachers do not follow the suggested teaching methods in textbooks that aim to encourage
learners to be active participants in the learning process. The lack of application of these
methods may be due to limited access to resources, insufficient training and confidence, time
constraints, and overcrowded classrooms (Algahtani, 2018). If the suggested teaching methods
are not applied, Saudi female EFL learners with different educational and proficiency levels
may be exposed to traditional instructional methods, which could encourage them to adopt
similar learning strategies. According to the SR model, learners must be decision makers and
have control over their learning in order to choose and apply the techniques that are most
effective for them. Therefore, the results of the present study draw attention to the importance
of enabling Saudi female EFL learners to become better active learners and decision makers.

With regard to the highest and lowest use of LLS according to the different educational
and proficiency levels, the highest LLS score was observed at the secondary level and the lowest
at the preparatory level. The results in this study suggest that students in their preparatory college
year are the least likely to incorporate LLS into their learning process. In terms of proficiency,
the highest LLS score was observed at the B1 level and the lowest at the A2 level. This result
could be explained by the fact that most of the secondary-year participants in this study had Bl
and B2 levels, while most of the preparatory college year participants had A1 and A2 levels. In
summary, the current findings suggest that the application of LLS in this study is more closely
associated with the proficiency level than it is with the educational level.

The Differences in the Use of SRL Strategies

With regard to RQ2, no significant differences were found in the SRL scores for the
different educational levels, which implies that the educational level does not have a significant
impact on SRL. The highest SRL score in this study was observed for the preparatory level and
the lowest for the intermediate level, which suggests that, the higher the educational level, the
more the learners applied SRL. This finding indicates that Saudi female EFL learners recognize
the importance of SRL and apply it more frequently as they progress in their education. Even
though Erdogan's (2018) study is from a different context, its results are similar to those of the
present study, revealing an increase in students' SRL levels from their first to fourth year of



study. According to this finding, students at higher educational levels are required to be more
independent and self-reflective, thus necessitating a greater use of SRL.

There was at least one significant difference in the SRL scores for the different
proficiency levels, as the SRL scores were significantly different between the proficiency levels
B2-A2 and B2-B1. According to the results, the B2-level proficiency group demonstrated the
least use of SRL compared to the other proficiency level groups. This finding contradicts those
of Erdogan (2018) and Saito (2020), who concluded that learners with higher proficiency levels
used SRL more often compared to those with lower proficiency levels. Erdogan (2018) stated
that high achievers outperformed low achievers in terms of SRL, while Saito (2020) concluded
that the frequent use of SRL was correlated with higher levels of proficiency. This contradiction
suggests that the relationship between SRL and proficiency levels is more complex than was
initially thought.

With regard to the highest and lowest use of SRL based on proficiency levels, the highest
SRL score was observed for the Bl and A2 levels, and the lowest for the B2 level. This finding
indicates that Saudi female EFL learners at the B1 and A2 levels were more interested in
managing their learning processes. Since Saudi female EFL learners at the B1 and A2 levels are
still developing their language skills, they may be more motivated to manage their learning
process by using strategies such as organization and self-evaluation. The low usage of SRL
strategies by Saudi female EFL learners at the B2 level may be caused by the fact that learners
at this level encounter more challenging language skills, which may cause them to focus on
mastering these skills rather than on utilizing a variety of strategies. Moreover, learners at the
B2 level may encounter greater difficulty in setting specific, manageable goals that motivate
them to use a variety of strategies to achieve them, in contrast to learners at lower levels, whose
objectives may be simpler and clearer. In addition, once Saudi female EFL learners reach the
B2 level, they may refine their strategies to focus on those that are most effective. The findings
of this study do not support the notion that proficiency levels are positively correlated with the
use of SRL strategies. Furthermore, it is not always the case that the utilization of SRL strategies
increases as proficiency levels improve.

Limitations of the Study and Future Research

As with any research, the present study has certain limitations that do not undermine the
validity of the results. The following issues are considered to be limitations, but can also suggest
potential areas for future research. First, this study focused entirely on female participants, as
they were more easily accessible to the researcher. Therefore, a study comparing the
implementation of SRL and LLS strategies across genders, based on educational and proficiency
levels, is highly recommended.

Second, the results of this study were based on two self-reported questionnaires. Future
studies can implement qualitative methodologies, such as observation and focus groups.
Another potential limitation is that the scope of this study may have been overly broad, as it
covered both SRL and LLS in relation to different educational and proficiency levels. Future
research should focus on a single domain, such as SRL or LLS, to facilitate a more in-depth
analysis and more specific conclusions.

Conclusion and Pedagogical Implications

This study was conducted to compare the implementation of LLS and SRL strategies
among female Saudi EFL learners with varying educational and proficiency levels. The results
of this study indicated that there were generally no significant differences in the participants’



LLS scores; thus, the use of similar LLS by Saudi female EFL learners across various
educational and proficiency levels suggests that there is no relationship between the use of LLS
and learners’ educational and proficiency levels. Furthermore, the frequent use of LLS was not
necessarily correlated with high levels of proficiency or education. The second major finding
was that no significant differences were found in the participants’ SRL scores in relation to the
educational level. However, one significant difference was found in relation to the proficiency
level, as B2-level participants reported the lowest use of SRL strategies. This finding suggests
that the implementation of SRL strategies does not necessarily increase as proficiency levels
increase. Overall, the findings suggest that Saudi female EFL learners with various educational
and proficiency levels use similar LLS and SRL strategies.

The major finding of this study is that there has not been significant progress in Saudi
female EFL learners’ applications of LLS and SRL strategies across various educational and
proficiency levels. The data highlight the importance of allowing Saudi female EFL learners to
play a more active role in and to take control of their learning processes in order to choose and
apply strategies that are suitable for their educational and proficiency levels. Based on the S*R
model, learners must be active and in control of their learning in order to select and apply the
strategies that best suit their current learning needs.

These findings are relevant to practitioners in the field of teaching English in Saudi
Arabia. Saudi EFL teachers should recognize the importance of implementing teaching
methodologies that encourage learners to be more active in the learning process, ultimately
enabling them to take control of their learning. Oxford (2017) indicated that strategies can be
taught to learners, while Su et al. (2023) concluded that targeted SRL strategies could be learned
through training sessions that included feedback and practical guidance to improve specific
skills, and Griffiths (2014) stated that learners could acquire LLS either explicitly or implicitly
by increasing their awareness and allowing them to practice these strategies. Oxford (2017)
suggested that educators should recognize their students' existing level of strategy use to provide
engaging activities that incorporate necessary strategies or assign students with higher strategy
usage to support those with lower usage. Therefore, Saudi female EFL learners should be
provided with practical training sessions under their teachers’ guidance and should be given
feedback about how to implement LLS and SRL strategies effectively.
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Table 1

Appendix A

SRL Strategy Classification as Described by Zimmerman (2008, p. 178)

Main classification

Strategies

Definition

Before task
(Forethought phase)

During task

(Performance phase)

After task

(Self-reflection
phase)

Goal setting and planning

Environmental structuring

Organizing and
transforming

Seeking social assistance

Seeking information

Keeping records and self-
monitoring

Rehearsing and
memorizing

Self-evaluation

Self-consequence

The process of identifying learning goals,
including subgoals, scheduling, and performing
the related tasks.

Selecting or setting up the environment in
order to facilitate learning.

Learners rearrange the course materials to
enhance their learning.

Asking for assistance from adults, teachers, or
peers.

Students use nonsocial sources to obtain
additional information.

Student-led attempts to document incidents or
outcomes.

Student-led practices to help them to memorize
the content.

Students’ assessments of the quality or
improvements in their work.

Students determine rewards or punishments for
their achievements or failures.




Table 2

Oxford’s Taxonomy (1990, pp. 16—17)

Main Meaning Subcategories Meaning Examples
categories
Direct Related directly Cognitive Assisting learners  Reasoning, note taking,
Strategies ~ to how the target  strategies to interact summarizing,
language is used cognitively and synthesizing, and
and mentally directly with the  organizing information.
processed. target language
material.
Memory Facilitating the Acronyms, thyming,
strategies connection mental pictures, and body
among items or movements.
concepts without
gaining a deep
understanding of
them.
Compensation  Assisting in Synonyms, gestures, or
strategies compensating for  guessing based on the
knowledge gaps.  context.
Indirect Mainly used to Metacognitive  Responsibility for Identifying learning needs,
Strategies indirectly support strategies controlling the planning, organizing
and manage the learning process.  materials, arranging study
learning process. times and places,
monitoring and evaluating
task performance.
Affective Assessing the Discussing feelings,
strategies learner’s mood praising oneself for
and their level of  accomplishments.
anxiety.
Social Seeking social Asking for clarification or
strategies assistance seeking assistance.




Appendix B
Data Collection Instruments

1. The Proficiency Test:
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Questions 1 -5

e Where can you see these notices?
e For questions 1 to 5, mark one letter A, B or C on your Answer Sheet.

' You can look, but don’t inan office
] B inac
touch the pictures. P

2 [Please give the right A~ inabank
money to the driver. B onabus

C inacinema

NO

3 A in a street
PARKING B  onabook
PLEASE C onatable
4 CROSS BRIDGE FOR TRAINS TO A inabank

EDINBURGH B inagarage

C inastation



KEEP IN A A  onclothes

COLD PLACE B on furniture
C onfood




Questions 6 — 10

¢ In this section you must choose the word which best fits each space in the text
below.
e For questions 6 to 10, mark one letter A, B or C on your Answer Sheet.

THE STARS

There are millions of stars in the sky. If you look (6)....... the sky on a clear night, it is possible

to see about 3000 stars. They look small, but they are really (7)........ big hot balls of burning

gas. Some of them are huge, but others are much smaller, like our planet Earth. The biggest

stars are very bright, but they only live for a short time. Every day new stars (8)..... born and old stars

die. All the stars are very far away. The light from the nearest star takes more (9) ....... four

years to reach Earth. Hundreds of years ago, people (10)....... stars, like the North star, to know

which direction to travel in. Today you can still see that star.

6 A at B up C on

7 A very B too C much
8 A s B be C are

9 A that B of C than

10 A use B  used C using




Questions 11 — 20

¢ In this section you must choose the word which best fits each space in the texts.
e For questions 11 to 20, mark one letter A, B, C or D on your Answer Sheet.

Good smiles ahead for young teeth

Older Britons are the worst in Europe when it comes to keeping their teeth. But British
youngsters

(A1) e, more to smile about because (12)....... teeth are among the best. Almost
80% of Britons over 65 have lost all or some (13) ....... their teeth according to a World

Health Organisation survey. Eating too (14)....... sugar is part of the problem. Among

(15)....... , 12-year olds have on average only three missing, decayed or filled teeth.
11 A getting B got C have D having
12 A their B his C them D theirs
13 A from B of C among D between
14 A much B lot C many D deal

15 A person B people C children D family




Christopher Columbus and the New World

On August 3, 1492, Christopher Columbus set sail from Spain to find a new route to
India, China and Japan. At this time most people thought you would fall off the edge of the
world if you sailed too far. Yet sailors such as Columbus had seen how a ship appeared to

get lower and lower on the horizon as it sailed away. For Columbus this (16) that the

world was round. He (17) ceceeeeeeeecceeccennnnnsnnssssesssnsnssnsssssssssssssssessssssssssssanns to his men about
the distance travelled each day. He did not want them to think that he did not (18) ................
exactly where they were going. (19) ccccceereesssnnerrrecssssssssnnnnsessssssssssssnsansens , on October 12,

1492, Columbus and his men landed on a small island he named San Salvador. Columbus

believed he was in Asia, (20) ...... he was actually in the Caribbean.

16 A made B pointed C was D proved
17 A lied B told C cheated D asked
18 A find B know C think D expect
19 A Next B Secondly C Finally D Once

20 A as B but C because D if




Questions 21 — 40

¢ In this section you must choose the word or phrase which best completes each
sentence.
e For questions 21 to 40, mark one letter A, B, C or D on your Answer Sheet.

21 The children won’t go to sleep .......cccceee.... we leave a light on outside their
bedroom.
A except B otherwise C unless D but
22 I'll give you my spare keys in case you..............uuee.... home before me.
A would get B got C willget D get
23 My holiday in Paris gave me a great .................... to improve my French accent.
A occasion B chance C hope D possibility
24 The singer ended the concert................... her most popular song.
A by B with C in D as
25 Because it had not rained for several months, there was a.................... of water.
A shortage B drop C scarce D waste
26 I've always.......ccceeeeeene. you as my best friend.
A regarded B thought C meant D supposed
27 She came to live here..................... a month ago.
A quite B beyond C already D almost
28 Don’t make such a .......c.......... I The dentist is only going to look at your teeth.
A fuss B trouble C worry D reaction
29 He spent a long time looking for a tie which..................... with his new shirt.

A fixed B made C went D wore



30

31

33

34

35

36

37

38

Fortunately,

A meeting

.................... from a bump on the head, she suffered no serious injuries

B meet

C met

from her
fall.
A other B except C besides D apart
She had changed so much that.................... anyone recognised her.
A almost B hardly C not D nearly
......................... teaching English, she also writes children’s books.
A Moreover B Aswell as C In addition D
Apart
It was clear that the young couple were..................... of taking charge of the
restaurant.
A responsible B reliable C capable D
able
The book..........ccuvuu.... of ten chapters, each one covering a different topic.
A comprises B includes C consists D
contains
Mary was disappointed with her new shirt as the colour................... very quickly.
A bleached B died C vanished D faded
National leaders from all over the world are expected to attend the
.......................................................................................................................... meeti
ng.
A peak B summit C top D apex
Jane remained calm when she won the lottery and................... about her business as
if
nothing had happened.
A came B brought C went D moved
| suggest We .....cceeeeeeeeeens outside the stadium tomorrow at 8.30.

D will meet



39 My remarks were. ..................... as a joke, but she was offended by them.

A pretended B thought C meant D
supposed
40 You ought to take up swimming for the..................... of your health.

A concern B relief C sake D cause



2. the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL)Scale:
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3. The Scale on Self-Regulation in Learning (SSRL):
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