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Abstract—Since Language Learning Strategies (LLSs) have potential to be, “an extremely powerful learning
tool” (O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, Russo & Kupper, 1985a, p.43), the use of LLSs helps the
learners retrieve and store material, and facilitate their learning (Grander & Maclntyre, 1992),they are
sensitive to the learning context and to the learner’s internal processing preferences, also they are extremely
important part of second/foreign language teaching and learning, and there is relationship between the
frequent use of LLSs and achievement in the language (Bremner, 1999; Green & Oxford, 1995; Oxford &
Burry-Stock, 1995);there is need to understand what are LLSs, in what manner it is possible to teach them to
learners, how learners choice and use them, and which variables affect the choice and use of them. A review of
the relevant literature shows that there are various variables affect the choice and use of LLSs. Personality
traits as one the most predictors, significantly influence success in learning a second language (Gass & Selinker,
1994). In the current study, the investigator aims to explore the nature of LLSs and their relationship to
different variables.

Index Terms—Ilanguage learning strategies, personality traits, language learning, second/foreign language
learning

I. INTRODUCTION

In the last three decades or so, an important shift has taken place in the field of second/foreign language learning, and
researchers have focused mainly on learner’s individual factors, that it might be appropriate to comply with Wenden
(1985), who reminds us, there is a proverb states “Give a man a fish and he eats for a day. Teach him how to fish and he
eats for a lifetime”. Applying such proverb in language learning and teaching, tells us that if students are taught
strategies of language learning to work out, they will be empowered to manage their own learning. In such way, Ellis
(1985) claims that native language speakers use the same strategy types as learners of second/foreign language use. In
addition, Chamot, Barnhardt, EI-Dinnary and Rubbins (1999) point out that “Differences between more effective
learners and less effective learners were found in the number and range of strategies used” (p.166). Therefore, the
importance of encouraging using LLSs (LLSs) is undeniable. Moreover even researchers (e. g. O’Malley et al.,1985b;
Oxford, 1990; Ellis & Sinelair, 1989) support the belief that learners who receive learner training, generally learn better
than who do not. In addition, there is relationship between the frequent use of learning strategies and achievement in the
language (Bremner, 1999; Green & Oxford, 1995; Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995). Therefore, there is claim that use of
Language Learning Strategists (LLSs) helps the learners retrieve and store material, and facilitate their learning
(Grander & Maclintyre, 1992).

The studies regarding LLSs are done in three different areas which are the characteristics of LLSs (Oxford, 1990;
O’Malley & Chamot,1990; Wenden & Rubin,1987); the variables affecting LLSs (Nyikos & Oxford, 1993; Wharton,
2000); and the effect of strategy training on second/foreign language learning (Oxford, 1990).

From the variables affecting LLSs point of view, since individual differences have been identified as variables
influencing language learning outcome (Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991; Skehan, 1989); and as it was shown by the
study of Marttinen (2008), the high percent of source of learners gain the knowledge is teacher; Horwitz (1988) and
Wenden (1991) encourage teachers to discover the prescriptive belief of their own students. And in order to provide
successful instruction, teachers need to learn to identify and understand their students’ individual difference, and even
they need become more aware that their teaching styles are appropriate to their learners’ strategies (Oxford & Cohen,
1992). So interesting patterns of strategy use have been noted in the literature, for instances individuals learn
considerable differently in their use of learning strategies (O’Malley, & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1992; Oxford & Cohen,
1992; Wenden & Rubin, 1987); in various geographical and cultural settings, a positive relationship between strategy
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use and language was reported (Bruen,2001; Park,1997; Sheorey, 1999); Rasekh and Ranjbari (2003) prove that
metacognitive strategy training has a positive impact on enhancing EFL learners’ lexical knowledge; learning strategies
are essential for developing communication competence(Oxford, 1990); learners do not employ same strategy in all the
situations; the use of different strategies is depending on several factors such as personal experiences (Von Glaserefeld,
1996) and general task (Nyikos, 1990); learning style appears to influence strategy use (Ehrman & Oxford, 1990).

Since LLSs are not innate but are learnable (Oxford, 1994), there are broad justifications have been offered for the
evaluation of predictors of LLSs. For instance behavior tendencies reflected in personality traits affect some habits
which influence LLSs (Paunonen & O’Connor, 2007).

Although the idea that the way individuals learn is related to their personality is not new, and since 1990s there has
been a growing interest on how personality correlates to the academic performance. Personality has been
conceptualized at different levels of breadth (McAdams, 1992), and each of these levels include our understanding of
individual understanding. Moreover, individuals are characterized by a unique pattern of traits, and some study shows
successful language learners choose strategies to suit their personalities (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989).

According to cook (2008), to understand scientifically, it must be interesting in personality. In such case, so high
progress has been made toward a consensus on personality structure (Costa & McCare,1992; John, 1990; McCare &
John, 1992), and the other studies regarding the relationship between personality traits and other variables, such as
Blickle (1996) prove that Openness to experiences was correlate with interesting to use learning strategies; Ehrman and
Oxford (1990) argue that since extroverted students like to interact with others, they learn foreign language better; there
is correlation between extraversion and certain linguistic measures (Dewaele & Furnham, 1999).

Il. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

As Oxford (1990) points out how LLSs are important in both theoretical and practical aspects of language learning
for language learners; since the publication of seminal works “What good learners can teach us” (Rubin, 1975) and
“What can we learn from good learners” (Stern, 1975), there have done much valuable works in the field of LLSs.

To our knowledge, a review of the relevant literature considering LLSs shows after decades of research in the related
field, LLSs have received considerable attention in the literature. The researchers came to conclusion that vast number
of strategies has been reported to be used by language learners (Cohen, 1990) through various used methods such as
survey tools and written questionnaire (Gu & Johnson, 1996; Fan, 2003), interview (Gu, 2003; Parks & Raymond,
2004), think-aloud or verbal reports (Goh, 1998; Nassaji, 2003), diaries or dialogue journal (Carson & Longhini, 2002),
recolective narratives (Oxford, Lavine, Felkins, Hollaway & Saleh, 1996). Such measurements are used in the single
form of method (separately) or as component methods (single set of methods) based on nature and goals of research
works. In the light of these findings, the use of such strategies are varied based on various variables such as
second/foreign language proficiency (Chamot, 2005; Chamot & Kupper,1989; Green & Oxford,1995; Griffiths,2003;
Hong-Nam & Learell, 2006; Lan & Oxford, 2003; Oxford, 1993, 1996; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Shamis, 2003;
Wharton, 2000), ethnicity (Ehrman & Oxford, 1995; Grainger, 1997), self confidence (Chamot, 1994), multilinguality
(Ellis, 1994; Nation & Mclaughlin, 1986), and to be in abroad (Tamada, 1996; Gao, 2006).

Related literature of LLSs includes explanations of some interesting patterns regarding LLSs, such as Marti'nez
(1996) argues some features of LLSs which are inferred from the literature: a) They play important role as a facilitator
of language learning; b) The learners can choice the LLSs which they like; ¢) The learners may use the LLSs as
problem-solving mechanisms to deal with the process of second/foreign language learning; d) The LLSs can be taught
to the learners.

Oxford (1993) and Oxford and Crookball (1989) prove that a) More proficient learners tend to use the LLSs; b) The
LLSs use is associated with other variables; ¢) The LLSs can be taught; d) Both students and teachers can become more
aware of the potential of LLSs.

Moreover is that there are some other features for LLSs such as problem orientation, action basis, involvement
beyond just cognition, ability to support learning directly or indirectly, degree of observability, level of consciousness,
teachibility, flexibility, and influence on strategy choice (Oxford, 1990, p. 11). It must bear in mind that playfulness as
one of LLSs’ characteristics which is shown as “goal”, “purpose”, “control” and so on in related studies.

There are important issues in the related literature of LLSs. Firstly, some researchers such as Porte (1988), Sinclair-
Bell (1995), and Vann and Abraham (1990) approached LLSs from the point of view of unsuccessful learners; and the
other researchers such as Rubin (1975), Stern (1975), and Naiman, Frohlich, Stern and Todesco (1978) concentrate on
good learners. Secondly, the role of awareness in strategy use is very complex; and conscious choice is important to
LLSs concept. In such case, Kohonen (1992) believes that strategies may become automates. The third issue , language
and culture are strongly interwoven, and language is integral part of culture (Bedell & Oxford,1996; Howard,1996).In
such situation, learning a target language would invariably mean learning the culture of the target language (Hall, 1999;
Rose, 1999). Therefore, in foreign/second language classrooms, what is learned cannot be separated from cultural
influences (Oxford, 1996b).

At finally yet importantly, there is the issue of personality. The studies on individual and personality differences are a
central theme in psychology as well as the other areas of social and behavior sciences (Saklofske & Eysneck, 1998). In
such issue there is bag of mixed results. For instance, in the reviewing nine studies regarding L2 success and personality,
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Kiany (1998) found that two of these studies show positive relationship between extraversion and L2 success, three of
them have positive relationship between introversion and L2 success, and three of them do not indicate any relationship.
Or Robinson, Gabriel and Katchan (1994) found there is positive significant correlation between extraversion and
achievement of language learning, but Skehan (1989) proves there is not any relationship. However, there are some
more acceptable result such as Ehrman and Oxford (1990) show that inventors are generally uncomfortable with social
strategies, and they do not like affective strategies. However, they are very much in favor of metacognitive strategies.

One of important general problematic issues, the issue of typologies that have been formulated for the description
and classification of LLSs. Sometimes, one strategy belonging to one category can be classified under another category
(Johenson & Johenson, 1998). In addition Cohen (1998, p.12) presents that they “are not clear —cut”. Nevertheless, the
taxonomy of Oxford (1990) is the most widely accepted taxonomy. The difference between Oxford’s taxonomy and the
other ones regarding LLSs is that, Oxford classified heterogeneous strategies into more specific categories (Ehrman,
Leaver & Oxford, 2003).Moreover Oxford’s taxonomy links individual strategies and groups of strategies with each of
the four language skills (Oxford & Burry-Stock,1995).

I1l. WHAT THE CURRENT STUDIES SHOW ABOUT LLSs

Since 1975s, dozens of various studies have contributed to our understanding of strategies employed by SL (Second
Language)/FL (Foreign Language) learners at the level of adults. Such studies show in order to effect changes in
perceptions of the learners’ role in the learning process, we need to discover more about what learners do to learn
successfully. Moreover such studies show that the best way of going about teaching strategies remain a subject of much
debate right up to the present (Brown, 2001) because of use of LLSs is influenced by number of factors (Oxford, 1990),
and the frequency and variety of LLSs vary among different individuals and depend on a number of variables (Chamot
& Kupper, 1989).And researches show that students differ considerably in the use of LLSs (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990;
Oxford & Cohen, 1992). Although, factors such as attitudes, sex, ethnicity and the others have received lesser emphasis
in the recent studies of LLSs (Oxford & Cohen, 1992). But the situation has improved somewhat through the
personlogical work of some investigators (Ehrman & Oxford, 1990).Although still there is need to do more research on
personlogical aspects because of the importance of personlogical traits as factors influence LLSs use (Willing, 1987).In
this way, the recent studies try to focus more on individual differences in LLSs use (Oxford, 1992; Oxford & Ehrman,
1993).

A review of the relevant literature considering LLSs show that:

a) Good language learners use a variety of strategies in order to mastery in language skills (O’Malley et al.,1985a);
difference between successful and less successful learners is depending on the LLSs they use (Abrahm & Vann, 1987;
Chamot & El-Dinary, 1990; Cohen & Cavl canti, 1990); successful learners do not use all same techniques (Stevick,
1989); and there is no single set of strategies appropriate for recommendation to all learners (Gillette, 1987). However
there are various variables influencing, such as learners’ cultural background (Oxford,1996b; Oxford & Nyikos,1989;
Politzer,1983; Rubin,1975).Although the welter of research, previous research has failed to have significant importance
on individual differences in second/foreign language learning ( Ellis,1985;Griffiths,1991).

b) Since the use of appropriate strategies allow learners to take more responsibilities for own learning, LLSs are seen
as particularly important in henchmen of autonomy (Dickinson, 1987).In such manner, one of important objectives in
the study of LLSs is to determine effectiveness of LLSs in learning second/foreign language(O’Malley &Chamot,1990).
Therefore, if learners use LLSs efficiently, they can learn by themselves and self-examine their own progress. So
having such situation for LLSs can improve learners and enhance their abilities of language. In this way Chamot (2005)
comes to conclude that LLSs as procedure which facilitate learning task.

¢) The examination of variation in human behavior is referred to as the study of individual differences (Ehrman &
Dornyei, 1998). Such study of individual differences includes many subsets of studies such as the study of personality
differences (Hampson & Colman, 1995), and personality factors that are important in development of linguistic abilities
(Ellis, 1985). Psychologically, it is a truism that people are different in many fundamental ways, and learners are
individuals, and there are infinitely variables (Skehan, 1989). In this manner Horwitz (1999) points out “language
learners are individuals approaching language learning in their own unique way” (p.558). In addition, individuals who
are characterized as a particular psychological type, adopt different learning strategies (Brown, 2001).In such situation,
the teachers must make the students aware of the range of the strategies they can adopt (Cook, 2008); and they must
aware of the relationship between personality and academic performance (Cattel & Butcher, 1968; Eysenck, 1967).

IV. THE SITUATION OF LLSS IN THE RECENT STUDIES

Since LLSs have potential to be, “an extremely powerful learning tool” (O’Malley et al., 1985a, p.43), and extremely
important part of second/foreign language teaching and learning, there is need to understand what are LLSs; in what
manner it is possible to teach them to one learner; and how one learner choices and uses them. Such assumption lead
that research on LLSs has witnessed profile and vigorous growth, and numerous studies around the world have
contributed to both theory and teaching LLSs, which includes “growing interest in defining how learners can take
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charge of their own learning and clarifying how teachers can help students become more autonomous” (Rubin, 1975, p.
15).

One of important issues which Oxford (1994) recommends it, it was that strategy should be somewhat individualized.
In addition, in order to provide successful instruction, teachers need to learn to identify and understand their students’
individuals’ differences. Such reasons cause that some type of key terms shift from teacher to learner, such as “the
learner-centered curriculum” (Nunan, 1988) and “learner-centeredness as language education” (Tudor, 1996). In such
way, Cook (2008) guides the teachers to make students aware of the range of the strategies they can adopt.

One of the most important problematic issues in the literature of LLSs is that the correlation of personality and
preferences for teaching modalities is unexplored yet (Chamorro-Premuzie, Furnham & Lewis,2007),although the
investigation of personality factors is often mentioned to be important for gaining deeper insight into LLSs, and it helps
to more understand role of learning strategies which is one of the most important issue as O’Malley and Chamot (1990)
remark that it is necessary to clarify “the role of learning strategies in second language acquisition from both an
empirical and a theoretical standpoint” ( p.12).

At last it was shown that, various factors might potentially influence a student’s choice of LLSs (Gardner &
maclintyer, 1993). In addition, since there is strong relationship between psychological traits and the way that learners
use language strategies (Ehraman & Oxford, 1990), psychological traits can play most important role in the field of
LLSs.

V. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LLSS AND DIFFERENT VARIABLES IN THE CURRENT STUDIES

The LLSs have been one of the most researched topics in the fields of second/foreign language education since Rubin
(1975) wrote on the subject. The related studies include research on the relationship between LLSs use and various
variables.

Such research includes the studies regarding the relationship between LLSs and gender, which show language use
and gender have mixed results (Griffiths, 2004). Some studies show that there is difference of LLSs use based on the
gender (Ehraman & Oxford, 1989; Green & Oxford, 1995; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989). In such related studies it was
found that female students reporting all or some of six groups of LLSs more frequently than male (Dreyer & Oxford,
1996; Ghasedy,1998; Goh &Foong ,1997; Green & Oxford,1995; Hong-Nam &Learvell,2006; Lan & Oxford,2003; Lee
& Oh, 2001; Oxford,1989; Oxford,Nyikos & Ehrman,1988; Politzer,1983).However the other studies prove that gender
does not affect LLSs use (Griffiths, 2003; Lee & Oxford, 2008; Ziahossein & Salehi, 2008).

Regarding the effect of students” majors of study (fields) on strategy use, there are mixed results. Some studies found
significant influences of students” majors of study (fields) on students’ strategy use (Dreyer & Oxford, 1996; Oxford &
Nyikos, 1989); however, the other studies prove no significant difference regarding the effect of students’ majors of
study (fields) on choice of strategy and strategy use (Ghasedy, 1998; Lee & Oxford, 2008).

In the case of effect of a second/foreign proficiency on strategy use, the most of the related research show that
proficiency effect strategy use (e.g. Ghadesy, 1998).

The last case of effect of age on LLSs is “far from clear or conclusive” (Spolkey, 1989, p.92).

Alongside the field of LLSs, personality of individuals are affected through various variables such as culture(Markus
& Kitayama,1998),genetic and environmental factors(Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985), sex differences(Budaev, 1999; Costa
& McCare, 1992), and ethnicity (Griffiths, 1991).

VI. RATIONALE FOR THE RESEARCH ON PERSONALITY TRAITS IN RELATION WITH LLSsS

A review of the relevant literature shows that personality traits significantly influence success in learning a second
language (Gass & Selinker, 1994) and understanding the reasons for individual differences in levels of learning has
always been a concern of researchers in the related fields. In this way, there are four soundest reasons to assess the
relationship between LLSs and personality traits are: a) Learners need to know how to learn; b) Learners can provide
training on how to improve learning of language; c) Teachers need to learn how to facilitate the process of learning; d)
Knowing about personality can help the learners to learn more effectively.

In addition, there is evidence to show particular variables facilitate learning of a second/foreign language. In more
specific examples, for instance, personality factors are important in development of linguistic abilities (Ellis, 1985), and
even personality traits reflect what an individual will do (Furnham & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2004). Therefore, such
variables may take into consideration when forming classes. Such findings alongside this assumption that Language
Learning Strategy is a key factor affecting learners’ rate of language learning and the ultimate level of language
proficiency (Ellis, 1994), cause the researchers to have this important premise that finding the relationship between
LLSs and personality traits is important, if the learners of second/foreign language learners wish to learn effectively.

VII. LIMITATION OF THE RESEARCH WORKS IN THE STUDY OF LLSs

Generally speaking, there are some difficulties inherent in endeavor to conduct any research work on the learners of a
second/foreign language. Such difficulties are as the results of methods (e. g. measurement issues, sampling issues),
type of instrumentations (e.g. exclusive reliance on self-report responses to the questionnaires, ambiguity in the
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questionnaire item wording, response style bias), and the other variables used in conducting descriptive type of research
(Ellis, 1985).

Since all the education quasi-research deal with living human beings are occur out of laboratory conditions have
limitations (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2003). Such limitations include limitations that are related to questionnaires, sample,
second/foreign proficiency test, type of research, statistical method, culture and nationality, environment, gender,
comprehensive operational definitions.

Regarding the issue of questionnaire, although survey studies have been very illuminating and have yielded
important results, the first limitation is that measuring of LLSs is done by using questionnaires. Since the questionnaires
are self-report and single source of information, it is not clear whether the participants actively used the LLS which they
indicated. Their response may not be just their beliefs and thoughts that they have about their use of strategies. In such
way, in order to investigate students’ actual use of LLSs, it should be some research method to corroborate results of
questionnaire. For instance the researchers must observe classes, use think-aloud procedure (introspection), interview,
and so forth. The second, there are may also have been some unclear points in questionnaire itself such as “Never” to
“Always” may have been fuzzy because the interpretation of these scales can change according to context (Hatch &
Brown, 1995), and the vagueness of wording has been another persistent problem in using questionnaire (Gu, Wen &
Wu, 1995). The third issue, difficulty in cross-language research involves translation of the questionnaires. The fourth
issue, questionnaires may not able to cover all the dimension of learners’ LLSs and there is not deep insight. The fifth
issue, although the learners’ use of strategy is dynamic across times (Schmitt, 1997), questionnaires made strategy use
to be as a static variable. Moreover, some questionnaires such as Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL)
which is designed by Rebecca L. Oxford (1990), do not describe in detail the LLSs a student uses in responses to any
specific language task.

Regarding the limitation related to sample of participants, the sample may not be representative the population in
general. However, researchers often selected a convenience sample in order to complete a study (Gall, Gall & Borg,
2003).

Regarding the limitation related to second/foreign language proficiency, determining proficiency in language
learning for speakers of other languages is not easy endeavor, and has been discussed by experts (Bachman, 1990;
Farhady, 1982). For instance some studies used proficiency test scores (Dreyer & Oxford, 1995; Green & Oxford, 1995)
and the others used self-rating (Wharton, 2000).

Since longitudinal research is more complicated and much slower, short period of study is chosen. As Ellis (1994,
p.556) “sorely need” to have longitudinal research on LLSs, and as Chaudron (2003) (as citied in Griffiths, 2006) points
out there is rarely longitudinal research in such case.

Regarding the limitations related to statistical methods, there is an important issue in the statistical procedures, that it
is the reliability estimates of internal consistency may not be appropriate to measure something that could fluctuate in
short period of time which is common the most of studies. The test-retest reliability measure is better indicator of
reliability in such type of research. The second limitation is response biases. As it is known there are three prominent
types of response biases, which are social desirable response, acquiescence, and extremely response bias (Herk,
Poortinga & Verhallen, 2004).

Regarding the limitation related to culture, as Eliason (1995) discuses both culture and language affect the
questionnaires. In addition in foreign/second language classrooms, what is learned cannot be separated from cultural
influences (Oxford, 1996b).And the second issue, problem in cross-cultural studies is the style of response bias. In such
case, the western-based of the questionnaires can affect the whole results of many studies in the way that maybe some
different results would be suggested.

Generally speaking, one of the problematic issues that can be as a limitation is the lack of the comprehensive
operational definitions.

VIIl. CONCLUSION

Like other theories, the theory of LLSs has evolved. In such theory, particular approaches, methods, strategies,
techniques were developed. Research on the related literature of LLSs, shows that LLSs has a history of only thirty
years which is much sporadic (Chamot, 2005). Moreover, recently such strategies have been the focus of specific
research (Oxford, 1990), and much of the research was descriptive. In addition, at the early researches on LLSs, there
was not empirical research on nature of learning strategies and their influence on second language acquisition
(O’Malley & Chamot, 1990). In addition the development research on LLSs was based on early studies which were
researched on good language learners (e. g. Rubin,1975).Such studies conducted on good language learners shows that
good language learners have much to tell us about LLSs(Rubin,1975).

Past studies regarding LLSs have contributed to a voluminous archive of evidence pointing to the conclusion that
there are many problematic issues have been arisen in the field of LLSs which must be the goal of consideration by the
second/foreign language researchers. One of the main problematic issues is a plethora of terminology, dearth of clear
understanding of terms, the lack of possibility to neatly draw line between them, and their applications in the field of
language learning. However there are considerable progress has occurred in this field regarding the classification of
LLSs (Ellis,1994). And even it is clearly to find comprehensive taxonomies (O'Malley & Chamot, 1990; Ellis; 1994;
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Oxford, 1990). The second problematic issue is that the previous research has failed to have significant importance on
individual differences in second language learning (Ellis, 1985; Griffiths, 1991). Although the findings regarding the
effectiveness of strategy training are rather mixed (Griffiths, 2004), but since there are studies which show that learners
who received LLSs, generally learn better those learners who do not (Ellis & Sinckair, 1989; Oxford, 1990), the
research on LLSs will continue to develop the researchers of second/foreign language acquisition/learning. In addition,
research on LLSs continues in various directions for better understanding of both learning and teaching of language.
Still there is not logical and well-accepted system for describing of strategy (Oxford, 1994).

The third problematic issue, individuality characteristics of teachers and their beliefs as factors often influence the
effectiveness of the teaching/learning process (Richards, 1996), and teachers are “pivotal in the enterprise of teaching
/learning situation” (Freeman & Richards, 1996, p.1). The teachers are generally are not aware of their students’
learning strategies (Martinez, 1995; O’Malley et al 1985a), and their assumptions about their students’ strategies are not
correct (Hosenfeld, 1976), and even they have quite contrary to each other (Griffiths & Parr, 2001). In such way, it is
difficult for teachers to accommodate various LLSs within the class and still cover required curriculum. Moreover,
since some strategies are useful only for task (Oxford, 1989); sometime teaching the use of LLSs becomes more
difficult if teachers do not have the materials appropriate to their classrooms (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990).

The fourth problematic issue, as Brown (2001) and Ellis (1985) believe, since there are abstract nature for many
concepts, and problems of identification and measurements, it is not easy to study personality variables in second
language learning contexts.

The fifth problematic issue, there is evidence to show particular variables facilitate learning of a second/foreign
language. One of these variables is personality traits of the learners that are internal factors. However, regarding the
results of the effects of personality traits on LLSs, and the relationships between LLSs and personality traits, there is
lack of consensus in the results, inclusive or even contradictory results. For instance, there is a bag of mixed results
about the correlation between extraversion and achievement of language learning, for example Robinson, Gabriel and
Katchan (1994) found there is positive significant correlation, or Reiss(1983) found extraversion has significant
correlation with successful language learning, but Skehan (1989) shows there is not any relationship. In such way, such
theories are different and sometimes they are conflicting, and such assumptions may have the potential to affect and
lead to different suggested results.

The sixth problematic issue, as Brown (1991) states “a language is part of culture and culture is part of a language”
(p.165), there is belief that explicit teaching of target culture can improve non-native speaker linguistic skills (Hall,
1999).In such case, there are some problems arise in the mentioned field regarding teaching and learning of particular
parts of the target culture when it is varied from the culture of L1. Such problems are not focused in the current studies.

The seventh problematic issue, with this feedback in mind that as Brown (1991) states “after a century of modern
approach to language teaching, we have learnt that there is no single method that will work for all people in all
situations” (p.138), and Ellis (1994) states that “veritable plethora of individual learner variable which researchers have
been identified as influencing learning outcomes” (p.472), one of these variables, the general principal that learners
need to play an active role in learning process (Horwitz, 1999)which has become widely accepted (although the general
concept of using strategies to enhance learning is not new).But as Selinker (1972, p.213) emphasizes that “a theory of
second language learning does not provide a central place for individuals differences among learners” (author’s
italics).

The eighth problematic issue, the teachability of LLSs is by no means universally accepted. Although Chamot,
Barnhardt, EI-Dinnary and Rubbins (1999) state “differences between more effective learners and less effective
learners were found in the number and range of strategies used ,in how the strategies were applied to the task ,and in
whether they were appropriate for the task™ (p.166). In addition there are some general theoretical underpinnings that no
single set of strategies appropriate recommendation to all learners (Gillette, 1987), LLSs as one of the most factors for
individual differences in second language acquisition (Chamot,2005); as hinted in the previous sections, in the field of
second/foreign learning and teaching, the focus has been shifted from teaching to learning; and the most important that
although there has been extensive research on LLSs, but still there is lack of research conducted on some special aspects
of learners’ LLSs, such as base on which trait of personality, learners report doing particular LLSs to achieve success
in language learning, and which patterns of reported use of LLSs are according to personality traits.

The ninth problematic issue, various valuable research works on variables in the relationship with LLSs have been
done and continues to be done, but the previous research in the field of LLSs face with difficult questions which akin to
the age-old riddle about the chicken and egg which comes first, because since learners can vary greatly from each others
in their approach to learning, there is no consensus on what constitute LLSs in second/foreign language learning.

One of important concluding remarks in past studies, it is that interaction refers to communication between
individuals (Ellis, 1999), and interaction provides learners with opportunities to gain receive comprehensive input (Gass,
1997) and make changes in their linguistic output (Swain, 1995). Moreover Nunan (1988) and Rogers (1983) claim that
teaching and learning processes are the results of interaction between teachers and learners.

The last but not least, the factors in the use of LLSs can be categorized as: a) Learner’s characteristics, b)Teacher’s
characteristics, ¢) Methodology and Materials.
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