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SILL revisited in light of S2R Model of language learning 

 

Abstract 

The Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) has been a widely used instrument for self-

assessing the frequency of language learning strategy use across cultures and levels of education for 

almost thirty years now. It is supposed to assess six categories of Language Learning Strategies 

(LLS), based on Oxford's (1990) model. The instrument holds acceptable reliability in various 

studies across cultures and translations, and this is the reason of its popularity, despite the fact that its 

factor solution has not been confirmed. Recently, new developments emerged in learning strategies 

research and theory and, in particular, in the context of Oxford’s (2011) Strategic Self-Regulation 

(S2R) model of language learning. In the present study, we attempt to demonstrate a new factor 

solution for the Greek version of the SILL which is in line with the S2R model of language learning. 

Our sample consisted of 1308 primary and secondary school students of public schools in the regions 

of Northern Greece. The SILL v7.0 was used with 4 additional items selected and adapted from SILL 

v5.0. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses revealed six factors which explained 42.48% of 

the total variance and demonstrated good or adequate reliability. The first two factors indicate the 

metastrategies of ‘monitoring cognition for progress’   and ‘obtaining resources’. The other four 

factors indicated strategies of ‘deep cognitive processing’, ‘using resources’, ‘surface cognitive 

processing’ and ‘overcoming gaps of knowledge’. We compare our results with factor solutions of 

the SILL obtained in earlier studies and we discuss implications for the development of new 

instruments to better accommodate the S2R model of language learning. 
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Introduction 

The contribution of language learning strategy (LLS) use to language  proficiency has been 

extensively researched in the past 40 years (Gavriilidou & Papanis, 2010; Green & Oxford, 1995; 

O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Psaltou-Joycey, 

2003; Psaltou-Joycey & Kantaridou, 2009; Platsidou & Kantaridou, 2014), as well as the different 

parameters influencing strategy use (learner characteristics such as gender, level of competence, 

motivation, self-efficacy beliefs and learning styles). A number of taxonomies have been proposed, 

yet the relevant literature is divided as to the number of strategies that exist and the way in which the 

categories should be classified. In spite of the debate regarding its psychometric properties, including 

construct validity (e.g., Park, 2011), the dominant instrument for assessing strategy use has been 

Oxford’s Strategy Inventory of Language Learning (SILL) (Oxford 1990). 

In recent years, the concept of learning strategy has increasingly given way to that of self-

regulation, on the grounds that it is not justifiable for strategies to be located on the behavioural as 

well as the mental levels. According to this line of the literature fronted by Dörnyei (2005), the value 

of strategies lies in the fact that they are indicative of motivated learning effort, of the fact that 

language learners “put creative effort into trying to improve their own learning” (Tseng, Dörnyei, & 

Schmitt, 2006, p.81).  

While a trend in the literature moves away from the concept of language learning strategies 

altogether in favour of self-regulation, other researchers feel that the concept of strategy can be 

salvaged (Rose, 2012), reformulated or re-conceptualised (Gu, 2012). In this direction, Oxford’s 

(2011) Strategic Self-Regulation (S2R) framework involves a modification of her earlier taxonomy 

(Oxford, 1990) by distinguishing between strategies (cognitive, affective and sociocultural) and 

meta-strategies to reflect the learner’s self-regulation of cognition, social interaction and affect. 

Oxford (2017) tried to integrate the concept in an approach incorporating self-regulation and 

complexity, putting forward the view of L2 learning strategies as flexibly and creatively used, 

complex, dynamic thoughts and actions, characterised by fluidity. She built the new prototypically-

structured perception of L2 learning strategies on a comprehensive taxonomy of definitions, 

identifying the recurrent themes in the different approaches. 

While Oxford herself (2017) is skeptical about the effectiveness of quantitative, self-report 

instruments in the new model in which strategies can move from one category to another, we argue 

that there still is value in the SILL as a diagnostic instrument for the FL classroom, especially a short 
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version which will be easy to administer. Thus, the present study, proposes an alternative factor 

solution of the SILL v7.0, adapted for Greece and tested on a sample of primary and lower secondary 

education students, which can better accommodate the functions the S2R framework.  

Language learning strategies and self-regulated learning 

Language learning strategies have been extensively discussed in regard to their conceptual 

ambiguity, whether they are located on the behavioural or mental level. According to Oxford‘s 

(1990, p.16) definition, strategies are "actions that assist the learner in the acquisition, storage, 

retrieval and use of information". According to O’Malley and Chamot’s (1990, p.1) 

conceptualization, strategies are "the special thoughts or behaviours that individuals use to help them 

comprehend, learn, or retain new information". Dörnyei (2005) problematises the definitional 

ambiguity of the strategy concept arguing that it is difficult to differentiate a strategic learning 

activity from an ordinary one. The issue is not resolved by means of the use of goal-directedness, 

intentionality and effort as distinguishing features of strategic learning behaviour (Weinstein, Acee 

& Jung, 2011), because these are also features of focused, motivated learning. Voluntary choice by 

the learner, a characteristic proposed by Cohen (1998) to distinguish learner strategies from teacher-

initiated tasks, can indeed characterise a number of learner behaviours, but does not necessarily make 

learning more efficient. 

The criticism directed at the LLS framework concerns both theoretical and methodological 

aspects. The first concerns the theoretical foundation of strategy categories and the definitional 

ambiguity of taxonomies. Not all strategies are considered learning strategies; for instance, those 

classified in the compensation category (Oxford, 1990) are strategies of language use. While 

language use amounts to increased opportunities of practicing the language, which may prove 

beneficial in learning it as well, some theorists maintain that they should be distinct (Cohen, 1998; 

Ellis, 1994). Furthermore, it is argued that memory and cognitive strategies as described by Oxford 

(1990) should not be treated as separate categories, a fact reflected in Oxford’s (2011) S2R 

framework, in which items of the memory category are subsumed into the cognitive one, their 

difference being one of processing depth (superficial/shallow vs. deep). 

The second point of criticism relates to the "overgeneralization of strategy use across all 

aspects of language learning" (Rose, 2012, p.138), when the complexity of the language learning 

process calls for more context-sensitive research instruments, qualitative instruments (Rose 2012, 
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Woodrow 2005, Takeuchi, Griffiths, & Coyle, 2007). It is argued that quantitative means (i.e., 

inventories and, in particular, the SILL) miss the point of learning behaviour because they measure 

the quantity of strategies used rather than the quality of learner intervention. In particular, Dörnyei’s 

(2005) criticism of the SILL relates to the fact that it measures frequency of use rather than degree. 

Frequency of strategy use is not necessarily conducive to learning efficiency (Tseng et al. 2006) 

because, unless they are used systematically in ways appropriate to the individual learner differences 

(e.g., learning style, gender), tasks, and learning situation, strategies do not necessarily lead to 

improved learning outcomes. What has been found to differentiate ‘good’ from ‘poor’ language 

learners (Chamot, 2005) is the metacognitive ability to tailor the strategy to the task and learner 

preferences (individual vs. team work style, for instance). Frequency counts misplace emphasis from 

strategy effectiveness to the number of strategies used. Instead, critics maintain, strategy use is an 

indication that learners are proactive (Macaro, 2002) and apply effort to learning the language. Focus 

needs to be shifted “from the product (strategies) to the process (self-regulation)” (Dörnyei, 2005, 

p.191).  

In educational psychology, self-regulation is a "multidimensional construct, including 

cognitive, metacognitive, motivational, behavioural, and environmental processes that learners can 

apply to enhance academic achievement" (Dörnyei, 2005, p.191). It is described as a "self-directive 

process through which learners transform their mental abilities into task-related academic skills" 

(Zimmerman & Schunk, 2001 p.1). In this sense, self-regulation provides a better definition for 

research in teaching and learning as it shifts focus from strategies as product to self-regulating 

processes of the learners (Dörnyei, 2005). Self-regulation is an essential characteristic of 

autonomous, self-determined learning, as it refers to the ability of students to control the learning 

process, monitor their progress and evaluate their performance. Self-regulated learners are more 

engaged in the learning process (Zumbrunn, Tadlock & Roberts, 2011), are more proactive and risk-

taking by offering answers to questions (Elstad & Turmo, 2010), requesting advice and resources 

(Clarebout, Horz & Schnotz, 2010), manipulating their learning environments to improve outcome 

(Kolovelonis, Goudas & Dermitzaki, 2011). 

Self-regulation seems to be promoted to a large extent by metacognitive strategies: e.g., goal 

setting (Winn & Hadwin, 1998), planning (Zimmerman, 2004), attention control (Winne, 1995), self-

monitoring (Butlet & Winne, 1995), self-evaluation (Schraw & Moshman, 1995). As learners move 

from an initial, intrinsic motivation level (which may not necessarily be sustainable) to the core level 
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of autonomy, the actual self-regulated stage, environmental parameters such as teacher’s personality 

and teaching method come into play. In order for learners to proceed from the preparation level of 

self-regulation to the actual self-regulated stage, they must be helped to “improve their language 

proficiency, acquire their own language learning skills and find the intrinsic value of language 

learning” (Nakata, 2010, p.7). This is where learning strategies can fit in with self-regulated learning. 

Perhaps one can add the level of self-regulation in Green and Oxford’s (1995) ‘ascending spiral,’ 

whereby greater motivation instigates active strategy use, which enhances the learners’ self-

regulation. This, in turn, both feeds their intrinsic motivation (affective self-regulation) and helps 

them better control their strategic behaviour (cognitive self-regulation). 

 

The S2R framework of language learning 

In order to align language learning strategy use into the theory of self-regulation and to 

accommodate criticism, Oxford proposed the Strategic Self-Regulation (S2R) model (Oxford, 2011). 

According to this framework, the basic features of self-regulated L2 learning strategies are the 

following: LLS are employed consciously, involving four elements of consciousness (awareness, 

attention, intention, and effort). They make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, and more 

effective. LLS are manifested through specific tactics in different contexts and for different purposes, 

and they reflect the whole multidimensional learner, not just the learner’s cognitive or metacognitive 

aspects. They are often combined into strategy chains, i.e., groups of strategies working together. 

LLS are applied in a given situation but can be transferred to other situations when relevant (Oxford, 

2011). Some strategies, such as planning and monitoring, are deployed for learning many subjects 

and for problem-solving in general throughout one’s life. Other strategies, such as overcoming gaps 

in communicating, are mainly focused on language learning or communication.  

 The S2R framework includes both strategies and metastrategies in three dimensions: 

cognitive, affective, and sociocultural-interactive. Metastrategies powerfully influence all three 

dimensions much as the conductor guides the performance of the different types of instruments in the 

orchestra, according to Oxford’s illustrative metaphor (Oxford, 2011). They manage and control 

overall L2 learning in a dynamic way because of the changing needs of the learners, and adapt 

cognitive, affective, and sociocultural-interactive strategies to the specific or general demands of the 

learning situation. There are eight metastrategies in each of the three dimensions: paying attention, 
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planning, obtaining and using resources, organizing, implementing plans, orchestrating strategy use, 

monitoring and evaluating. Cognitive strategies refer to the processes of constructing, transforming, 

and applying L2 knowledge covering both surface (e.g., memory: using the senses to understand and 

remember) and deep processing (cognitive proper) strategies, such as conceptualizing broadly and 

with details and reasoning). Affective strategies handle emotions, beliefs, attitudes, and motivation, 

while sociocultural-interactive strategies deal with issues of context, communication, and culture in 

L2 learning. Moreover, in the S2R framework of language learning three levels are discerned: the 

level of metastrategies and strategies, the level of functions (that are close to the Oxford's earlier 

conception of strategies and represent possible learning actions), and the behavioural level of tactics 

as reported by learners. Tactics are the specific actions learners choose from their repertoire to best 

deal with the learning situation. The concept of flexibility and fluidity of learner strategies is also 

introduced, whereby a given strategy does not belong to a single category, but its function may shift 

according to the situation (Oxford, 2017).  

 

The SILL factorial analyses and shorter versions 

The SILL (Oxford, 1990) is a widely used instrument for measuring learners’ strategy use, in a large 

number of studies in many cultures and age groups (Chen & Jonas, 2009; Liu, 2013; Platsidou & 

Sipitanou, 2014; Psaltou-Joycey & Kantaridou, 2009). Following Oxford's original taxonomy, it 

classifies strategies into six broad categories: memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, 

affective and social. Oxford and Burry-Stock’s (1995) research confirmed the predictive validity of 

the instrument, that it can predict language performance. Also, Hsiao and Oxford (2002) found that 

the six-factor classification (without, however, the two higher order factors, direct and indirect 

strategies) could better explain learners’ strategy use. 

Among the strongest points of the SILL was practicality of administration. However, it has 

received extensive criticism (Dörnyei, 2005) concerning methodological and psychometric issues, 

and specifically the fact that the same instrument measures both mental and behavioural categories. 

When it comes to its factor structure, results vary significantly, turning up from six to 15 factors 

(Robson & Midorikawa, 2001 in Heo, Stoffa & Kush, 2012). This is largely attributed to inconsistent 

methodologies and the use of different adaptations of the instrument, or to cultural differences as has 

been demonstrated by Oxford (1996).  
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Heo and colleagues (2012) tested the SILL version 7.0 on Korean immigrant college students 

in the U.S. Their findings diverged from earlier factor solutions as of the 50 items of the instrument, 

33 loaded on a single factor, which they interpret to stand for a general language learning strategy. 

Vlčková, Berger and Völkle (2013) studied upper secondary education students in the Czech republic 

using the Czech adaptation of SILL version 5.1. This study attempted a comparison of language 

learning strategy taxonomies similar to that of Hsiao and Oxford (2002), comparing Rubin’s (1981), 

Oxford’s (1990) and O’Malley and Chamot’s (1990) classifications. The model revealed was closer 

to O’Malley and Chamot’s three-factor model, comprising (a) elaboration, organization and self-

control strategies, (b) strategies of cooperative learning and (c) motivational- emotional strategies. 

Recently, a few attempts to create short versions of SILL have been made in various contexts. 

Ardasheva and Tretter (2013) conducted their study on school-aged children from a wide range of 

national backgrounds, who studied English as a second language (ESL) in the United States. 

Confirmatory factor analysis of the SILL yielded a shorter, 28-item version that proved 

psychometrically sound for school-aged English language learners. Petrogiannis and Gavriilidou 

(2015) tested elementary and secondary education students in Greece and their study yielded a 29-

item version of the SILL 7.0 that retained the original, six-factor structure of Oxford (1990). Saks 

and Leijen (2016) studied high school students in Estonia tested with the SILL. Exploratory factor 

analysis yielded a shorter, 17-item instrument with a six-factor structure identified as follows: active 

language use, metacognition, social, compensation, memory and connecting.  

 

Aims of the present study 

In light of the above, the aim of the present study is two-fold: First, to test for an alternative factor 

solution of the adjusted Greek version of the SILL which would be consistent with Oxford's (2011) 

S2R model. Specifically, we aim to test the hypothesis that the language learning strategies included 

in the SILL form factors (representing constellations of LLS) that could be interpreted by the S2R 

model; namely, they could reflect or be explained by its basic components (strategies and meta-

strategies) and strategy dimensions (cognitive, affective, and sociocultural-interactive). Second, to 

yield a shorter version of the SILL, which can be easily administered in the context of Greek primary 

and secondary education. Finally, the emerging factors of the SILL will be tested in regard to their 

predictive validity, that is, whether they can predict the perceived level of English language 

proficiency of the learners.  
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Method 

  

Participants  

Data were collected from 1307 mainstream primary and secondary school students of public schools 

in the regions of Northern Greece, Attica and Thrace. Out of them, 604 were students of the 4th, 5th 

and 6th grades of primary school and 703 were students of the 7th, 8th and 9th grades of junior high 

school. Table 1 presents the sample distribution according to their grade and gender. In the whole 

sample, there were 616 males (47.6%) and 678 females (52.4%); in each grade the two genders were 

almost equally represented. The age range of the sample was 9 to 16 years, with a mean of 12.42 (SD 

= 1.77). Finally, few students did not report either their grade, gender or age; these cases were treated 

as missing variables. They are taught EFL for three hours per week (primary school) or two (junior 

high) and according to their self-reports, their level of English is good (40.2%) or very good (33%). 

The home language for the majority of participants (90.5%) is Greek; other home languages reported 

were Russian, Albanian, German and Turkish.  

___________________________ 

Table 1 about here 

___________________________ 

 

Research instrument  

An adjusted version of the SILL, which comprised 55 items, was administered to test for language 

learning strategy use. Specifically, it included 49 items of the SILL version 7.0; item 43 was 

excluded since previous research has shown that it is one of the least used strategies by international 

as well as Greek learners (Peacock & Ho, 2003; Psaltou-Joycey & Kantaridou, 2009). Four items of 

the SILL version 5.1 were also included (items 31, 36, 66 and 67). Finally, two new items were 

added: (i) "When I do not understand a conversation in English I avoid taking part in it" and (ii) 

"When I have unknown words, I ask the teacher", to address two (social and/ or compensation) 

strategies that would fit the Greek educational and cultural context. Respondents had to answer using 

a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never or almost never true of me) to 5 (always or almost 

always true of me). The adjusted SILL was administered in Greek to facilitate comprehension and 
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answering. Also, perceived level of English language proficiency was determined by a question in 

which students were asked to rate their level of English in comparison to their classmates using a 5-

point Likert scale ranging from 1 (low) to 5 (very good). 

 

Procedure 

After we submitted a detailed description of the study to the Ministry of Education, we were granted 

permission to carry out the research in public junior high schools. In the next step, we contacted the 

school headmasters requesting their consent. Finally, we requested and obtained the informed 

consent of the students’ parents by having them read and sign a document explaining the study aims 

and design. Students voluntarily participated in the study and no credits or other incentives were 

provided. The inventory was answered in class and the total administration time was approximately 

45 minutes. 

 

 

Results 

 

Factorial validity and reliability of the adjusted SILL-Greek version  

To explore the underlying structure of the adjusted SILL, a principal component analysis using 

varimax rotation was applied on the 55 items of the inventory. Results revealed that a six-factor 

solution fit the data well, accounting for the 38.9% of the total variance. In that model, twelve items 

(3, 22, 23, 28, 36, 39, 40, 41, 42, 44, 50 and i) had either small loadings (> .40), or they loaded on 

more than one factor. Therefore, the above items were left out and a second analysis was run on the 

remaining 43 items. The total reliability of the adjusted SILL with the 43 items was high (α = .90). 

The factor solution (which is reported in Table 2) accounted for the 42.5% of the total variance and 

the six factors were identified as follows:  

___________________________ 

Table 2 about here 

___________________________ 

 The first factor is labeled Monitoring cognition for progress as there is a dominant presence 

of functions that correspond to metastrategies and strategies of the cognitive dimension. The second 

factor includes obtaining and using resources for cognition and communication, hence we label it 

Obtaining and using resources for naturalistic learning. The third factor comprises a variety of Deep 
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cognitive processing strategies, such as conceptualizing broadly by combining words in different 

sentences, knowledge activation and information internalization. The fourth factor, Using resources 

in learning, includes the use of socio-interactive as well as material resources for learning the 

language. Factor five, Surface cognitive processing, involves strategies relying on the senses to 

consolidate the language learned, and, finally, factor six, Overcoming gaps of knowledge, contains 

coping strategies such as guessing, and using gestures.  

  The next step was to check this factor solution with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using 

EQS 6.1 software. To obtain a model with as clear and strongly defined factors as possible and, at 

the same time, limit the item number of the SILL-Greek version, we decided to include in the 

analysis only the items that had produced loading values above .50 in the principal component model 

described earlier. Thus, we run a CFA on the 26 items which met that condition. In the hypothesised 

model, the 26 items loaded on six first-order factors, replicating the model presented in Table 3; 

these factors were loaded on a second-order factor, representing self-regulated behaviour.   

 

___________________________ 

Figure 1 about here 

___________________________ 

 

 As shown in Figure 1, CFA confirmed the hypothesised latent structure of the adjusted SILL-

Greek version for this sample. The model had very satisfactory fit indices: Satorra-Bentler Scaled χ2 

(289) = 797,04, p < .000, χ2 /df = 2,76, robust CFI = .927, SRMR = .04, and robust RMSEA = .037 

(CI90% .034 to .04) (Schreiber, Nora, Stage, Barlow, & King, 2006). All item loadings on the six 

first-order factors and the loadings of the latter on the second-order factor were statistically 

significant. Moreover, the factor representing overcoming gaps of knowledge was significantly 

correlated with most of the other first-order factors. Consequently, the model produced via CFA for 

the 26 items of the SILL-Greek version matched the factor solution emerged in the explanatory 

factor analysis. As a result, a shorter version of the adjusted SILL-Greek version was obtained. 

Based on this model, the means of the items loaded on each of the six strategy factors were 

computed and were used in further analyses.    

 

___________________________ 

Table 3 about here 
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___________________________ 

 

 In the next step, internal consistency of the six strategy factors was estimated by Cronbach α. 

As shown in Table 3, reliability coefficients were satisfactory for the two factors representing 

metastrategies, i.e., Monitoring cognition for progress and Obtaining and using resources for 

naturalistic learning; adequate reliability coefficients were obtained for the Deep Cognitive 

processing and the Using resources factors, while reliability of the Overcoming gaps of knowledge 

and the Surface cognitive processing factors was modest.  

 As far as the use of the above strategy factors by the students tested in this study is 

concerned, means presented in Table 3 indicate that Monitoring cognition for progress was the more 

frequently used category of strategies; Using resources and Deep cognitive processing were also 

quite frequently used, while Surface cognitive processing was the least used category of strategies.   

  

Predictive validity of the six factors of the SILL-Greek version  

As a final step, we tested if the six language learning strategy use factors can predict perceived level 

of English language proficiency. For this purpose, a regression analysis was run (using the enter 

method), with perceived level of English language proficiency being treated as the independent and 

the six factors as the depended variables. As Table 4 shows, three language learning strategy use 

factors (i.e., Obtaining and using recourses for naturalistic learning, Monitoring cognition for 

progress, and Deep cognitive processing) positively predicted perceived level of English language 

proficiency. Additionally, the Surface cognitive processing and the Using resources factor negatively 

predicted the independent variable. Finally, Overcoming gaps of knowledge was not found to 

significantly predict the independent variable. This model explained 18% of the total variance.  

___________________________ 

Table 4 about here 

___________________________ 

 

 

Discussion 
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This study aimed at identifying an alternative factor solution to a version of the SILL adjusted to the 

Greek context that could accommodate the changes in Oxford’s (2011) S2R framework. Exploratory 

and confirmatory factor analyses revealed that data are well interpreted by a model involving six 

first-order factors to be discussed below. A second-order model also emerged, identified as the self-

regulated behaviour, which reflects a core element of that model. This model largely confirmed our 

hypothesis that SILL can be adapted to fit the S2R framework.  

Specifically, factor one, Monitoring cognition for progress, encompasses general 

metacognitive strategies and specific cognitive strategies that entail self-talk to sustain the learning 

process. It also demonstrates an element of consciously monitoring performance with emphasis on 

reviewing, practicing, noticing mistakes, thinking of progress, planning for schedule. 

Factor two,  Obtaining and using resources for naturalistic learning, encompasses functions 

aiming at or presupposing, obtaining and using resources for cognition and communication, such as 

actively seeking opportunities for practicing English via talking to people, reading or writing in 

English. This factor involves voluntary out-of-class exposure to L2 (Wesche, 1979) out of interest 

into the foreign language and culture, which seems intrinsically motivated and provides contexts for 

new learning (Rubin, 2014). It also contains the element of self-regulation, as the learner is in active 

control of her own learning and shows proactive engagement which helps derive pleasure from the 

learning process (Wolters, 2010; Zumbrunn et al, 2011).  

 Factor three, Deep cognitive processing, includes a variety of cognitive strategies, such as 

conceptualizing broadly by combining words in different sentences, use of imagery for learning and 

information internalization. The specific cognitive strategies of this factor indicate proactive and 

conscious effort on the part of the learners to process new information especially in relation to 

vocabulary learning. It could be interpreted as an effort to associate the word with linguistic context, 

the sense dimension of word meaning.  

 Factor four, Using resources in learning, primarily utilises socio-interactive resources, such 

as English speaking interlocutors, the teacher, and material resources like dictionaries or glossaries 

as aids in the learning process. It combines the sociocultural-interactive strategy of interacting to 

learn and communicate with the cognitive strategy of conceptualizing with details (e.g., use 

glossaries). This can be interpreted as using resources whether in the broader social setting (e.g., 

English-speaking interlocutor) or in the narrower classroom environment to facilitate learning. These 

are general strategies which involve some kind of interaction with external resources, i.e., they 

represent the context of learning that will facilitate the learner in the learning process.  
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 Factor five, Surface cognitive processing, involves strategies relying on the senses to 

consolidate language learned, associating the word with its reference in the external world. Using the 

auditory or haptic senses through flashcards, rhymes or acting out, learners creatively attempt to 

understand and consolidate the new language code.  

 Our last factor, Ways to overcome gaps of knowledge, contains strategies such as guessing, 

using gestures and making up new words that facilitate continuing the communication. This factor 

constitutes a ‘defense’ mechanism which is activated both in cases of language comprehension 

(guessing) and production.  

It is noteworthy that only one of the original SILL affective strategies emerged in our factor 

solution and this was an addition from the SILL v7.0 (making encouraging statements). The affective 

category of SILL has previously indicated low learner preferences in the Greek context (Kazamia, 

2003; Psaltou-Joycey & Kantaridou, 2009; Vrettou, 2011) and internationally (Peacock & Ho, 2003). 

This attests to the distinctive, culturally-bound and even idiosyncratic element of this category of 

strategies. Gkonou and Oxford (2016, in Oxford, 2017) proposed a scenario-based questionnaire to 

delve into the affective domain of the emotions generated during language learning and the emotion-

regulation strategies that students resort to. Gregersen, Macintyre and Meza (2014) also introduced a 

more elaborate method to identify and account of the emotion-regulation strategies employed by L2 

learners.  

With regard to our second research goal, a short version of the adjusted SILL-Greek version 

emerged as a result of the analyses described above. This short version includes 26 statements which 

correspond to the functions of the strategies and metastrategies as classified in the S2R model. While 

the new conceptualization of learning strategies (Oxford, 2017) as flexible and fluid may not favour 

self-report and category-based quantitative instruments, we believe a short, easy-to-administer 

questionnaire of frequent/ recurrent for the cultural context strategies could prove useful as a 

diagnostic tool for the EFL practitioner or researcher. It can be further supplemented with more 

elaborate (qualitative or quantitative) means to investigate the complex interplay of individual 

learners in specific learning contexts and tasks. Our short version bears resemblances with other 

short versions of SILL v7.0 both in the EFL (Petrogiannis & Gavriilidou, 2015; Saks, 2016; Saks & 

Leijen, 2015) and ESL contexts (Ardasheva & Tretter, 2013). All short versions were processed in 

the same statistical analyses (PCA and CFA) and share a considerable number of items in common: 

14 out of 29 with Petrogiannis and Gavriilidou (2015), 12 out of 17 with Saks and Leijen (2015) and 
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14 out of 28 with Ardasheva and Tretter (2013). Differences may be attributed to cultural parameters 

(Oxford 1996) and second or foreign language learning contexts or the researchers’ wish to maintain 

the original category classification as may be the case with Petrogiannis and Gavriilidou (2015) 

study which is based on the same sample as ours. The similarities are more significant than the actual 

number of items may imply as the diversion of items still signify attempts to same direction. The 

items ‘I ask questions in English’ (Saks 2016) and ‘I look for people to talk in English’ in our 

version may indicate the point in case. The similarities may also be interpreted through the 

prototypical core of learning strategies (Gu, 2012). Gu (2012, p.342) defined the prototypical 

strategy as “purposeful, self-initiated, and intentionally selected, monitored, and evaluated sequential 

series of activities”. In this respect all short version attempts indicate this prototypical (Gu, 2012) 

and flexible (Oxford, 2017) nature of strategies for language learning problem-solving.  

 Finally, in the regression analysis, three factors were found to predict perceived level of 

English language proficiency: two metastrategies, Obtaining and using resources for naturalistic 

learning and Monitoring cognition for progress, and the strategy of Deep cognitive processing. The 

remaining strategies of Surface cognitive processing (originally in the memory category), Using 

resources (originally social) and Overcoming gaps of knowledge (originally compensation) failed to 

predict perceived level of English language proficiency.  This finding is in contrast to the Platsidou 

and Kantaridou (2014) study, in which all six factors predicted perceived level of English language 

proficiency, the most significant being the metacognitive and cognitive strategy categories, followed 

by the memory, social, affective and compensation strategies.  

 

Conclusion and further research 

Our study is the first attempt to adapt the widely used SILL into the recently proposed S2R 

model to acknowledge the continuity of the language learning strategy concept and to bridge the gap 

until a more precise and updated instrument for diagnostic and wide-scale LLS surveys is proposed. 

For sure further research is required to assess the validity of the proposed classification by the 

adjusted SILL-Greek version and its ability to predict variables such as the perceived or the actual 

level of proficiency in English language. Also, reliability of the three out of the six emerged factors 

was found modest and requires further study.    
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Table 1: Description of participants in relation to their grade and gender.  

 

Grade Male Female Total 

4th 82 

46.1% 

96 

53.9% 

178 

13.8% 

5th 111 

49.8% 

112 

50.2% 

223 

17.2% 

6th 101 

50.5% 

99 

49.5% 

200 

15.5% 

7th 107 

46.9% 

121 

53.1% 

228 

17.6% 

8th 120 

51.3% 

114 

48.7% 

234 

18.1% 

9th 95 

41.1% 

136 

58.9% 

231 

17.9% 

Total  616 

47.6% 

678 

52.4% 

1307 

100.0% 
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Table 2: Factor solution of the adjusted SILL  

SILL S2R  1 2 3 4 5 6 

8 MCO I review English lessons often. .718      

10 CO I say or write new English words several times. .661      

31 MCO I notice my English mistakes and use that 

information to help me do better. 
.653      

34 MCO I plan my schedule so I will have enough time to 

study English. 
.577      

38 MCO I think about my progress in learning English. .575      

12 CO I practice the sounds of English. .560      

66v5 AFF I make encouraging statements to myself so that I 

will continue to try hard and do my best in language 

learning. 

.560      

18 CO I first skim an English passage (read it quickly) then

go back and read carefully. 
.523      

35 SI I look for people I can talk to in English.  .702     

14 MSI I start conversations in English.  .656     

16 MCO I read for pleasure in English.  .642     

30 MSI I try to find as many ways as I can to use my 

English. 
 .540     

17 CO I write notes, messages, letters, or reports in 

English. 
 .508     

13 CO I use the English words I know in different ways.   .553    

4 CO I remember a new English word by making a mental 

picture of a situation in which the word might be 

used. 

  .536    

2 CO I use new English words in a sentence so I can 

remember them. 
  .516    

46 SI I ask English speakers to correct me when I talk.    .574   

48 SI I ask for help from English speakers.     .566   
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45 SI If I do not understand something in English, I ask

the other person to slow down or to say it again. 
   .529   

31v5 MSI I use reference material such as glossaries and 

dictionaries to help me use the language.  
   .511   

5 CO I use rhymes to remember new English words.     .624  

6 CO I use flashcards to remember new English words.     .619  

7 CO I physically act out new English words.     .575  

24 SI To understand unfamiliar English words, I make

guesses. 
     .689 

26 SI I make up new words if I do not know the right ones 

in English. 
     .621 

25 SI When I can’t think of a word during a conversation

in English, I use gestures. 
     .575 

   

Explained variance % 
10.72 9.42 6.85 5.52 5.04 4.89 

 

Note: The first column refers to SILL (Oxford 1990) numbering, the second to our classification according to S2R 

(Oxford 2011). Loading values < .40 are omitted. Items 66v5 and 31v5 were taken from SILL version 5.1.  
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Table 3: Reliability and means (and standard deviations) of the six strategy factors 

 

Strategy factors Cronbach α Means 

(SD) 

Monitoring cognition for progress .823 

 

3.54 

(.83) 

Obtaining and using resources for 

naturalistic learning 

.766 

 

2.94 

(.92) 

Deep cognitive processing .593 

 

3.15 

(.92) 

Using resources .624 

 

3,18 

(.93) 

Surface cognitive processing .523 

 

1.66 

(.74) 

Overcoming gaps of knowledge .570 

 

2.39 

(1.00) 
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Table 4: Linear regression coefficients of the six language learning strategy use factors on the 

perceived level of English language proficiency 

 

 Beta t p 

Obtaining and using recourses 

for naturalistic learning 

.243 7.80 .000 

Monitoring cognition for 

progress 

.179 5.91 .000 

Deep Cognitive processing .168 4.96 .000 

Surface cognitive processing  -.113 -4.11 .000 

Using resources -.076 -2.47 .014 

Overcoming gaps of 

knowledge 

-.031 -1.15 .249 

 

 


