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Abstract. Despite numerous studies about language learning strategies (LLSs), many
learners still misunderstand their effectiveness, thinking they require too much effort for
minimal gain. Additionally, students have varied and conflicting preferences for LLSs, and
factors like cultural background influence their choices, indicating a need for more research
on how these elements affect learning behaviors. It is, therefore, essential to address
students' perceptions and use of LLSs to ensure effective language learning. This study
developed an inventory of English language learning strategies for Filipino college and
university students. Using a cross-sectional exploratory sequential design, the
researchers collected qualitative data from 544 Filipino university students to understand
their language learning experiences and preferences, afterward developing the Typology
of English Language Learning Strategies (TELLS) questionnaire through a validated
thematic analysis consisting of three key components: intellective (acquiring and
meaning-making), affective (information processing and acclimating), and productive
(technological utilization, filtering, practicing, and validating). In the quantitative phase,
502 Filipino undergraduate respondents identified the most frequently used strategies. The
results revealed that these learners commonly employed most components within
the typology, except for the Practicing Productive Component. This research
significantly contributes to the understanding of English language learning strategies among
Filipino students. It provides a valuable resource for educators, curriculum designers, and
language learning practitioners by developing an empirically validated typology tailored to
students' needs and preferences. The findings also suggest avenues for future research,
such as examining the relationship between TELLS components and language proficiency
outcomes or exploring the implementation of TELLS in language learning.
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INTRODUCTION

Students' lack of strategic language learning behavior hinders their ability to acquire
vocabulary, grammar, and other critical linguistic skills efficiently. Promoting increased
knowledge and implementing empirically verified learning modalities remains a significant
problem in language teaching.

Schipor and Hammershaug (2022) espoused that scholars and educators have been
interested in the study of Language Learning Strategies (LLSs), and they are slowly turning
their attention from teachers and teaching to students and learning. Numerous researchers
claimed that language learning strategies are imperative to becoming successful language
learners (Ranjan & Philominraj, 2020; Hajar & Karakus, M., 2024). It is vital to understand
the strategies language learners employ to acquire the target language (Yunus et al., 2022)
because the more strategies employed when studying the target language, the better it will
lead to language acquisition (Aziz & Shah, 2020).

Language learning strategies are proven to be advantageous (Taheri et al., 2020).
Specifically, the strategies can improve learning efficacy (Senad et al., 2021), can aid
learners in resolving challenges with their oral and written communication (Almusharraf &
Bailey, 2021), can help in improving academic achievement (Agustin, Wahyudin, & Isnaini,
2021), and can have an overall positive influence on proficiency (Ranjan et al., 2021).

Suwanarak (2019) reported that language learning strategies are generally used
consciously or unconsciously. Some learners also hold negative views because they are
unfamiliar with language learning strategies. Some also believe these strategies do not
enhance language proficiency, as they involve deliberate effort. (Akbari, 2019).
Nonetheless, several findings show that learners have various preferences, sometimes
contradictory with one another, when it comes to the use of language learning strategies,
namely metacognitive strategies, social strategies, compensation strategies, cognitive
strategies, memory strategies, and affective strategies (Lestari & Wahyudin, 2020;
Widharyanto & Binawan, 2020).

Numerous research widely claims that many additional factors, including motivation,
gender, task type, age and second language stage, cultural background, nationality, learning
style, tolerance for ambiguity, attitudes, and beliefs, among others, influence the strategies
that language learners choose to employ. For instance, Cubukcu and Bayalas (2021)
mentioned that learners' varying ages prompted them to choose and use various tactics.
Tran (2021) emphasized that females tend to use more language learning strategies than
males in language learning, especially social strategies, due to their desire for social
approval. Meanwhile, male learners employ more analytic strategies due to their cognitive
orientation and their competitive manners. As an example of nationality, Thai public school
learners use more language learning techniques than overseas students (lamudom &
Tangkiengsirisin, 2020). Finally, Pagalilauan (2023) uncovered the connections and
variations in language learning methods and learning styles among students.
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Despite extensive research showing the benefits of Language Learning Strategies
(LLSSs) for language acquisition, many learners misunderstand their effectiveness, believing
they require too much effort for little gain. Additionally, students have varied and sometimes
conflicting preferences for using different LLSs, complicating the development of effective
teaching methods. Factors like motivation, gender, age, and cultural background also
influence which strategies students choose, indicating a need for more research on how
these factors affect learning behaviors. Therefore, it is essential to better understand and
address students' perceptions and use of LLSs to enhance language proficiency and ensure
effective language learning.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Language Learning Strategies Defined

The study of Language Learning Strategies (LLSs) was first conducted in the middle
of the 1970s, and it was largely concerned with the qualities of a good language learner
(Kélemen, 2021; Ranjan et al., 2021). Language learning strategies are learners' actions
and thoughts during the learning process (Griffiths & Sorug, 2020). To make studying more
pleasurable, they can choose the strategy that suits them best (Kusuma et al., 2022).
Furthermore, Melvina et al. (2020) postulated that LLSs are actions that students use to
hasten the acquisition of knowledge, the archiving of that knowledge, and the eventual
retrieval of that knowledge. In contrast to weak language learners, successful language
learners employ more and better strategies. Hence, it is crucial to note that there are only
good and bad applications of the strategies, not good or bad strategies themselves
(Derakhshan et al., 2015).

The Classification of Language Learning Strategies

O'Malley and Chamot (1990) created a taxonomy consisting of cognitive,
metacognitive, and social/affective strategies. However, Oxford (1990) devised a more
comprehensive and arguably the most well-known classification of language learning
strategies, as evidenced in many research studies (lamudom & Tangkiengsirisin, 2020;
Lestari & Wahyudin, 2020; Widharyanto & Binawan, 2020). This classification is known as
the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL). The inventory comprises direct
strategies, which include cognitive strategies for comprehension and production,
compensation strategies for overcoming limitations in knowledge and language production,
and memory strategies used for storing and retrieving information. On the other hand,
indirect strategies include affective strategies for controlling motivation and emotions, social
strategies for interacting and cooperating with others in the language, and metacognitive
strategies for planning, organizing, focusing, and monitoring learning.

Berg et al. (2021) recently made their taxonomy called the Taiwanese Inventory of
Language Learning Strategies (TILLS). The inventory is comprised of five factors, namely:
production with eleven speaking, vocabulary, and writing strategies that emphasize
producing English-language content in order to enhance one's English skills; face-to-face
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Communication with seven listening, reading, and speaking strategies that facilitate
communication between and among students; technology use with six grammar and
vocabulary strategies that emphasize enhancing grammar, vocabulary, and communication
through the use of applications and online resources; multimedia use with four varied
strategies that emphasize using audio and video to practice English; and grammar and
reading with three strategies that support students in developing their grammar and reading
abilities.

AIM AND HYPOTHESIS

This research undertaking is guided by the issues to be addressed in Language
Learning Strategies by Pawlak (2021) which are as follows: (a) Moving the focus away from
researching overall LLS use and toward investigating how strategic devices are used in
particular domains is one way the science might advance, which is why this research is
focused on the Philippine context only; (b) The goal of achieving balance in the
environments where LLS research is conducted would undoubtedly be beneficial. To strike
a balance, the target language is English as a Second Language, the educational level
covers tertiary students, the program type involves students pursuing various majors, the
age group is adults, and the participants are multilingual; (c) There is a need for large-scale
studies involving respectable samples to uncover more general patterns of strategy use. To
satisfy this, 544 participants were recruited for the qualitative part and 502 respondents were
selected for the quantitative part; and (d) Using mixed-methods research is always the best
choice when it comes to examining LLS. Therefore, this research utilized a mixed-methods
approach, specifically a cross-sectional exploratory sequential design.

The issues of language learning strategies have been heatedly disputed on a variety
of levels, but these language learning strategies remain vibrant (Griffiths, 2020). Taking into
account the issues mentioned and the taxonomy of language learning strategies created by
various researchers, it is time to design an inventory that envelopes various English
language learning strategies contextually made for Filipino undergraduate learners.
Particularly, the researchers endeavored to address the following queries:

1. What components make up a typology of English language learning strategies
for Filipino university learners?

2. How frequently do university learners use the typology of English language
learning strategies?

METHOD
Research Design

The cross-sectional exploratory sequential design (Berg et al., 2021) was utilized in
the study because it aimed at using qualitative findings to build a quantitative survey or to
develop an instrument (Halcomb & Hickman, 2015; Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017). The
phases included the following:
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Phases Description

Phase 1: Qualitative data collection Gathered data from 544 participants (13
universities) using prompts in a Google
Form

Phase 2: Qualitative data analysis Modified the steps in the thematic analysis

of Quinto (2022)
Phase 3: Development of the| Sought the aid of 6 validators with

guestionnaire doctorate degrees

Phase 4: Quantitative data collection Gathered data from 502 respondents (3
campuses) in one state university

Phase 5: Quantitative data analysis Used descriptive statistics to treat the data

Site and Participants

This study was conducted in variegated universities in the Philippines. There were a
total of 544 participants from 13 universities for the qualitative part and a total of 502
respondents from three campuses in one state university for the quantitative part. All the
subjects were recruited via convenience and purposive sampling (Etikan et al., 2016).
Willing university professors from different universities were contacted by the researchers
for the data collection.

Instrument and Procedure

The Typology of English Language Learning Strategies (TELLS) Questionnaire
served as the primary instrument for this study. It was developed by collecting data on the
learning strategies employed by 544 university learners from 13 universities in the
Philippines, focusing on English grammar, vocabulary, listening, speaking, reading, and
writing. Data were gathered using a Google Form disseminated to the different universities
with the help of university language professors, and after three weeks of data collection, the
researchers conducted an intensive coding followed by deep thematic analysis to collate the
preliminary findings.

To ensure the validity of the qualitative data interpretation, the researchers consulted
six experts with doctorate degrees in English language education and communication. This
collaboration involved extensive deliberation and endorsement after the researchers
incorporated the experts' feedback. This process led to the finalization of the TELLS
Questionnaire components, ensuring its relevance to the study's objectives.

There are 3 components: intellective, affective, and productive. Each component is
broken down into sub-components with specific statements that bring out learners’ English
language learning strategies. Intellective components are divided into acquiring intellective
component with 7 strategies and meaning-making intellective component with 5 strategies.
Next, affective components are composed of the information processing affective
component with 4 strategies and the acclimating affective component with 4 strategies.
Finally, productive components are comprised of technological utilization of the productive
component with 6 strategies, filtering the productive component with 5 strategies, practicing
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the productive component with 15 strategies, and validating the productive component with
3 strategies. Overall, the TELLS Questionnaire contains 49 English language learning
strategies.

The TELLS Questionnaire underwent pilot testing in one state university with 37
university learners, which garnered a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.942. Therefore, the 4-point
scale TELLS Questionnaire achieved excellent reliability.

Data Analysis

To address what components make up a typology of English language learning
strategies for Filipino university learners, the researchers modified the steps in the thematic
analysis of Quinto (2022) in the qualitative phase. The researchers achieved familiarity with
the initial data through open-minded reading, searched for patterns iteratively, organized the
themes into meaningful wholeness in which the parts and the total of the texts were
continuously reviewed, and drafted the components and strategies of the Typology of
English Language Learning Strategies (TELLS) Questionnaire, which was initially coined as
Philippine Inventory of Language Learning Strategies (PILLS). Next, the researchers sought
the expertise of 6 validators who were individually consulted for their feedback. After quite
some time, the researchers synthesized their comments and suggestions and changed the
name of the questionnaire from ‘PILLS’ to Inventory of English Language Learning
Strategies (IELLS). At a later period, the questionnaire underwent a reliability test whereby
some changes were incorporated. Lastly, the nomenclature ‘IELLS’ was changed to the
Typology of English Language Learning Strategies (TELLS) Questionnaire.

To answer how frequently university learners used the typology of English language
learning strategies, the researchers distributed the TELLS Questionnaire to 502
respondents in one state university via a Google Form. Descriptive statistics was used to
treat the data.

Ethical Issues

To ensure that ethical considerations were observed both in the qualitative and
guantitative data collection, the researchers upheld RA 1073 or the Data Privacy Act of 2012
in the Philippines, which meant that all personal information solicited was used in this
research only. Moreover, recruited students and experts alike were willing participants in the
study.

RESULTS

This research investigated Filipino university learners’ language learning strategies.
It sought to identify the components constituting a typology of English language learning
strategies for Filipino university learners and the frequency of their use of the typology. The
responses were classified into three components: intellectual, affective, and productive,
which was utilized as a checklist questionnaire to identify what DMMMSU SLUC college
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students were employed as English language learning techniques. The next part of the
discussion includes the result of the survey floated to 502 students of the said institution.

Typology of English Language Learning Strategies for Filipino University Learners

Intellective Component

The intellective components are the strategies used by university learners to gain
knowledge and comprehend the English language which consist of acquiring and meaning-
making strategies.

Table 1. Acquiring Intellective Component

Standard Qualitative
Strategy Mean Deviation Description
1.1 stud_y and memorize the spelling of newly 327 057 Always Used
acquired words.
Moderately
. . A .
2. | jot down unfamiliar words to study them. 315 069 Used
3. | pay attention and listen intently to various 349 059 Always Used
speakers.
4. | constantly expose myself to English Moderately
. 3.21 0.65
language materials. Used
5. | take down notes of key points from 326 0.70 Always Used
speakers.
6. | familiarize myself with grammar rules. 3.42 0.60 Always Used
7. | watch social media contents. 3.52 0.62 Always Used
Total Mean 3.33 Always Used

Table 1 explains the acquiring intellective component used according to the strategies
by the respondents. Item 7, or watching social media content, garnered the highest mean
(mean = 3.52), followed by item 3, or paying attention to various speakers (mean = 3.49),
followed by item 6, or familiarizing oneself with grammar rules (3.42). The results
underscored the university students’ preference for combining strategies like listening and
understanding the rules with technology, notably social media usage, in learning English.

Table 2. Meaning-Making Intellective Component

Standard Qualitative
Strategy Mean Deviation Description
1. | understand communicated thoughts 330 057 Always Used
through context clues.
Moderately
2. | make inferences in different contexts. 310 0.60 Used
3. | do brainstorming before writing. 3.38 0.67 Always Used
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Standard Qualitative
Strategy Mean Deviation Description
4. | pict ti i
plc ure and compose conversations in my 349 061 Always Used
mind.
5. | activate my prior knowledge for better 345  0.60 Always Used
comprehension.
Total Mean 3.34 Always Used

Based on table 2 the meaning-making intellective component as strategies are
always used by the students. Picturing and composing conversations in the mind (mean =
3.49) ranked first, followed by activating the prior knowledge for better comprehension
(mean = 3.45), then brainstorming before writing (mean = 3.38). It implies that the
respondents like doing comprehension exercises in learning the English language and that,
the efficacy of reading strategies as meaning-making intellectual component is dependent
on the keyword strategy, brainstorming strategy, and memory use strategy used by the
respondents to enhance their extent of comprehension which enhances their experience of
learning the English language.

Affective Component

The affective component, which is equally identified as the students’ self-awareness
during the language learning process, is made up of information processing and acclimating
strategies.

Table 3. Information Processing Affective Component

Standard  Qualitative

Strate Mean L o
9y Deviation  Description

1. I am aware of my speaking habits and body 334

0.58 Always Used
language.
2. | proofread my own compositions. 3.29 0.64 Always Used
3.1 am aware of proper word usage and 342 058 Always Used
spelling.
4. |1 make my own learning plan in speaking. 3.19  0.67 Moderately Used
Total Mean 3.31 Always Used

The results in Table 3 show that students are mindful of the knowledge they have
acquired and how they apply it. The information processing affective component strategies,
namely, awareness of proper word usage and spelling (mean = 3.42), awareness of
speaking habits and body language (mean = 3.34), and proofreading one’s own composition
(mean = 3.29), topped the ranking respectively. This implies that self-awareness and self-
reflection as strategies in learning English are necessary for the students to truly realize
whether or not they are acquiring the language.
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Table 4. Acclimating Affective Component

Standard Qualitative
t M . o
Strategy ean Deviation Description
1. 1 cqndltlon myself to consistently read 327 063 Always Used
materials.
2.1 enc_ourage myself to learn confidently and 352 057 Always Used
persistently.
3.1 _|r_nag|ne relatable situations for effective 343 061 Always Used
writing.
4. | always remind myself to listen to others. 3.63 0.54 Always Used
Total Mean 3.46 Always Used

The finding in Table 4 presents that the respondents believe motivation paired with
self-reflection are helpful strategies under the acclimating affective component, reminding
oneself to listen to others (mean = 3.63), encouraging oneself to learn confidently and
persistently (mean = 3.52) and imagining relatable situations for effective writing (mean =
3.43) got the top 3 highest mean, but it is also observable that all of the items were
considered as always used by the respondents. The results display the students’ high sense
of intrinsic motivation in English learning.

Productive Component

The last component used by Filipino university learners is the productive component,
which displays learning outputs by utilizing technology, validating prior and existing
knowledge from others, and devising a strategy in learning and rehearsing the English
language.

Table 5. Technological Utilization Productive Component

Standard Qualitative

Strategy Mean Deviation Description
1. 1 f the i ili li
surf the internet and utilize online 347 0.66 Always Used
grammar checkers.
2. | use online and offline dictionaries for
pronunciation, vocabularies, and 3.47 0.66 Always Used
grammar.
3. . I gse a_ppl.lcatlons that incorporate 316 0.72 Moderately
listening activities. Used
4. | record myself while speaking for 275 0.91 Moderately
practice. Used
5. | search for written samples as my basis
. 3.34 0.68 Always Used
for writing.
6. | research a variety of tips in writing. 3.30 0.70 Always Used
Moderately
Total Mean 3.25 Used

114



Advanced Education
ISNN 2410-8286 (Online)

The data in Table 5 presents that the respondents rely on technology mainly in the
use of online grammar checkers (mean = 3.47), online and offline dictionaries for
pronunciation, vocabulary, and grammar (mean = 3.47), and written samples as a basis for
writing (mean = 3.34). This result may be due to the respondents’ freedom to choose the
learning materials, methods, and learning depth they intend to acquire. This also implies
how the respondents take advantage of the accessibility of information in the English
learning process.

Table 6. Filtering Productive Components

Standard Qualitative

Strategy Mean Deviation  Description
1. I avoid distractions while listening. 3.43 0.63 Always Used
2. | select material/s that interest me. 3.57 0.57 Always Used
Moderately
3. l avoid jumping to conclusions. 3.12 0.66 Used
4. | choose less complicated texts. 3.26 0.69 Always Used
5. | organize my ideas before writing. 3.52 0.60 Always Used
Total Mean 3.38 Always Used

Table 6 shows that the respondents employ their critical thinking strategies reflected
in the productive filtering component. The strategies always used are selecting materials
based on one’s interest (mean = 3.57), organizing one’s ideas before writing (mean = 3.52),
avoiding distractions while listening (mean = 3.43), choosing less complicated texts (mean
= 3.26), and avoiding jumping to conclusions was identified as moderately used (mean =
2.12). This implies that the respondents prefer materials they understand when learning the
language, how they would like to use them, and how to sift them according to their
understanding. This also shows that the students are active in terms of their learning. This
posits that they not only acquire knowledge but also reflect on their own thought, which
promotes higher-level thinking.

Table 7. Practicing Productive Component

Standard  Qualitative

Strategy Mean Deviation  Description
1.1 |r?(?orporate new words in speaking and 3.29 0.60 Always Used
writing.
2. | paraphrase different types of texts. 3.33 0.66 Always Used
Moderately
- . . A7 72
3. | socialize to practice my English. 3 0 Used
Moderately
. A 7
4. | do grammar exercises. 3.15 0.73 Used
Moderately
. . : 24 v
5. | practice pronunciation drills. 3 0.70 Used
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Standard  Qualitative
Strategy Mean Deviation  Description
Moderately
6. | play English games. 3.09 0.83 Used
7. | listen to audio-visual materials 315 0.74 Moderately
repeatedly. Used
8. luse §k|mm|ng and scanning as reading 311 071 Moderately
techniques. Used
Moderately
. . . 2. 74
9. | recite expressions for fluent speaking. 98 0 Used
10. | obsgrve appropriate eye contact while 3.20 0.70 Moderately
speaking. Used
11. | actively participate in school activities Moderately
such as role plays, speeches, among 2.95 0.80
Used
others.
Moderately
. . 2.7 .84
12. | compose literary pieces. 6 0.8 Used
Moderately
. 2.7 :
13. | write corporate letters. 0 0-80 Used
14.. I cregte story maps to organize 571 0.80 Moderately
information. Used
Moderately
15. | synthesize learned concepts. 2.97 0.67 Used
Moderately
Total Mean 3.05 Used

Out of the 15 strategies presented to the respondents, only two are always used.
Paraphrasing different types of texts (mean = 3.33) and incorporating new words in speaking
and writing (mean = 3.29), which were the top two strategies, imply that the students prefer
vocabulary use and sentence organization to practice using English. This result further
implies that the respondents have not yet maximized other forms of strategies in practicing
English as they learn the language.

Table 8. Validating Productive Components

Strate Mean Standard Qualitative
9y Deviation Description
1. 1 It fluent friend d teach
consult my fluent friends and teachers 3.10 0.77 Moderately Used
about grammar.
2. | ask th [ f f
as_ _t e meanings of words from more 3.26 0.75 Always Used
proficient classmates and teachers.
o licit f k f
3 solicit  feedbac : rom  more 3.30 0.67 Always Used
knowledgeable others for improvement.
Total Mean 3.22 Moderately Used
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In Table 8, the respondent always used 2 out of 3 strategies. Soliciting feedback from
more knowledgeable others for improvement (mean = 3.30) and asking the meanings of
words from more proficient classmates and teachers (mean = 3.26) topped in the validating
productive components, and consulting friends and teachers about grammar was revealed
to be moderately used (mean = 3.10). This result is in line with the result in other components
like the consultation of online and online grammar checkers. Since the students have access
to technology, they prefer online grammar checking rather than consultations with their
friends and teachers regarding grammar. In terms of vocabulary development, the students
extensively use online and offline dictionaries while also validating their meanings with their
classmates and teachers.

DISCUSSION

The findings indicate that the respondents utilized all components of the English
language learning strategies typology in their learning processes. The most frequently used
component was the acclimating affective component, followed by the filtering productive
components and the meaning-making intellective component. The acquiring intellective
component and the information processing affective component were also prominent, while
the technological utilization productive component, validating productive components, and
practicing productive component were categorized as moderately used. Overall, the results
suggest a preference among respondents for input strategies over output strategies,
highlighting their inclination to focus on acquiring knowledge and skills rather than actively
producing language, despite slight variations in mean scores among the components.

Primarily, the intellective components identified among university learners
demonstrate a complex approach to acquiring and understanding the English language,
combining acquisition and meaning-making strategies. The data reveals that students use
digital tools like e-dictionaries and online platforms like social media, which serve as their
practice materials by analyzing the content and listening to different speakers. This trend
illustrates their preference to combine traditional methods of listening and grammar
comprehension with technological resources, allowing them to be exposed to numerous
contexts. The use of social media not only allows access to authentic language but also
enriches vocabulary and comprehension skills, as noted by Yadav (2021), Baytekin and Su-
Bergil (2021). The findings likewise emphasize the importance of integrating memorization
and comprehension strategies, as highlighted by Faisal and Atei (2022), which help students
internalize different linguistic systems—phonetic, grammatical, and socio-linguistic—
through repeated exposure to diverse language forms, such as excerpts, songs, and
dialogues. As Wu et al. (2023) described, active listening further improves students' ability
to discern sounds and interpret meanings within sociocultural contexts. By employing these
strategies, learners understand English more, becoming effective language acquirers.
Adequate vocabulary also plays a critical role in context clue strategies' effectiveness, as
Fudhla et al. (2020) emphasized. Additionally, meaning-making techniques enhance their
comprehension when they visualize conversations and activate prior knowledge before
using a new material. Their reliance on imagery and prior knowledge aligns with schema
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theory, suggesting that connecting new information to existing cognitive frameworks reduces
cognitive load and creates deeper understanding (Dong et al., 2020).

On the other hand, the affective component, which includes the students' self-
awareness and emotional engagement, also plays a role in their acquisition of English. The
findings from the information processing strategies indicate that students are actively mindful
of their speaking habits, body language, writing skills for awareness of speaking habits,
proper word usage, and proofreading. This self-awareness is important to their learning
process, enabling students to reflect on their language skills and identify areas for
improvement. The emphasis on self-reflection and self-awareness aligns with research
suggesting that these elements are essential for effective language acquisition (Chikiwa,
2021). The cognitive processes involved in structuring speech, together with spatial-motoric
information, also contribute to a richer language environment, enhancing both speaking and
thinking capabilities. In terms of proofreading and editing, the study supports previous
findings emphasizing the importance of clarity and understanding in writing. As noted by
Alshahrani (2019) and Azeez (2020), editing and proofreading refine content and aid in
conveying meaning more effectively. This is important for students as they read complex
texts, requiring them to decode words and utilize lexical information to grasp meaning at
various levels (Brooks et al., 2021). The students’ awareness of their writing processes thus
reflects an engagement with the target language, promoting comprehension and fluency.
The acclimating strategies further highlight the significance of intrinsic motivation and self-
regulation in language learning, attributed to the strategy of reminding oneself to listen to
others as students demonstrate a proactive approach to their learning environment.
Encouragement and self-reflection, for self-persistence and imagining relatable writing
situations, showcase the students’ commitment to improving their English skills. These
strategies exemplify self-regulated learning, where students manage their emotions,
cognition, and motivation to achieve better outcomes (An et al., 2021; Yu, 2023).

Finally, in the productive component of language learning, as demonstrated in the
practices of Filipino university learners, emphasizes the strategic use of technology,
validation of existing knowledge, and effective practice techniques, highlighting a strong
reliance on technological tools, particularly online grammar checkers and dictionaries. This
indicates that students subscribe to accessible resources to enhance their understanding of
grammar, pronunciation, and vocabulary. Such practices reflect an advanced trend in
education where technology facilitates personalized learning experiences, allowing students
to modify their approach to language acquisition. The findings align with previous research
suggesting that digital tools effectively support learners in mastering linguistic elements
(Ezeh et al., 2022). Additionally, the practice of self-monitoring, such as recording oneself
while speaking, suggests an emerging awareness of the importance of self-assessment in
language learning. This strategy encourages critical thinking and self-reflection, needed for
building a sense of independence and commitment in students' English language
development (Jamrus & Razali, 2019). The combination of these technological and self-
monitoring strategies indicates a proactive approach by learners to refine their skills and
enhance their language proficiency through continuous practice. The filtering productive
strategies further illustrate the students' critical thinking skills in selecting materials of
personal interest, and the consistent organization of ideas before writing emphasizes the
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role of students in curating their learning experiences. This approach not only promotes
engagement but also supports metacognitive awareness (Alhamdawee & Abbas, 2021). By
avoiding distractions and choosing manageable texts, students demonstrate a strategic
method of filtering information that aligns with their learning preferences. This indicates that
while foundational practices are in place, students may still benefit from exploring additional
strategies, such as participating in more interactive speaking activities or varied writing
tasks. This finding suggests that educators should encourage more practice techniques to
further enhance students' language skills and confidence. Lastly, the validation strategies,
particularly the high engagement in soliciting feedback from peers and teachers, stress the
importance of collaborative learning in language development. The act of asking for
clarifications on vocabulary and seeking constructive feedback reflects a commitment to
learning from more knowledgeable others. This collaborative approach not only reinforces
understanding but also promotes a sense of community among learners. When students
engage in trial-and-error learning and validating their skills, they enhance their self-
regulation and ability to critically assess their progress, leading to more effective and
meaningful language acquisition experiences.

These findings imply the need for a comprehensive approach integrating the
Typology of English Language Learning Strategies. With the respondents’ strong preference
for input strategies and the effective use of technological tools, educators should create
learning environments that allow these resources to expose students to authentic language
contexts. By creating connections between new information and existing cognitive
frameworks, educators can help reduce cognitive load and enhance understanding.
Focusing on these integrated strategies will influence students to develop greater linguistic
competence and confidence, transforming them into effective language learners.

Overall, creating a supportive learning environment that encourages the application
of all the strategies will empower students to develop greater linguistic competence and
confidence in their English language abilities, and while the results demonstrate that the
students did not fully utilize the developed typology of English language learning strategies
for Filipino students, the typology surely provides a chance for college students to evaluate
their own commitment to studying English as a second language. Based on the related and
gathered research results from different countries that utilize many of the strategies in the
typology, Filipino students also benefit from using the ideas presented as a guide in planning
and implementing English language study at their own pace and style.

LIMITATIONS

There are limitations that can be addressed by other researchers albeit this study’s
strengths. Although the research included hundreds of Filipino university learners, follow-up
studies are encouraged. In fact, typologies of English language learning strategies from the
basic education (elementary, junior high school, and senior high school levels) can be
devised to ensure that these strategies are collated. On another note, the quantitative part
identified the frequency in which Filipino university learners used the typology of English
language learning strategies. The questionnaire, in this regard, may be modified to
determine which among the components of the typology are most effective in English
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language learning as perceived by learners. Finally, this research utilized the cross-sectional
exploratory sequential design, so other researchers can use the sequential explanatory
mixed-methods design to supply further information on the Typology of English Language
Learning Strategies (TELLS).

CONCLUSIONS

By harvesting both qualitative and quantitative data from over a thousand Filipino
university learners in the Philippines, the researchers were able to build a Typology of
English Language Learning Strategies (TELLS), which is divided into intellective
components, affective components, and productive components with 49 English language
learning strategies. The typology circumstantiates the necessity of language learning
strategies to become successful language learners because it impacts better language
acquisition.

Although the majority of the components of the Typology of English Language
Learning Strategies (TELLS) were always used by Filipino university learners, practicing
productive components, validating productive components, and technological utilization of
productive components were only moderately used. This indicates that the respondents
have not fully maximized other strategies in learning the English language. Through TELLS,
educators can provide various opportunities for Filipino university learners to optimize the
application of all the English language learning strategies to make language learning more
spontaneous, fast, and enjoyable.
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PINOY TELLS: TUNONOrIA CTPATEIWA BUBYEHHS AHMMINCbKOI MOBU

AHoTauif. HesBaxaroum Ha YMCINEHHI OOCNiAKEHHA cTpaTerin BuBveHHs moB (LLS — Language
Learning Strategies), 6araTto CTyaeHTIB BCe LUe HEMpaBUIIbHO PO3YMilOTb IXHIO e(eKTUBHICTb,
BBaXkalouu, WO BOHM BUMArarTb HaaTo 6arato 3ycunb 3a MiHiManbHUX pesynbrtartie. Kpim Toro,
CTYAEHTM MaloTb Pi3HOMAaHITHI Ta YacTo cynepeynusi ynogobaHHsa wopo LLS, a Taki YMHHMKK, K
KynbTypHE cepefoBuLle, BMAMBAKTL Ha iXHi BUBIp, WO CBigYNTb NPO HEOOXigHICTb noganbLunX
JocnigxeHb, ki 6 BMBYanu, 9K Ui eNfeMeHTV BNANBaOTh Ha HaBYanbHy NoBeniHky. ToMy BaXKnMBo
BpaxoByBaTW CIPUNHATTA cTyaeHTamu LLS Ta ixHe BUKOpUCTaHHA Ans 3abe3nevyeHHs epeKTUBHOro
BMBYEHHS MOBW. Y LIbOMY OOCHIAXEHHI 0yno po3pobneHo nepenik CTpaTerin BUBYEHHS aHITTINCLKOI
MOBW ANs ininniHCbKUX CTYOEHTIB KorneaxiB Ta yHiBepcuTeTiB. BukopuctoBytouu nonepeyHui
NocnigoOBHUM An3anH OOCIIIKEHHS, WO MOEQHYE eTany SIKICHOrO aHarsnisy Ta KifbKiCHOI OLiHKM,
aocnigHuku 3ibpanu skicHi aadi Big 544 dininniHCbKUX CTYOEHTIB yHIBEPCUTETIB, WOO 3po3yMiTu
iXHin goceig i BnogobaHHsA y BMBYEeHHI MoBw. [Micns uboro 6yno po3pobneHo aHkeTy "Tunonoris
cTparerin BMBYeHHs anrniicbkoi mosu" (TELLS — Typology of English Language Learning
Strategies) Wwnsxom BanigoBaHOro TeMaTUYHOMO aHarsi3y, SIKMi1 BKIOYaB TPU KMOYOBI KOMMOHEHTN:
iHTeneKTyanbHUM (3aCBOEHHS Ta OCMUCIEHHST), adbekTuBHUIA (06pobka iHbopmauii Ta aganTtadis) i
NPOOYKTUBHUIN (BUKOPUCTAHHA TEXHOIOriN, Bigdip, npakTuKyBaHHS Ta Banigauis). Y KinbKicCHOMY
etani 502 dininniHCbkMx cTygeHTM 6akanaeBpaTy BM3HAYUNW HaWyacTille BUKOPUCTOBYBaHI
cTtparerii. Pe3ynbTaTn nokasann, WO Ui CTYOAEHTW 3a3BMYall BMKOPUCTOBYKOTb OiNbLUICTb
KOMMOHEHTIB TUMOMOril, 3a BWHATKOM MNPOAYKTMBHOIMO KOMMOHeHTa "llpakTukyBaHHA". Lle
OOCNIfXXEHHs 3HA4YHO Crpuse pPO3YMIHHIO CTpaTerin  BUMBYEHHS aHrNiNCbKOl MOBWM  cepef,
dininniHCbkux cTyaeHTiB. BOHO Hagae WiHHMI pecypc Ons BMKNagadiB, po3pobHUKIB HaBYarbHMX
nporpam i NPakTuKiB y cdepi BUBYEHHS MOB, PO3POBIAI0YM eMNIPMYHO BanigoBaHy TMNOSOTi0, ska
Bignoeigae notpebam i BNogobaHHAM CTydeHTiB. BUCHOBKM TaKoX MPOMOHYIOTbL HaMpsiMKM Onisi
ManbyTHIX OocCnigXeHb, 30KpeMa BUBYEHHSA 3B’A3KY MK KoMnoHeHTamu TELLS Ta pesynbtatamu
BONOAIHHA MoBO abo BrnpoBamxkeHHs TELLS y npouec BUBYEHHS MOBM.

Kno4oBi crnoBa: cTpaterii BUBYEHHS MOB, MOMEPEYHUA MNOCNIAOBHUW Au3anH OOCHIOKEHHS,
cTyaeHTn GakanaspaTy, nepenik cTpaTterii BUBYEHHS aHMNiNCbKOi MOBU
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