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Introduction
This paper addresses language learner strategy research. It arises from two sources: firstly, an individual background in research and writing about Language Learning Strategy research in the context of Modern Foreign Language Learning and Teaching in the UK over the past decades; secondly, a newly constituted British based interest group dedicated to this area of applied linguistics - UK Project on Language Learner Strategies (UKPOLLS). The aim of this SIG paper is to introduce and present the group and its interests. I shall begin by sketching out the international background of Language Learner Strategy research in the context of its implied relevancy to modern foreign language learning and teaching in the UK. I shall refer to a developing tradition of concern with language teaching methodology and why language learner strategy research has been of particular interest to this group of researchers. Various empirical studies arising from the work of UKPOLLS will be referred to with the aim of setting an agenda of issues, practical implications and current research preoccupations. The paper also considers the impact of language learning strategy research on language policy in the UK; in particular, the case of the Key Stage 3 strategy for secondary schools MFLs teaching will be addressed in terms of its theoretical rationale, its place in a broader language curriculum, and its eventual implementation. My aim is two-fold: to establish and explain the interests of UKPOLLS, its research activity, and it future aims in terms of language policy reform in the UK; and to define a particular UK-based character of this area of research in terms of contextual issues and methodology.

Language Learning Strategy Research

The roots of language learning strategy research can be traced back to the 1970s and beyond. The work which most obviously defined this field of research in applied linguistics was the publication of ‘The Good Language Learner’ (Naiman et al 1978). This book was itself based on seminal work by Stern (1975) who set out to describe what ‘good’ language learners do which the not so good do not. The list he came up with was both empirically and notionally based and includes such factors as: being active; having technical know-how and developing language as a system; and being willing to practise and use the language. It also included having a personal learning agenda, being self-evaluative as well as being sociable and constantly looking for meaning. This list must surely strike any applied linguist as both feasible and fairly comprehensive, and includes issues which have always occupied teachers, research and curriculum designers. The immediate impetus for the ‘good language learner’ research was probably two-fold: one theoretical and one pedagogic.
By the 1970s, the psycho-centric hold which had dominated applied linguistics for some decades was beginning to weaken. Behaviourist theories which had given rise to the ubiquitous language laboratories of the 1960s had been somewhat eclipsed by the Chomskyan revolution which gave us the notion of ‘universal grammar’. However, the concept of principles, parameters and deep structures had themselves been questioned by such writers as Hymes (1972/67) who sought to reintroduce such social dimensions as the feasibility, possibility, potentiality and appropriacy of linguistic utterances into linguistics. Hymes work of course also gave birth to the notion of ‘communicative competence’: something which challenged the narrow idealised view of ‘competence’ of Chomskyan linguistics. This ‘socio-centric’ shift itself also took in a major refocus of language teaching methodology, which increasing looked to communicative approaches in contrast to grammar knowledge and pattern practice which had at that time dominated second language classrooms.

The authors of the Good Language Learner declare their pedagogical interests from the outset, asking; what makes good language learners tick? And, what do they do which ‘poor’ learners do not? They also suggest that if we can find out what makes successful learners successful, then maybe we can pass on ‘how to do it’ to the less successful. What they come up with is a list which in many ways mirrors that of Stern: Active task Approach; Realization of Language as a system; Realization of Language as a Means of Communication; Management of Affective demands; and Monitoring L2 Performance. They also list the techniques the learners might use to aid their learning; in grammar learning, vocabulary, listening, writing, talking and reading.        
In these early days of ‘language learning strategy’ research, the word strategy itself was often used synonymously with ‘techniques’, ‘tactics’, tricks’ and ‘general dispositions’. With hindsight, we can identify a range of behaviours which might all be called ‘strategic’. Firstly, there are all those study skills and methods learners use in the classroom to understand grammar and commit language to memory. Secondly, there are general attitudes towards the language itself, together with a willingness to stay positive and involved. Thirdly, there is the way the learner builds an on-going linguistic structure which can be both added to and used productively. And, finally, there are the social and emotional aspects of being a learner: how to interact with other learners and native speakers and how to deal with the emotional impact of linguistic experiences.

These dimensions of language learning can be identified in other early studies on language learning strategies; for example, Rubin’s lists of classroom techniques (1975) and Wong-Fillmore’s (1979) social tactics for ‘getting by’ in the second language situation. The issue of individual difference and variation in strategy use was an early issue in the field. Quite clearly not all ‘good’ language learners used all strategies; there was individual preference. Similarly, particular use could be accountable in terms of individual learning style. For example, Reiss (1981) examined how strategy use varied according to cognitive style. And, Wesche (1979) suggested that classroom methodology could be varied and selected according to individual cognitive type; matching type with method. Similarly, it was recognised that both learning strategies and techniques contained an implied level of difficulty: some were ‘easier’ than others. Chesterfield and Chesterfield (1985) considered these and posited that easier strategies might be learned earlier and ‘harder’ one later in the course of language learning. Again, there would be considerable variation.

In these works, we can see issues of definition and taxonomy, which themselves imply underlying processes. As mentioned above, language learning research can be seen as forming a part of a general re-evaluation of the processes of language learning, and with it language learning theory per se. Modular approaches to learning were developed and presented to challenge the perceived narrow-ness (and by implication usefulness) of Chomskyan linguistics. Krashen famously drew a contrast between ‘acquisition’ and ‘learning’ (1982), and similar dichotomies were offered by Lantolf and Frawley (1983) (Conscious and Unconscious), Shiffrin and Schneider (1977) and Bialystok (1984) (Analysed and Unanalysed). I am quoting these writers to draw attention to the way in which language learning theory itself was developing a view of linguistic process as something which involved separate systems processes. It is therefore probably not surprising that it was not long before language learning strategy research also began to develop its own theoretical perspective. The importance of the notion of ‘strategy’ in language learning – that is that some language learning behaviour needed to be understood as ‘strategic’ - was given a boost when ‘strategic competence’ was included as one of the four major components of ‘Communicative Competence’ by Canale and Swain in their seminal paper on this theme (1980). It was recognised that language learning involved the processing of a wide range of information; social, affective and conceptual as well as the purely linguistic. To this extent, language learning strategy research increasingly allied itself to a ‘cognitive theoretical approach’ to language learning. This approach was summed up by O’Malley and Chamot (1989). The work of John Anderson with his ‘Active Control of Thought (ACT)’ model was central to this perspective and with it its distinction between declarative (of) and procedural (how to) knowledge (Anderson 1983, 1985). Similarly, a further distinction was drawn between metacognitive, cognitive and social processes.  
To sum up this section, learning strategy research began in the 1970s, partly as a result of a general shift in theorising about language teaching and learning away from the psychological and increasingly to take on the social. This research gave rise to a number of empirical studies in which strategies were listed and defined, and taxonomies attempted. Although learning theory was implied, the main thrust of this research came about because of a pedagogical or methodological concern to improve language learning; in particular, in methodology. However, a secondary issue of learning theory increasingly became prominent in a general attempt to offer a theoretical perspective for language learning strategies. In other words, language learning strategies were not simply a way of providing learning with a broader repertoire of learning skill, they in fact implied a fundamental shift in our understanding of the processes of language learning per se. Nevertheless, until the early 1980s, this area of research remained focused on adult learners of English, and it is difficult to see it having much impact in modern language research in England and Wales. Before considering what the issues might be for the local British context and describing what subsequently occurred by way of language learning strategy research, I shall briefly set out the recent history of modern language learning and teaching in the UK in recent decades.

Modern Languages Teaching and Learning in England   
Until the mid-1980s, Modern Languages Teaching and Learning was mostly predicated on a ‘grammar-translation’ approach; certainly, ‘O’ level, the end of secondary schooling certificate, was constituted in terms of a weighting of translation – to and from the foreign language – dictation, and writing, in which accuracy scored the highest marks. Tests in speaking and listening were also included, but these made up a minority of the marks; their style and content was also quite ‘literary’. The actual classroom teaching of modern languages in preparation for such an exam was a curious hybrid. Grammar and translation formed the basis of methodology and still predominated in the classroom. Little wonder therefore that the normal language for classroom interaction was English. However, the behaviourism of the 1960s continued to be an important influence, as was represented by a plethora of ‘audio-visual’ and ‘audio-lingual’ course books, which often also took in routine ‘pattern practice’, either in the language laboratory or systems of tapes and slides. Furthermore, the so-called ‘Direct Method’ resurfaced in a modified form; this time through situational dialogues, contextualised language, and question-answer sequences which sought to develop pattern/grammar awareness and productive language skills.  The various strands – grammar-translation, pattern practice, audio-lingual – can also be found to be represented in the alternatives to ‘O’level. For example, CSE (the Certificate of Secondary Education) contained over one hundred context questions which had to be learnt along with their responses for the final exam. GOML (Graded Objectives in Modern Languages) also worked on set dialogues in a notional-functional way. 

What we see at the time is a kind of interaction between established and progressive approaches. Communicative Language Teaching was on the horizon, although its pedagogic focus tended to be English as Foreign Language. CLT appeared to favour an ‘orally’ based approach as a focus for language learning, and an interactive methodology. Notional-functional syllabuses were in the air (Wilkins 1976). The work of the Council of Europe also seemed to favour a more social authentic approach, and a definition of progress in terms of successful language transactions (see Van Ek 1975). It is hardly surprising therefore that when the new General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE) emerged in 1985, it had obviously taken on board many of these influences (see DES 1985). Translation and dictation were lost altogether. Testing, and by implication teaching, was reconfigured in terms of the four skills: listening, speaking, reading and writing. Equal weighting was supposedly given to each of these; transactional-interactional language was stressed with such notions of the ‘sympathetic native speaker’ and ‘pupil as host or tourist’ as principles to guide second language learning and teaching. This trend was given a further boost with the arrival of the National Curriculum in Modern Foreign Languages which further developed a broad consensus that learning foreign languages need to proceed through an interactive, inductive approach to communicative competence rather than by way of grammar learning and application. It is important not to caricaturise the approach that was being advocated. The initial ideas of the NC working group contained much thoughtful advice (DES 1990). However, syllabuses have to be reduced to manageable proportions, which inevitably leads to simplification.  It is difficult to read the final form of the National Curriculum as advocating anything other than a strong analogy between learning a first language and learning a second language. The very first statement of the then National Curriculum says it: ‘Pupils must be given opportunities to communicate with each other in pairs and groups, and with the teacher’ ( 1995: 2). If there were simplifications in translating this ‘new’ approach to second language learning and teaching into practise in Britain, they were accentuated by two further factors. Firstly, publishers were keen to capitalise on the new direction. This interactive/transactional methodology easily lent itself to the production of lively, colourful teaching materials which were often packed full of realia, maps, photos and games. The ‘multi-modular’ course was born: text book, teachers book, readers, worksheets, flashcards, videos, tapes, OHTs, computer back-ups, schemes of work, etc. Secondly, there was a perceived need to raise the amount of foreign language that was being spoken in the classroom. This was quickly translated into the notion that ‘good’ language learning was synonymous with a maximal use of the foreign language; an idea that became implicitly enshrined in teachers’ appraisals, in-service training, and the criteria for the inspection of their work. However, a further spin to the communicative revolution which was overtaking modern languages in Britain was also given by developments in Applied Linguistics; in particular, the work of Stephen Krashen (op. cit.) struck a communicative chord with language teachers and researchers with its appealing, and somewhat reassuring message that successful second language learning was an innate, natural process and therefore could proceed along similar inductive lines as first language learning.

This latter point raises the issues about the link between language learning research and language teaching; ultimately, language learning theory and pedagogy. Certainly, important shifts in Applied Linguistics had taken place in the 1970s and 80s – the ‘mood’ in many directions was ‘communicative’, natural, inductive. It would be unsurprising if some of this did not rub off researchers, teachers, teacher trainers and policy writers of the time. Indeed, these decades represent the highpoint in terms of the number of teachers undertaking Masters and other degrees in Higher Education. There was a closer link than today between professional development and research, both personal and public. A review of language research in the UK and Europe contained in the registers of the Centre for Information on Language Teaching and Research (CILT) (Johnstone and Trim 1996) shows the range of enquiry carried out. These registers each contain many hundreds of reported projects, which vary from small scale studies and curriculum development to large academically orientated research programmes. The communicative mood is certainly apparent in the 1971-86 period. This was the academic and professional climate that spawned GCSE and the National Curriculum. Such a focus is much less evident in the immediate 1992-96 period. To some extent, this is perhaps unsurprising since much of the modern language teaching profession was busy engaged in implementing what was generally agreed to be the preferred communicative direction for pedagogy. MFLs had been given a further boost with the introduction of a policy of ‘languages for all’; in effect, MFLs became compulsory for all British secondary school pupils. Amongst the secondary school studies cited, there are projects on Cultural Awareness (Michael Byram and Carol Morgan); Early modern language teaching and interculurality (Jane Jones); Differentiation (Mary Simpson); the Scottish Primary Project (Richard Johnstone, Sally Brown, Lesley Low); the European Dimension (Anne Convery, Simon Green, Ernesto Macaro and Jane Mellor); and the use of foreign language learning as a means of learning other subjects (Do Coyle). Only the major studies by Christopher Brumfit and Rosamond Mitchell on Knowledge about Language and Progression in Foreign Language Learning seem to deal with the actual processes of second language learning in the British MFLs context. However, noticeably there are also listed a number of projects looking at the area of language learning strategies. Besides my work with Vee Harris, there is: Metacognitive Strategies (Terry Lamb); Compensatory Strategies (Violente Lujan-Ortega); and strategy development for reading (Philip Hood). Why this change of focus?   

Modern Language teaching and Learning and Language Learner Strategy Research in the UK 
With hindsight, it is perhaps easy to see the simplifications that were made, the over application of principles, and the errors committed in the name of communicative language teaching. Certainly, all the evidence suggests the application of CLT at best gave rise to disappointing results. The Nuffield Inquiry of the ‘next generation’ in languages carried out in 2000 makes gloomy reading: nine out of ten children stop languages at 16; secondary pupils lack motivation and direction; the government had no coherent approach to languages; university departments are closing; there is a lack of language teachers (Nuffield 2000).  The latter problem has since partially been alleviated (!) with the ‘removal of the ‘languages for all’ policy which, at the time of writing, is leading to a sharp drop in the number of pupils taking GCSE MFLs nationally. This policy has been compensated for by a renewed commitment to begin MFLs in the primary school; albeit in quite a limited fashion. The Nuffield Inquiry finding somewhat confirmed reports from OfSTED (the English Secondary School Inspectorate) that pupils reached a linguistic plateau quite early in their secondary school and, by the end of it, could seemingly produce little independent language (Dobson, 1998). Can we blame this situation entirely on GCSE, the National Curriculum, publishers and teachers, and by extension communicative language teaching? Clearly, the reasons for the limited lack of success in MFLs over the years since 1985 are many and various (see Grenfell 2000). However, I want to sketch out some of the concerns with the methodology we had developed and applied in MFLs in England and connect these with the interests of researchers in language learning strategy research.

Of course, many teachers, researchers and trainers expressed concerns about applying a hard version of CLT to communicative classrooms. I myself published a reflection on the basis of some years’ classroom teaching and seeing the transition from ‘O’ level to GCSE with the communicative emphasis it involved. The title of the paper was ‘Communication: Sense and Nonsense’ (Grenfell 1991). Its main points were that: firstly, lots of what passed in the name of ‘communication’ was not communicative and, in fact, was no less behaviourist as the repetitive skill practice exercises of the 1960s; and secondly, MFLs classroom pedagogy needed to be understood as ‘cyclical’ in nature – the way of teaching in the first year of secondary school must evolve for more the intermediate and advanced language learner. I also ‘knew’ from experience that ‘grammar teaching’ in terms of a metalanguage ‘did not work’ either. Reflecting on my own classroom practice as a teacher, I saw myself undertaking a careful process which moved pupils from sensitivity to grammar, to grammar awareness, to the introduction of grammar rules – and understood that this process usually took place over years rather than months. Judging by the reaction to my article, what I had to say struck a chord with many in the profession, but I was not alone. The journal of the Association for Language Learning, the Language Learning Journal, published many articles in which the authors proposed many useful exercises and techniques aimed at developing a more sophisticated version of methodology (see also Swarbrick 1994). 
Concerns with what we had as MFLs pedagogy also led to a redefinition of the very principles of approach. Realising that classroom methods often offered little by way of genuine personal response (a cardinal principle of CLT), some looked to the work of such writers as Leni Dam on autonomy and independent learning (see Gathercole 1990). The work of my colleague and collaborator Vee Harris did a lot to develop ways of introducing more autonomy into the MFLs classroom (see Harris 1996). Do Coyle and her colleagues at Nottingham were also very active in this field, eventually publishing the most ‘autonomous’ course books to date: Auto, Solo. Ernesto’s Macaro’s international collaborative Tarclindy project was a further extension of this work (Macaro 1997). There were many others.

One message was clear: if the dimension of autonomy was a prerequisite to the ‘communicative classroom’, it was insufficient simply to hand over choice to learners. Early experiments with carousels of activities had shown that these needed to backed up with a whole set of classroom support in terms of organisation. More than this, however, pupils needed to have the necessary skills and techniques at their disposal in order to be able to manage their learning. A fundamental shift in conceptualising the relationship between teaching and learning was taking place when the notion of ‘learning to learn’ was born. It is fundamental because rather than the teacher ‘teaching the language’, they create the conditions for the ‘learner to learn’. Such conditions involve developing independent ways of working according to personal learning styles and agendas. This understanding was one of the prime motives behind the growth in language learning strategy research in MFLs in the UK secondary school context.

In 1993/94, Vee Harris and I published two articles in the Language Learning Journal under the title: ‘How do pupils learn? (Grenfell and Harris 1993 and 1994)). In them, we set out findings in strategy use by secondary pupils in the Flexible Learning Project with which Vee had been involved since 1989. We also tried to connect the strategies used by pupils with those reported by such researchers as Joan Rubin, Michael O’Malley and Ana Chamot. This was amongst the first studies which were aimed at developing language learning strategy research in a UK MFLs context. Suzanne’s Graham’s research on the learning strategies of advanced levels learners was another (Graham 1997). Above, I wrote how one of the most attractive aspects of this area of research is its potential impact on learning: that is, learners can be taught strategies which facilitate their learning. This potential was certainly a focus for much of the research work at this time (see also for example, Macaro 1998, Harris 1997) giving rise to tips and suggestions about which strategies could be taught and how. 
The research field included a number of other possible ‘claims’ about language learning strategies: for example, that good learners use them; that they are classifiable; that they represent underlying processes; that they are linked to achievements and proficiency; that they are developmental; that they are task specific; that they enhance autonomy; that they are synonymous with ‘good’ language learning; that their adoption conforms to individual differences and learning styles amongst others (see Grenfell and Macaro forthcoming). All of which are of potential interest to MFLs teaching and learning in the UK.
Why a UK Project on Language Learner Strategies (UKPOLLS)

I have set out the tradition of language learning strategy research both internationally and from a UK perspective. In recent years, a more systematic focus of research has developed. There has been an agenda to determine just which strategies individual learners use when they are tackling language tasks (Grenfell and Harris 1998). This work has confronted learners with specific language tasks and then employed introspection and retrospection techniques in an attempt to tap the underlying processes they are involving. It takes a broadly cognitive perspective to explain what is going on in the learners mind.

Other work adopts a more interventionist line; involving a degree of strategy instruction or training, the outcome of which are subsequently investigated (see Macaro 2001a for overview). The case for strategy instruction is strong. It is tempting to believe that strategy training can provide a source for enhancing the take up of the second language (see Harris and Prescott 2005). Early models of strategy instruction involved a ‘cycle’ of training: consciousness raising, modelling, general practice, action planning, focussed practice and evaluation. Work stemming from this experience has carried on to focus on individual skill areas: for example, the listening and writing of post-16 students (Graham 2003) and reading and writing strategies of secondary  school beginners (Macaro 2005).

Language Learning Strategy research in MFLs in the UK has always taken an international perspective and, in a age of closer European contacts, this area of enquiry has often included collaboration with continental partners, as well as a comparative aspect (for example, Harris et al. 2001 and Macaro 1997, 2000b). Another important strand has been the connection between language learning strategies and learning strategies in general. Clearly, many of the strategies adopted by language learners are common across subjects. For example, there are commonalities in strategic use between English (L1) and MFLS (L2) (see Harris and Grenfell 2004). In a world of Content and Integrated Language Learning  (CLIL), there is also the question of the degree to which the potentially shared context and content of language and other school subjects give rise to cognitive processes which aid take-up of the second language (see Coyle 2000, 2001 and Grenfell 2002).

Recent years have indeed seen a take up of this perspective on the part of curriculum planners in the UK. The ‘learning to learn’ agenda has somewhat coalesced with a general return to explicit grammar in language learning. The Programme of Study of the present MFLs National Curriculum opens with the statement ‘pupils should be taught the grammar of the target language and how to apply it’ (DfEE 2000a: 16). This rehabilitation of grammar as a grounding for language learning of course partly stems from the pedagogical disappointments of MFLs. However, it is also part of a much broader return to ‘basics’; most noticeably, perhaps, in the extensive application of the ‘National Literacy Strategy’ (DfEE 1998) with its menu of phonics, the literacy hour and grammar testing. The ‘return to literacy’ itself spawned a whole series of further British initiatives designed to capitalise, apparently, on pupils’ greater knowledge about language. For example, ‘Literacy Across the Curriculum’ (DfEE 2000b) and the Key Stage 3 National Strategy for English’ (DfEE 2001). The predominance of concern for literacy also extended to MFLs; for example, ‘Literacy in Modern Foreign Languages’ (DfES 2002) and the Key Stage 3 Strategy for  Teaching Modern Foreign Languages ( DfES 2003).

Clearly, governmental policy planners at least had been sold on the idea that teaching should include a large component of learning skills; for example, McGuiness’ lists of thinking skills: sequencing, sorting, grouping comparing, hypothesising, recognising, predicting, testing, concluding, classifying, etc. (McGuinness 2000). Clearly, many of these skill overlap, or indeed, would appear as being synonymous with the sorts of strategies listed in language learning strategy research. However, the MFLs KS3 Strategy itself is best seen as a hybrid of salient modes of conceptualising modern language for teaching and learning over recent years. For example, amongst the items listed these include skills and techniques which we may understand as ‘strategic’; for example, to check written work, how to memorise, how to select, plan and monitor. However, these skills and techniques are spread out over one hundred items listed for development over the first three years of secondary language learning. The items are further divided into ‘teaching objective’ areas: Words, Sentences, Reading and Writing, Listening and Speaking, and Cultural Knowledge and Contact. It is as if GCSE/national Curriculum meet the Literacy Strategy – across the curriculum!! So, there is a great stress on word and sentence structure and strategies in the four skills, which is then bolted onto socio-cultural knowledge and understanding.

It is not the purpose of this paper to unpick national MFLs policy; suffice it to say that its format and content represent a kind of history of the issues in teaching and learning modern foreign languages over the past twenty years or so. To this extent, to argue for an ‘additional layer’ of understanding might seem perverse; especially when, at the best of time, research suggests that teachers are reluctant to embrace yet another component into their teaching programme.

UKPOLLS grew out of a similar project on language learning strategy research at an international level. It recognises that it sits in a somewhat precarious position; between teachers and classroom, policy makers and applied linguistic researchers. Its stated aims reflect this trio-constituency (see Appendix 1):

· Methodological developments in research practice;

· Involvement in national policy formulation;

· Empirical research projects;

· Documentary collection and dissemination; eg., lists of current projects; post-graduate research; bibliographies.

· Systematic reviews;

· A programme of seminars, workshops and conferences for teachers, teacher trainers and researchers;

· Joint publications.

· Promoting the publication of teaching materials with a focus on learner strategies.

The research carried out by UKPOLLS members is already quite distinct from the large international field on ‘language learning strategy research’. Firstly, a large proportion of it has involved secondary school pupils; whilst the vast majority of international research is with adults. Secondly, as a result of the fact that this research is studying children in a British context, the language being learnt in not English but French, German, Spanish and Italian. Thirdly, it is often dealing with beginners and intermediate rather than advanced. This means that notions of ‘the good language learner’ have to reconceptualised for a different target group. It also means that proficiency, achievement and level cannot be taken to be synonymous. Fourthly, as I have indicated above, MFLs leaning and teaching has in recent decades taken place in a highly charged political climate; one where curricula are prescribed and classroom methodology inspected as a measure of teachers’ competence. In other words, the classroom pedagogy itself is already highly interventionist. It is also a climate where the once close relationship between research (as represented in MA courses) and teachers’ professional development has been eroded. Fifthly, researchers have been particularly interested in strategy instruction and training. SI is clearly attractive in re-establishing the links between research and classroom practice. By definition, it involves working with teachers with a view to improving teaching and learning. Practitioner involvement and ‘evidence-based research and practice’ have been dominant themes in critiques of educational research in recent years (see Grenfell and James 2004). Sixthly, UK researchers have been more enthusiastic than international colleagues to adopt naturalistic methods of data collection and analysis. To this extent, the international field has tended to work within a psychological paradigm, employing extensive statistical methods of analysis, whilst UK researchers have been rather more qualitative in unpicking the processes between teaching and learning. 
Conclusion

In this paper, I have set out the background to the UKPOLLS project: firstly in terms of the emerging field of language learner strategy research as an identifiable theme within applied linguistics; and secondly based around the range of concerns of UK researchers in modern foreign languages teaching and learning. These concerns have focussed on developing and providing a rationale (and practice) for classroom pedagogy within the British second language curricula.

In a sense, what makes ‘language learner strategy research’ attractive is also what undermines it as a serious paradigmatic alternative in the field of language learning theory. After establishing itself as a bona fide area of applied linguistic research in the 1980s and 90s, the field has given rise to a large quantity of research and publications. There are reseachers who have taken it on themselves to examine a multitude of aspects in the strategic behaviour of learners. Yet, recent criticisms (for example, Dörnyei and Skehan 2003) have pointed out the continued problems with definition; for example, the scope of strategies covered in such research is simply too broad and all-encompassing, including, as it does, cognitive, emotional and behavioural dimensions. To this extent, the usefulness of language learning strategies is recognised as another tool in teachers’ pedagogic kit. However, it is questioned whether, as a research area, it will ever be able to challenge the main neurological and biological contenders in explaining the processes of second language learning. This weakness would seem to condemn language leaning strategies to the ‘pedagogical’ - there is nothing wrong with this research as long as its knows its place as a teaching aid. Indeed, cognitive theory may not yet have developed a sufficient robust account of second language learning in ‘strategic terms’. Similarly, there continue to be problems in designing research which is sufficiently sensitive and rigorous to give reliable data and analysis. Degenerate data is clearly just as possible here as elsewhere. However, it remains a fact that this area of applied linguistics is one of the very few which does connect with issues of learning and teaching. It may be that it never provides data comparable to that in other applied linguistic field of study. It does, however, hold out the possibility of offering a linguistics which is genuinely ‘applied’. Furthermore, in theory at least, there is no reason why greater differentiation and distinction cannot be brought to conceptualising, defining and then studying individual strategy use. This direction is already being undertaken by UKPOLLS researchers who are designing strategy instruction which is much more task-specific. To this extent, individual dimensions of learning tasks, such as accuracy, sophistication, range and complexity, might also be linked with strategic behaviour. This direction may need to narrow our definition and research use of ‘learning strategies’. In terms of pedagogy, moreover, there is the realisation that teaching strategies is no less easy or effective as teaching grammar; in fact, both rely on a metalanguage which learners may, or may no, be able to assimilate. Another way of looking at a strategically informed pedagogy would be, not to introduce strategy instruction per se, but to create the conditions of the ‘strategic classroom’; in other words, what needs to be present for learners to develop their language learning ‘strategically’ through the assimilation of language learning strategies. In these ways, the UKPOLLS members are currently using the strategy focus to link up language learning theory with empirical research and classroom pedagogy. Potentially, this area of work may also impact on other academic research areas such as teacher education, curriculum design and assessment.   
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