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Abstract
This study intends to provide a wider range of insights into the strategy use by EFL learners with different levels
of language anxiety and self-rated competence. The participants included university freshmen sampled from
different English proficiency levels. The findings revealed that the most frequently used strategy category among
low-anxiety students was metacognitive. Similarly, metacognitive strategies, followed by cognitive and
compensation strategies, were used most frequently by students with the highest level of self-rated proficiency.
Social strategies were the least used, regardless of anxiety or self-rated proficiency level. Language anxiety
seems to have a greater influence on the strategy use frequency rather than on strategy choice. The results
demonstrated significant effects of language anxiety and perceived competence on learning strategy use. In
addition, self-perceived competence was shown to have a stronger link to strategy use than the learner’s actual
language proficiency. Among anxiety and perceived and actual competence, perceived competence was
identified to be the best predictor of strategy use. Nonetheless, the effect of anxiety on language learning cannot
be ignored as it was found to have a similar level of association with strategy use as actual proficiency did,
although its effect was significantly negative.
Keywords: language anxiety, language learning strategy, strategy use frequency, self-perceived competence,
language proficiency
1. Introduction
Krashen (1987) suggested that most affective variables in language acquisition research can be placed into one of
three categories: motivation, anxiety, and self-confidence. According to the Affective Filter hypothesis he
proposed, in addition to “comprehensible input,” a low or weak affective filter is essential to allow input into a
second language acquisition system (p. 32). To lower the affective filter, teachers must help students lower their
anxiety levels (Krashen, 1989). Additionally, Dӧrnyei (2001) indicated that lowering student language anxiety, in
addition to teaching useful learning strategies, is one of the many strategies that can promote motivation in the
classroom. According to Dӧrnyei, the application of these two motivational strategies can benefit learners’
self-confidence and eventually help improve their learning effectiveness.
Oxford and Ehrman (1995) noted that “learning strategy users were highly persistent, strongly motivated, and
oriented toward systematic planning” (p. 378). The frequency of strategy use has been found in a number of
studies to be positively associated with ESL/EFL learners’ learning motivation (Lan & Oxford, 2003; MacIntyre
& Noels, 1996; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Wharton, 2000), beliefs about language learning (Yang,1992, 1999; Yin,
2008), and language performance (Dreyer & Oxford, 1996; Green & Oxford, 1995; Griffiths, 2003; Lai, 2009;
Magogwe & Oliver, 2007; Peacock & Ho, 2003; Yilmaz, 2010). Nevertheless, there is still very limited
investigation into the strategy use of EFL learners in relation to language anxiety and self-rated proficiency. This
study intends, therefore, to contribute to the understanding of the relationship between these variables and
provide useful implications for language instructors and researchers in this area.
1.1 Language Anxiety
MacIntyre and Gardner (1994) defined language anxiety as “the feeling of tension and apprehension specifically
associated with second language contexts, including speaking, listening, and learning” (p. 284). For decades,
researchers have treated language anxiety as a separate and specific form of anxiety experienced in the course of
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learning a different target language (Gregersen & Horwitz, 2002; Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986; MacIntyre &
Gardner, 1989, 1991a, 1991b). Regardless of the target language, similar conclusions concerning the prevalence
of language anxiety have been made by researchers in studies undertaken in Western foreign language
classrooms (Aida, 1994; Horwitz, et al., 1986; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1994; Marcos-Llinás & Garau, 2009; Saito,
Horwitz, & Garza, 1999; Wu, 2011) and in the Asian EFL setting of Japan (Williams & Andrade, 2008) and
Taiwan (Chan & Wu, 2004; Jen, 2003; Liu, 2010b). Horwitz et al. (1986) identified three important constructs
relevant to anxiety in the foreign language classroom: communication apprehension, fear of negative evaluation,
and test anxiety. Communication apprehension is characterized as one’s discomfort in communicating with
others. Fear of negative evaluation is defined as apprehension about what others will say or feel about one’s
performance. Test anxiety involves worry over one’s performance in an evaluative situation.
Many prior studies have revealed that levels of language anxiety can be affected by various factors. In Saito,
Horwitz, and Garza’s (1999) study, levels of specific reading anxiety varied according to the target language,
French, Japanese, or Russian. Learners of Japanese were found to experience the highest level of anxiety,
followed by learners of French and Russian. In addition, levels of reading anxiety varied according to the
perceived difficulty level of the target language. In Kim’s (2009) study, levels of general type of language
anxiety differed in different classroom contexts. A higher level of anxiety was identified in the classroom of a
conversation course when compared to that in a reading course. Marcos-Llinás and Garau (2009) pointed out that
levels of anxiety varied across student language proficiency levels; however, it should be noted that their
findings suggested that more advanced learners scored higher on the language anxiety scale than their
counterparts. Based on a review of previous literature, Marcos-Llinás and Garau further summarized five types
of factors linked to language anxiety: behavioral, cognitive, psycholinguistic, physical, and sociolinguistic
factors.
As the majority of previous studies have shown an inverse relationship between language anxiety and language
performance (MacIntyre, Noels, Clément, 1997; Marcos-Llinás & Garau, 2009; Onwuegbuzie, Bailey, & Daley,
1997; Phillips, 1992; Saito & Samimy, 1996; Sánchez-Herrero & Sánchez, 1992; Wang, 2010; Wei, 2007), a
number of studies have explored the sources that lead to language anxiety (Oxford, 1999; Onwuegbuzie, Bailey,
& Daley, 1999; Yan & Detaramani, 2008; Young, 1991). One example is Cheng’s (2004) study of the sources of
specific-writing-skill anxiety among Taiwanese EFL participants. In the investigation, Cheng categorized the
sources into four types: instructional practices, personal beliefs about writing and learning to write, low
self-confidence, and threats of interpersonal evaluation. Young (1991) classified the sources of general language
anxiety into several aspects: personal and interpersonal anxieties, learner and instructor beliefs about language
learning, instructor-learner interactions, classroom procedures, and language testing. For instance, personal and
interpersonal anxieties may stem from problems such as low self-esteem, competitiveness, communication
apprehension, and self-perceived low competence (Horwitz et al., 1986; MacIntyre, 1999; Young, 1990, 1999).
Young posited that some of these sources may be interrelated. As Horwitz et al. (1986) concluded, as long as
there is evaluation involved in foreign language learning, anxiety will continue to exist.
1.2 Language Learning Strategy
Language learning strategies are defined as “specific actions or techniques that students use, often intentionally,
to improve their progress in developing L2 skills” (Green & Oxford, 1995, p.262). Research on language
learning strategies has undergone considerable growth since about three decades ago (Chamot, 2005; Macaro,
2006). Rubin (1975) was the first to notice strategies employed by good language learners and described them as
making guesses intelligently, being willing to make mistakes, taking advantage of opportunities to practice,
monitoring one’s own speech, and having a strong motive to communicate. Griffiths (2003) later identified 19
“plus” strategies used by students of higher language proficiency level (p.376). Oxford and Ehrman (1995)
maintained that good language learners should try to adjust their strategy use on the basis of their individual
needs and requirements. Along with various learner characteristics such as gender, language aptitude, personality,
and motivation, learning strategies have gained special attention since they not only can be used to assist
language learning but also are teachable (Chamot, 2005; Dreyer & Oxford, 1996; Hsiao & Oxford, 2002; Lai,
2009; MacIntyre & Noels, 1996; McMullen, 2009; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Ehrman, 1995; Oxford & Nyikos,
1989).
The most widely recognized classification of language learning strategies is the taxonomy proposed by Oxford
(1990). In her Strategies Inventory for Language Learning (SILL), strategies are comprised of two major classes:
direct and indirect strategies. Direct strategies include memory, cognitive, and compensation strategies, while
indirect strategies are composed of metacognitive, affective, and social strategies. Table 1 presents a total of 19
strategy sets further broken down by Oxford (1990).
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Table 1. Strategy system comprised of two classes, six groups, and 19 sets (Oxford, 1990, p. 17)
Direct Strategies

Indirect Strategies

1.

Creating mental linkages

2.

Applying images and sounds

3.

Reviewing well

4.

Employing action

1.

Practicing

2.

Receiving and sending
messages

3.

Analyzing and reasoning

4.

Creating structure for input
and output

Compensation

1.

Guessing intelligently

Strategies

2.

Overcoming limitations in
speaking and writing

Memory
Strategies

Cognitive
Strategies

Metacognitive
Strategies

1.

Centering your
learning

2.

Arranging and
planning your learning

3.

Evaluating your
learning

1.

Lowering your anxiety

2.

Encouraging yourself

3.

Taking your emotional
temperature

Social

1.

Asking questions

Strategies

2.

Cooperating with
others

3.

Empathizing with
others

Affective
Strategies

Lan and Oxford (2003) investigated strategy use among elementary school students and identified the five least
and most frequently used individual strategies in the Taiwanese EFL setting. For all of the six types of strategies
classified by Oxford, their usage was in the “medium-use range,” with compensation and affective strategies
used most frequently by young children (Lan and Oxford, 2003, p. 355). Strategy use was also found to be
significantly related to gender, learner language proficiency, and degree of liking English. Degree of liking
English, which was a sign of motivation according to the researchers, turned out to have the strongest effect on
strategy use.
Sheu (2009) examined the strategy use of university freshmen in a technological university by administering a
Chinese version of Oxford’s (1990) SILL adapted by Yang (1992). Similar to the findings of many previous
studies, with the exception of compensation strategies, females had a significantly higher use of learning
strategies than males in all five categories. The most frequently used category of strategies by these EFL students
was compensation strategies, the least frequently used being cognitive strategies. The findings showed a rather
low use of strategies among the subjects; however, there were still significant differences in strategy use among
students of various proficiency levels. Students in groups with a higher proficiency level and with a major in
humanities/social sciences were both found to use language learning strategies more frequently.
Chen and Jonas (2009) examined the use of strategies among college students and found a medium to low level
of strategy use, with metacognitive strategies used most frequently. Similary, Chen (2007) reported that
metacognitive was the most frequently used category of strategies among college students in Taiwan, followed
by cognitive and compensation strategies; memory was the least used category of strategies. In addition,
language proficiency was found to be positively related to language learning strategies. More strategies were
used by more proficient college learners. Chen’s findings were later supported by Lai (2009).
Lee and Oxford (2008) claimed that strategy awareness has a significant effect on strategy use; in fact, it is the
best predictor of strategy use, followed by self-rated proficiency, importance of English, and education level.
Language teachers should help students develop strategy awareness and provide instruction that helps them learn
how to use appropriate and effective learning strategies.
1.3 Research Questions
According to Yan and Horwitz’s (2008) interviews of Chinese EFL students, many of them were concerned
about their “inability to find effective language learning strategies” (p. 164). As Nyikos and Oxford (1993) noted,
language instruction has shifted from a teacher-centered model towards a more leaner-centered approach. It is
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imperative for students to learn to become more active and apply strategies more frequently during the process of
acquiring a foreign language. The aim of this study, therefore, is to provide more insight into the language
learning strategy use (LLSU) of EFL learners, specifically its relations to foreign language anxiety and self-rated
language proficiency, since both these variables can have some important effects on leaner motivation (Crookes
& Schmidt, 1991; Liu, 2010a). The following research questions are addressed:
1.

What is the general profile of LLSU by students with varying degrees of anxiety levels?

2.

What is the general profile of LLSU by students with varying self-perceived ability levels?

3.

Is the effect of anxiety on LLSU significant among students in the EFL classroom?

4.

Is the effect of self-perceived competence on LLSU significant among students in the EFL classroom?

5. Among learner anxiety and self-perceived and actual language proficiency, which one is a stronger predictor
of LLSU?
2. Method
2.1 Participants
Participants of this study included 142 students, 46.5% males and 53.5% females, all non-English majors
enrolled in required English four-skill classes at a university in central Taiwan (see Table 2). As soon as they
entered school, they were homogeneously grouped into three proficiency levels for English instruction. The
sample was composed of two classes of students from each proficiency level. At the time the data collection
procedure was undertaken, they were at the beginning of their first academic year.
Table 2. Number of male and female participants in each ability level
Basic

Intermediate

Advanced

Total

Male

24

28

14

66

Female

18

22

36

76

Total

42

50

50

142

For statistical analyses, students were divided into three groups based on their total anxiety scores (see Table 3).
Students with anxiety scores in the bottom 25% of the overall score distribution were assigned to the low-anxiety
group, while those with scores in the top 25% were assigned to the high-anxiety group. In addition, students
were asked to evaluate their own language proficiency by selecting an option on a scale ranging from 1
(extremely bad) to 6 (extremely bad). On this scale, rating “1” was selected by 27 students (19%), “2” by 40
(28.2%), “3” by 57 (40.1%), and “4” by 17 students (12%). The rating “5” was selected by only one student, and
was therefore combined with the group of students at level four.
Table 3. Descriptive statistics of subjects with different degrees of language anxiety
Level

Number

Percentage

Range of Scores

Mean

Low-Anxiety

34

23.9

78-123

106.56

Mid-Anxiety

73

51.4

124-155

139.34

High-Anxiety

35

24.6

156-189

167.24

2.2 Instrument
To measure students’ LLSU, Oxford’s (1990) SILL was adapted and translated into a Chinese version for the
current study, consisting of 50 items classified by Oxford into six categories of strategies for language learning
in the four skills. All the items were graded on a Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 to 5 (1 = never, 2 = seldom, 3
= sometimes, 4 = usually, and 5 = always). The six categories of strategies included memory (items 1-9),
cognitive (items 10-23), compensation (items 24-29), metacognitive (items 30-38), affective (items 39-44), and
social strategies (items 45-50). The SILL has had a Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient ranging from 0.89 to
0.98 in various studies (Griffiths, 2003). The internal-consistency reliability index for this scale was .94 in this
study.
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Language anxiety of the participants was assessed by the instrument developed by Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope
(1986), The Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS), which was translated into Chinese for use in
the Taiwanese EFL setting. The 33-item instrument, scored on a 6-point Likert scale, achieved an alpha
coefficient of .93. The response format of the scale ranged from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6).
The intermediate level General English Proficiency Test (GEPT), a widely and well recognized English
proficiency test developed by the Taiwanese Language Training and Testing Center, was used as the instrument
to measure the participants’ English ability. For the present study, students were administered both a 40-item
GEPT reading test and a 45-item GEPT listening test. Their actual English proficiency was obtained by adding
their scores from the 85 test items.
2.3 Data Analysis
Before any statistical analysis was conducted, some negatively-worded items in the anxiety questionnaire were
reversely scored. To understand the frequency of strategy use by students with varying anxiety and
self-perceived ability levels, means of the six strategy category scores were computed and examined.
Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was then performed to analyze the effects of anxiety and
self-perceived academic competence on LLSU. Finally, in order to ascertain which of the three
variables—anxiety, self-perceived and actual language proficiency—is the strongest predictor of LLSU, a
stepwise regression analysis was performed on the data. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients for
each pair of the studied variables were also calculated to gain a better understanding of the relationships among
these variables.
3. Results and Discussion
To investigate the use of learning strategies among students prone to language anxiety, means of the overall
strategy use and six specific strategy category scores were calculated, and the results of which are presented in
Table 4. According to the criterion of LLSU frequency set by Oxford (1990), the mean scores for overall strategy
use by those in the three different anxiety-level groups were all in a medium range. However, as demonstrated by
the findings in the present research, learners who experienced lower anxiety exhibited more frequent use of
learning strategies. The most frequently used category of strategies for the low-anxiety group was metacognitive,
followed by compensation and cognitive. Similarly, the top three categories of strategies used most frequently by
those in the middle- and high-anxiety groups included the three above-mentioned types, although compensation
rather than metacognitive strategies were the one used most frequently. It is also noteworthy that while Chen
(2007) found that memory was the least used category of strategies by college students in Taiwan, the present
findings demonstrated that social strategies were the least used, regardless of student anxiety or perceived ability
levels. This result may be due to the limited exposure to the target language or a general lack of confidence in
speaking English among the participants.
The means of LLSU by students grouped into four levels according to self-perceived language competence are
reported in Table 5. The findings illustrated that when students had higher ratings in academic performance, their
LLSU scores were also higher; that is, students who perceive themselves as more competent learners tend to
apply learning strategies more frequently during the language acquisition process. While the students from both
level 1 (mean = 2.29) and level 2 (mean = 2.48) showed low use of learning strategies, level 3 students exhibited
medium use (mean = 2.95) and level 4 students high use (mean = 3.52). The most frequently used strategy type
by students from level 4 was metacognitive, followed by cognitive and compensation, all in the high-use range.
The ranking order of strategy categories by students at this level was consistent with the findings of Chen (2007).
As to students with the lowest perceived proficiency level, compensation strategies were employed most often,
although strategy use frequency was only in the medium range. Means of strategies in the other categories by
students at this level were all in the low-frequency range. Overall, the results supported previous findings that
metacognitive, cognitive, and compensation strategies were the three most often used strategies by college
students in Taiwan (Chen, 2007; Lai, 2009); however, social strategies, instead of memory strategies, were the
least used.
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Table 4. Means of LLSU by students with varying degrees of language anxiety
Strategy Category

Low-Anxiety

Mid-Anxiety

High-Anxiety

Rank Order

Mean

Rank Order

Mean

Rank Order

Mean

Memory

5

3.05

5

2.64

4

2.44

Cognitive

3

3.19

2

2.76

3

2.58

Compensation

2

3.23

1

2.84

1

2.83

Metacognitive

1

3.25

2

2.76

2

2.61

Affective

4

3.07

4

2.69

5

2.42

Social

6

3.00

6

2.45

6

2.32

Overall

3.14

2.70

2.54

Table 5. Means of LLSU by students with varying self-perceived ability levels
Strategy Category

Level 1

Level 2

Level 4

Level 3

Rank

Mean

Rank

Mean

Rank

Mean

Rank

Mean

Memory

5

2.23

5

2.39

5

2.88

4

3.40

Cognitive

3

2.30

3

2.54

3

2.99

2

3.64

Compensation

1

2.56

1

2.65

1

3.07

3

3.63

Metacognitive

3

2.30

2

2.55

2

3.03

1

3.66

Affective

2

2.34

4

2.41

4

2.91

5

3.31

Social

6

2.01

6

2.25

6

2.77

6

3.28

Overall

2.29

2.48

3.52

2.95

To ascertain whether the effect of anxiety on EFL student LLSU is significant, MANOVA was conducted to
analyze the data. As the findings in Table 6 indicated, anxiety has a significant effect on LLSU, whether for use
of strategies in individual categories or in overall strategy use. The Scheffe follow-up test results established that
students classified in the high-anxiety level had significantly lower strategy use than students in other anxiety
levels. The differences in the frequency of LLSU between students in the low- and mid-anxiety levels were
found to be non-significant.
Table 6. MANOVA test results of differences in LLSU by students at different degrees of language anxiety
Source

Dependent Variable

SS

df

MS

F

Sig.

Anxiety

Memory

6.82

2

3.41

8.97

.000**

Cognitive

6.75

2

3.37

9.40

.000**

Compensation

4.05

2

2.03

4.76

.010*

Metacognitive

7.88

2

3.94

8.53

.000**

Affective

7.33

2

3.66

8.88

.000**

Social

9.44

2

4.72

9.33

.000**

Overall

6.85

2

3.43

10.87

.000**

* p < .05; ** p < .01
Consistent results were also found by conducting MANOVA on student LLSU scores with self-perceived ability
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level as the independent variable (see Table 7). The follow-up test revealed that students with the highest level of
perceived proficiency had significantly higher strategy use frequency than those at other proficiency levels, with
an exception in the use of affective strategies. The medium usage of affective learning strategies by students in
perceived ability levels 3 and 4 was not significantly different. It is particular noteworthy that based on Oxford’s
(1990) criterion, learners who had the highest ratings of their own language proficiency belonged to the only
group that had an average high use in overall strategy use. The results supported Oxford and Nyikos’s (1989)
findings that self-evaluation of proficiency may have an influential effect on strategy use.
Table 7. MANOVA test results of differences in LLSU by students with different self-perceived ability levels
Source

Dependent Variable

SS

df

MS

F

Sig.

Self-Perception

Memory

20.26

3

6.75

23.77

.000**

Cognitive

23.66

3

7.89

33.29

.000**

Compensation

16.41

3

5.47

16.20

.000**

Metacognitive

24.65

3

8.22

24.06

.000**

Affective

15.76

3

5.25

14.86

.000**

Social

23.15

3

7.72

18.87

.000**

Overall

21.10

3

7.03

33.08

.000**

Note. Self-Perception = Self-Perceived Ability Level
* p < .05; ** p < .01
To gain more insight into the relations between LLSU, anxiety, and language proficiency, multiple regression
analysis using the stepwise method was performed on the data. In addition to language anxiety and
self-perceived competence, the independent variables, i.e., potential predictors of LLSU, used in the analysis
also included actual language proficiency. As presented in Table 8, self-perception of language competence was
the only predictor entered into the regression model, accounting for about 40% of the variance in LLSU all by
itself. Both anxiety and actual language proficiency did not contribute significantly to the prediction of LLSU
with the presence of learners’ perceived competence in the regression model. To better understand the results,
Pearson product-moment correlations among these variables were also calculated, the results being reported in
Table 9. There is no doubt that self-perceived ability was the first variable entered into the regression model
since it had the strongest link with LLSU (.634). Although language anxiety and actual language proficiency
were significantly correlated with LLSU (-.434 and .454, respectively), they also had a relatively strong relation
with self-perceived competence (-.649 and .683, respective). Thus, they made little contribution to the prediction
of LLSU when perceived competence was already selected in the statistical analysis. The results that language
anxiety had a stronger association with perceived proficiency than with actual proficiency were in agreement
with MacIntyre, Noels, and Clément’s (1997) findings that perceived competence play an influential role in
affecting language anxiety and actual performance.
Table 8. Results of the multiple regression model for predicting frequency of strategy use
Variable

Regression Coefficient

Standard error

(Constant)

88.44

5.55

Self-Perception
2

20.06

2.08
2

Model: R = .402; Adjusted R = .398; F (1,138) = 92.87; ** p < .01
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Beta
.63

t

p

15.94

.000**

9.64

.000**
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Table 9. Pearson correlations between strategy use, language anxiety, self-perceived ability, and actual language
proficiency
Variable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1 Strategy

—

2 Memory

.875**

—

3 Cognitive

.953**

.813**

—

4 Compensation

.805**

.631**

.768**

—

5 Metacognitive

.922**

.748**

.849**

.702**

—

6 Affective

.834**

.716**

.727**

.619**

.743**

—

7 Social

.851**

.671**

.763**

.613**

.787**

.697**

—

8 Anxiety

-.434**

-.376**

-.415**

-.296**

-.398**

-.367**

-.396**

—

9 Self-Perception

.634**

.549**

.635**

.490**

.567**

.478**

.535**

-.649**

—

10 Actual

.454**

.337**

.474**

.355**

.404**

.341**

.420**

-.429**

.682**

10

—

Note. Strategy = Overall strategy use; Anxiety = Language anxiety; Actual = Actual language proficiency
** p < .01

As a host of studies revealed a positive relation between LLSU and language proficiency (Dreyer & Oxford,
1996; Green & Oxford, 1995; Griffiths, 2003; Magogwe & Oliver, 2007; Peacock & Ho, 2003; Yilmaz, 2010),
learner self-rated proficiency was found to have an even stronger relation with strategy use than actual language
proficiency does in the present study. It should be noted that subjects with the highest level of perceived
proficiency composed the only group with an average score for overall strategy use in the high-use range based
on Oxford’s (1990) criterion. In sum, self-perceived competence may serve as a very strong predictor of LLSU.
However, the effect of language anxiety on language learning cannot be ignored as it can have a similar level of
correlation with LLSU as actual language proficiency does.
Finally, while MacIntyre and Noels (1996) found that language anxiety was only related to LLSU in three
categories of strategies, i.e., social (-.40), cognitive (-.24), and metacognitive (-.20), in decreasing order of
correlation coefficients, the findings in Table 8 indicated significant negative correlations between language
anxiety and LLSU in all six categories. The three strategy categories that had the highest correlations with LLSU
matched the ones reported in MacIntyre and Noels’s (1996) study, albeit in a different order. The strategy
category that had the strongest link with language anxiety was cognitive (-.415), followed by metacognitive
(-.398) and social (-.396). In addition, self-rated proficiency was also found to be significantly related to LLSU
in all six categories. Consistently, the strategy type that showed the strongest correlation with self-rated
proficiency was cognitive, followed by metacognitive (.635 and .567, respectively).
4. Conclusion and Implications
The findings of this study offer a fuller understanding of LLSU in relation to foreign language anxiety and
self-perceived competence among EFL learners. According to Oxford (1990), learning strategies are “specific
actions taken by the leaner to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective,
and more transferrable to new situations” (p. 8). Indeed, fostering appropriate use of learning strategies and
further increasing the frequency of strategy use are essential if students are to become more independent and
effective learners. As the main findings revealed significant relations between strategy use frequency, foreign
language anxiety, and self-evaluation of competence, some important implications should be noted.
First, in general, regardless of anxiety levels, metacognitive, compensation, and cognitive strategies were the
three most used types of strategies, with memory and social strategies being the two least used strategy types.
However, language anxiety seems to result in a greater effect on variation among frequency of strategy use than
on preferences or choices of strategy types by the EFL learners. Strategy use frequency among students
susceptible to high levels of anxiety was found to be significantly lower than that of those in other levels.
Second, the effect of anxiety on language learning is undeniably significant and cannot be ignored. In the present
study, language anxiety was found to have a similar level of association with LLSU as actual language
proficiency does. In addition, its level of correlation with perceived proficiency is comparable to that between
perceived and actual proficiency, except that anxiety has a negative impact on the other studied variables while
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the impact of actual language proficiency is positive. The adverse relationship between anxiety and perceived
competence has also been noted by MacIntyre and Charos (1996) and MacIntyre, Noels, and Clément (1997).
MacIntyre et al. (1997) postulated that anxiety may cause language learners to make errors regarding the
evaluation of their own performance. In fact, highly anxious learners are very likely to underestimate their
language proficiency. More efforts and attention are needed by language instructors to help students prone to
higher anxiety levels cope with its potentially debilitating effects.
Third, affective strategies, which can be applied to help learners lower their anxiety and feel encouraged (Oxford,
1990), were the second least used strategy type after social strategies among the EFL learners in this study.
Students in the high-anxiety level seldom employed affective strategies; similarly, the use of affective strategies
by those with low perceived ability level was also in the low-frequency range. Utilization of affective strategies
has not seemed to receive as much attention as metacognitive or cognitive strategies from researchers, instructors,
or even students in the past. An awareness and use of affective strategies should be fostered among language
students, particularly if they are identified as anxious learners, as this type of strategies may help them better
control their emotional states and sustain motivation to learn.
Finally, perceived competence plays an influential role in enhancing language learning. The positive link
between objective language performance and LLSU has been shown in a number of studies (Griffiths, 2003; Lai,
2009; Magogwe & Oliver, 2007; Peacock & Ho, 2003). The findings that self-rated competence was a better
predictor of LLSU than actual proficiency and it was positively related to strategy use in all six categories
supported the notion reported by Oxford and Nyikos (1989) and Lee and Oxford (2008) that self-rated
proficiency is one potent factor on strategy use. Dӧrnyei (2001) proposed that one useful motivational strategy in
the language classroom is to encourage positive self-evaluation. Language instructors should treat students with
greater patience, particularly encouraging those with underachieving performance to attribute their unsatisfactory
achievements to the inappropriate use of learning strategy or lack of effort rather than academic incompetence.
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