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Exploring Thai EFL Students’ Self-Regulated Learning (SRL) 
Strategies and English Proficiency1 
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Abstract 
This study reported on the use of self-regulated learning (SRL) strategies of Thailand EFL students, in relationship with 
students’ English proficiency in CEFR levels. It involved 152 second-year undergraduate non-English major students 
(19.7% male, 78.3% female) at a university in Thailand. First, the students took an English proficiency test assessing 
listening, reading, writing, and speaking skills framed by the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) for 
Languages; then, they completed a set of surveys focusing on the use of SRL strategies in English learning. The collected 
data was analyzed using descriptive statistics, One-Way ANOVA, and Pearson correlation. The results revealed that the 
most-used strategy by A1, A2, B1, and B2 students was Goal Setting and Planning. A little significant difference in SRL 
strategies use between A1 and A2 students was observed. However, significant differences in the use of SRL strategies 
were observed between A1 and A2 groups and the B2 group. This study barely confirmed significant differences between 
the B1 group and the groups at A1, A2, and B2 levels in the use of SRL strategies. Lastly, a negative significant 
relationship was established between the use of students’ SRL strategies and their English proficiency. Some 
recommendations for future studies are suggested in this study. 

Resumen 
Este estudio informa sobre el uso de estrategias de aprendizaje autorregulado (EAA) de los estudiantes de ILE de 
Tailandia y examina su relación con el dominio del inglés de los estudiantes en los niveles del MCER. Involucró a 152 
estudiantes de segundo año de pregrado que no hablaban inglés (19,7% hombres, 78,3% mujeres) en una universidad 
en Tailandia. Primero, los estudiantes tomaron una prueba de competencia en inglés que evaluó las habilidades de 
comprensión auditiva, lectura, escritura y expresión oral enmarcadas en el Marco común europeo de referencia (MCER) 
para las lenguas; luego, completaron una serie de encuestas centradas en el uso de estrategias AA en el aprendizaje 
del inglés. Los datos recopilados se analizaron utilizando estadística descriptiva, ANOVA de una vía y correlación de 
Pearson. Los resultados revelaron que la estrategia más utilizada por los estudiantes de A1, A2, B1 y B2 fue la de 
Planificación y Establecimiento de Metas. Se observó una pequeña diferencia significativa en el uso de estrategias AA 
entre los estudiantes A1 y A2. Sin embargo, se observaron diferencias significativas en el uso de estrategias AA entre 
los grupos A1 y A2 y el grupo B2. Este estudio apenas confirmó diferencias significativas entre el grupo B1 y los grupos 
en los niveles A1, A2 y B2 en el uso de estrategias AA. Por último, se estableció una relación significativa negativa entre 
el uso de estrategias AA de los estudiantes y su dominio del inglés. En este estudio se sugieren algunas recomendaciones 
para futuros estudios. 

Introduction 
English proficiency is one of the terms that is frequently used by researchers, teachers, and learners of the 
English language. It can be used as a basic reference in designing and developing instructional materials for 
an English course or subject, as well as a measure of success at the conclusion of the teaching and learning 
process. The term ‘English proficiency’ is commonly applied to those whose first language is not English and 
it is measured by standardized tests such as IELTS, TOEFL, and TOEIC (Ortmeier-Hooper & Ruecker, 2016). 
Harsch (2017) explains, “It is generally recognized that the concept of proficiency in a second or foreign 
language comprises the aspects of being able to do something with the language (‘knowing how’) as well 
as knowing about it (‘knowing what’)” (p. 250). Such a concept of proficiency underlies the Council of Europe 
(2001) statement that proficiency refers to “what someone can do/knows … (p. 183)” regarding the 
application of the target language in the real world. In other words, English proficiency should depict ones’ 
ability and knowledge in utilizing English in actual situations. To assess such ability and knowledge, English 
standardized tests are commonly employed, but it is also important to understand that English proficiency 
encompasses communicative abilities, knowledge systems, and skills (Canale, 1983). 

In Thailand English proficiency has always been the concern of English language teaching and learning since 
the 1980s. Such concern is rising as annual reports from international educational institutions, such as 
Educational Testing Service (ETS) and Education First (EF), indicate low levels of English proficiency for test 
takers. In ETS’s reports, Thailand was consistently ranked among poor-performing countries (2012-2017) 
on the Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC); the average scores were low on listening, 
but much lower on reading. Education First (2020) has also reported a very low level of Thailand EFL 
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students’ English proficiency from 2011 to 2016 and from 2019 to 2020. In 2020, the average scores of 
Thailand EFL students were ranked twentieth out of 24 countries in Asia. 

The Ministry of Education of Thailand has been implementing various educational initiatives to address the 
issue of Thailand students’ low English proficiency. One of the initiatives is the adoption of the Common 
European Framework of Reference (CEFR) for Languages, which was officially declared in 2014 (Ketamon 
et al., 2018). The framework serves as guidelines for material development and assessment, such as 
textbooks, syllabus, curriculum guidelines, examinations, and so forth, across educational contexts around 
the globe. On a global scale, the CEFR conceptualizes English proficiency into three categories and six levels, 
including Proficient Users (C1 and C2), Independent Users (B1 and B2), and Basic Users (A1 and A2). 
Schools and universities in Thailand are advised to benchmark their students’ English proficiency levels in 
CEFR. Each level of CEFR is interpreted as the ability of each level of formal schooling. A1 is interpreted to 
be the ability of primary school students; A2 is the ability of junior high schools; B1 is for senior high schools, 
and B2 is the ability of university students. C1 and C2 are interpreted to be the ability of near-native or 
native English speakers (Ministry of Education, 2014). Such interpretations may assist schools and 
universities in achieving the targeted level of English proficiency. Nevertheless, a recent study by Waluyo 
(2019) found that the English proficiency levels of most Thailand first-year undergraduate students were at 
A1 and A2 levels (basic users of English) in CEFR. This indicates that the low level of English proficiency 
among Thailand EFL students remains a problem to be solved. Undeniably, the level of students’ English 
proficiency can be an indicator of their success in learning English; thus, investigating influential factors in 
students’ English learning such as self-regulated learning (SRL) strategies can be useful in addressing the 
issue of students’ low proficiency levels. 

SRL strategies refer to students’ learning behaviors to acquire information or skills involving metacognition, 
strategic action, and learning motivation (Boekaerts & Corno, 2005; Perry et al., 2006; Zimmerman & Pons, 
1986). Many studies have highlighted SRL strategies as factors contributing to successful English learning. 
These studies examined the role of SRL strategies in different academic environments. One of the key 
findings suggests the crucial role of these strategies on students’ English learning achievement (e.g., Bai et 
al., 2014; Seker, 2016).  

Studies on SRL strategies and English learning achievements have been growing in the literature, but there 
is a limited number of studies examining SRL strategies and using the CEFR as the indicator of English 
proficiency levels (e.g., Cho & Ma, 2018; Fukuda, 2018). In the Thailand context, for instance, Pratotep and 
Chinwono (2008) explored students’ SRL strategies and their English reading comprehension. Moreover, 
Samruayruen et al. (2013) and Woottipong (2019) investigated the effects of SRL strategies in the context 
of online learning environments. To address such gaps, the present study investigated students’ SRL 
strategies with different English proficiency based on CEFR levels. This study was guided by two following 
research questions: 

1. How different is Thailand EFL students’ use of SRL strategies by English proficiency level? 

2. How do Thailand EFL students’ SRL strategies correlate with their English proficiency? 

Literature Review 
Self-regulated learning (SRL) strategies 

Self-regulated learning is defined as a complex, interactive process that involves not only cognitive but also 
motivational self-regulation, which encourages students to be proactive in their learning process (Boekaerts, 
1997; Zimmerman, 1990 & 2002). As it requires students to self-regulate their own learning, the process 
happens largely outside the classroom in an unsupervised environment, in which self-initiated and self-
managed learning are required to obtain desired academic outcomes (Bjork et al., 2013). Self-regulated 
learning (SRL) has been identified as one of the non-cognitive skills that can affect students’ academic 
outcomes (Rosen et al., 2010). Non-cognitive skills refer to students’ academic behaviors, mindsets, 
perseverance, learning strategies, and social-emotional skills (Kyllonen, 2012; Richardson et al., 2012). The 
importance of having students able to apply self-regulated learning in their foreign language learning lies in 
the need to spend time and practice beyond class hours when acquiring a foreign language. To achieve 
success, students must be personally involved, motivated, and eager to self-regulate their own learning, 
even when boredom, procrastination, and uncontrolled emotions occur (Nakata, 2010).  

Specifically, SRL strategies are the actions that students employ to acquire information or skills including 
Goal Setting and Planning, Organizing and Transforming, Seeking Information, Keeping Records and 
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Monitoring, Environmental Structuring, Rehearsing and Memorizing, Reviewing, Seeking Social Assistance, 
Self-Evaluation, and Self-Consequences (Zimmerman & Pons, 1986). Pintrich and Zusho (2002) classify SRL 
strategies involving Planning and Goal Setting, Monitoring, Control, Reaction, and Reflection. Boekaerts and 
Corno (2005) and Perry et al. (2006) define SRL strategies as learning behaviors guided by metacognition 
(Planning, Monitoring, and Regulating Activities), strategic action (Organizing, Time Management, and Self-
Evaluation), and learning motivation (Self-Confidence, Goal Setting, and Task Value).  

The present study focused on the exploration of seven strategies of SRL employed by Thailand EFL students 
with different English proficiency in CEFR levels. The strategies were Goal Setting and Planning, Keeping 
Records and Monitoring, Rehearsing and Memorizing, Organizing and Transforming, Environmental 
Structuring, Self-Evaluation, and Seeking Assistance as presented in Table 1. 

 
Table 1. SRL strategies (Zimmerman & Pons, 1986) 

Related studies of SRL strategies and English proficiency 

Despite the small number, empirical studies on SRL strategies and English proficiency have been conducted 
in different contexts. For instance, Fukuda (2018) investigated Japanese university students’ SRL strategies 
and their English proficiency. The study used a questionnaire and TOEIC scores as research instruments. It 
was found that students’ SRL strategies could predict their English proficiency. In addition, there were 
significant differences between the use of SRL strategies of low– and high-proficiency students. The 
differences in SRL strategy use across English proficiency levels were also confirmed among Korean students 
(Cho & Ma, 2018). Nevertheless, different results were found by Jeon (2011) revealing that no significant 
differences in the use of SRL strategies between low- and high-proficiency students. 

Regarding the particular use of SRL strategies, Chen et al. (2020) indicated that Goal Setting and Planning 
and Self-Evaluation were the strategies most used by higher scoring students. However, lower scoring 
students reported that they employed Keeping Records and Monitoring more frequently. In terms of the 
correlation between SRL strategies and English proficiency, a significant relationship was observed between 
Iranian EFL learners’ SRL strategies and their language proficiency (Mirhassani et al., 2007). Furthermore, 
Çimenli and Çoban (2019) also confirmed a significant positive correlation between Turkey students’ SRL 
strategies and their English proficiency levels. 

Although several previous studies aimed particularly at investigating EFL learners’ SRL strategies and English 
proficiency, these studies did not explore the differences of SRL strategies employed by students on each 
level of English proficiency in the CEFR. Besides, previous studies were carried out in contexts other than 
the Thai one. Hu and Chen (2007) highlighted that strategy use may vary across contexts; therefore, this 
study set out to examine Thai EFL students’ use of SRL strategies with different English proficiency based 
on CEFR levels, and the relationship between SRL strategy use and English proficiency.  

Methodology  
Research design 

The present study employed a quantitative research design aimed at exploring students’ use of SRL 
strategies and their English proficiency. Quantitative research is a method of research that measures and 
analyzes data using statistical models and reports relationships among variables (Zedeck, 2013). Another 
rationale is that most of related studies used a quantitative research method. Such a rationale is considered 
relevant because researchers' extensive use of a certain research method to examine a single study topic 
suggests support of the method's acceptable applicability (Creswell, 2008). The research design is illustrated 
in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Research design 

Participants  

The participants in this study were second-year undergraduate non-English major students at a university 
in Thailand. The total number of participants was 152 students (19.7% male, 78.3% female). They were 
studying in twelve different schools of the university, and they were selected by purposive and random 
sampling methods. To begin, the purposive sampling method was used to determine the inclusion criteria 
that best represent the study's primary objective. The purpose of this study was to examine students' SRL 
strategies across a range of English proficiency levels, with a particular emphasis on second-year 
undergraduate non-English major students. Three criteria were developed as a result: Participants had to 
be: 1) second-year undergraduate students at the time of the study; 2) not majoring in English; and 3) 
possessing English proficiency levels A1, A2, B1, and B2. Following the purposive sampling technique, this 
study employed a random sampling technique. This method emphasizes that all students in the targeted 
population have an equal chance of being chosen as participants in this study under any circumstances. 
Detailed information about the participants is provided in Table 2. 

 

Table 2. The participants’ information 

Instruments 

English Proficiency Test 
To measure students’ English proficiency, the students took an English proficiency test, the Walailak 
University – Test of English Proficiency (WUTEP). The test was designed by referring to the Common 
European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) and Classical Test Theory (CTT). It assesses 
listening, speaking, writing, and reading skills in the CEFR levels from A1 to C1. The test scores can be 
linked to other standardized tests, such as TOEFL, IELTS, and TOEIC (Waluyo, 2019). The test format can 
be seen in Table 3. 
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Table 3. The [WUTEP] format (Waluyo, 2019) 

Self-Regulated Learning Strategies Questionnaire (SRLSQ) 
To explore students’ SRL strategies, a survey questionnaire adapted from Wang and Bai (2017) was used. 
It was comprised of thirty items exploring the use of seven strategies of SRL on a five-point Likert scale: 1 
(never), 2 (seldom), 3 (sometimes), 4 (often), and 5 (always). The strategies included Goal Setting and 
Planning (5 items), Keeping Records and Monitoring (3 items), Rehearsing and Memorizing (5 items), 
Organizing and Transforming (7 items), Environmental Structuring (2 items), Self-Evaluation (5 items), and 
Seeking Assistance (3 items). The questionnaire items were translated into Thai and the validity was checked 
by three native Thai speakers. In this study, the questionnaire was administered to the students after they 
took the English proficiency test. Prior to the questionnaire completion, their consent to participate in the 
study was obtained.  

Data Analysis 

The data were analyzed by using a statistical program. First, reliability analysis was performed to check the 
internal consistency of the questionnaire items. The results showed acceptable and high Cronbach’s Alpha 
coefficients for specific and overall SRL strategies items as shown in Table 4. 

 
Table 4. Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients 

The data were then descriptively assessed for normality before being subjected to parametric testing. This 
study followed George and Mallery's (2003) recommendation that the values of skewness and kurtosis be 
less than -2 or +2 and used as a threshold of normally distributed data, and it was discovered that each of 
the SRL constructs had values lower than the threshold, encouraging the use of parametric tests. To explore 
Thai EFL students’ use of SRL strategies by English proficiency level, descriptive statistics: means and 
standard deviation were analyzed. The criteria for interpreting the mean values of the students’ responses 
to the questionnaire were identified by the ratings (Oxford, 1990), as explained in Table 5. 

 
Table 5. Interpretation of the mean values 

Moreover, to further examine of the differences in the use of SRL strategies across English proficiency levels, 
the data were also analyzed by using One-Way ANOVA. Lastly, a Pearson correlation was carried out to 
investigate the relationship between SRL strategies and students’ English proficiency. 
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Results  

Thai EFL students’ use of SRL strategies by English proficiency level 

Descriptive statistics (see Table 6) showed that the most-used strategy by A1 students was Goal Setting 
and Planning (M = 3.60; SD = .58). Other strategies with high-frequency use were Organizing and 
Transforming (M = 3.58; SD = .63), Rehearsing and Memorizing (M = 3.54; SD = .71), Seeking Assistance 
(M = 3.53; SD = .73), and Self-Evaluation (M = 3.51; SD = .67). However, students also reported that they 
employed Keeping Records and Monitoring (M = 3.38; SD = .77) and Environmental Structuring (M = 3.33; 
SD = .89) moderately. 

 
Table 6. A1 students’ SRL strategies   

For A2 students, descriptive statistics (see Table 7) also revealed Goal Setting and Planning as the most-
used strategy (M = 3.69; SD = .55). It was followed by other high frequency used strategies including 
Organizing and Transforming (M = 3.61; SD = .50), Rehearsing and Memorizing (M = 3.60; SD = .59), and 
Seeking Evaluation (M = 3.57; SD = .59). Unlike A1 students, they reported a moderate use of Seeking 
Assistance (M = 3.36; SD = .70). Keeping Records and Monitoring (M = 3.49; SD = .58) and Environmental 
Structuring (M = 3.32; SD = .84) were also reported as moderate-used strategies by A2 students. 

SRL strategies Mean SD Level of use 
Goal Setting and Planning 3.69 .55 High 
Organizing and Transforming 3.61 .50 High 
Rehearsing and Memorizing 3.60 .59 High 
Self-Evaluation 3.57 .59 High 
Keeping Records and Monitoring 3.49 .58 Moderate 
Seeking Assistance 3.36 .70 Moderate 
Environmental Structuring 3.33 .89 Moderate 

Table 7. A2 students’ SRL strategies 

Interestingly, as shown in Table 8, B1 students reported that they used all strategies of SRL moderately. 
Goal Setting and Planning (M = 3.44; SD = .64) was reported as the most-used strategy, followed by 
Environmental Structuring (M = 3.42; SD = .71), Rehearsing and Memorizing (M = 3.39; SD = .60), 
Organizing and Transforming (M = 3.31; SD = .58), Self-Evaluation (M = 3.25; SD = .54), Keeping Records 
and Monitoring (M = 3.19; SD = .53), and Seeking Assistance (M = 3.16; SD = .52). 

SRL strategies Mean SD Level of use 
Goal Setting and Planning 3.44 .64 Moderate 
Environmental Structuring 3.42 .71 Moderate 
Rehearsing and Memorizing 3.39 .60 Moderate 
Organizing and Transforming 3.31 .58 Moderate 
Self-Evaluation 3.25 .54 Moderate 
Keeping Records and Monitoring 3.19 .54 Moderate 
Seeking Assistance 3.16 .52 Moderate 

Table 8. B1 students’ SRL strategies 

Like students at A1, A2, and B1 levels, B2 students also reported Goal Setting and Planning (M = 3.54; SD 
= .47) as the most-used strategy, as depicted in Table 9. However, they reported moderate use of all other 
SRL strategies: Self-Evaluation (M = 3.25; SD = .58), Rehearsing and Memorizing (M = 3.10; SD = .56), 
Environmental Structuring (M = 3.07; SD = 1.10), Seeking Assistance (M = 2.97; SD = .65), Keeping 
Records and Monitoring (M = 2.88; SD = .78), and Organizing and Transforming (M = 2.86; SD = .72). 
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SRL strategies Mean SD Level of use 
Goal Setting and Planning 3.54 .47 High 
Self-Evaluation 3.25 .58 Moderate 
Rehearsing and Memorizing 3.10 .56 Moderate 
Environmental Structuring 3.07 1.10 Moderate 
Seeking Assistance 2.97 .65 Moderate 
Keeping Records and Monitoring 2.88 .78 Moderate 
Organizing and Transforming 2.86 .72 Moderate 

Table 9. B2 students’ SRL strategies 

To sum up, the patterns of SRL strategies on each level of English proficiency are described in Figure 2. 

Figure 2. The patterns of SRL strategies on each English proficiency levels 

The results of a One-Way ANOVA (see Table 10) revealed that there was little significant difference in the 
use of SRL strategies between the A1 and A2 groups (p = .993). Furthermore, little significant difference 
was observed between the B1 group and the groups at A1 (p = .339), A2 (p = .204), and B2 (p = .484) 
levels of English proficiency. However, the results showed a statistically significant difference in the use of 
SRL strategies between the group at A1 and B2 levels (p = .024), as well as between A2 and B2 students 
(p = .011).  

(I) Level 
Mean 

difference 
(I-J) 

Std. 
error Sig. 

95% confidence 
interval 

Lower 
bound 

Upper 
bound 

B2 B1 -.22685 .15893 .484 -.6398 .1861 
A2 -.44607* .14280 .011 -.8171 -.0750 
A1 -.42092* .14624 .024 -.8009 -.0409 

B1 B2 .22685 .15893 .484 -.1861 .6398 
A2 -.21922 .11127 .204 -.5084 .0699 
A1 -.19407 .11566 .339 -.4946 .1065 

A2 B2 .44607* .14280 .011 .0750 .8171 
B1 .21922 .11127 .204 -.0699 .5084 
A1 .02515 .09224 .993 -.2145 .2648 

A1 B2 .42092* .14624 .024 .0409 .8009 
B1 .19407 .11566 .339 -.1065 .4946 
A2 -.02515 .09224 .993 -.2648 .2145 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

Table 10. The results of One-Way ANOVA (N = 152) 

Relationship between SRL Strategies and English proficiency 

Pearson correlation analysis showed that there was a significant negative relationship between students’ 
SRL strategies and their English proficiency (r = -.200, p = .006), as presented in Table 11. 

 English 
proficiency 

SRL 
strategies 

English proficiency r 1 -,220** 
p  .006 

SRL strategies r  1 
p   

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Table 11. The results of Pearson correlation (N = 152) 
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Discussion  
The main objectives of the present study were to investigate SRL strategies employed by Thai EFL students 
with different English proficiency levels in CEFR and to examine the relationship between their SRL strategies 
and English proficiency. This study observed differences in the frequency of SRL strategies used by Thai EFL 
students with different English proficiency levels. The statistical results showed that students at A1 and A2 
levels, as basic users of English, employed a greater variety of SRL strategies than B1 and B2 students 
groups as independent users of English according to CEFR. A1 and A2 students reported high use of Goal 
Setting and Planning, Organizing and Transforming, Rehearsing and Memorizing, and Self-Evaluation. 
However, B1 students reported that they employed all strategies of SRL moderately. Students at B2 level, 
also reported moderate use of SRL strategies, except for Goal Setting and Planning. Students might adopt 
a range of frequent usage of SRL strategies because they were aware of their flaws and strengths (Apridayani 
& Teo, 2021; Chen et al., 2020). 

Despite the fact that varied frequencies of SRL strategies were seen across English proficiency levels, this 
study found that Goal Setting and Planning was the most commonly employed by students at all four English 
proficiency levels: A1, A2, B1, and B2. This result is not in line with the findings of the aforementioned 
studies by Chen et al. (2020) and Pratotep and Chinwono (2008) suggesting that only high-proficiency 
students employed Goal Setting and Planning frequently. In this study, the finding revealed that, despite 
having a diverse range of English proficiency, the Thai EFL students understood the significance of Goal 
Setting and Planning in their English learning process. Zimmerman and Pons (1986) describe Goal Setting 
and Planning as the strategy that students use to set their educational goals, then plan the sequences of 
the accomplishment of those goals 

The next finding revealed no significant difference in SRL strategies use between A1 and A2 students. It 
indicated that Thai EFL students at basic English levels seemed to employ similar SRL strategies in their 
English learning. However, the present study showed significant differences in the use of SRL strategies 
between the basic (A1 and A2) groups and the B2 group. These results sustain the findings of previous 
studies (Cho & Ma, 2018; Fukuda, 2018) indicating that there were significant differences between the use 
of SRL strategies among low– and high-proficiency students. In this study, B2 students as the highest 
English proficiency level might use only particular strategies in their English learning due to their awareness 
of English proficiency. This study observed little significant differences between the B1 group and the groups 
at A1, A2, and B2 levels in the use of SRL strategies. It was noted that this group of students seemed to 
use each strategy of SRL including Goal Setting and Planning, Keeping Records and Monitoring, Rehearsing 
and Memorizing, Organizing and Transforming, Environmental Structuring, Self-Evaluation, and Seeking 
Assistance equally to maintain or develop their English proficiency levels. 

The last finding revealed a significant negative relationship between students’ SRL strategies and their 
English proficiency. This suggests that students at low-proficiency levels reported high use of SRL strategies. 
This finding does not lend support to previous studies (Çimenli & Çoban, 2019; Mirhassani et al., 2007). The 
present study indicated that Thai EFL students at A1 and A2 levels might be aware of their weaknesses and 
motivated to use more SRL strategies to improve their English proficiency levels. 

Conclusion 
Based on the findings reported in the previous sections, there are two major conclusions of this study. 
Firstly, students at A1 and A2 of English proficiency levels had higher use of SRL strategies in their English 
learning than B1 and B2 students. However, this study indicated Goal Setting and Planning as the strategy 
most used by four groups of students. In addition, no significant difference was observed in the use of SRL 
strategies between A1 and A2 students. This lack of significant difference was also found between the B1 
group and A1, A2, and B2 groups. However, this study revealed significant differences in the use of SRL 
strategies between B2 students and the A1/A2 groups.  

The first findings indicate that Thai EFL students’ awareness of their English proficiency levels might 
encourage them to choose or decide on SRL strategies they employed. Therefore, they had their own 
patterns in the use of SRL strategies. As shown in Table 7, A1 students had five most-used SRL strategies 
including Goal Setting and Planning, Organizing and Transforming, Rehearsing and Memorizing, Seeking 
Assistance, and Self-Evaluation. In addition, except Seeking Assistance, A2 students also reported the same 
most-used strategies as A1 students, as depicted in Table 8. However, B1 students reported that they 
employed each strategy of SRL moderately as presented in Table 9. Furthermore, B2 students believed that 
they used SRL strategies sparingly, with the exception of Goal Setting and Planning. 
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Secondly, little significant negative relation was found between SRL strategies and English proficiency. In 
this study, students who reported high use of SRL strategies were students at A1 and A2 levels. This study 
relied on a self-report questionnaire, which can provide information about SRL strategies but does not 
guarantee that they would be employed effectively. According to Wang et al. (2012), English classroom 
instructions can influence students' adoption of SRL strategies. Therefore, this study suggests that English 
teachers should incorporate SRL strategy practice in their classrooms and assist students in developing their 
own understanding and use of SRL strategies. Lee (2002) has shown that SRL strategies can be integrated 
into classroom instruction. 

Although this study was meticulously planned, it has limitations. This study was limited to the investigation 
of EFL students’ self-regulated learning (SRL) strategies at one university in Thailand. The results of this 
study may or may not be applicable to EFL learners in other contexts. The next limitation is related to the 
number of participants. Different results might have been generated if there were greater number of 
students for each English proficiency level. Finally, this study acknowledges that the inclusion of qualitative 
data, such as individual interviews and focus-group discussions with students, could have assisted the 
researcher in delving deeper into students' personal experiences with their use of SRL strategies and the 
connection to their English proficiency development.  

This study revealed that Thai EFL students in this university appeared to be aware of how to self-regulate 
their own English learning in alignment with their proficiency levels. Nonetheless, in order to change such 
perceptions into long-term academic behaviors, ongoing guidance is essential. Thus, further inquiry into 
how the English curriculum and course instructions have dealt with non-cognitive skill development among 
Thai students is proposed by the current study. Specifically, it is also recommended that future studies 
investigate the effectiveness of students’ use of SRL strategies.  
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