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AWARENESS AND PROFICIENCY

Ibrahim Hanash Alzahrani

This study investigates the effects of language learning strategy (LLS) instruction on Saudi college
students learning English as a foreign language (EFL). It explores the effects of strategy instruction

on the students’ strategy awareness and language proficiency.

A total of 197 college students in their first year participated in the study. They were divided into

an experimental group, who received explicit strategy instruction in Arabic for two months, and a
control group, who did not receive any explicit strategy instruction. To collect data, four research

instruments were utilized, garnering both qualitative and quantitative data: a language strategy use
survey (LSUS), a learning styles survey (LSS), pre- and post-tests of language proficiency, and

structured interviews.

The results show that completing the LSUS contributed to raising students’ strategy awareness in
both groups; however, the intervention significantly raised strategy awareness in the 39 strategies
taught only in the experimental group. The results also show that strategy instruction positively
changed students’ ways of learning through thinking of their learning and assisted some of them to

orchestrate strategy implementation.

Although students in both groups improved their overall language proficiency to a similar degree,
the difference in improvement was significant in writing, reading, and speaking where students in
the experimental group outperformed their counterparts in the control group in these skills. This

may indicate that although strategy instruction did have some effect on students’ proficiency in all
language skills, it was not effective enough to make a significant difference in the improvement in

listening and vocabulary between the two groups.

The results show the dominance of visual, extroverted, and global learning styles among
participants. There were a few neutral students under the three learning style categories. The results

also show that there were no significant differences in language proficiency between visual,



auditory, kinaesthetic/tactile, and neutral learners under the sensory/perceptual learning style
category. Similarly, there were no significant differences in language proficiency between
extroverted, introverted, and neutral learners under the personality type category. The only
difference in language proficiency was found between particular learners and global learners under

the cognitive learning style category, where particular learners outperformed global learners.

The interview feedback gathered from the participating students indicates that the programme
raised their strategy awareness, encouraged them to consider their ways of learning, contributed to
improvement of specific language proficiencies, and taught them new and useful LLS related to
different language skills. The teachers’ feedback on the strategy instruction programme and the

Teacher’s Booklet was mostly positive.

This study has implications for language teachers in the Saudi context; it can help them discover
the existence of LLS in their language textbooks and to adopt explicit strategy instruction in their
language classes. There are also implications for educational establishments in Saudi Arabia that
may help them train teachers intending to adopt the learning strategies approach and to encourage
both teachers and students in future to employ surveys such as LSUS and LSS to learn more about

themselves and their learning.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

This chapter first discusses the rationale for and significance of the prospective study, in the first
section. In the second section, an overview of the study context is presented. The objectives of the

study are displayed in the third section. The fourth section describes how the thesis is organized.

1.1 Statement of the Problem

This thesis looks at language learning strategies (LLS) among Saudi learners of English as a
Foreign Language (EFL) at the college level. It will examine the effects of strategy instruction on
students’ strategy awareness and language proficiency. Although little research has been done on
the nature of the influence of strategy instruction on students’ strategy awareness, more
understanding is needed particularly in the Saudi context, where studies on this matter are
completely absent. Strategy awareness has a significant main effect on strategy use (Lee and
Oxford, 2008). Research suggests that LLS, defined as ‘activities consciously chosen by learners
for the purpose of regulating their own language learning’ (Griffiths, 2013, p. 50) have an impact
on language learners’ success learning their foreign/second language (L2) (O’Malley and Chamot,
1990; Oxford, 1990; Cohen, 2011; Oxford, 2011). Moreover, researchers in the field consistently
affirm that not all language learners use strategies effectively. In particular, learners with low
language proficiency face significant difficulties matching strategies to tasks. This results in
ineffective usage of strategies and disappointing outcomes (Chamot et al., 1999; Oxford, 2003).
This ineffective use of strategies is plausibly related to lack of strategy awareness, and so

increasing strategy awareness among these students may assist them use strategies effectively.

Considerable research has been done on the relationship between strategy instruction and language
proficiency. Many studies have found that strategy instruction had a positive effect on language
proficiency (Cohen, 1998, 2011; Grenfell and Harris, 1999; O’Malley and Chamot, 1990; Oxford,
1990, 1996). However, there are also studies that have questioned the benefit of strategy instruction
in language classrooms (Dornyei, 2005; Rees-Miller, 1993; Rossiter, 2003). The controversy
regarding the effectiveness of strategy instruction has resulted in frequent calls in the field (Cohen
and Griffiths, 2015; Cohen and Macaro, 2007; Griffiths, 2015; Griffiths and Oxford, 2014; Oxford,
et al. 2014b) for more studies to investigate the effect of strategy instruction on language
proficiency, and this remains an open question, although it is now more than 30 years since the first

study on strategy instruction was conducted.

The present researcher, who taught English for seven years to college students in Saudi Arabia,
observed that many of these students struggled with their English language learning. This

observation is corroborated by Khan (2011) who says that English language learners’ achievements



in Saudi Arabia are below expectations in comparison to other countries. In addition, Algahtani
(2011) stresses that in a teacher-centred environment, students depend on their teachers while
learning English. This implies that a greater responsibility for students’ language learning lies with
teachers rather than students. The researcher opines that it is perhaps time to start changing this
situation in the Saudi context. By providing strategy instruction to students, their strategy
awareness can be raised; this in turn should increase their strategy use and thereby hopefully
improve their language learning. Also, initiating strategy instruction in the Saudi context would
have the benefit of moving a substantial responsibility for learning onto students, by empowering
them to conduct active learning themselves, allowing the emergence of a learner-centred classroom

environment.
The present study is meaningful for the following reasons:

1. Strategy instruction as conceptualized in this study is an attempt to respond to calls by scholars
such as Macaro (2009, p. 31) who called for a “transition to practice’ whereby strategy
instruction could be done in language classrooms, in addition to investigation of teachers’
awareness of and attitudes toward LLS and LLS research. The lack of focus on strategy
instruction in language classrooms is also mentioned by Griffiths (2015, p. 425), who stresses
that the term ‘strategy’ is ‘not commonly employed by language teachers’.

2. By embedding strategy instruction in daily language teaching, teachers will be encouraged to
refresh their teaching styles.

3. This study teaches strategies through Cohen and Weaver’s (2006) Styles- and Strategies-Based
Instruction (SSBI) framework; thus, students participating in this study will be made aware not
only of their strategies but also of their learning styles. This is a rare opportunity for Saudi
students to identify their learning styles; the researcher himself didn’t know his learning styles
until he embarked on this study.

4. This study may contribute to the literature on strategy instruction, which is still in its infancy in
the Saudi context (McMullen, 2009), as well as help illuminate the nature of learning and
teaching situations in the context and try to provide a little assistance to English language
learning and teaching in Saudi Arabia.

5. This study is one of the few attempts to explore students’ strategy awareness before versus
after an experimental intervention, that is, to use a pre/post design. Although there are other
studies that have designed their own strategy awareness questionnaires, those questionnaires
were only employed after intervention in almost all these studies. Students’ strategy awareness
is more accurately assessed in a pre/post design than in only a pre or post design.

6. The majority of studies in the field have focused only on a single language skill (Macaro,
2009). This study is unique in that it tries to look at all of the ‘four language skills’ (reading,
writing, speaking, and listening), plus vocabulary. This approach hopefully may inspire

students to consider ways of effecting strategy transfer between different language skills.



1.2  Context of the Study

An industrial college, which is in the eastern part of Saudi Arabia, has an English Language Centre
(ELC), in which this study was carried out. This industrial college is one of a group of technical
establishments administered by the Royal Commission for Jubail and Yanbu. The purpose of
building these technical establishments was to support the Saudi petrochemical industry with
appropriately skilled personnel. After passing the core preparatory year, students can join different
specializations, such as Electrical and Electronics Engineering Technology, Mechanical and
Manufacturing Engineering Technology, Management and Information Technology, Chemical and
Process Engineering Technology, and Non-Destructive Testing. When they have completed their
studies at this industrial college, most of them join petrochemical companies/factories as
processing operators, maintenance technicians, lab technicians, engineering technicians, assistant

managers, or accountants.

The ELC is the first contact for students with academic life at the college. The main objective of
the ELC is to establish a strong basis of English among students to enable them to communicate in
the classroom and later on in the work environment. In their preparatory year in the ELC, students
are prepared for specialization by improving their communication skills in English as it is the
language of instruction in specialization. Preparatory year students spend four hours a day, five
days a week in ELC classrooms studying English. One class a day is assigned to writing, another to
grammar, and two classes a day to cover reading, speaking, listening and vocabulary. It is this
programme structure that encouraged the researcher to include all language skills plus vocabulary
in this study rather than focusing only on a single skill. The policy of the ELC is to change its
curriculum every five or six years to be updated in terms of English language education curriculum.
At the time this study was conducted, students were using a commercial language learning
textbook product from Pearson, called ‘Language Leader, Elementary’ (Lebeau and Rees, 2008) to
support their learning in reading, writing, listening, speaking, and vocabulary; they were also using
‘Focus on Grammar 2’ (Schoenberg, 2005), another Pearson textbook product, for their grammar
class. Teachers in the ELC come from different cultures and backgrounds, and have had
experiences. Many of them are native speakers of English from the United States, Canada, the
United Kingdom, or Australia; some come from India and Pakistan, and the rest come from
different Arab countries, including Algeria, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Syria, and the

Sudan.

The population of the study are preparatory year students who had just entered the college after
completing secondary school. They came to the college after studying English for seven years,
since their last year of primary school. However, despite these seven years of study, it was rare to
find proficient English speakers among them. There are many reasons for this, but the main one is

that English learning and teaching in Saudi Arabia are not taken seriously in pre-university



education (Alnufaie, 2013). In their preparatory year, students are required to pass two English
levels if they want to continue their studies at the college, where English is the medium of
instruction. The eastern province is one of the best places in Saudi Arabia to find opportunities to
practice English outside the classroom, although still only to a limited extent in international
context. This advantage is due to the oil industry, petrochemical and related companies based in
that area, which employ workers from different parts of the world, most whom can speak English.
Students can simply meet those people in shopping malls, beaches, cafes, hospitals, parks and

deserts where opportunities to practice English are available.

1.3  Objectives of the Research

Considering the dearth of research on strategy instruction in the Saudi context, and the fact that
Saudi students struggle in their English language learning, the present study aims to address the

following objectives:

Through the first research question, the researcher is interested in exploring students’ strategy
awareness before they are involved in a strategy instruction programme as opposed to after it
through a Language Strategy Use Survey (LSUS), designed by Cohen et al. (2002a). The aim of
using this survey here is to assess students’ strategy awareness and look at their strategy use in

order to reflect on them and changes in them.

By investigating the second research question, the researcher is interested in checking students’
language proficiency before the intervention (a strategy instruction programme) and again after the
intervention. Language proficiency here includes reading, writing, listening, speaking, and

vocabulary.

With the third research question, the aim of the researcher is to 1) identify students’ learning styles
in terms of three main categories listed in Cohen et al. (2002b), as follows: a) sensory/perceptual
learning style, b) psychological/personality type, and c) cognitive learning style; 2) to compare
proficiency of students with different learning styles to see if there are any interesting similarities
or differences; and 3) to look at strategies preferred by students with different learning styles and
see if some students are able to stretch their styles to draw on new strategies beyond their learning

style zones.

Finally, by investigating the fourth research question, the researcher is interested in getting
students’ as well as teachers’ feedback on the strategy instruction programme. The aim is to hear
students voices especially regarding the effects of the programme on their strategy awareness,
learning process, proficiency, and learning styles, and those of the teachers on teaching of learning

strategies through a language textbook, the Teacher’s Booklet (TB) used in teaching strategies, the



framework utilized for strategy instruction, and the effectiveness of the strategy instruction

programme in general.

1.4 Organization of the Thesis

This thesis is divided into seven chapters. The first chapter presents a statement of the problem and
outlines the significance of the study, gives a brief description of the context of the study, and sets
objectives of the study through the four research questions. Next, the literature review is divided
into two chapters. Chapter 2 introduces the historical background of LLS, including the birth of the
concepts of LLS and ‘good language learners’ (GLL). It also presents the theoretical background
upon which LLS research is based, including general cognitive theory, Macaro’s cognitive
framework, Oxford’s both schema theory and cognitive information processing theory, and the
sociocultural perspective. Additionally, this chapter focuses on issues related to LLS such as their
definition, purpose and importance and classification; strategy awareness-raising; strategy use and
learning success; and strategy orchestration (when a strategy is ‘combined with other strategies
either simultaneously in strategy clusters or in sequence, in strategy chains’ (Cohen, 2007, p. 35)).
Chapter 3 focuses on strategy instruction, in particular on its definition, purpose, importance, and
methods. It compares the frameworks and justifies the language used in strategy instruction. It also
reviews research studies related to strategy instruction, learning styles, including definition,
identified learning styles, the relationship between styles and strategies, and Styles- and Strategies-
Based Instruction (SSBI). Chapter 4 provides the methodology used in this study. It describes the
participants and the instruments employed in data gathering. It also explains how students’
textbook (Language Leader, Elementary (LL)) was examined as a strategy teaching material.
Moreover, the process of strategy instruction in all four language skills plus vocabulary is also
exemplified in this chapter. Chapter 5 presents the results of the study, gained through the pre- and
post-strategy survey and style survey, students’ scores on the pre- and post-tests in all language
skills plus vocabulary, and students’ and teachers’ structured interviews. There is interpretation and
discussion of these findings in Chapter 6, done by combining quantitative and qualitative findings
(a mixed-methods approach). Finally, Chapter 7 summarizes the findings of the study, presents
some implications and recommendations for practice, looks at the limitations of the study, suggests
further future research in the field of LLS, and states the contributions of the study to the field.






Chapter 2: Language Learning Strategies

2.1 Introduction

The current study aims to explicitly instruct Saudi college students in language learning strategies
(LLS) using authentic language learning materials in regular language classrooms through a Styles-
and Strategies-Based Instruction (SSBI) learning programme. To support and justify this approach,
this and the following chapter will review the literature on topics relevant to LLS and strategy
instruction. First, in this chapter, a historical overview of the concept of ‘learning strategy’ will be
presented, including the birth of the *good language learners’ concept. Next, theoretical
background will be reviewed, with a major focus on cognitive theory as a base for strategy
research. Also, Macaro’s (2006) cognitive framework and Oxford’s (2011) theories on learning
strategies, which are rooted in cognitive theory, will be briefly described in this section. A
sociocultural perspective, as another theoretical underpinning will also be presented. After that,
issues related to LLS will be reviewed, such as attempts to define LLS and criticism of those
definitions; the purpose and importance of LLS; a review of LLS classification schemes and
criticism of them; a review of strategy awareness-raising as an essential issue in the field; the

relationship between strategy use and successful learning; and strategy orchestration.

2.2 LLS: Historical Background

Language learning was basically considered an entirely psychological phenomenon until the 1970s,
(Grenfell and Macaro, 2007). According to them, behaviourist theories in the mid-20th century saw
the problem of learning a language as a question of manipulating the psychology of the learner
using a large amount of drill to effect learning through repetition and stimulus-response. This
resulted in a view of learning grammar as a discrete habit, isolated from social context. The
Universal Grammar of Chomsky, beginning in the 1950s, altered this context by adopting the
concepts of an ideal speaker and a perfect competence (Grenfell and Macaro, 2007). Hymes (1972)
came up with the concept of ‘communicative competence’, or the ability of the speaker to use
language to deliver and understand meaning. In this context, the concept of ‘strategy’ attained its
initial theoretical prominence in second language learning as a concept capturing learners’
linguistic behaviour (Grenfell and Macaro, 2007). Canale and Swain (1980, p. 30) divided Hymes’s
communicative competence into grammatical competence, discourse competence, sociolinguistic
competence, and strategic competence; according to them, strategic competence consists of ‘verbal
and non-verbal communication strategies that may be called into action to compensate for
breakdowns in communication due to performance variables or to insufficient competence’. Faerch

and Kasper (1983) investigated communication strategies and considered them as potentially
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conscious plans for solving problems in reaching a particular communicative goal. Following up
Canale and Swain’s (1980, 1983) work, Krashen (1984) pointed out that adult language learners
can use some common strategies to learn a second language. Subsequently, Bachman (1990) placed
strategic competence within linguistic competence, making strategic linguistic behaviours an

integral part of language learning.

2.2.1 The Birth of LLS and ‘Good Language Learners’

The birth of the LLS concept came with Joan Rubin’s article of 1975, ‘What the “Good Language
Learner” Can Teach Us’ (Oxford, et al. 2014b; Griffiths, 2013). Rubin’s article attracted the
attention of researchers to the question of what ‘good’ (meaning basically successful) language
learners do while learning a language, and whether poor or less successful language learners can be
taught more effectively based on that knowledge. Rubin set out some specific strategies that good

language learners employ while learning a language:

1) The good language learner is a willing and accurate guesser. 2) The good language
learner has a strong drive to communicate, or to learn from a communication. 3) The
good language learner is often not inhibited. He is willing to appear foolish if reasonable
communication results. He is willing to make mistakes in order to learn and to
communicate. He is willing to live with a certain amount of vagueness. 4) In addition to
focusing on communication, the good language learner is prepared to attend to form. 5)
The good language learner practices. 6) The good language learner monitors his own
[speech] and the speech of others. 7) The good language learner attends to meaning.
(Rubin, 1975, pp. 45-47)

Around the same time, in his study, Stern (1975) drew up a list of ten strategies used by good
language learners: 1) Planning strategy; 2) Active strategy; 3) Empathetic strategy; 4) Formal
strategy; 5) Experimental strategy; 6) Semantic strategy; 7) Practice strategy; 8) Communication
strategy; 9) Monitoring strategy; and 10) Internalisation strategy. A couple of years later, Naiman
et al. (1978; also 1996) proposed some tricks employed by good language learners and looked at
how they could be taught to poor language learners. These tricks included being active in
responding to a learning situation; realizing language as a system through reference to their mother
tongue; making comparisons, guessing and inferences; realizing language as a means of
communication; realizing that language learning involves emotional responses; and monitoring
their performance in the target language. Wong-Fillmore (1979, cited in Grenfell and Macaro,
2007) worked on communication strategies under the social side of language learning. She also
thought that cognitive strategies could supplement these social strategies, such as the use of stock
phrases or formulaic language to get a conversation started and keep it going (Grenfell and Macaro,



2007). Both the psychological and the social dimensions of language learning, in the next section,

are taken as bases for a more articulated discussion of the theoretical background of LLS.

2.3 Theoretical Background of LLS

Strategy research like that cited above has been harshly criticised in terms of its theoretical
underpinnings. Dornyei and Skehan (2003, p. 610) state that strategy research has been conducted
in a ‘theoretical muddle’, and argue that a strategy cannot be solely cognitive, emotional, or
behavioural, but should also be considered in neurological terms, (and) as a behavioural act that
involves motor skills (see 2.4.1). Ddrnyei (2005) went further, questioning the very existence of
LLS due to the inability of researchers to explain the difference between engaging in an ordinary
learning activity and a strategic learning activity. McDonough (in Archibald, 2006) states, scholars
in the field are mainly relying on cognitive theory and, more recently, on sociocultural theory and
eclectic theoretical underpinnings (Griffiths and incecay, 2016; see just below). The sociocultural
tendency in strategy research has been supported in particular by Oxford and Schramm (2007) as
we will see in 2.3.4 below. Supplementing the cognitive and sociocultural perspectives, Griffiths
(2013, pp. 39-40) advocates a recognition of the role of ‘audiolingual/behaviourist elements’ when

language learners learn by repeating things to remember them.

Thus, a complex theoretical scenario exists for anyone trying to ensure consistent theoretical rigour
for their strategy research. In this section, we spend the most time on the cognitive theory, which is
still the main one applied to strategy research, and in particular to Macaro’s cognitive framework
and Oxford’s theories; then, we discuss the sociocultural perspective, which has become another
major underpinning of strategy research theory.

2.3.1  Cognitive Theory

LLS research is strongly linked to theory of cognition. This theory deals with how knowledge
about language is stored in our memories and how information is processed in our brains. It came
from Anderson’s (1983, 1985) work, which distinguishes between “static information’ (what we
know about) and ‘dynamic information’ (what we know how to do) in memory. On this basis,
Anderson drew a distinction between ‘declarative knowledge’, which refers to facts we know, and

‘procedural knowledge’ which refers to how we perform actions.

O’Malley and Chamot (1990) were the first to consider LLS under this cognitive theory, with its
implication that the language learner should be “an active participant in the learning process’
(William and Burden, 1997, p. 13). There are two major principles underlying their version of
cognitive theory: “(a) that behavior can best be explained by reference to how individuals perceive

and interpret their experiences, and (b) that the way in which individuals think and reason has



parallels with the manner in which computers process information’ (O’Malley and Chamot, 1990,
p. 1). Thus, this theory is in favour of investigating mental processes and strategies in the language
learner’s brain. The role of LLS in this formulation is to explicitly formulate what might occur with
or without the learner’s awareness, either consistently or only inefficiently during early stages of
learning. Learners may learn new information without consciously applying strategies, or may
apply inappropriate strategies which result in ineffective learning or incomplete long-term retention
(O’Malley and Chamot, 1990). If strategies are actively applied by the learner’s mental process,
they should be more effective in supporting learning. These strategies may be automatic after
frequent use or after acquiring a skill, although in this case, when mental processes are used
without conscious awareness, they may no longer be strategic (Rabinowitz and Chi, 1987).
According to O’Malley and Chamot (1990), declarative knowledge may be acquired quickly, and
procedural knowledge, including language acquisition, is acquired more gradually, requiring
practice. Nevertheless, the presence of procedural knowledge in memory is essential in cognitive
theory. Therefore, ‘strategies begin as declarative knowledge that can become proceduralized with
practice and, like complex cognitive skills, proceed through the cognitive, associative, and
autonomous stages of learning’ (O’Malley and Chamot, 1990, p. 85).

Thus, one of the purposes of strategy instruction in the present study is to raise learners’ awareness
of: a) strategies they use unconsciously, and b) new strategies they have never used before. Raising
learners’ awareness of their ways of learning using strategies is an attempt to enhance their mental
processes, which may result in better and more active declarative knowledge. By consciously
practicing strategies through a strategy instruction programme or in everyday language learning,
this declarative knowledge may be expected to transfer into procedural knowledge, where language
learners are understood to acquire new strategies and to keep using previous strategies,
automatically. Hopefully, this will result in better language learning. To assess the effectiveness of
the intervention, the current study will compare students’ awareness of LLS at the beginning of the
study with that at the end. Strategy instruction in the current study covered a list of metacognitive
strategies (e.g. planning, managing, monitoring, evaluating) and task-based strategies (e.g. paying
attention, inferencing, grouping), which were introduced explicitly to students in the classroom as
declarative knowledge and then practiced in an attempt to convert them into automatic, procedural

knowledge.

In summary, O’Malley and Chamot (1990, p. 217) emphasize the following assertions of cognitive
theory:

» Learning is an active and dynamic process in which individuals make use of a variety

of information and strategic modes of processing;

e Language is a complex cognitive skill that has properties in common with other

complex skills in terms of how information is stored and learned,;
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» Learning a language entails a stagewise progression from initial awareness and active

manipulation of information and learning processes to full automaticity in language use;

» Learning strategies parallel theoretically derived cognitive processes and have the

potential to influence learning outcomes in a positive manner.

2.3.2 Macaro’s Cognitive Framework

Scholars’ attempts to interpret strategic linguistic behaviour as those in 2.2 have implied that
second language learning is inherently problematic when a strategy is a form of activity employed
to respond to problems within discourse, within a social context or inside the head of the learner
(Grenfell and Macaro, 2007). Furthermore, in the early stages of research into LLS, scholars
referred to strategy as techniques, tactics, activities, thoughts, exercises and tricks that language
learners use while learning a language. Because some strategies can be observable, such as ‘using
gestures to convey meaning’ or ‘writing new words in a notebook’, and some other strategies can
be unobservable or covert, such as ‘guessing the meaning of new words’ or “predicting what will
come in a text’, the issue of strategy location has been raised. This has resulted in a continuous
debate surrounding whether a strategy is a purely mental action or whether it can include motor

activities.

A considerable number of scholars consider both mental actions and motor activities to be
strategies. For example, Rubin (1975) was one of the scholars who stressed that strategy is active,
describing strategy as that which learners do. Oxford (1990) included some physical activities in
her well-known SILL, such as ‘acting out new words’ or ‘writing in a notebook’, and also some
mental activities, such as ‘guessing the meaning of new words’ or ‘making mental pictures to
remember new words’. With some changes in terminology, Oxford (2011) built part of her
Strategic Self-Regulation Model on activity theory, which is ultimately related to cognitive theory.
Activity theory in Oxford’s Strategic Self-Regulation Model contains “action’, which concerns
strategy or strategy chains with which to meet goals or solve problems. She considered social
strategies (motor activities) to be essential to learning through interaction with others, as explained
in 2.3.4. Chamot and EIl-Dinary (1999) consider both mental activities and learners’ behaviour to
be strategies. Until recently, Cohen (2011) had insisted that strategies were both thoughts and

actions.

However, some scholars, such as Wenden (1987), have described strategy under the umbrella of
cognitive science, which locates strategy within the brain, though she explained that strategies are
language-learning behaviours in which language learners engage. O’Malley and Chamot (1990)
located strategies within cognitive theory, as detailed in 2.3.1. Macaro (2006) stresses in his
cognitive framework that strategies are mental activities, as we will see below. Despite

disagreement between some scholars, there is still general agreement in literature as to the activity
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dimension of strategies (Griffiths, 2013), and the belief that strategies can comprise both mental

and motor behaviours is remarkably remaining (Macaro, 2009).

The main reason behind this disagreement among scholars can be easily reached when we look at
the different emergences of different strategies. For instance, there are scholars who believe that
‘guessing the meaning of new words’ is a mental activity that is located within the brain; thus, they
consequently link it to cognitive theory. In fact, cognitive and metacognitive strategies form the
vast majority of identified LLS, as a result of which strategy theory is strongly connected to
cognitive theory. There are some scholars who view ‘taking notes while listening’ as a physical
action and consider it a strategy. Moreover, there are scholars who view ‘repeating new expressions
in the target language’ as a strategy and link it to audiolingual/behaviourist theory. Furthermore,
‘asking for help while speaking’ is considered a social strategy to some scholars who link it to
sociocultural theory. Unfortunately, this has led to rendering the theoretical basis of LLS research
unavailable (Dornyei and Skehan, 2003). One of the solid attempts to solve this issue is Macaro’s
Cognitive Framework presented below, which considers strategies to be mental actions located
within the working memory of the brain. If this initiative (cognitive framework) by Macaro is not
adopted by other researchers so as to unite and bring about a kind of consensus on what a strategy
is, it is going to be very difficult to assign strategies under a strong theoretical underpinning.

Macaro (2006) revised LLS theory to respond to criticism and to solve some problems related to its
theoretical underpinnings. Among these problems are strategy location (in the brain), definition,
strategy size and abstractness (whether actions are mental or behavioural), and strategies’
relationships with skills and learning processes. He proposed a theoretical framework based on
cognitive psychology and information processing. This framework stipulates that a strategy has the
following three features:

1) Researchers should describe strategies in terms of a goal, a situation, and a mental
action. 2) Strategies are the raw material of conscious cognitive processing, and their
effectiveness or noneffectiveness derives from the way they are used and combined in
tasks and processes. 3) Strategies need to be distinguished from subconscious activity,
language learning processes, skills, learning plans, and learning styles. (Macaro 2006, p.
325)

This framework implies that in the brain, there should be a distinction between learning strategies
and subconscious activity. According to Macaro, in the brain, interaction occurs between
subconscious activity and other neurological processes such as abstraction of linguistic information
and lexical storage. This interaction leads to change without conscious control or effort by the
learner. Macaro assumed that a strategy deployed in working memory may affect neurological
processes functioning there, but not those in long-term memory, as they are not under the control of
the learner. Macaro explained that as long as the learner is unable to directly control his/her
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subconscious activity, s/he can access long-term memory through working memory, as arrow a in
Figure 1 shows. Declarative knowledge is proceduralized through this access conduit between
working memory and long-term memory; and the framework posits that implicit learning is a result
of direct contact with the L2 process, as arrow b shows, and that the L2 process seems to be an
interaction between clusters of metacognitive and cognitive strategies. Language learning processes
may be thought to be subconscious due to their quick operation in the brain, but are in fact
conscious as Macaro assumed. As proposed by the framework, repeated activation of language
processes in working memory leads to vocabulary and morphosyntactic changes (arrows a and ¢) in
long-term memory, resulting in L2 skill development (arrow h). These L2 skills are then assumed
to be measurable and observable products of L2 processes. The framework shows that clusters of
strategies interact with L2 processes when strategies are applied to language tasks (arrow c), and
that repetition of such an interaction may affect the learner’s cognitive styles (arrow f). The
framework also shows that through motivation, learner strategies may interact with strategic plans
(plans with broader learning objectives than strategies) (arrows d and €). According to Macaro,
social strategies are proposed to be clusters of cognitive and metacognitive strategies that lead to
strategic plans. The framework suggests that the combination of motivation and cognitive styles
leads to wider learning styles (arrow g).

1.2 Skills Strategic
Plans
Measurable and
L2 Processes Y observable A
Interaction of strategy clusters
as applied to language tasks Learning
4——»| Cognitive Styles ——»| Styles e

Learner Strategies
In working memory

Cluster 1 Cluster 2

.

Subconscious Activity

. From proceduralization of declarative knowledge
°

From implicit learning

Figure 1: A Cognitive Framework for Learner Strategies (Macaro, 2006, p. 326). Used with

permission.

Although Macaro (2006, p. 332) called for testing of this theoretical framework for learning
strategies, he argued that it contributed to the field as follows: 1) Rejecting the dual location of
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strategies and determining that a strategy exist in the working memory in the brain, while also
clarifying that a strategy description requires a goal, a situation, and a mental action. 2) Strategies
are integral components of processing, but they are not considered shortcuts for fast processing. 3)
Success in learning is not attributed to frequent strategy use but to the strategy orchestration

available to and employed by the learner.

2.3.3 Oxford’s Theories

Rebecca Oxford responded to the criticism of the initial theories of strategy. She was influenced by
Dornyei and Skehan’s (2003) and Dornyei’s (2005) call for a new model of ‘self-regulation’ rather
than strategies, and in her (2011) volume, Teaching and Researching Learning Strategies, she
introduced her ‘Strategic Self-Regulation (S2R) Model’ of language learning. Oxford saw the
model as having five cognitive dimensions (schema theory, cognitive information-processing
theory, activity theory, cognitive load theory, and neurobiological theory), where two are more
relevant to the cognitive theory above. However, she stressed the social dimension of LLS
processing too. Oxford tried to link LLS to cognitive theory employing two existing theories:

schema theory and cognitive information-processing theory.

Oxford’s schema theory mainly focuses on how information is organized in the brain. A schema is
‘a mental structure by which the learner organizes information’ (Oxford, 2011, p. 48). Knowledge
in this view involves organized interrelationships between its informational components. In this
theory, strategies of paying attention (which help learners focus) and organizing (which helps
learner link new information with already known items) are essential in building schemata. The
theory makes the following postulations: materials will be more memorable when information is
organized; building schemata is required to move information from short-term memory (working
memory) to long-term memory; organizing information facilitates retention; information is better
organized in memorable strings and sequences; using association strategies may lead to learning
information in a nonsequential way; we should move L2 information from working memory to
long-term memory if we want to use it; and finally, associations made while using information
develop schemata and make them automatic (Oxford, 2011). This theory corresponds to certain
LLS used by language learners to learn L2 information. For example, in learning new words in the
target language, Mandler (2001) notes that some LLS relate to organizing L2 information in a
specific way, such as grouping words by part of speech or by synonyms and antonyms, or using
flash cards, or listing new words with other related words. Generally speaking, this theory

represents one of the mental processes that take in the language learner’s brain, namely, organizing.

Oxford (2011) also elaborated a cognitive information-processing theory based on Anderson’s
original model of ‘Adaptive Control of Thought’ (a cognitive theory of learning concerning how
memory is structured), with some changes in terminology. This theory consists of three stages. In
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the first stage, the learner uses strategies to integrate L2 information as declarative knowledge. In
the second stage, the learner practices new L2 information to associate it with already stored
memory and partly proceduralize it. In the third stage, the learner uses L2 information
automatically; in this stage, L2 information is fully proceduralized (procedural knowledge) and
there is no need to use strategies to access it (Oxford, 2011). These ideas are strongly relevant to
cognitive theory, as they deal with declarative knowledge (the way information is first received)

and procedural knowledge (the way it is encoded in long-term memory).

Although cognitive theory is considered the main theoretical underpinning of the field of LLS, it
does not fully explain LLS employed when a language learner interacts with other speakers, such
as when asking for clarification or pursuing collaboration. Most such strategies are referred to as

‘social strategies’. The sociocultural perspective on LLS theory is discussed in the next section.

2.3.4  The Sociocultural Perspective on LLS

Various researchers have recognised that social strategies are among the LLS that language
learners may use. For example, Naiman et al. (1996) mentioned seeking communicative situations
involving other speakers of the L2; Rubin (1981) included creating opportunities for practice with
native speakers; and O’Malley and Chamot (1990) added a social/affective category to their
classification; it includes cooperation and questioning while working with peers and teachers.
Oxford (1990) introduced as ‘indirect strategies’ social strategies including asking questions,
cooperating with others, and empathizing with others; Oxford (2011) then came up with the new
categories of meta-sociocultural-interactive strategies and sociocultural-interactive strategies.
Vygotsky (1978) did not use the term ‘strategies’, but he did investigate a number of what he called
‘higher order functions’ that, as Oxford (1999) pointed out, can be viewed as ‘cognitive strategies’
(the “higher order functions’ of analysing and synthesizing) or ‘metacognitive strategies’ (planning,
monitoring, and evaluation). These functions are employed through social interaction, which
requires social strategies, and through affective strategies, which control emotion and motivation
(Oxford, 1999). From Vygotsky’s point of view, ‘learning takes place through dialogue with a
“more capable other”, that is, a teacher, partner, or more advanced peer’ (Oxford and Schramm,
2007, p. 53). In the current study, strategy instruction in the classroom is led by the teacher (a more
capable person) who explains and models particular strategies for a group of language learners by
sharing his own language learning experiences and strategies; at the same time, conversely,
learners are exposed to new LLS and encouraged to consciously keep using previously applied
LLS. More successful learners in the class may also assist their less successful classmates as ‘more
capable others’. In the present study, social strategies (e.g. asking for help while speaking, asking
teachers or friends to correct your mistakes, and asking to be involved in a conversation) were

explicitly taught in the classroom.
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In a nutshell, LLS belong mainly to the cognitive theoretical perspective, but strategy theory has
also drawn on other learning theories such as sociocultural theory, schemata theory, information
processing theory, and audiolingual or behaviourist elements (in forms of repetitions or memory
strategies), producing a complicated theoretical underpinning. This has led Oxford (2011, p. 60) to

describe LLS theory as a “web of interlocking theories’, a basic perspective that is widely shared.

2.4 Issues with Language Learning Strategies

2.4.1 Definition of LLS

Numerous LLS scholars have attempted to define them, although there is still considerable debate
in this regard (Cohen and Macaro, 2007; Dérnyei, 2005; Ddrnyei and Ryan, 2015; Dornyei and
Skehan, 2003; Griffiths, 2008, 2013; Griffiths and Oxford, 2014; Oxford and Cohen, 1992). One
early definition was by Rubin (1975): ‘the techniques or devices which a learner may use to acquire
knowledge’ (p. 43). Weinstein and Mayer (1986, p. 315) defined learning strategies as ‘behaviours
and thoughts that a learner engages in during learning that are intended to influence the learner’s
encoding process.” O’Malley and Chamot (1990, p. 1) defined LLS as ‘the special thoughts or
behaviours that individuals use to help them to comprehend, learn, or retain new information’. This
definition is based on cognitive theory, describing LLS as procedural skills using an IF/THEN
clause. In other words, if a given task requires something but I am unable to do it, I will use this
strategy; for instance, ‘IF the goal is to comprehend an oral or written text, and | am unable to
identify a word’s meaning, THEN I will try to infer the meaning from context’ (O’Malley and
Chamot, 1990, p. 52). Elaborating on this definition, Oxford (1990, pp. 6-8) noted the original
Greek-derived military term “strategy’ a “plan, step, or conscious action toward achievement of an
objective’, and broadened this definition to include learning strategies, ‘... specific actions taken by
the learner to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, and

more transferable to new situations’.

From an early stage in LLS research, this proliferation of definitions was a focus of concern. For
example, Wenden and Rubin (1987, p. 7) describe the term’ as ‘elusive’, and Ellis (1994, p. 529) as
“fuzzy’. This lack of consensus led Dérnyei and Skehan (2003) to criticise the above-mentioned
definitions of LLS by O’Malley and Chamot (1990) and Oxford (1990). According to Dérnyei and
Skehan (2003), Oxford (1990) defines LLS as “behaviours’ or ‘actions’ but includes cognitive and
affective strategies in her well-known Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) (Oxford,
1990), which involves mental processes. Sometimes, Oxford replaces the phrase ‘behaviours and
actions’” with “steps’, which is questionably general. Similarly, O’Malley and Chamot (1990)
defined LLS as ‘special thoughts’ or ‘behaviours’, but sometimes replace these words with
‘methods’ or ‘techniques’. Dérnyei and Skehan (2003) point out that the LLS listed in O’Malley
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and Chamot (1990) are dissimilar to those listed in Oxford (1990), and note (p. 610) that the

concept of ‘strategy’ is based on a ‘theoretical muddle’ that has never been ‘cleared away’. They

suggest (p. 611) abandoning the concept of ‘strategy’ for one of ‘self-regulation’, which ‘refers to

the degree to which individuals are active participants in their own learning’. The salience of these

criticisms led 19 experts in LLS to gather in seminars in July 2004 at the University of Oxford

under the aegis of the International Project on Language Learner Strategies (Cohen, 2007). The

purpose of the project was to discuss issues related to strategy theory and definition and to attempt

to specify strategy characteristics. Cohen provided the following definition as a starting point:

Strategies can be classified as a conscious mental activity. They must contain not only an
action but a goal (or an intention) and a learning situation. Whereas a mental action might
be subconscious, an action with a goal/intention and related to a learning situation can

only be conscious. (Cohen, 2007, p. 31).

The findings that emerged from this expert panel after discussion are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1: Characteristics of a strategy

No.

Feature Agree Disagree Comment

1

Level of consciousness v The majority agreed that any strategy
has metacognitive components by
which the learner consciously and
intentionally will be able to attend,
analyse, plan a task, and monitor and
evaluate the whole process.

Extent of attention v There was consensus that attention can
be viewed on a continuum from full
focus on the strategy at one end to only
minimal attention at the other.

Explicitness of action v v There were mixed results. Since
strategies are conscious and the learner
should know what he is doing, degree
of explicitness depends on the learner.

Degree of goal orientation v/ Most experts agreed that strategies have
a goal.

Strategy size v The majority tended not to make the
distinction between macro- and micro-
strategies.

Amount of strategy v There was general consensus among

clustering experts that strategic behaviour could
fall along a continuum from a single
action to a sequence of actions.

Potential for leading to v The majority agreed that strategy leads

learning to learning.

As Table 1 shows, all experts clearly agreed with five features of the definition of strategy (level of

consciousness, extent of attention, degree of goal orientation, amount of strategy clustering,

potential for leading to learning). On one feature (explicitness of action) they seemed unsure, as

this feature mainly depends on the learner (e.g. ‘reread a text’ is a reading strategy that some

learners may employ it for more understanding while some other learners may not necessarily
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reread the whole text but they just scan the text); and they disagreed with another feature (strategy
size). Therefore, the strategy experts accepted most of Cohen’s above-suggested features of a
strategy. In his 2011 volume (p. 7), Cohen’s own subsequent working definition of LLS is:
“Thoughts and actions, consciously chosen and operationalized by language learners, to assist them
in carrying out a multiplicity of tasks from the very onset of learning to the most advanced levels of
target-language performance’. Similarly, and in response to calls by Dérnyei and Skehan (2003)
and Dornyei (2005), Oxford (2011, p. 12) provides her new ‘Strategic Self-Regulation” (S2R)
model, in which she defines self-regulated L2 learning strategies as ‘deliberate, goal-directed
attempts to manage and control efforts to learn the L2. These strategies are broad, teachable actions
that learners choose from among alternatives and employ for L2 learning purposes.” However,
despite the tortuous process of developing a consistent definition and despite calls for ‘self-
regulation’ as an alternative, the term ‘strategy’ refuses to disappear (Griffiths, 2013). This can be
attributed to two main factors: a) the term “self-regulation’ in a sense ‘begs the question’, as the
learner will need strategies if s\he wants to self-regulate (Griffiths and Cansiz, 2015); and b)
frequent conferences and publications that continue to employ the term ‘strategy’, such as Cohen
(2011), Cohen and Macaro (2007), Griffiths (2008, 2013), Oxford (2011), and many others.
Nonetheless, some scholars still endeavour to clear up the issue, attempting to first define
characteristics of strategies (e.g. Griffiths, 2008, 2013; Gu, 2012; Macaro, 2006) and then define
‘strategies’ as a general concept on that basis. For instance, Griffiths (2013) identified the six
essential characteristics of LLS as the following: 1) LLS are active. They are what language
learners do (Rubin, 1975). They are expressed as verbs (usually the gerund, e.g. grouping words, or
present tense for first person, e.g. | guess the meaning) which makes them different from learning
styles, with which they are often confused, in that learning styles are usually expressed as
adjectives (e.g. auditory, visual, global, etc.). 2) Consciousness. The issue of consciousness is
controversial in relation to LLS. Despite Griffiths’s assertion and the agreement among the group
of prominent scholars represented in Table 1 above; it is difficult to decide if the learner is
consciously using strategies. Griffiths suggests instead characterizing it in terms of ‘deliberate’ vs.
‘automatic’, as novice language learners usually initially need deliberate steps to learn language but
in time become expert enough to do these steps automatically. 3) Strategies are chosen. Language
learners should have a strategic repertoire from which they choose appropriate strategies for a
given case. 4) Strategies are goal oriented. This distinguishes them from skills, which appertain to
how language is used, for example, to listen, to read or to write (Griffiths and Cansiz, 2015).
However, skills may be used to execute strategies; for instance, a learner can read to expand his/her
vocabulary. 5) Regulation. Strategies can serve as proactive tools employed by language learners to
regulate their own learning. 6) LLS focus on learning. LLS are basically implemented with the aim
of learning language, where the learner is really engaged in the learning process, as distinct from
styles or skills. Based on these six characteristics of strategy, Griffiths (2015, p. 426) defines LLS
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as ‘... actions chosen by learners (either deliberately or automatically) for the purpose of learning

or regulating the learning of language’.

Following Cohen and Macaro (2007, p. 283), ‘[i]n the absence of a consensus, researchers should
state clearly the theoretical framework on which they are basing their research ....” In this light,
Oxford’s (2011) much updated definition of LLS mentioned above is considered working and
appropriate for the current study, for the following two reasons: First, it stresses most of the
characteristics of LLS broadly agreed upon among scholars in the field (strategies are attempts and
actions: broad, chosen, deliberate, goal-directed, teachable, employed for learning). Second, it
serves the purpose of the current study, which is to teach LLS to students and provide a variety for

them to choose from.

2.4.2  Purposes and Importance of LLS

Students who do not utilize strategies have been described as akin to ships adrift at sea without a
rudder (O’Malley et al., 1985). The experts at the abovementioned gathering in 2004 were in
consensus that the following are acceptable purposes of LLS: ‘to enhance learning; to perform
specific tasks; to solve specific problems; to make learning easier, faster, and more enjoyable; and
to compensate for a deficit in learning’ (Cohen, 2007, pp. 38-39). Although LLS make learning
easier in some ways, their purpose is more significant: they make learning deeper, more productive,
and more lasting (Cohen and Macaro, 2007). Improving proficiency in and use of the L2 is the
main purpose of LLS use, in Anderson’s (2005) point of view; in the same vein, Oxford (2011)
emphasizes that self-regulated L2 learning strategies make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable,
and more effective. They reflect the whole, multidimensional learner, not just the learner’s
cognitive or metacognitive characteristics, and in keeping with this, strategies can be used across
contexts and for different purposes. She also emphasized that some strategies, such as planning and
monitoring can be employed in learning different subjects and solving problems, not only in

language.

2.4.3 LLS Classification

Over four decades, there have been numerous attempts to classify strategies (Cohen, 1998, 2011;
Cohen and Weaver, 2006; O’Malley and Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990, 2011; Rubin, 1981). Rubin
(1981), one of the earlier LLS classification schemes, classified strategies into two categories based
on interviews with students: a) strategies that directly affect learning, such as monitoring,
memorising, deductive reasoning, and practice; and b) processes (strategies) that indirectly affect

learning, such as creating opportunities for practice.
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Subsequently, to facilitate understanding of LLS by learners and researchers and clarify which of
them are used by L2 learners and how, scholars in the field have classified LLS by function.
O’Malley and Chamot (1990) and Oxford (1990) based their schemes on cognitive theory and the
distinction between declarative and procedural knowledge. These two classifications have
contributed considerably to the understanding of L2 LLS (Hsiao and Oxford, 2002; Dérnyei and
Ryan, 2015). O’Malley and Chamot’s (1990) classification and Oxford’s (1990) classification
share several categories: metacognitive strategies, cognitive strategies, affective strategies and
social strategies. Metacognitive strategies involve ‘knowing about learning’, such as paying special
attention to particular aspects while learning, planning for learning, monitoring learning, and
evaluating learning. Cognitive strategies under this taxonomy work on incoming information and
manipulate them such as repeating or grouping words, using visual images, inferencing or guessing
the meaning, and linking ideas. Social/affective strategies in O’Malley and Chamot (1990), which
was criticised as explained below, encompass strategies to interact with others, such as cooperating
with others to solve a problem or questioning others for more clarification; and strategies to control

affect, such as self-talk to reduce anxiety about conducting a task.

Oxford’s (1990) classification divided LLS into two main groups: direct strategies and indirect
strategies. Direct strategies include: memory strategies, which are related to how learners
remember language, such as using semantic maps or flash cards; cognitive strategies, which assist
the learner to manipulate and transform the target language, such as practicing language and
analysing and reasoning; and compensation strategies, which enable learners to make up for
limited knowledge, such as using gestures to get meaning across or guessing the meaning of new
words in texts. Indirect strategies include: metacognitive strategies, which are related to how
learners manage and control their learning process, such as planning for learning and evaluating
learning; affective strategies, which deal with learner feelings, such as relaxing to reduce anxiety or
encouraging yourself; and finally, social strategies, which involve learning through interaction
with others, such as asking questions for clarification or verification or for self-correction and
cooperating with others. This classification led Oxford to develop her SILL, which is commonly
used around the world (Oxford, 2011).

Both these classifications (O’Malley and Chamot, 1990, and Oxford, 1990) have been criticised:
Dornyei and Skehan (2003, p. 608-609) believe that the last group, ‘social/affective strategies’, in
O'Malley and Chamot's taxonomy includes diverse behaviours, such as ‘cooperation’, ‘questioning
and clarification’, and ‘self-talk’, which are not related to the cognitive theoretical basis outlined.
Dornyei and Skehan’s criticism (2003, p. 609) leads to a situation with four main classes of

learning strategies:

i. cognitive strategies, involving the manipulation or transformation of the learning

materials/input (e.g. repetition, summarizing and using images);
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ii. metacognitive strategies, involving higher-order strategies aimed at analysing,

monitoring, evaluating, planning and organizing one’s own learning process;

iii. social strategies, involving interpersonal behaviours aimed at increasing the amount
of L2 communication and practice the learner undertakes (e.g. initiating interaction with

native speakers, and cooperating with peers);

iv. affective strategies, involving taking control of the emotional (affective) conditions

and experiences that shape one's subjective involvement in learning.

However, Dornyei and Skehan (2003) admitted that the taxonomies created by O’Malley and
Chamot (1990) and by Oxford (1990) are highly compatible with one another and their own if the

changes they suggested are considered.

Oxford’s (1990) classification also received other criticism, however. For instance, LoCastro
(1994) wondered if memory strategies in the SILL should be put in a separate category from
cognitive strategies (they should be placed under the same category because they both involve
mental processing). For Ellis (1994) compensation strategies in the SILL are supposed to be

communication strategies, which was confusing for him.

In a response to these criticisms, Oxford (2011) revised her 1990 six-category strategy taxonomy,
classifying strategies into three main dimensions: cognitive, which involves strategies for
remembering and processing language; affective, which involves strategies linked with emotions,
beliefs, attitudes, and motivation; and sociocultural-interactive: which involves strategies for
contexts, communication and culture. This taxonomy shows that metastrategies (metacognitive
strategies, meta-affective strategies and meta-sociocultural-interactive strategies) assist learners to
manage and control the respective corresponding categories. It can be seen in this taxonomy that
cognitive strategies now include memory strategies and sociocultural-interactive strategies include

compensation strategies.

Instead of classifying strategies by function like the efforts above, Cohen (1998) classified learning
strategies by goal to distinguish between language learning strategies (strategies to increase one’s
understanding/knowledge of the target language) and language use (strategies employed to use
what has been learnt from the target language) strategies. Language learning strategies include
strategies to identify material for learning, distinguish materials from each other, group materials
for easier learning, engage in repeated contact with materials, and commit materials to memory.
Language use strategies, for their part, can be broken down into: retrieval strategies (e.g. retrieving
meaning of a word when you hear it or read it); rehearsal strategies (e.g. repeating pronunciation
of a word before using it); communication strategies (e.g. using gestures to communicate when
unable to use language); and cover strategies (e.g. circumlocution to avoid using particular

unknown or imperfectly known words).
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Another strategy classification was Cohen and Weaver (2006) which categorised LLS by language
skill area. Based on previous work by Cohen et al. (2002a), this classification included six
categories: listening strategies, vocabulary strategies, speaking strategies, reading strategies,
writing strategies, and translation strategies. These categories were utilized in building the 89-

strategy Language Strategy Use Survey (LSUS) employed in the current study (see 4.4.1).

Overall, LLS classification has not reached any consensus (Hsiao and Oxford, 2002), and attempts
to categorise LLS consistently have been “fraught with contradictions’ (Woodrow, 2005, p. 91).
This has led some scholars in the field (e.g. Griffiths, 2008, 2013) to advise avoiding strategy
classification (until further research reaches more clarification) or instead to group strategies on a
case-by-case basis where particular learners, situations, goal, and purposes of the research justify
using that classification. Other scholars, such as Griffiths and Oxford (2014, p. 3), call on
researchers to ‘work collaboratively to devise a more consistent set of theoretically sound strategy
categories that can be widely applied’. According to Macaro (2009, p. 30) other authors in the field
of LLS have begun to reject the idea of strategy classification, instead starting to specify tasks and
identify strategy combinations, or clusters, or chains that can be linked to the given task. Macaro
stated that some researchers have enthusiastically examined their strategic behaviours, come up
with different taxonomies of strategies, and demonstrated that learners follow their taxonomies. In
his words, ‘this approach was a mistake’. Macaro might be right as language learners differ in

learning languages and using strategies.

In the present study, given the theoretical uncertainties and also the purpose of the study (to
increase students’ strategy awareness in these four language skills plus vocabulary), an
instrumental approach was taken by connecting strategies with skills along the lines of Cohen and
Weaver above. Specifically, strategies were classified into reading strategies, writing, strategies,
listening strategies, speaking strategies and vocabulary strategies, as they originally are in the
LSUS.

2.4.4  Strategy Awareness-Raising

Awareness-raising is extensively represented in the LLS literature. Many scholars in the field agree
that awareness-raising assists language learners both to learn the L2 and to use strategies to do so
(Chamot, 2005; NCLRC, 2004; O’Malley and Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990, 1996; Oxford and
Cohen, 1992). From Chamot’s (2005) point of view, more successful language learners possess
more metacognitive awareness, whereas Dickinson (1992) points out further that for effective L2
learning; there are two kinds of necessary learner awareness: ‘language awareness’ (knowledge of
the structure and features of a language) and ‘language learning awareness’ (knowledge about
elements that affect language learning). The latter is referred to as ‘strategy awareness’, the

‘learner’s understanding of his or her own strategy application—how he or she takes in new
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language material, encodes it, and transforms it to make it usable for actual communication’
(Oxford and Cohen, 1992, p. 13). According to Cohen (2011), large numbers of language learners
can be exposed to this kind of awareness-raising. Language learners may be more likely to
experience lifelong-learning and unforgotten language learning experiences if they are more aware
of how to learn best and how to take more responsibility for their learning (Cohen, 2002).
Generally, awareness-raising on LLS is useful to improve and make more beneficial students’
motivation, attitudes, and beliefs about language learning (Oxford, 1990). This strategy awareness-
raising can be done through different activities, such as surveys, interviews, discussions, games,
think-alouds, interactive lectures, and workshops. Learners with a high degree of metacognitive
awareness are expected to successfully regulate their learning by employing best ways to practice
and reinforce what they have already learnt, according to Zhang and Goh (2006), who also suggest
that the daily language classroom should be supported by awareness-raising activities that involve
drawing students’ attention to strategies as well as strategy instruction to broaden students’ strategy
repertoire, and that increase students’ ability to use strategies. Rubin (1987, p. 16) emphasizes that
‘making learning decisions conscious can lead both poorer and better learners to improve the
obtaining, storing, retrieving, and using of information, that is, can lead them to learn better.’
Though as we will see below there is evidence from previous studies that strategy awareness-
raising can have a positive effect upon language learners’ achievement and can increase their

strategy repertoires; little or nothing is known about this issue in the Saudi context.

In a two-phase study (Flaitz and Feyten, 1996) that involved awareness-raising and strategy use for
130 university students learning Spanish at two levels, where students in the experimental group
received metacognitive awareness-raising instruction for one 50-minute session; the achievement
of students in the experimental group was highly significantly better in comparison to students’
achievement in the control group. The findings of this study suggest that the notion of awareness-
raising deserves a great deal of attention. Although it was one raising-awareness session, it assisted
students in the experimental group to be more aware of their metacognitive strategies. This
supports the idea of providing even little of strategy awareness to students to contribute to their

strategy use and increase their strategy repertoire.

In another study, Simmons (1996) conducted intensive six-week individual training to raise four
Australian university students’ awareness of cognitive and metacognitive strategies. The findings
show that the students increased the amount and variety of their strategy use and that they were
more aware of strategies that fit with their own individual profiles as language learners. This study
encouraged the strategy instruction programme in the present study to vary strategies taught to
cover different students’ learning approaches. Nonetheless, the findings of this study cannot be
generalized, as it only included four students. Moreover, only qualitative, not quantitative, data

were collected in this study, through students’ diaries.
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Otwinowska-Kasztelanic (2009) conducted a study on raising awareness of 200 university Polish
students towards English cognate vocabulary, including instruction in various vocabulary learning
strategies. They were divided into an experimental group and a control group, and exposed to 30
hours of vocabulary learning strategies instruction. Students in the experimental group were
sensitised to the existence of cognates while students in the control group were not. The results
show that the sensitization to the existence of cognates provided to students in the experimental
group assisted them to recognise more Polish-English cognates than their counterparts in the
control group. This study concluded that training to make conscious use of cognates enhances

mastery of L2 vocabulary.

Blanco et al. (2010) conducted collaborative action research with 24 university students (divided
into three groups) learning Spanish at the University of Westminster in London and enrolled in a
strategy awareness-raising programme, to examine the impact of the programme on their strategy
awareness, strategy use, and strategy transfer. Data were collected through semi-structured
guestionnaires, interviews, and an observation journal by the lecturer. The findings revealed that
the majority of students (92%) agreed that the strategy awareness-raising programme assisted them
to be more aware of the strategies they used and more aware of the wide range of strategies
available for language learning. Moreover, the findings show that a big percentage of students
(79%) reported changes in their strategy use as a result of the programme, including drawing on
new strategies, and that 66% of students were able to transfer strategies from Spanish to other
subjects.

Thus, the previous research indicates that strategy awareness-raising guides language learners to
use more and varied strategies, leading to better language learning. The present study anticipates
that students’ strategy awareness in both the experimental and the control groups will be raised as a
result of completing the LSUS, and that participants in the experimental group will see it raised
even higher as a result of completing both the LSUS and the strategy instruction programme.

2.4.5 Strategy Use and Learning Success: Direction of Causality

Grenfell and Macaro (2007, p. 24) state that ‘the complex relationship between strategy use and
achievement remained unresolved...” because there is a debate in the field surrounding whether
strategy use results in better achievement or whether proficiency leads to strategy use. In the early
stages of research into LLS it was theorised that the causal relationship between strategy use and
success was unproblematic; however, recently, many scholars have realised that independent
variables such as stage of learning, time of beginning learning, rate of progress, achievement level
and proficiency level need to be investigated in order to examine their association with and effect

on strategy deployment (Grenfell and Macaro, 2007).
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The issue of causality has been raised by some scholars, though few studies have been conducted
S0 as to ascertain causality (Takeuchi et al., 2007). By reviewing literature, a considerable amount
of research into LLS emphasises that the use of LLS is related to increased language achievement
and/or proficiency (Dreyer and Oxford, 1996; Green and Oxford, 1995; Park, 1997; Griffiths,
2003). According to Green and Oxford (1995, p. 288), the relationship between strategy use and
proficiency can be visualised “...not as a one-way arrow leading from cause to effect, but rather as
an ascending spiral in which active use strategies help students attain higher proficiency...’, which

is the same conclusion reached by Griffiths (2003).

Grenfell and Macaro (2007) asserted that strategy use and achievement were inextricably linked;
nonetheless, the relationship between strategy use and successful learning is sometimes suspected
or complicated. For instance, Rees-Miller (1993) claims that there is no empirical evidence that
proves the relationship between strategy awareness and learning success. Other scholars have
attributed learning success to different factors. Grenfell and Harris (1999), for example, found that
proficiency levels may not be able to determine learners’ strategy use. They referred to other
factors such as learning styles and the nature of the task. They called for more careful examination
of the relationship between proficiency, achievement and strategies. Macaro (2001) linked
successful and unsuccessful deployment of strategies to factors other than learning stage or
proficiency level. Those factors include limitations of working memory, lack of linguistic
resources, and lack of motivation. He believes that less successful learners lack not only the range
and combinations of strategies, but also metacognitive strategies. In two studies (Mochizuki, 1999;
Wharton, 2000), it was found that more motivated Asian university students used strategies more
frequently than did less motivated students. According to Takeuchi et al. (2007), this may indicate
that motivation is another factor that affects strategy use or that strategy use leads to higher
motivation. In listening, Macaro et al. (2007, p. 168) highlighted vocabulary and grammar
knowledge as important issues that play an important role in a listening task, which makes the
difference between successful and less successful listeners. They believe that the notion of ‘the
more strategies the better’ has been rejected. In their view, success in listening is linked to greater
linguistic knowledge, as well as using different LLS in different combinations in which

metacognition plays a very important role.

Many studies have found that successful learners reported using more strategies than less
successful learners, although other studies have found that this relationship does not always hold as

reviewed below.

In a study by Green and Oxford (1995), 374 university students at the University of Puerto Rico
were divided into pre-basic, basic, and intermediate English levels and completed the SILL to
measure their strategy use. The goal was to describe variation in overall strategy use, strategy use
through SILL categories, and strategy use at the individual item level. The findings showed greater

use of strategies among more successful learners compared to less successful learners. Many
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advanced students in the intermediate group and many low intermediate students in the basic group
might affect the findings of this study in terms of the relationship between strategy use and
proficiency. Thus, the intermediate group used more strategies than did the basic group, although
the difference in strategy use between them was not significant. The significant difference in

strategy use was between the pre-basic group and the basic and intermediate groups.

In a similar study on the relationship between proficiency and strategy use, Dreyer and Oxford
(1996) gauged 305 Afrikaans university students’ strategy use through the SILL. Students’ scores
on the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) were used to measure their listening and
reading abilities. Pearson correlation was used to determine the strength and direction of the
relationship between students’ scores on the TOEFL and their strategy use. The findings revealed
that the correlation between students’ TOEFL scores and strategy use was positive and highly
significant. Even though the findings of this study presented the overall correlation between SILL
parts and students’ overall scores in TOEFL, the results of the correlation between individual
strategies in SILL and individual parts of TOEFL (listening, structure and reading) were not

presented.

Park (1997) investigated the relationship between strategy use and L2 proficiency with around 332
Korean university students, whose strategy use was measured with the SILL and their proficiency,
with TOEFL scores. This study found that the relationship between strategy use and L2 proficiency
was linear, and that all six categories of LLS listed and overall all strategies listed in the SILL were
significantly correlated with students’ TOEFL scores. In other words, more proficient learners
frequently used more strategies than less proficient learners. TOEFL used in this study did not
measure students’ speaking and writing skills, although many strategies listed in SILL are related
to these two skills. Therefore, the correlation between strategy use and TOEFL scores in this study
is more relevant to listening, structure and reading skills than to speaking and writing. This study
suggested teaching LLS in classrooms based on these demonstrated benefits.

In the same vein, Griffiths (2003) explored the relationship between reported strategy use and
course level in 348 international students learning English in New Zealand. Students’ initial level
of English ranged from elementary to advanced based on their Oxford Placement Test scores. All
students completed the 50-item version of Oxford’s (1990) SILL to measure their frequency of
language learning strategy use. The results revealed a statistically significant relationship between
reported strategy use and the level of the course in which students were enrolled; advanced learners
reported significantly more frequent use of strategies than beginner students did. There were
individual exceptions to this general finding, as Kang (who made good progress) did not report
high, frequent strategy use and May (who failed to make progress) reported high strategy use. This
can be attributed to other factors, such as age (as participants in this study were of different ages
(14-64)), nationality (as participants in this study came from different backgrounds (21 countries))

and different proficiencies (elementary, mid-elementary, upper elementary, pre-intermediate, mid-
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intermediate, upper intermediate, and advanced). This somehow attracts the attention of the reader

in being careful while looking at such findings with this kind of variety.

Developing another survey (the English Language Learning Strategy Inventory) to measure
strategy use, Griffiths (2008) investigated the relationship between strategy use and proficiency
using this new inventory rather than Oxford’s (1990). She divided 131 international students
learning English in a private language school in New Zealand into elementary, intermediate, and
advanced based on their Oxford Placement Test scores, as in Griffiths (2003). This study found that
higher-level students reported significantly more frequent use of strategies than lower-level
students did. This is confusing because participants were first divided into elementary, intermediate
and advanced based on their proficiency test. If elementary students were lower-level and advanced
students were higher-level, what about the intermediate students? It seems that intermediate
students emerged at both lower and higher levels or students at each proficiency level were divided

into higher and lower levels, which is unclear.

The relationship between strategy use and language proficiency was also investigated by Hong-
Nam and Leavell (2006). In this study, 55 ESL university students from different cultural
backgrounds joined an intensive English programme at Southwestern University in Georgetown,
Texas, USA. Their English proficiency levels ranged from beginner to advanced based on their
scores in the placement test as provided by their language institute. They completed Oxford’s
(1990) SILL to gauge their frequency of strategy use. The findings show that students who used
more strategies made faster progress in their language learning than those who employed less
strategies. The relationship between strategy use and language proficiency in this study was found
to be curvilinear, revealing that students at the intermediate level reported more use of learning
strategies than at beginning and advanced levels, which differs from Park (1997), who found the
relationship to be linear (more proficient students frequently used more strategies than did less
proficient students). This asserts that the relationship between strategy use and learning success is
really complicated.

Although many studies have demonstrated a significant positive correlation between strategy use
and success in learning, as seen, there are also a number of studies that have found this relationship
inconsistent. For example, Porte (1988) interviewed 15 adolescent EFL learners studying at a
private school in London, who were classified as under-achieving based on their performance in
placement tests, homework, and classwork. The interviews aimed to investigate LLS used by these
learners when they dealt with new vocabulary. Results gained from structured interviews showed
that similar to good language learners, poor or under-achieving learners used strategies to deal with
new vocabulary. The study attributed strategy use in the classroom to factors related to present or
past language learning experiences. Data presented in this study were few and mainly qualitative
due to structured interviews. Supporting these data with more data through the use of another

instrument may strengthen the findings of this study. Furthermore, the findings showed only that
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poor learners and good learners similarly used strategies, without further investigation into how

strategy orchestration was deployed by both poor and good learners.

The same conclusion was reached by Vann and Abraham (1990), who focused on two unsuccessful
language learners (based on a range of scores and data) to discover reasons behind their lack of
success. Interviews about their learning experiences and strategies they used while learning English
showed that both unsuccessful learners were involved in think-aloud discussions and a series of
typical classroom tasks. The findings revealed that the two unsuccessful learners were similar to
successful learners in terms of their strategy repertoire, and that they were active strategy users
though they sometimes applied strategies inappropriately. This may indicate that low-achieving
learners are able to use a considerable amount of strategies though inappropriately which makes
them equal to high-achieving learners in terms of strategy repertoire. Although different
instruments were employed so as to collect data in this study, the sample is very small. Comparing
the findings of only two successful male learners with those of two less successful female learners
is limited in terms of the number of participants and for some researchers is unfair, as previous
studies such as Oxford and Nyikos (1989) have shown that female learners use strategies more

frequently than do male learners.

In another study, Gardner et al. (1997) investigated the relationship between several individual
factors (language attitude, language aptitude, motivation, anxiety, self-confidence, and learning
strategies) and measures of achievement in a second language. A sample of 102 university students
learning French in Canada completed a learning strategies questionnaire and a short language
history questionnaire. The researchers had access to the participants’ final grades in French in
addition to their scores on four different language tests, which showed no significant correlation
between language learning strategies and achievement in L2. Although participants in this study
indicated that they had studied French for an average of 11.37 years, which seems a considerable
amount of time during which to improve students’ proficiency, and the researchers managed to
access students’ final grades and other tests’ scores, nothing is mentioned in relation to
participants’ language proficiency. With regard to learners with different language proficiencies
possibly using different strategies, nothing is known because of the lack of information about
participants” proficiency. Therefore, the findings of this study regarding the correlation between
strategy use and achievement need to be precisely looked at.

It can be difficult, to some extent, to compare the findings of the above-reviewed studies because of
the variety of some important factors such as age, context, and level of language proficiency, which
is also the case regarding the variety of methods used to identify more and less successful learners
in these studies. In terms of proficiency tests, for example, some researchers have used proficiency
tests designed by the schools or institutes in which they conducted their studies, while some other
researchers have used standardised tests such as TOEFL to measure participants’ proficiency.

Furthermore, some of the above-reviewed studies highlighted that learners recognised the
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importance of certain strategies, which does not necessarily mean that they could use them. The
findings of some of the above-reviewed studies cannot be generalised to greater populations due to

sample sizes and aspects of randomness.

This complicated relationship between strategy use and learning success encouraged Cohen and
Macro (2007, p. 280) to differentiate between ‘proficiency’, ‘achievement’, ‘success’ and
‘expertise’. Consequently, they asked for discussing the relationships between strategy use and
proficiency in a skill, strategy use and the rate of progress (achievement), strategy use and success
at a task, and strategy use and the expertise of participants. They presented other factors that need
to be controlled while exploring the relationship between strategy use and proficiency or
achievement, such as the level of linguistic knowledge, the first language in reading and writing,
and initial levels of motivation. By controlling those factors and using more sophisticated ways of
analysis, they believe that it can be moved beyond the evidence of a correlation between strategy
use and success towards a causal representation. According to them, this causal representation can
be: a) unidirectional, where effective strategy use results in success regardless of variability in
linguistic knowledge or whether lower linguistic knowledge excludes using specific strategies; or
b) bidirectional or circular, where strategy use leads to success at a task or where success at a task
leads to strategy use. Cohen and Macaro (2007) call for transformation to establish causation,
rather than remaining at the level of correlation.

These inconsistent findings on the relationship between strategy use and successful language
learning have led some scholars in the field (Griffiths 2013, 2015; Griffiths and Oxford 2014;
Oxford 2011) to suggest that the relationship between strategy use and proficiency is complex. This
has promoted researchers to consider the appropriate use and management of strategies (Dornyei
and Ryan 2015). For instance, Macaro (2006, p. 332) stressed that in research ‘... successful
learning is no longer linked to the individual learner’s frequency of strategy use, but to his or her
orchestration of strategies available to him or her.’

2.4.6  Strategy Orchestration

Strategy orchestration is considered as a complex phenomenon (Griffiths 2013). The term refers to
the learner’s ability to effectively employ strategies in combination. Lacking strategy orchestration
might be what made the poor language learners in Porte (1988) and Vann and Abraham (1990)

choose inappropriate strategies and use them ineffectively. For Anderson (2008, p. 101),

Effective strategy use does not occur in isolation. Often we discuss the use of a strategy
as if it happens all by itself. Understanding the interdependency of strategy use while
engaged in a language learning task is an important learning experience. Being
metacognitively aware of strategy use allows good language learners to integrate the use

of various strategies in a positive way.
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Macaro (2006) claims that a strategy should be combined with other strategies, whether in
sequences or simultaneously, to be effective in language learning, a concept known as ‘strategy
clusters’. He demonstrated that strategy orchestration requires a higher level of metacognition and
thus metacognitive strategies are responsible for monitoring and evaluating cognitive strategies
used. Thus, as explained further in 4.5.2.1, the NCLRC’s (2004) Metacognitive strategies
(organize/plan learning; manage learning; monitor learning; and evaluate learning) and Task-based
strategies, which mostly include cognitive strategies, were chosen for strategy instruction in the

present study to activate strategy orchestration among participants.

In one of very few studies to have discussed strategy orchestration, Vandergrift (2003) attempted to
explore strategy orchestration by identifying listening strategies used by 36 adolescent learners of
French in Canada. Participants were divided into more skilled and less skilled listeners based on a
listening comprehension test. Data were collected using a think-aloud protocol while participants
were engaged in listening to authentic texts, and were analysed quantitatively and qualitatively.
Results showed that more skilled listeners were able to systematically orchestrate a cycle of

metacognitive and cognitive strategies to reach a better understanding of the text.

From a pedagogical perspective, Griffiths (2013) suggests that strategy orchestration is not an easy
skill to teach in the classroom for the following reasons: a) any particular strategy combination that
suits a language learner may not suit another, due to factors such as age, nationality, gender, etc.; b)
strategy combination requires a context where a language learner may not use the same strategies
in different situations, which means it is difficult to elicit effective strategy orchestration; and ¢)
each language learner is required to experiment with strategy orchestration to determine the
combination that produces successful learning. However, Griffiths (2013) calls for discussion of
strategy orchestration with students in the classroom, as it may help them benefit from available

possibilities and gain more fruitful outcomes.

In the current study, students were always encouraged to orchestrate or cluster strategies while
doing a task. Using the Teacher’s Booklet, designed for the purpose of strategy instruction,
teachers in the experimental group provide a variety of strategies for students and prompt them to
try using more than one, which is expected to result in better learning and smoother task

achievement.

2.5 Summary

This chapter has presented an overview of LLS. In the second section, a brief historical background
was introduced, including the birth of the concepts of ‘good language learners’ and ‘language
learning strategies’. The first spark that ignited the field of LLS was Rubin (1975), which
recognised that good language learners had certain learning ways (strategies) that enabled them to

be better language learners (Oxford et al., 2014b). Based on this insight, scholars tried to identify
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these strategies and teach them to less successful language learners. Next, a theoretical background
was provided, in the third section of the chapter. It encompassed how LLS are represented in
cognitive theory; the link between LLS, declarative knowledge and procedural knowledge; and
Macaro’s (2006) cognitive framework and Oxford’s (2011) theories. The sociocultural perspective
on LLS was highlighted as another important theoretical dimension LLS rely on; and there are also
other relevant theories such as audiolingual theory. Although it is now four decades since strategy
research began, this aspect of strategy, which depends on multiple theoretical underpinnings,
makes it hard for researchers in the field to come up with theoretical consensus (Griffiths, 2013,
2015; Oxford, 2011; Dérnyei and Ryan, 2015). This problem hampered research in the field and
prompted scholars to call for the adoption for the alternative concept of ‘self-regulation” (Dornyei
and Skehan, 2003); however, continuous research and publications in the LLS field have supported
the continued use of the term strategy. The fourth section discussed some issues relevant to LLS,
such as their definition, the criticism of a slippery definition, their characteristics, their purpose and
importance, and their classification. Some scholars in the field prefer to describe features of
strategies rather than defining them as a whole (Macaro, 2006; Cohen and Macaro, 2007; Griffiths,
2008, 2013) as the latter may lack robust theoretical rigour. In this spirit, researchers have
classified strategies by function (O’Malley and Chamot, 1990; Oxford 1990), by goal (Cohen,
1998), and by language skills (Cohen and Weaver, 2006). Strategy classification is another point of
criticism in the field, however, with some researchers rejecting the practice and others still pushing
for an adequate operational definition for the field (Griffiths and Oxford, 2014). Next, we
considered strategy awareness-raising, which plays a very important role in dealing with LLS.
Many studies have concluded that strategy awareness-raising has a positive effect on strategy use,
on the hand, and also on proficiency and on learner variables such as motivation. The relationship
between strategy use and learning success was also reviewed, and it was observed that there is a
split between studies that show that strategy use positively affects learning success (Green and
Oxford 1995; Park, 1997) and those that find no relationship (Porte, 1988; Gardner et al., 1997).
This controversy has attracted researchers to consider the appropriateness and quality of strategies
used and also to keep in mind the status of strategy orchestration as a factor that may contribute to
successful learning (Cohen and Macro, 2007; Macaro, 2009). This chapter ended by further
discussing strategy orchestration, a highly complicated process that researchers nevertheless call to
be deployed in the classroom through strategy instruction; however, despite the suggestive
findings, few studies have been conducted in this area, and more research is still needed to better

understand this complex mental process.

For the purposes of the present study, the literature in this chapter has assisted in finding a suitable
strategy definition of LLS that meets the purpose of the study. The literature also directed the
present study’s adoption of a classification of LLS by language skill, into listening strategies,
vocabulary strategies, speaking strategies, reading strategies, and writing strategies. The present

study intends to fill gaps in literature regarding the effect of strategy instruction on strategy
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awareness. Although there are a small number of studies that have investigated the effect of
strategy instruction on students’ strategy awareness, there are still calls to carry out more studies in
this regard. Students in the experimental and control groups having completed the LSUS twice
makes the present study distinctive from previous studies in measuring students’ strategy
awareness before and after the intervention. Completing the LSUS itself is considered a way of
raising students’ strategy awareness. Furthermore, the present study intends to contribute towards a
better understanding of the relationship between strategy use and learning success through strategy
instruction. By involving students in a strategy instruction programme that raises their strategy
awareness and renders them better strategy users, they can be frankly asked at the end of that
strategy instruction programme whether it has contributed to their improved proficiency or whether
their improved proficiency has contributed to their strategy use. Hopefully, this may contribute to

understanding the complex relationship between strategy use and learning success.

In the next chapter, strategy instruction (the main intervention in the present study) will be
reviewed in depth, including consideration of learning styles as an important factor in the learning
process and as part of the framework used in the strategy instruction programme carried out in this
study. Studies in LLS instruction and studies on the relationship between LLS and learning styles
will also be reviewed in the following chapter.
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Chapter 3: Strategy Instruction

3.1 Introduction

The previous chapter provided a historical and theoretical background for LLS and an overview of
the debate on defining and classifying LLS. It also reviewed strategy awareness-raising, strategy
use and learning achievement, and strategy orchestration, as major issues related to LLS. This
chapter, in contrast, focuses on strategy instruction, as follows. First, the question ‘What is strategy
instruction?’ is taken up, in the second section; the purpose and importance of strategy instruction
are highlighted in the third section; then, methods of strategy instruction are explained in the fourth
section; models designed for strategy instruction in previous literature are summarized in the fifth
section; the sixth section briefly discusses the language of strategy instruction; the seventh presents
studies on the effect of strategy instruction in the four language skills (reading, writing, listening,
and speaking) plus vocabulary; and under the eighth section, learning styles are reviewed in
relation to strategies and strategy instruction. The review of learning styles first defines them,
presents seven major learning styles established in previous literature, considers relationships
between styles, strategies and motivation (highlighting the significance of ‘style-stretching’), and
introduces the SSBI framework, model used for the purpose of strategy instruction in the current
study. The chapter concludes with a group of studies conducted to examine the relationship
between styles and strategies.

3.2  What is Strategy Instruction?

Strategy instruction refers to ways in which teachers can help students become more effective
learners (Oxford, 1990; Chamot, 2004). Oxford (2011, p. 175) defined learning strategy instruction
as ‘the teacher directly teaching learning strategies to a group of students in a language classroom’.
Similarly, Cohen (2011, p. 116) believes that strategy instruction is ‘explicitly teaching students
how to apply language learning and language use strategies.” These definitions align with Cohen
(1998) and Chamot et al. (1999), who defined strategy-based instruction as intensive strategy

instruction in the classroom incorporating LLS.

Thus, strategy instruction involves teachers delivering direct, explicit instruction in a group of LLS
parallel with their daily language teaching in the regular language classroom. The taught LLS
should be chosen carefully to serve exercises at hand effectively; they also should be presented
overtly to students, by naming them and explaining when and how to use them to achieve particular
tasks. Students should have the opportunity to practice using these strategies in authentic language

exercises and should be allowed to judge their benefits. Strategy instruction is considered to be an
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important variable affecting strategy use and thus success in language learning, as we saw in 2.4.5

above.

In the present study, strategy instruction is defined as explicitly teaching a list of metacognitive and
task-based strategies (mainly cognitive) through a language textbook (Language Leader,

Elementary) using the SSBI framework in regular language classrooms.

3.3 Purpose and Importance of Strategy Instruction

The literature shows that more effective L2 learners use more LLS and usually have a wider
repertoire of LLS than less effective L2 learners. Acquiring LLS may thus benefit those less
effective learners in their L2 learning (O’Malley and Chamot, 1990). A ‘repertoire’ here is like a
bank of strategies that allows a learner to pick and choose the appropriate one in a given context
(Griffiths, 2013). Language learners routinely use LLS (Oxford, 1990; O’Malley and Chamaot,
1990; Oxford, 2011; Cohen, 2011; Griffiths, 2013), however, most of them are unaware of these
LLS or use them improperly. Cohen mentioned in Cohen et al. (2014, p. 20) that he was a strategy
user when he began learning other languages, but ‘not an enlightened one.” The present study
hopes to increase students’ strategy awareness and repertoires through strategy instruction. Gu
(2010, cited in Oxford, 2011) believes that the central point of language learning strategy research
is maximizing the outcomes of learning through support to learners provided by teachers and
curricula. He believes that instruction in strategic learning can result in better learners. In the
present study, strategy instruction was utilized by teachers via the students’ language curriculum to

enable students to apply strategies to exercises and hopefully gain such a learning benefit.

In the USA, the National Capital Language Resource Center (NCLRC) (2004, pp. 10-11) stated
important reasons for strategy instruction as follows. First, better learners have greater
metacognitive awareness, which assists them choose the most appropriate strategies; second, most
language learners have the ability to learn strategies; third, however, while strategies can be
employed to achieve different tasks, guidance is needed for students to do so; fourth, strategy
instruction increases students’ motivation by increasing their confidence in their learning abilities
and providing them with particular tools for successful learning; and fifth, students who
successfully manage to use strategies become more self-reliant and have the advantage in
independent learning.

Nyikos (1996) states that teachers who teach LLS may enable learners to override some of their
educational limits in addition to helping them expand their ability to compensate for missing
knowledge, increase comprehension, and develop linguistic competence. She recommends that
teachers integrate procedural knowledge of LLS into their classes, which will contribute to creating
a learner-centred classroom. In such an environment, teachers will be better able to understand their

students’ difficulties and will become more effective in helping their learners overcome these
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obstacles. In fact, shift from a teacher- to a learner-centred classroom requires more learning
responsibility to be taken by students, as Cohen (1998, p. 21) reflects with the comment that
‘language learning and language use strategies can have a major role in helping shift the
responsibility for learning off the shoulders of the teachers and on to those of the learners.’
According to Cohen (2011), learners will be more encouraged to ‘learn how to learn’ or ‘learn how
to use’ the L2 in a learner-centred situation. Although in the context of the present study, the main
responsibility remained with the teacher, the present researcher also affirms that it is time to make

students more responsible for their learning.

Wenden (1991) is also in favour of assisting learners to be more autonomous. She stresses that the
absence of strategy training may lead learners to be overly dependent on their teachers. In the same
vein, the goal of strategy instruction according to Oxford and Leaver (1996) is to help learners be
more self-directed, autonomous, and effective by improving their use of LLS. They suggest that

strategy instruction teaches students to be better learners through:

1) identifying and improving strategies that are currently used by the individual; 2)
identifying strategies that the individual might not be using but that might be helpful for
the task at hand, and then teaching those strategies; 3) helping students learn to transfer
strategies across language tasks and even across subject fields; 4) aiding students in
evaluating the success of their use of particular strategies with specific tasks; and 5)
assisting students in gaining learning-style flexibility by teaching them strategies that are
instructively used by students with other learning styles. (Oxford and Leaver, 1996, p.
227)

Chamot et al. (1999) indicated that the goal of teaching LLS is to help students control their
language learning consciously. This should result in motivated, efficient, independent language
learners. Additionally, the ultimate goal of strategy instruction, as Cohen (2011, p. 116) stated is ‘to
enhance the language learners’ [learning] act’. As stressed in NCLRC (2004), ‘strategic students’
see themselves as more academically successful than those who do not use LLS. This successful
learning leads to increased motivation among strategic students. By implementing strategy
instruction, the present study hopes to provide students with some LLS that may assist them to
become autonomous learners in their lifelong English learning, not only during college. If students
managed to become at least partially autonomous after strategy instruction, it is also expected that

their motivation will improve.

Providing strategy instruction to L2 learners will improve their learning skills and language skills.

This improvement will provide them with the necessary tools to:

1. self-diagnose their strengths and weaknesses in language learning;

2. become more aware of what helps them to learn the target language most efficiently;
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develop a broad range of problem-solving skills;

W

experiment with both familiar and unfamiliar strategies for L2 learning and use;

o

make decisions about how to approach a language task;
6. monitor and self-evaluate their performance; and
7. transfer effective approaches to strategy use to new L2 contexts. (Cohen, 2011, p. 117)

From the teaching perspective, the present study attempts to alert language teachers in Saudi
Arabia to the need to consider their own language teaching. Oxford et al. (1990) stated that when
teachers teach strategies in the classroom, they feel that their role in the classroom is mostly to
facilitate learning. In other words, their role is to prompt students to think of how to learn language
beside learning language content. According to Oxford et al. (1990), through strategy instruction,
teachers can become more learner oriented and more aware of their students’ needs. They may also
start thinking more about their teaching styles and whether they matches their students’ learning

styles and strategies, and if needed altering their teaching styles to make them more effective.

It is more important for learners to master how to learn than simply to learn (Chamot et al., 1999;
Zhang, 2008; Rubin, 2001; Wenden, 2002). The present study is an attempt to raise students’
awareness of their own ways of learning and to provide participating students with new LLS in
order to increase their strategy repertoires. Creating learner-centred classrooms, being more
autonomous and more self-regulated or strategic, taking conscious control of language learning,
and having better language proficiency are among the purposes the present study intends to achieve

through strategy instruction.

3.4 Methods of Strategy Instruction

Researchers interested in strategy instruction have provided instruction in two different ways.
Some have recommend strategy instruction in dedicated courses or programmes, while others
recommend integrating strategy instruction into regular L2 courses. However, Cohen (2011)
stressed that there is no single best way to conduct strategy instruction. This section will give more
details about these two approaches and will shed light on the advantages of explicit strategy

instruction integrated in regular language classrooms—the method used in the present study.

3.4.1 Strategy Instruction in Separate Courses

Strategy instruction in separate courses began in 1989, when Ellis and Sinclair provided a course
called ‘Learning to Learn English: A Course in Learner Training’. This course aimed to assist
learners to think about factors that affected their language learning, recognise LLS that would help
them be effective learners, and take more responsibility for their language learning (Ellis and

Sinclair, 1989). In another programme, Flaitz and Feyten (1996) provided separate strategy
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instruction to American university students learning Spanish. The purpose of this programme was
to raise consciousness and use of strategies. The teachers praised the programme and found that it
had been effective for their students, which shows that separate strategy instruction sessions can be
very effective if they are properly conducted through well-designed programmes. In the same vein,
Cohen started his course ‘Practical Language Learning for International Communication’ at the
University of Minnesota (USA) in 2001. This course encompassed L2 LLS, learning styles,
motivation, and culture. The main goal was to enable students to learn languages and culture
effectively whether in their home country or abroad. In this course, students identified their already
used LLS and their learning styles, and learned more about language learning from their peers
through participation in classroom discussions. This course yielded a book called Maximizing Study
Abroad: A Students’ Guide to Strategies for Language and Culture Learning and Use, from which
the present study has borrowed some taught strategies in the strategy instruction programme. This
course was effective, as students at the end of the course were able to transfer the information to
their own L2 learning through recognising their currently used strategies, adding new strategies to
their strategy repertoires, identifying their learning styles and considering strategy preferences
(Paige et al., 2006).

Oxford (2011, p. 179) enumerated the advantages of strategy instruction in separate courses or
programmes as follows: First, strategies learned within a language class for certain tasks might be
less likely to transfer to other tasks compared to when they are learned task independently. Second,
some L2 teachers are not prepared to integrate strategy instruction into their courses, and it takes
significant time and effort to teach them how to do so. Third, strategy instruction that is
unintegrated with L2 instruction might actually be preferred by motivated, adult learners whose
time is limited and who are capable of applying the principles and practices on their own. Cohen
(2011) believes that strategy instruction can be delivered separately through general study-skills
instruction, lectures, workshops and modules, peer tutoring, and strategy materials in textbooks and
on websites. The advantages of teaching strategies in separate courses according to Cohen (2011)
include developing students’ general learning strategies, making students more efficient, and

making them more active towards their language learning.

Although the separate approach of strategy instruction seems to have some advantages, the present
study did not adopt it. Instead, strategy instruction in the present study was explicitly integrated
into a language learning course, not only because most researchers (Chamot, 2004, 2008; Cohen,
1998, 2011; Harris and Grenfell, 2004; O’Malley and Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990, 2011) are in
favour of strategy instruction in the regular language classroom context, but also to practically
instruct students in strategies through language textbooks to enhance their ability to apply strategies

to actual tasks and to examine the effectiveness of strategies for language learning.
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3.4.2  Explicit Strategy Instruction Integrated into L2 Courses

Researchers since the 1990s have generally supported direct strategy instruction in dedicated L2
classes (McDonough, 1999). Oxford (1990) said that strategy instruction that fully informs the
learner (by indicating why the strategy is useful, how it can be transferred to different tasks, and
how learners can evaluate the success of the strategy) is more successful. Grenfell and Harris
(1999, p. 104) stressed that ‘the purpose of strategy instruction should be made explicit to the
learners’, which may be done by integrating strategy instruction into everyday lessons. According
to the NCLRC (2004), teaching LLS does not mean finding a separate set of strategy lessons where
LLS are taught; it should be part of regular language classroom activities to discuss students’
strategies and thoughts. LLS taught in the present study were covered by exercises in the students’

textbook, which was used to conduct the present study.

34.2.1 Advantages of Explicit Strategy Instruction

Cohen (2011, p. 139) states that explicit strategy instruction will help L2 learners become more

aware of:

1) how they learn most effectively; 2) how they can enhance their own comprehension
and production of the target language; 3) how they can continue to learn on their own and

communicate in the target language after they leave the language classroom.

He added that this kind of strategy instruction assists learners to become more responsible for their
efforts in learning and using the target language, and ultimately makes them more effective
learners. One important advantage Cohen (2011) refers to is that explicit strategy instruction is not
specific to any given teaching methodology or culture, and can be applied across contexts. Explicit
strategy instruction tends to make the learners’ own strategy repertoire more functional and
supportive and simultaneously to enable learners to decide which strategy to use, when to use it, for
what purpose, and how (Cohen, 2011). Through his long years of training on strategy instruction,
Cohen (2011) concluded that although explicit strategy instruction is time consuming, teachers who
apply it report that students become more efficient in completing language tasks, take more
responsibility for their learning outside of class, and gain more confidence in their ability to learn

and use language.

Explicit strategy instruction is helpful to identify when a given strategy might be useful, model the
strategy with a specific L2 task, provide learners time to practise the strategy, and teach learners
how to evaluate whether the strategy is useful and when it should be transferred to other tasks and
situations (Oxford, 2011). Leaver (2003) claimed that such instruction may reduce time spent in
achieving higher language proficiency levels. Finally, Oxford (2011) showed that such strategy

instruction helps not only learners but also teachers develop metacognitive awareness of their own
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learning and their students’ learning, in that it not only enables language learners to practice and
encourage self-regulation but also allows teachers to observe and question students regarding their
learning and model learning strategies, and assists teachers in identifying a given student’s
strategies and encouraging other students to try them out (Oxford, 2011). Given these several
advantages, explicit strategy instruction integrated in regular language classrooms was deployed in
the present study through Cohen and Weaver’s (2006) SSBI framework which is one of other
frameworks (O’Malley and Chamot (1990); Oxford (1990, updated 2006); Grenfell and Harris
(1999); Chamot, et al. (1999), Chamot (2004 and 2005); and Macaro (2001)) designed for strategy

instruction as will be explained in 3.5 below.

3.5 Strategy Instruction Frameworks

Researchers interested in strategy instruction have developed several similar frameworks or models
for doing so. One early-1990s attempt to explicitly instruct students in LLS is O’Malley and
Chamot’s (1990) Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach (CALLA), which, as Chamot
(2007) claimed, imparted to learners significant content knowledge and skills, improved language
proficiency, and improved LLS. In 1990, Oxford presented her model for strategy instruction
(updated in 2006). The model includes six steps which can be explicitly applied in a language
classroom to further LLS instruction. Oxford claimed that this model is useful for long-term
strategy training as well as closely tied to regular language learning. Cohen (1998), later updated
by Cohen and Weaver (2006), presents the Styles- and Strategies-Based Instruction (SSBI)
framework, which aims to help learners use LLS appropriately according to their learning style
preferences. The current study is mainly based on this model, which will be discussed in more
detail in 4.6.3. Grenfell and Harris (1999) present a six-step cycle model that, they suggest,
provides two advantages: first, directly on the assimilation of the language; second, indirectly in
building up a repertoire of cognitive skills which can be employed in pedagogic and natural
learning contexts. Chamot et al. (1999, updated in Chamot, 2004, 2005), presented another strategy
instruction model, which also contains six steps that L2 learners and their teachers should go
through to achieve effective strategy instruction. Macaro (2001) introduced his cyclical model for
strategy instruction, with nine steps. He suggested that strategy training needs to be presented to
students as a serious undertaking, and has to cater to individuals’ different learning styles and
personalities.

In all these models, strategy instruction is applied in steps that L2 learners and teachers are meant
to perform. Indeed, the models share most of their steps, although they sometimes differ from each

other in the number of steps or the order. Table 2 below summarizes the models.

39



Table 2: Strategy instruction frameworks

Oxford (1990, 2006) O’Malley and  Cohen (1998 ) Cohen Grenfell and Harris Chamot et al. (1999), Macaro (2001)

Chamot and Weaver (2006),  (1999) Chamot (2004, 2005)

(1990), SSBI
Prepare: Identify Current Students Teacher as Awareness raising: Preparation: Teacher A) Raise the
Strategies, Raise Initial identify their diagnostician: Helps  Students complete a identifies students’ current awareness of
Awareness: Students current students identify task, then identify the learner strategies for familiar  students
identify current strategies strategies current strategies and  strategies they used tasks
for familiar tasks. Teacher learning styles B) Explore possible
considers motivational and strategies available
cultural issues regarding *Strategy
strategy instruction Preparation
Continue to Raise Teacher Teacher as language  Modelling: Teacher Presentation: Teacher C) Modelling by
Awareness: Learners do a explains learner: Shares own models, discusses value  models, names, explains new teacher and/or by
task ‘cold,” without any additional learning experiences  of new strategy, make strategy; asks students if and  other student
strategy instruction. They strategies and thinking checklist of strategies how they have used it
discuss how they did it processes for later use
(strategies). Brainstorming
of strategies *Strategy

Awareness-Raising

Model and Name Teacher Teacher as learner General Practice: Practice: Students practice D) Combining
Strategies: Teacher (or provides trainer: Trains Students practise new new strategy; in subsequent  strategies for a

strategic learner) names and
models (demonstrates)and
explains new strategies,
stressing the potential
benefits

opportunities
for practice

students how to use
learning strategies

*Strategy Instruction

strategies with different
tasks

strategy practice, teacher
reduces reminders to
encourage independent
strategy use

specific purpose or
task

E) Application of
strategies with
scaffold support
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Practice: Use, Combine,
and Monitor Strategies:
Learners practise the new
strategies and make
strategy combinations
(strategy chains)

A) Evaluate and Transfer:
Learners evaluate
effectiveness of strategies.
Teacher or learner shows
how strategy can be
transferred to other tasks.

B) Expand and Adapt:
Learners apply strategies to
further tasks

Learners Continue to
Increase Ownership:
Learners continue to
monitor use and evaluate
success.

Teacher assists Teacher as

learner in coordinator:
evaluating Supervises students’
their success study plans and
with new monitors difficulties
strategies

*Strategy Practice
Teacher as coach:
Provides ongoing
guidance on

students’ progress

*Personalization of
Strategies
(evaluation)

Action Planning:
Students set goals and
choose strategies to
attain these goals

Focused Practice:
Students carry out
action plan using
selected strategies;
teacher reduces prompts
so that students use
strategies automatically

Evaluation: Teacher and
students evaluate
success of action plan;
set new goals; cycle
begins again

Self-evaluation: Students
evaluate their own strategy
use immediately after
practice

Expansion: Students transfer
strategies to new tasks,
combine strategies into
clusters, develop repertoire
of preferred strategies

Assessment: Teacher
assesses students’ use of
strategies and impact on
performance

F) Initial evaluation
by students

G) Gradual
removal of
scaffolding

H) Evaluation by
students (and
teacher)

1) Monitoring
strategy use and
rewarding effort

(Continue cycle)

Adapted from Cohen and Macaro (2007), Griffiths (2008), and Oxford (2011)
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As the table shows, the models share much of their content. All models share a preparation step
except Grenfell and Harris (1999). Preparation in this sense takes place through asking L2 learners
to identify their current LLS or helping them do so, for example by asking them direct questions
(e.g. what do you do when you are unable to understand the meaning of a word in a reading text?)
or distributing questionnaires. Among the questionnaires that have been widely used to identify L2
LLS is Oxford’s (1990) SILL. In the present study, participants in this step identified not only their

LLS but also their learning styles, through a strategy survey and a style survey respectively.

Second, raising awareness seems to be a clear and discrete step in Grenfell and Harris’s (1999)
model and in Macaro’s (2001). However, it is conflated with preparation in the other models.
Raising awareness involves doing a task and brainstorming the strategies used, or exploring
possible available strategies, or sharing learning experiences and thinking processes. In the present
study model, students’ awareness explicitly defined to include their awareness of the learning
process, their learning styles, strategies they already use, and their responsibilities for their

learning.

Third, the modelling step is set out in the models of Oxford (1990, 2006), Grenfell and Harris
(1999), and Macaro (2001); in the other three models, it is called the presentation step. Modelling
or presenting a strategy in a way that demonstrates its value is normally the duty of the teacher or
strategic learners. In the present study, after hearing from students, teachers are supposed to model

and name different strategies, show their benefits, and show when and how to use them.

Fourth, the practice step is shared by all models. Practicing strategies is a duty of L2 learners, and
the opportunity to do so should be ensured by the teacher. Teachers may provide some scaffolding
and/or reminders while learners use given strategies. In the present study, students were given
considerable scaffolding (how to apply strategies, e.g. helping learners to differentiate between a
new word’s parts of speech or using antonyms, for instance, able, unable, enable, ability, inability)

, particularly in the early stages of the intervention.

Fifth, the evaluation step appears clearly in almost all models, although they differ in terms of who
evaluates the strategies. Oxford (1990, 2006), Cohen (1998), Cohen and Weaver (2006), Chamot et
al. (1999), and Chamot (2004, 2005) suggest that it is students who should evaluate the use and
effectiveness of a given strategy, whereas Chamot (2004, 2005) suggests that teachers should do
s0. O’Malley and Chamot (1990), and Grenfell and Harris (1999) suggest that teachers should
assist their students to evaluate the effectiveness and use of a given strategy, whereas Macaro
(2001) suggests that evaluation should be initially by students and later by both students and
teachers. In the present study, students were given the opportunity to evaluate the use and
effectiveness of given strategies, and teachers then reflected on students’ evaluations for taught

strategies.
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Sixth, the expansion step is clear in the models of Oxford (1990, 2006), Chamot et al. (1999), and
Chamot (2004, 2005), while it appears as a kind of further practice and gradual removal of
scaffolding and reminders in the models of Grenfell and Harris (1999) and Macaro (2001). That
expansion takes place as strategies are applied to further tasks and combined in chains or clusters
(orchestration). In the present study, students were given opportunities to try different strategies for

learning different language skills, and orchestration was stressed.

3.6 The Language of Explicit Strategy Instruction

“Teachers should not feel guilty about using the L1 for the purpose of strategy training’ (Macaro,
2001, p. 271). To conduct strategy instruction in regular language classrooms, the language of
instruction (L1 or L2) needs to be taken into consideration. Chamot (2004) notes that beginning
language learners are not proficient enough to understand strategy instruction in the target
language, but that at the same time beginners need strategies and should not wait until they become
advanced language learners to receive instruction in them, since that takes time and they would lose
the benefit of early exposure to strategies. McDonough, in Archibald (2006) pointed out that as a
result a large proportion of strategy training is conducted in L1, particularly for beginner and
intermediate learners. Some studies, such as Florez (2000) and Rybicki (2002), have involved
provision of strategy instruction to beginner learners in their mother tongue, while others, such as
Grenfell and Harris (1999), Ozeki (2000), and Chamot and Keatley (2003; cited in Oxford, 2011),
have used a combination of the mother tongue and target language in strategy instruction.
However, the NCLRC (2004) suggests that the language of strategy instruction should be the target

language to the degree possible, including the names and basics of the strategies.

Although Chamot (2004) noted that this issue is far from being resolved, she advised that if all
students in a classroom and their teacher share the same native language, they can be initially
taught strategies in their native language. Alternatively, Chamot (2004) stressed providing a name
in L2 for each strategy, explaining or defining the strategy in simple words in the target language,
and repeatedly modelling the strategy. Grenfell and Harris (1999) encouraged using the target
language as much as possible in teaching strategies, except with the most inexperienced learners
(where instruction should be in their native language). In the present study, both teachers, the
researcher, and the students all spoke Arabic as their native language, and the students’ English
proficiency level was basic. Thus, the strategies were named, defined, and explained entirely in
Arabic.
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3.7 Studies in Strategy Instruction

Though not always successful, the findings of many strategy instruction studies have been
generally positive (Hassan et al., 2005). Nonetheless, some L2 strategy instruction studies have
been unsuccessful or inconclusive (Oxford, 1994). When we review studies that have looked at the
effect of strategy instruction on language skills, we notice that few studies have discussed the effect
of strategy instruction on writing in L2 (Manchon et al., 2007). Studies conducted on the effect of
listening strategy instruction are again few in number, as Macaro et al. (2007) assert. They claim
that it is difficult to draw clear conclusions as to what the key factors of successful listening
strategy instruction might be, adding that it is still unclear in the literature whether listening
strategy instruction can be implemented effectively. As for speaking strategy instruction, Nakatani
and Goh (2007) stated that there is a conflict in the results of studies dealing with the effect of
strategy instruction on communication strategies and on speaking in general: some have found it
effective, while others have not. In their review of studies of instruction in vocabulary learning
strategies (VLS), Nyikos and Fan (2007) found that there were three distinctive forms of
intervention studies: a) metacognitive awareness studies, b) teacher-led VLS studies, and c) task-
induced VLS studies. In terms of vocabulary strategy instruction, the present study is a mixture of
these three forms, as it aims to increase students’ awareness of all types of strategies; implements
strategy instruction led by two teachers and the researcher; and uses mostly task-induced strategies.
Learner voice and equal instructional time were lacking in previous intervention studies in relation
to vocabulary (Nyikos and Fan, 2007). Finally, Erler and Finkbeiner (2007) call for further studies
of SBI that include different levels of reading proficiency, in different languages, with different L2

learners in different settings. In fact, the current study might be one reply to that call.

Above and beyond the basically mixed nature of the findings, very little is known about teaching
LLS explicitly in the classroom in various specific contexts, such as the Saudi context. The review
of previous studies in this section is divided into three subsections in order to review studies of the
effect of strategy instruction on learners’ language proficiency in the first subsection, studies of the
effect of strategy instruction on learners’ strategy use in the second subsection, and studies of the

effect of strategy instruction on both learners’ proficiency and strategy use in the third subsection.

3.7.1 Effect of Strategy Instruction on Language Proficiency

One of the early studies on reading strategies instruction was conducted by Kern (1989), who
studied 53 university students doing level three French at the University of California, Berkeley.
The study was aimed at evaluating the effect of strategy instruction on French students’ reading
comprehension and determining what type of learners derive greatest benefit from it. Students were
divided into an experimental group, which received explicit reading strategy instruction, and a

control group which did not. Instruction in reading strategy use was integrated into the course
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curriculum and took place over six in-class hours and five homework hours distributed over eight
weeks. The results showed that teaching comprehension strategies (e.g. making and confirming
predictions, creating pre-reading expectations, identifying a text's macro-structure, and using
textual redundancy, context, signalling cues, and background knowledge to enhance
comprehension) explicitly had a strong positive effect on L2 readers' comprehension gain scores.
This study is important to the present study as some of the reading strategies in it are similar to the
ones used here (predict what will come in the text, check for prior knowledge of the topic, and infer

the meaning of words and ideas based on clues to meaning in the text).

In one of the rare studies in the Saudi context, McMullen (2009) questioned whether use of LLS
was affected by gender or academic field of study and whether strategy-based instruction helped
Saudi EFL students improve their writing abilities. About 165 male and female university students
from three Saudi universities enrolled in the same English composition classes participated in this
study. Data were collected through Oxford’s (1990) SILL, a comparison of students’ marks in
English composition pre- and post-strategy-based instruction, and a self-report questionnaire.
Strategy instruction in this study depended on Cohen and Weaver’s (2006) SSBI model, which is
used in the present study, and the data were collected over one academic year. Results related to
strategy-based instruction in writing showed that 15 out of 16 participants in that part of the study
gained higher marks on an English composition post-test. McMullen (2009, p. 430) concluded his
study by humbly asking, ‘Where is the LLS research from Saudi Arabia? While the rest of the
world has heeded the call for strategy-specific research, the EFL research community in general
remains in the infancy stage in Saudi Arabia’. In fact, this study was a major inspiration for
conducting the present study since there are limited studies on strategy instruction in the Saudi

context.

One of the earliest studies in listening strategies instruction was by O’Malley et al. (1985). This
study aimed to discover, classify, and measure frequency of LLS in vocabulary, speaking, and
listening, and see if metacognitive, cognitive, and socio-affective LLS can be taught successfully.
A total of 75 high school ESL students participated, divided into two experimental groups and one
control group. Students in the first experimental group (metacognitive group) received instruction
in the use of one metacognitive strategy, two cognitive strategies, and one socio-affective strategy.
The second experimental group (cognitive group) received instruction only in cognitive and socio-
affective strategies. The control group did not receive any strategy instruction. Explicit strategy
instruction was integrated into a language course for 50 minutes per day, for eight days. Three
listening strategies were taught: 1) selective attention, where ‘students were instructed to listen
selectively for linguistic markers typically used in lectures to present an overview, a main topic,
main points, examples, and a conclusion or summary’; 2) note-taking using a t-list, ‘in which main
points are entered on the left side of a page and corresponding examples or details are entered on

the right’; and 3) cooperation using ‘peers and a resource.” Data were collected through pre- and
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post-test, multiple-choice questions, and videotapes. The results concerning listening were
inconclusive; although students’ listening scores in both treatment groups were higher than in the
control group, the difference failed to reach significance. Although inconclusive, the study
indicated that strategy instruction can be effective if it is integrated into a language task, which was
the basis for the present study to conduct strategy instruction through tasks and exercises presented

in the students’ language textbook.

O’Malley et al. (1985), mentioned above, also instructed two speaking strategies: functional
planning (plan out in advance what you want to say, in the present study), and cooperation (ask for
help, ask for correction and ask question to be involved in a conversation, in the present study). It
tested speaking by comparing scores on pre- and post-tests. The results showed that students’
scores in the both treatment groups significantly increased in comparison to the control group.
Strategy instruction was found to positively affect organization and comprehensibility in speech in
particular (O’Malley et al., 1985). The feasibility of strategy instruction in enhancing listening,
speaking, and vocabulary skills (three language skills together) in this study was another motive for
conducting strategy instruction in reading, writing, listening, speaking, and vocabulary in the

present study.

Graham and Macaro (2008) investigated whether a programme of strategy instruction can improve
listening comprehension among English learners of French as a foreign language. They also
discussed whether a level of scaffolding while instructing the strategy improves listening
comprehension, and the effects of strategy instruction on self-efficacy beliefs for listening
comprehension. The findings showed that the strategy instruction programme positively affected
listening comprehension. Students in the two experimental groups (high- and low-scaffolding
groups) outperformed those in the control group in Time 2 and Time 3 however the control group
outperformed the two experimental groups in Time 1. Although students in the high-scaffolding
group outperformed students in the low-scaffolding group in the second listening test, the reverse
happened in the third listening test after six months. This study provided the inspiration for
considering scaffolding as an important element for students while practicing strategies. Based on
this, the present study considered the use of bottom-up strategies and provided helpful materials to
students during strategy instruction.

In another study, Rasekh and Ranjbary (2003) investigated the effect of explicit metacognitive
strategy training on the development of the lexical knowledge of Iranian EFL students. About 53
male and female intermediate students aged between 19 and 25 studying in an intensive English
programme were divided into a control group and an experimental group. Both groups received
VLS instruction for ten weeks, taken from the textbook that students were studying in a Headway
pre-intermediate course (an English language textbook published by Oxford University Press).
Students in the experimental group also received explicit instruction on metacognitive strategies,

built on the CALLA model. All students participated in a pre- and a post-test to compare their
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performance in vocabulary before and after the intervention; the findings showed that students in
the experimental group surpassed their counterparts in the control group, and thus that explicit
instruction of metacognitive strategies positively affected the lexical knowledge development of
EFL students. This study was a model for the present study to choose the language textbook
(Language Leader, Elementary), which students used for the purpose of strategy instruction, and to

employ strategy instruction through the SSBI model.

3.7.2 Effect of Strategy Instruction on Strategy Use

Raymond (1993) examined the effects of strategic training in several organizational patterns of
discourse (description, collection, causation, problem solution and comparison) on the reading
recall of 43 university-level Anglophones reading well-structured expository texts in French.
Strategy instruction was deployed over five hours spread over two weeks. Raymond found that
although strategy training in second language reading is highly complex and difficult to undertake,
students in the experimental group recalled more ideas from the text than their peers in the control
group. The current study was inspired by this study to consider factors other than strategy
instruction that may contribute to students’ proficiency, particularly in the intervention group. It
listed other factors, such as the interaction of the strategy with text content, reader interest and
background knowledge, and reader perceptions of text difficulty, that contributed to participants’

higher scores on the reading tests, which make it compatible with findings of the present study.

In another study, Ikeda and Takeuchi (2003) investigated the effect of explicit strategy instruction
for 210 Japanese university students learning English as a foreign language, at different proficiency
levels. Explicit strategy instruction in reading strategies was conducted for 20 minutes in each 90-
minute weekly class. Strategies taught in this study included parsing the sentences into phrasal
groups, guessing unfamiliar words from context identifying the topic sentence in each paragraph to
understand the outline of a passage, using keywords in a title and attached questions to understand
the outline of a passage (similar to , identifying keywords and sentences carrying the main ideas in
the present study), using visual aids to understand the outline of a passage, using discourse markers
to comprehend a passage more, and summarizing each paragraph after reading (similar to writing
summaries in the present study). The results showed that the explicit strategy instruction increased
the frequency of strategy use by high-proficiency learners, who retained this increase when retested
five months later. However, low-proficiency learners in both control and experimental groups used
the same number of strategies. This means that strategy instruction was not effective enough to
make low-proficiency learners change their strategy use frequency. In addition to sharing a few
reading strategies, this study also prompted the present study to consider the effect of strategy

instruction on less-successful and successful students.
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Sasaki (2002) investigated learners’ process in English expository writing among Japanese EFL
writers, divided into 12 experts and 22 novices. The study was built on hypotheses resulting from
Sasaki’s (2000) pilot study, which had compared experts and novices in terms of text length,
writing speed, time spent before starting to write, revision, planning, and overall organization of
writing before v. after strategy instruction. Strategy instruction lasted two semesters in this study.
Rereading (similar to going back to go forward in the present study), rhetorical refining, local
planning (similar to planning out what you are going to write in the present study), and translating
from L1 to L2 were taught as writing strategies to all writers. Sasaki (2002) used multiple data
sources, including written texts before strategy instruction and after, videotaped writing behaviours,
and simulated recall protocols. The results indicated that although novices did not improve their
writing fluency, their writing abilities did seem to have improved. Novices also decreased their
translation from L1 to L2 while or before writing, and spent more time planning the content of their
writing before starting to write. Finally, strategy instruction guided the writing processes of all
writers. This present study also incorporated this idea of comparing students’” writing proficiency
through their written texts prior to and after the intervention, and monitor the writers’ strategy use
from the beginning of the intervention until the end.

Chen (2009) examined how EFL learners in Taiwan changed listening strategy use during a
listening strategy instruction course, with 31 participants of different listening proficiency levels
enrolled in 14 weeks of strategy instruction consisting of strategy awareness-raising in the
classroom; demonstrating, discussing, and practicing strategies in the classroom; and reflection on
listening processes out of the classroom. Quantitative and qualitative data were collected through
reflective journals. The results showed that students were better at employing more sophisticated
metacognitive strategies that enabled them to control their listening after instruction than before,
and used more strategies effectively. It also found that students’ higher awareness of cognitive
strategies led their strategy use to shift from bottom-up (understanding word by word) to top-down
(understanding the gist), resulting in more effective comprehension, which stressed the importance

of teaching both top-down and bottom-up listening strategies in the present study.

In a quasi-experimental study, Fraser (1999) provided explicit metacognitive strategy instruction
for eight (ESL) high- and low-proficiency Francophone university students in Canada. The eight
hours of strategy instruction given over one month in this study included instruction in three lexical
processing strategies: ignoring unfamiliar words, consulting a dictionary, and inferring meaning
from the text. Data were collected from students’ written reflections on eight reading texts over five
months to elicit their lexical processing strategy use with unfamiliar words and from a cued recall
task implemented one week after each reading task to measure students’ learning of new words.
The results showed that some lexical processing strategies lead to higher retention rates, and that

when students used two strategies together (e.g. consulted dictionaries and inferred meaning from
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the text) their recall increased more than when they used only one, which was a method used in the

present study to emphasize the role of strategy orchestration and to encourage students to adopt it.

In her PhD study, Tassana-ngam (2004) investigated the effect of training in five VLS on Thai
university students. Around 69 students of mixed proficiency levels, aged 19 to 22, from second,
third and fourth years, were divided into a control group and an experimental group. Students in the
control group received extra reading work while students in the experimental group received VLS
training—around nine hours in both cases. Data were collected through pre-and post-tests of
vocabulary, think-aloud protocols, and semi-structured interviews. The findings showed that
students in the experimental group significantly outperformed their counterparts in the control
group in their ability to learn words, reacted positively towards VLS training, and had increased
awareness of the need to select suitable VLS. This study explained how to teach very important
VLS, such as dictionary work, grouping word families and semantic mapping, which contributed to

teaching these VLS and others in the present study.

3.7.3  Effect of Strategy Instruction on Proficiency and Strategy Use

In a quasi-experimental study, Zhang (2008) examined the willingness of Chinese ESL university
students in Singapore to engage in strategy-based reading instruction, and whether such instruction
would lead them to adopt particular reading strategies. A group of reading strategies were taught in
this study: previewing or surveying a text, reading headings or subheadings to get a gist of a text
(similar to skim the text in the present study), scanning for highlighted words or expressions (scan
the text in the present study) and summarizing main ideas of a text by re-reading it (write
summaries and reread for clarification in the present study); and metacognitive strategies such as
checking correctness of comprehension (monitor ongoing understanding of the text in the present
study) and checking the effectiveness in strategy use (decide how effective the strategies were in
helping you accomplish the task in the present study). Although strategy instruction was not always
successful, students were familiar with strategies and gave examples of having used them, which
was the motivation for hearing student voices and getting their feedback on the effect of strategy
instruction in this study. The findings also showed that students in the experimental group
benefited from strategy instruction and their reading performance was significantly improved on
post-test.

Sasaki (2004) conducted a three-and-half-year longitudinal study to investigate changes in writing
behaviours of 11 Japanese students based on the strategy instruction provided in Sasaki (2002).
Using a stimulated recall protocol, students’ written texts and videotaped writing behaviour data
were analysed in this study. The results showed that L2 proficiency, L2 composition quality, and
L2 writing fluency were improved both in students staying in Japan and in those who went to the
United States after receiving instruction in planning and revision strategies. This present study was

49



supported by this study to adopt teaching useful writing strategies such as planning out what you
are going to write, editing grammar and mechanics after your ideas are written, and making major

revisions after your ideas are written down.

In an intervention study, Nguyen and Gu (2013) investigated whether training in metacognitive
self-regulation strategies may lead to improved writing in English and if this improvement may be
maintained. Participants were 91 Vietnamese university students, divided into an experimental
group (37 students) and a control group (54 students). Students in the experimental group received
eight weeks’ metacognition training incorporated into their academic writing course. Strategy
instruction involved metacognitive strategies such as planning strategies, monitoring strategies, and
evaluating strategies. Participants in the experimental group were able to plan, monitor, and
evaluate their writing better than their counterparts in the two control groups. Training in
metacognitive self-regulation strategies helped the experimental group achieve significantly higher
scores in writing than the control group. The present study followed this study in including in its
strategy instruction programme many metacognitive strategies such as plan how to accomplish the
task (planning strategy for all language skills), correct yourself (monitoring strategy for speaking
and writing), assess how well you have accomplished the learning task (evaluation strategy for all

language skills). See Appendix D for the list of metacognitive strategies taught in the present study.

Although he criticised some aspects of LLS research, Dérnyei (1995) also examined the
teachability of communication strategies as a supporting attitude for strategy instruction. In his
study, 109 Hungarian EFL secondary school students were divided into one treatment group
(received strategy instruction in communication strategies) and two control groups (one received
nothing at all except their regular lessons and one received conversational training supplement to
their regular language classes). A strategy instruction programme was provided to students in the
treatment group for three lessons a week, lasting up to 40 minutes each time, for six weeks,
embedded in a regular English course in the classroom. Students in the experimental group were
trained on three communication strategies: topic avoidance and replacement, circumlocution, and
using fillers and hesitation to remain in the conversation. To gather data, the study used written and
oral tests before the treatment and an oral test after the treatment, in addition to a questionnaire
done by the treatment group. The results showed that there is no guarantee that communication
strategies can be taught, although post-training results showed improvement in the quality and
quantity of communication strategies use. Overall students’ speech rate was improved (significant
improvement in speech rate among students in the treatment group and in the conversational
training group but no significant change among students in the no-treatment group). Moreover,
students in the treatment group had favourable attitudes towards strategy instruction after the
intervention. The favourable attitude of students toward strategy instruction in communication as
seen in this study prompted the implementation of strategy instruction in speaking strategies in the

present study to get both students’ and teachers’ feedback toward the provided strategy instruction.
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Cohen et al. (1996) conducted a study to examine the effect of explicit strategy instruction on
students’ speaking proficiency, specifically, the relationship between frequency of strategy use and
task performance on speaking tasks, as well as students’ reasons for using given strategies while
performing a speaking task. The findings showed that students in the experimental group
outperformed students in the control group in the third speaking skill (city description); however,
the means of differences in the first (self-description) and the second (story retelling) speaking
skills were not significant. Also an increase in the use of certain strategies among students in the
experimental group was reported. The authors recommended engaging learners in discussions of
LLS, reviewing strategy checklists, and practicing LLS in the classroom as effective learning
activities which induced the present study to apply these recommendations and examine their
effectiveness. This study is important to the present study as most of the speaking strategies taught
in it were taught in the present study (e.g. lower your anxiety, plan your responses and

contributions, ask for clarification, encourage yourself, etc.).

A total of 62 Japanese college students participated in Nakatani (2005) who studied the effect of
explicit oral communication strategies instruction on students’ speaking proficiency, including
discourse and how students perceived their speaking test performance and strategy use in
retrospective verbal report protocols. The findings showed that students in the experimental group
improved their speaking proficiency in comparison to students in the control group, making longer
utterances and using more strategies than students in the control group. However, Nakatani (2005)
found that strategy instruction is not always effective for all students. Data from retrospective
protocols showed that oral communication strategies instruction did help learners to be aware of
some strategies that improved their speaking, which consequently was used in the present study to
raise students’ strategy awareness to improve their speaking proficiency through strategy

instruction.

Over a ten-week semester, Mizumoto and Takeuchi (2009) examined the effectiveness of explicit
instruction in VLS on 146 EFL Japanese university students. All students were involved in a
vocabulary test to check their vocabulary knowledge and proficiency level. Based on the test,
students were assigned to an experimental or a control group. A set of cognitive and metacognitive
strategies were explicitly taught to students in the experimental group. The same test was
administered at the end of the study to compare students’ improvement. Alongside the vocabulary
test, participating students took a VLS questionnaire before and again after the intervention to
assess changes in their strategy use. Moreover, nine individuals from the experimental group were
interviewed to triangulate the methodology. The findings showed that students in the experimental
group outperformed their peers in the control group on the vocabulary test, and that explicit
strategy instruction was effective in increasing strategy repertoire and frequency of using strategies.
In terms of methodology, this study encouraged the present study to consider administering the

LSUS twice (pre and post intervention) in order to gain a better understanding of students’ strategy
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awareness. This study also guided the present study to interview students from the experimental
group in order to get their feedback on the strategy instruction programme and triangulate the

methodology.

The abovementioned studies in 3.7.1, 3.7.2 and 3.7.3 differed in many aspects. For instance, some
of the studies focused on strategy instruction in more than one skill; however, some others focused
strategy instruction on only one skill. Furthermore, strategy instruction delivered in these studies
varied between explicit strategy instruction delivered through curricula and implicit strategy
instruction integrated through language teaching via additional materials. The length of the strategy
instruction varied from one study to the next, which may have affected the level of strategy
awareness and students’ proficiency. Furthermore, strategy instruction in some of the above studies
included metacognitive awareness raising, which may have contributed to the findings of those
studies in terms of raising students’ strategy awareness in contrast to studies that did not include
metacognitive awareness raising. The majority of the studies above contained an experimental and
control group, which is essential in comparing the effect of strategy instruction; however, some of
the studies did not use any comparison group, which makes it somewhat difficult to understand the
effect of strategy instruction. Moreover, in terms of students’ performance or students’ scores in
tests that measured their language proficiency, the studies above differed: some of them measured
students’ proficiency through pre- and post-tests, while others carried out only one test and
students’ scores were taken from standardised tests such as TOEFL or from tests produced by
schools. However, the findings of the abovementioned studies cannot be underestimated.

In sum, the studies above show mixed results relating the effectiveness of strategy instruction. It
seems that strategy instruction might be successful with some LLS, language skills, or learners but
not others. Griffiths (2013, p. 149) puts it as follows: ‘Previous research into strategy instruction
has produced very mixed results and much research remains to be done to clarify questions of
instructional effectiveness and teacher’s role in the process’. These controversial results have
contributed to the criticism directed at strategy instruction research. For instance, Kellerman (1991)
limits strategy instruction to showing language learners how they can transfer strategies they
employ in their L1 to their L2. Hassan et al. (2005, p. 62) state that ‘there has been little
standardisation of either the packages of interventions or the outcomes that were measured’,
making synthesis of studies and evaluation of the preponderance of evidence difficult.

Nevertheless, there persists a strong feeling that language learning success is linked to the use of
LLS (Macaro, 2006). Two studies, by Gillette (1994) and Rees-Miller (1993), present evidence
against this link by a number of unsuccessful interventions which led to the argument that there
was no demonstrated causal relationship between L2 learning success and strategy awareness;
certainly, not all strategy users become good language learners as Macaro (2006) explained. From
Rees-Miller’s (1993) point of view, it is better to spend time on direct language teaching rather

than on the process of strategy instruction. In response to these open issues, by conducting strategy
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instruction in the Saudi context the present study hopes to at least substantiate positive effects on
language learners (as some of the abovementioned studies did). Calls for more strategy instruction
studies in all language skills were a major part of the motivation for the current study, whose
results can be compared to those of other studies to help get a firmer sense of the precise effect of

strategy instruction on students’ strategy awareness and language proficiency.

The following section will discuss learning styles and their relationship with strategies, as strategy
instruction in the current study is entirely based on the SSBI model of Cohen and Weaver (2006),

of which styles are an intrinsic part.

3.8 Learning Styles

Learning styles are an essential learner variable in the present study. This section will shed light on
the following: learning style definition; learning styles discovered in the literature, with more focus
on those examined in the present study; the relationship between learning styles and learning
strategies, stressing the importance of style-stretching and motivation; SSBI as it represents
strategy instruction in this study; studies that have investigated the relationship between learning

styles and strategies, and critique and problematizing for the learning style theory.

3.8.1 Learning Style Definition

Learning style, according to Reid (1995, p. viii), ‘refers to an individual’s natural, habitual, and
preferred way(s) of absorbing, processing, and retaining new information and skills.” Oxford (2003,
p. 2) defined learning styles as ‘the general approaches—for example global or analytic, auditory or
visual—that students use in acquiring a new language or in learning any other subject.” Cohen
(2011) points out that researchers in educational psychology and in the L2 learning area have
noticed that learners approach their learning in significantly different manners—known as learning
styles, which he defines as ‘general approaches to, and preferred ways of, learning’ (p. 37).
According to Ehrman (1996), learning styles cannot be dichotomous (black or white, present or
absent), but “‘operate on a continuum or on multiple, intersecting continua’ (p. 3). This means that a

language learner can be more visual than auditory or more extroverted than introverted, etc.

Learning style has sometimes overlapped with strategy in the literature. Stern (1975) for example
positioned ‘personal learning style’ among the strategies utilized by good language learners. Given
some uncertainty about such definitions, a group of scholars in the field of learning styles put
forward the following consensus definition: ‘Learning styles are individuals’ preferred ways of
responding to learning tasks which change depending the environment and context. They can affect
a person’s motivation and attitude to learning and shape their performance’ (Armstrong et al.,

2012, p. 451). The confusion between style and strategy has been stressed by other scholars, such
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as Griffiths (2013) and Ddrnyei and Ryan (2015). One study, Reid (1995, p. ix), refers to learning
styles as “internally based characteristics’, while strategies, as we saw in 2.4.1, are actions or
activities language learners use to improve their learning. Bailey et al. (2000) concurred: ‘Whereas
learning styles represent unintentional, or automatic individual characteristics, learning strategies
are actions chosen by students that are intended to facilitate learning’ (p. 118). Another way to
differentiate between learning styles and strategies is that learning styles are usually expressed as
adjectives (e.g. visual, extroverted, global, etc.) as in Oxford (1995), or as nouns (converger,
assimilator, diverger, etc.) such as Kolb (1976) whereas strategies are expressed as verbs
particularly gerunds (guessing the meaning, using flashcards, paying attention to keywords, etc.) as
a result of their active nature, or first-person verbs as in Oxford’s (1990) SILL (I use rhymes to
remember new English words, | try to find patterns in English, I think about my progress in
learning English) (Griffiths and Incecay, 2015).

3.8.2  Discovered Learning Styles

The mid-1970s saw the recognition and explicitization of the concept of learning styles. Dunn et al.
(1975) constructed the earliest instrument to measure learning styles, called the Learning Style
Inventory. This inventory divided learning styles into five: environmental, emotional, sociological,
physiological, and psychological. One year later, Kolb’s (1976) Learning Style Inventory included
four types of learners: converger (active/abstract), accommodator (active/concrete), assimilator
(reflective/abstract), and diverger (reflective/concrete). One of the most influential instruments to
measure learning styles was Reid’s (1987) Perceptual Learning Style Preference Questionnaire.
This instrument includes five learning styles: visual, auditory, tactile, kinaesthetic (all measured on
a one-way scale) and individual vs. group (measured on a two-way axis). Oxford (1995) came up
with 11 styles in her Style Analysis Survey (SAS), placed on one three-way field and several axes:
visual/auditory/hands on, extroverted/introverted, intuitive/concrete-sequential, closure-
oriented/open, and global/analytic. Her scheme contributed to the Learning Styles Survey (LSS) by
Cohen et al. (2002b), which is the instrument used in the present study. The LSS includes 23
learning styles, placed into axes that are then categorized into types: 1) Sensory/Perceptual
Learning Style: visual/auditory/kinaesthetic or tactile. 2) Psychological (Personality) Type:
extroverted/introverted, random-intuitive/concrete-sequential, closure-oriented/open-oriented. 3)
Cognitive Learning Style: global/particular, synthesizing/analytic, sharpener/leveller,
deductive/inductive, field-independent/field-dependent, impulsive/reflective, and metaphoric/literal.
Only seven learning styles (visual/auditory/kinaesthetic or tactile, extroverted/introverted, and
global/particular) representing the three categories were chosen to be examined in the present study
as including all of them is beyond the capacity of this study.
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3.8.2.1 Sensory/Perceptual Learning Styles

This learning style category deals with how language learners use their physical senses. Visual,
auditory, and kinaesthetic/tactile learning styles are placed under this category; if a language
learner comes out as, for instance, more visual than auditory or kinaesthetic/tactile, s/he relies more
on his/her sense of sight, learning best through visual means such as books, charts, pictures, and
video. Language teachers should support visual learners by providing various visual aids. Oxford
(1995) believes that 50% to 80% of students in any classroom are predominantly visual. Learning
styles can vary by culture, thus, Arab students have been said to be strongly visual (Reid, 1987).
Nel et al. (2014) mentioned that Arab learners of English use a variety of visualization strategies.
Auditory learners rely on the sense of hearing while learning; language teachers are expected to
provide opportunities for those learners to listen to lectures, and discussions in addition to
recapping verbally. Arab students are strongly auditory as shown in Reid (1987).
Kinaesthetic/tactile learners prefer learning through touching and manipulating, for example
through writing, drawing, or tracing. Language teachers are expected to provide these students with
more hands-on activities such as using models and dolls, acting, and movement practice. Arab
students are strongly kinaesthetic learners according to Reid (1987). In terms of language
achievement, audio-visual learners scored better than hands-on learners according to Tutunis

(2001) though this is not always true.

3.8.2.2 Psychological Type (Personality)

Although personality seems an independent learner variable, it is merged with other learning styles
in Cohen et al.’s (2002b) survey used in the present study. This category deals with how open a
language learner is to a learning situation. Only two personality types were retained for this
category in current study: extroversion and introversion. If a language learner is more extroverted,
s/he is probably open to the outer world, where s/he enjoys social and interactive learning
activities. From a strategy use perspective, extroverted learners tend to use more social strategies
and to be talkative and sociable, as they enjoy interacting with others (McCrae and John, 1992).
Teachers are expected to provide them with interactive learning tasks such as discussions, debates,
games and role-plays. Extroverts are commonly said in the literature to be the best language
learners (Dewaele, 2004; Griffiths, 2013; Tutunis, 2001). Arabs are extroverted learners
(Harshbarger et al., 1986; Willing, 1988; both cited in Oxford, 1994). In contrast, if a language
learner is more introverted, s/he is probably more open to his/her inner world, where s/he prefers to
concentrate and work independently. Introverted learners prefer using more cognitive strategies.
Thus, teachers are advised to encourage them to engage in independent work such as reading, or
studying alone. Despite the overall support in the literature for the idea that extroverts are better

language learners, introverted learners are overrepresented among the best language learners, as
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Ehrman (2008) reported. However, the relationship between personality styles (extroverted and

introverted) and language achievement is often not direct or linear (Dornyei and Ryan, 2015).

3.8.2.3 Cognitive Learning Styles

This category focuses on how a language learner receives information. For the current study, two
cognitive learning styles were selected: global and particular. The global (sometimes called holistic
or rational) language learner prefers getting the main idea and communicates comfortably even if
there is some ambiguity. S/he has little problem guessing meaning from context if information is
incomplete. Teachers are advised to provide activities and materials that allow global learners to
understand the gist of what is said or written without needing to focus on the details. In a study by
Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995), Arab English learners were found to be more global. On the other
side, the particular learner (sometimes called analytical) tends to concentrate on details. S/he
prefers setting goals, and responds to sequential or step-by-step presentation of material (Reid,
1995). Guessing from context is avoided when possible by particular learners (Oxford, 2003).
Teachers who deal with particular learners should provide activities that involve identifying details,
such as filling blanks with missing words (Cohen and Weaver, 2006). Global learners do better

than analytic (particular) learners on language learning according to Tutunis (2001).

3.8.3  Styles-Strategies Relationship

Learning strategies are associated with learning styles (Ehrman 1996); strategies and styles are
woven together and influence each other (Oxford et al., 2014a). Ehrman and Oxford (1990, p. 311)
claimed that a language learner is ‘a complex composite’ of different learning style preferences that
s/he uses to some degree, but that her/his preference attracts the language learner to one or the other
pole of each style preference. They state that the choice of LLS is significantly affected by style,
but also that that LLS and learning styles are in a close mutual relationship. Cohen (2011) stressed
that there had only been a little focus on the relationship between learning styles and LLS, although
the existence of such a relationship underlay the SSBI framework. He stated that ‘language
learning and use strategies do not operate by themselves, but rather are directly tied to the learner’s
underlying learning style preferences’ (p. 37). Oxford (2011) viewed styles as ‘comfort zones’ and
noted that learners can stretch their comfort zones through practice. This emphasizes the role
learning styles play in using LLS. This comment has encouraged many researchers (Kozhevnikov
et al., 2014; Gregersen and MaclIntyre, 2014; Wong and Nunan, 2011; Griffiths and Incecay, 2015)
to support what is known as ‘style-stretching’, which allows language learners to extend their
learning styles to draw on more strategies, as we will see below. One of the minor objectives of the
present study is to flesh out this relationship in order to encourage students to stretch their learning
styles if they want to acquire new strategies.
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3.8.3.1 Style-Stretching

Although learning style has been considered a stable individual characteristic, style-stretching has
also been highlighted in the literature (Griffiths and Incecay, 2015). One early discussion of
methods to help students learn outside their preferred ways by stretching their style came from
Oxford et al. (1991), who suggested that it might be impossible to change someone else’s learning
styles but that it might be possible for a language learner to stretch his or her own learning style by
drawing on new strategies to accomplish a task. Additionally, Oxford and Anderson (1995) claim
that if learners are aware of their learning styles, they will also consequently be aware of things
they can do to help them stretch those styles. As a result of this awareness, students will be also
able to cope with teachers’ unawareness of teacher-student learning style clashes, and learn even if
their teachers do not accommodate students’ styles. According to Dornyei (2005, p. 157), ‘students
who can operate in a range of styles ... in a flexible manner are likely to become more effective
learners’. In the same vein, Wong and Nunan (2011) point out that effective learners have stylistic
flexibility, and Cohen (2011) argues for the value of encourage language learners to stretch their

learning styles in order to acquire new learning approaches they resisted in the past.

But style-stretching is a hard job that requires much training and practice (Cohen, 2012; Oxford,
2001). In one of very few studies, Griffiths and incecay (2015) attempted to match style-stretching
to successful learning. In their research, 106 Turkish university students completed a learning style
survey and took a proficiency exam in reading, writing, listening and speaking. The results
indicated that the most successful students were eclectic in their style preferences and more open to
stretch their own style and accept other style preferences. Also, a demonstrable link was found
between learning style and successful learning (most successful students had aural, communicative,
and environmental preferences). In the present study, students in the experimental group were
advised by their teachers not to stick to their identified learning styles, but to try extending them by
using novel strategies or attempting strategies used by other classmates with different learning
styles, hoping to end up with better strategy awareness and better language learning. However, this
cannot be done effectively without motivating students to do so during strategy instruction. Thus,

motivation is another learner variable strongly linked to strategy instruction in general.

3.8.3.2 Motivation

Lack of motivation may result in lack of progress in language learning even if a language learner
has a sufficient strategy repertoire (Cohen, 2011). Ushioda (2008, p. 19) defines motivation as
‘what moves a person to make certain choices, to engage in action, and to persist in action’.
Motivation has two common types: intrinsic motivation, which is the desire to do something due to
interest, enjoyment, or personal challenge, and extrinsic motivation, which the desire to do
something due to external rewards such as money or grades (Ryan and Deci, 2000). Motivation

occurs in a cycle of three phases, being generated in the first phase and maintained and protected in
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the second phase; finally, the third phase is ‘motivational retrospection’, or retrospective evaluation
of how the individual achieved a task (Dornyei, 2005). Any of these phases is subject to failure.
According to Ushioda (2008, pp. 21-22), intrinsically motivated learners have more interest to learn
things well, and consequently ‘[s]uch learners are likely to display much higher levels of
involvement in learning, engage in more creative thinking processes, use a wider range of problem-
solving strategies, and interact with and retain material more effectively....”. Knowledge and use of
a variety of LLS has a positive effect on learners’ motivation in all three phases, and motivation
and strategies are very closely linked (Cohen, 2010). Cohen explained that if a computer devotee
has been told that an L2 can be learned through computer games, this might be an incentive to
initiate learning; and if the learner then properly uses strategies already familiar to him/her from
his/her computer experience or new learnt, this might increase his/her self-confidence and through
it improve success; then, in the retrospective stage, the learner will consolidate and increase his/her
strategic repertoire which will be used in future language learning. Thus, Oxford (2011) argues,

using strategies is fruitful in that it supports a number of motivational orientations.

3.8.4  Styles- and Strategies-Based Instruction

Styles- and Strategies-Based Instruction (SSBI) can be defined as a ‘learner focused approach to
language teaching that explicitly highlights within everyday classroom language instruction the
role of the learners’ styles...and strategies...in performing instructional activities’ (Cohen and
Weaver, 2006, p. 3). The premise of SSBI according to Cohen and Weaver (2006) is to provide
students with more opportunities to understand not only the language they are learning but also
how they personally learn language. At the same time, SSBI allows teachers to not only teach

language but also assist learners in:

(1) developing their awareness of their own preferred learning styles, (2) determining the
nature of their current language learning and language use strategy repertoire, and (3)
both enhancing their current strategy repertoire while at the same time complementing it
with additional strategies that may be of benefit, given their style preferences and the task

that they need to accomplish in the target language. (Cohen, 2002, p. 49)

SSBI not only assists students to learn, but also provides tools for teachers (the LSUS and LSS) to
help them learn more about their students in order to choose more appropriate activities that
enhance their students’ learning. The twenty-first century has seen the emergence of SSBI as a
unified model (Cohen and Weaver, 2006; Cohen, 2011; Oxford, 2001, 2011), based on the
fundamental insight that LLS can be looked at through the lens of learners’ styles (Oxford, 2001).
According to Ma and Oxford (2014), learning styles influence learning strategy use and vice versa;
and studies have shown how particular learning styles may align with particular strategies, as we

will see in section 3.8.5 below.
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3.8.5 Studies in Styles and Strategies

Studies in learning styles have a longer history than those in LLS, but studies that investigate the
effect of strategy instruction on learning styles are still very few in number. Rossi-Le (1989)
investigated the relationship between perceptual learning styles (auditory, visual,
tactile/kinaesthetic) and LLS. A sample of 147 immigrants from different countries who were
learning English in a community college in the USA participated. The Perceptual Learning Style
Preference Questionnaire was used to determine participants’ learning styles, and the initial version
of Oxford’s (1990) SILL was used to measure their strategy use. Stepwise multiple regression, chi-
squared, and multivariate analysis were used to investigate the relationships between styles and
strategies, and showed the strongest correlation between visual style and visualization strategies.
Rooted in the different background characteristics of participants, a complex system of interaction

between styles and strategies emerged, which guides the present study.

In another early study in this area, Ehrman and Oxford (1990) explained how eight personality
types/learning styles (extraversion, introversion, sensing, intuition, thinking, feeling, judging and
perceiving) borrowed from Myers and Briggs (1976) are associated with preferred learning
strategies. Participants were 20 American students at the Foreign Service Institute aged 25-52 and
studying different languages. All of them were at least college graduates. Students were asked to
complete a style survey in addition to Oxford’s (1990) SILL; they were also interviewed (as is part
of the institute’s policy for all students). In brief, the results showed that students’ strategies vary
by style preferences, in particular that social strategies were highly preferred by extraverts and
metacognitive strategies were highly associated with introverts. Ehrman and Oxford (1990, p. 324)
asserted that:

The experience of most of the students leads to optimism about the potential for learning
strategy training based on learning style...It is clearly possible for students to stretch
themselves beyond the strategies that are normally related to their own style, and explicit

training in learning strategies can help.

Like Ehrman and Oxford, the present study will check which LLS are preferred by students with

which learning styles.

In another study, Carson and Longhini (2002) conducted a diary study to examine learning styles
and strategies in an immersion setting. Carson, the diarist, was a professor in Applied Linguistics at
Georgia State University, who went to Argentina as a Spanish beginner to teach graduate-level
linguistics courses in English and to collaborate with Longhini, her host, a native speaker of
Spanish and associate professor in the Department of Foreign Languages at the National University
of Rio Cuarto. For eight weeks, Carson stayed with Susana, a female former teacher who spoke

Spanish but not English, and with Longhini’s family, who had some English ability but only spoke
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Spanish at home. During her stay, Carson did not receive any formal instruction in Spanish, but
kept a detailed diary of her Spanish learning. Carson completed a style analysis survey at the
beginning of her learning, in addition to completing Oxford’s (1990) SILL at the beginning, middle
and end of the eight weeks of language learning. The diary totalled 19,732 words, and was read by
Longhini weekly and often discussed with Carson. Carson’s proficiency was not tested, but she
arrived with very weak Spanish according to Longhini, while and after two months her Spanish
was good. The style analysis survey showed that Carson’s style was visual, introverted, and global;
while her learning styles remained relatively constant throughout her time in Argentina, her
strategies were somewhat more variable over time. Analysing the diary entries, Carson and
Longhini (2002) stated that the strategies Carson used were affected by her learning styles, and
extrapolated that while strategies may vary within individuals, styles seem more consistent and
predictable. However, they emphasized that if language learners are aware of their learning styles
and strategies, they can manipulate them both, a lesson taken to heart by the present study, which
tries to make participants aware of their styles and strategies and to ask them if they have preferred
strategies and consider the results by style.

In a study testing the hypothesis that holistic (global) learners prefer strategies related to holistic
comparison and analytic (particular) learners tend to use strategies related to description and
segmental perspectives, Littlemore (2001) tested 82 Belgian university students(native speakers of
French) studying English. They completed a French version of the computer-based Cognitive Style
Analysis test designed by Riding (1991) and their communication strategies were identified
through a concrete picture description task. The results showed that holistic or global learners used
a higher number of holistic conceptual strategies than analytic or particular learners, who used a
higher number of analytic conceptual strategies. For instance, describing a picture of a swordfish,
holistic learners indicated that ‘It reminds me of a shark’, while analytic learners described a walrus
as ‘It got big teeth and it’s very fat and erm it’s grey’ (Littlemore, 2001, p. 253).

Liyanage and Bartlett (2013) conducted a study to explore the association between LLS and
personality types. A sample of 948 students aged between 16 and 18 learning English in
government schools in Sri Lanka took a language learning strategy inventory and the Eysenck
Personality Questionnaire to find out what strategies would be reported by extroverted and
introverted learners. The findings showed that extroverted learners had a stronger positive
relationship with the domain cluster of strategies than introverted learners, though when this
domain cluster was disaggregated into metacognitive, cognitive, and social-affective strategies
there were mixed findings across personalities. In a metaphor, this study noted that the chameleon
changes its colour due to internal states such as emotion as well as to external factors such danger.
In the same way, strategy use is affected by internal states such as personality as well as by external
factors such as learning contexts (Liyanage and Bartlett, 2013). This study brings up learning

context as an influential factor, which is reflected in in the current study.
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3.8.6  Learning Style Theory: Critique and Problematizing

Coffield (2005) states: “The field of learning styles suffers from almost fatal flaws of theoretical
incoherence and conceptual confusion.” This is due to the reasons summarised by Riding (2000, p.
368): a) many scholars generated a large and bewildering array of labels claiming to be different
learning styles; b) many scholars designed and used ineffective and questionable assessment
instruments to measure learning styles; c) scholars were unable to make a clear distinction between
learning style and other constructs such as intelligence and personality; and d) scholars have been
slow to demonstrate the practical utility of learning styles. Critiquing and problematizing learning

style theory can be summarised in the following points:

Firstly, work on learning styles started earlier than work on learning strategies. Learning style
theorists have presented a variety of models with which to classify learning styles, as explained in
3.8.2. In fact, there is no consensus on a single model being the most accepted one with which to
measure learning styles. Those learning style models have many similarities and dissimilarities,
with a focus on different aspects such as sensory modalities, environmental preferences, types of
personality, and cognitive styles. This inconsistency in learning style theory and in measuring

learning styles has resulted in much criticism in this area.

Secondly, mixing learning styles with personality is sometimes another issue when it comes to
classifying learning styles. Myers and Briggs’ (1976) indicator is an example of how some scholars
(e.g. Ehrman and Oxford, 1995) overlap personality with learning styles, which has led to criticism
from many scholars. There is somewhat of a lack of clarity between what personality and learning
styles are, which indicates the difficulty in distinguishing between those two constructs. This
problem has its origins because scholars are still inconsistent in defining and measuring both

personality and learning styles.

Thirdly, learning styles have also overlapped with learning strategies. Hartley (1998, p. 149)
defined strategies as being ‘selected by learners to deal with different tasks’, while learning styles
‘might be more automatic than learning strategies which are optional’. Cassidy (2004) simplified
the difference between learning styles and strategies in a ‘motherboard/software’ and ‘hard/soft’
wiring analogy wherein style is the motherboard with hard wiring and strategy is the software with

soft wiring.

Fourthly, many instruments have been designed to assess learning styles. Using these learning style
measurements has been found to be problematic for some reasons: firstly, those learning style
instruments were designed for a particular reason in a particular cultural context; secondly, the
findings of those instruments may not gain the same results in other contexts with different cultural

backgrounds; consequently, they cannot be generalised throughout cultures (Liyanage and Bartlett,
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2013). Nonetheless, De Bello (1995) claims that many or all proposed instruments of learning

styles are valid and he called for more empirical work so as to support this validity.

Fifthly, for many years it was believed that learning styles were stable, but now there is a kind of
change in this view. Although learners usually have their own learning styles, some scholars, such
as Sharma and Kolb (2011), stress that learners can adapt their preferred learning styles and
navigate between them. Kozhevnikov et al. (2014) encourage learners to switch between styles
based on the task at hand. Style flexibility has become an emerging theme of significance, with the
recommendation that teachers encourage their students to develop appropriate styles in order to

better accomplish new tasks (Ddrnyei and Ryan, 2015).

Despite these obstacles, attempts are still being made to gain a better understanding and utilisation

of learning style theory. Although much research has been conducted in this area, it is still growing.

3.9 Summary

This chapter has presented an overview of what strategy instruction is, and has highlighted its
purpose and importance. Many scholars believe that strategy instruction yields better and more
autonomous language learners, and assists learners to be strategically self-regulated, which results
in better outcomes. Learners who were instructed in LLS were more aware of their learning,

developed a broad range of strategies, and showed more responsibility for their learning.

Methods through which strategy instruction can be effectively implemented were also introduced,
with a focus on direct explicit strategy instruction in the classroom, the method employed in the
present study. As discussed above, this method was chosen because embedding strategies in regular
language classes enables students to practice them in real learning situations, while teaching

strategies explicitly raises students’ awareness of their own learning.

The frameworks used in strategy instruction were compared, with particular attention paid to the
steps involved in each, which we saw to be similar in Table 2. These models normally start by
preparing students for strategy instruction and raising their awareness of strategies. That is
followed by naming and modelling instructing students in given strategies, including how and
when to use them. Then, students are given the opportunity to practice those strategies, after which

students, teachers, or both evaluate the effectiveness of those strategies.

The language in which strategy instruction is conducted (Arabic, the learners’ L1, in the present
study) was discussed. Learners targeted by strategy instruction should be able to understand the
content and use of the strategy. Ultimately, learners’ proficiency level in the target language
determines whether strategy instruction is best taught in the target language or in the learners’

mother tongue.
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Studies examining the effect of strategy instruction on language skills were summarized. Most of
these studies generally support the effectiveness of strategy instruction for learners’ strategy use
and language proficiency and are in favour of its implementation. However, some of them highlight
that strategy instruction was seemingly not effective for all language skills; and some find that
strategy instruction raised learners’ awareness of their learning but not necessarily their strategy

use or proficiency.

The last section of this chapter reviewed learning styles. Learning style was defined and
differentiated from strategy as this has been a source of confusion in the literature. Identified
learning styles were presented, with a focus on those the present study takes up: visual, auditory,
kinaesthetic/tactile, extroverted, introverted, global and particular styles. The relationship between
style and strategy, as learner variables that strongly link to and affect each other, was also
discussed, in particular in terms of style-stretching to draw on new strategies. However, style-
stretching such as strategy orchestration requires students to be motivated, and so motivation as an
influential factor was discussed. The SSBI, which guided strategy instruction in this study, was
introduced. Studies on the relationship between learning styles and strategies were reviewed; the
basic fact of a relationship was largely a consensus position, but the precise nature of the
relationship (or complex of relationships) remains unclear, as the evidence is mixed. The chapter
concluded by highlighting the critiquing and problematizing of learning style theory, in particular
providing different models with different aspects so as to cover learning styles; mixing learning
styles with personality; overlapping learning styles with learning strategies; designing different
problematic instruments with which to measure learning styles; and raising the issue of learning

style flexibility.

The present study tries to discover the effect of teaching writing strategies on students’ strategy
awareness and writing performance in order to fill the current gap in this area. The inconclusive
findings of previous studies of the effect of strategy instruction in listening still form a gap in
literature that the present study attempts to fill. There is a need for more studies to investigate the
effect of strategy instruction in speaking, which the present study does, as there is a conflict with
the results of previous studies regarding the effectiveness of strategy instruction in speaking.
Regarding vocabulary, previous studies have lacked learner voice and equal instructional time,
which is a gap in literature that the present study would contribute to filling. Calls for further
studies with different contexts, languages, and learners in different settings have encouraged the

present study to contribute to the area of strategy instruction in reading.

The next chapter presents the methodology used in the present study, the instruments used in data
collection, and the strategy instruction programme (intervention).

63






Chapter 4: Methodology

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the methodological framework of this study: the study aim and research
questions (in 4.2); the participants (4.3); the instruments used in data-gathering (4.4); the materials
used for strategy instruction, including the coursebook (Language Leader, Elementary, or LL), and
the way it presents LLS, as well as the Teacher’s Booklet (TB) and how the strategies in it were
chosen and categorized, and the approach piloted (4.5); the strategy instruction programme,
including a trip to a summer institute at the Center for Advanced Research on Language
Acquisition (CARLA), University of Minnesota, for training in strategy instruction, the subsequent
preparation of the two participating teachers for strategy instruction, and the strategy instruction
framework (SSBI) used to teach LLS in the classroom with examples on how vocabulary, reading,

speaking, writing and listening strategies were taught (4.6); and data analysis (4.7).

4.2 Study Aim and Research Questions

The literature review presented in the previous two chapters demonstrated that there is a dearth of
research on the effect of strategy instruction on students’ strategy awareness in general and in the
Saudi context in particular. Moreover, the results that do exist are inconclusive, and there have
been many calls by scholars in the field for more research in the effect of strategy instruction on
students’ strategy awareness and language proficiency. This study is an attempt to provide an
empirical contribution to the literature that responds to those calls. Initiating strategy instruction in
the Saudi context is urgent, as it will help effect a timely change of the current teacher-centred
language classroom into a learner-centred classroom. The present study, therefore, aims to examine
the effect of strategy instruction on students’ strategy awareness and language proficiency.

Accordingly, the following research questions were adopted:

1. What is the effect of strategy instruction on students’ strategy awareness?
2. What is the effect of strategy instruction on students’ language proficiency?
3. What is the role of learning style preferences in this study? This question is broken down

into two sub-questions:

a) What are the learning style preferences of participating students in terms of each of

three categories of learning style?
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b) How do students with different learning style preferences differ in terms of language

proficiency?

4. What is students’ and their teachers’ feedback on the strategy instruction programme

implemented?

4.3 Participants

The population investigated in this research are Saudi preparatory year college students studying
English as a foreign language at an industrial college in eastern Saudi Arabia. The population’s first
language is Arabic, and they will have studied English for seven years, from senior elementary
school through intermediate school to secondary school. Although this seems like a substantial
amount of time for Saudi students to establish a good background in English, most of them come to
the college with very weak English skills (Khan, 2011). This target population was selected
because students in the preparatory year work on reading, writing, listening, speaking, and
vocabulary, which allowed the researcher to usefully teach strategies in these skills, and because
the population’s English level is at the point where strategy instruction may contribute to their
language learning. The researcher is a language instructor at this college, and the research was
sponsored by the Royal Commission for Jubail and Yanbu, which supervises education at the

college.

The researcher used random sampling, which is the most commonly used method of selecting a
probability sample (Dornyei, 2007). Initially, about 219 male students were recruited for this study;
they were aged between 18 and 21. They were divided into six randomly selected classes: three
experimental sections of 35-37 students each, forming the experimental group, and three control
sections of 35-37 students each, forming the control group. At the time of the pre-tests, including
the pre—strategy survey (LSUS) and style survey (LSS), about 18 students withdrew from the study.
By the time of the post-tests and post-LSUS, there were only 197 students as four students quitted
the college for different circumstances.

4.3.1 Experimental Group

The participants in this group (98 students) were divided into three class sections. Like their peers
in the control group, they had four regular language classes a day. They studied language skills
(listening, speaking, and reading, plus vocabulary) in two classes, with one teacher who also taught
them writing in one class, using their language textbook (LL), and studied grammar one class a day
with another teacher. The primary focus was on language skills; therefore, strategy instruction,

surveys, and tests were all administered during skills classes, although the writing tests were
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administered in grammar class. One section of the experimental group was taught skills by the
researcher, and the other two sections were taught by two other Arabic-speaking teachers. Only
students in these three sections (that is, in the experimental group) received explicit strategy
instruction in Arabic, through an eight-week strategy instruction programme designed for this

purpose.

4.3.2 Control Group

Like their peers in the experimental group, students in the three sections of the control group (99
students) had four regular language classes a day: three skills (two for reading, listening, speaking
and vocabulary, and one for writing) classes and one grammar class, using the same curriculum as
the experimental group(s). All three control groups were taught by Arabic-speaking teachers other
than the author or the two experimental group teachers. The students in the three sections of the
control group were expected not to have received explicit strategy instruction in Arabic, which
separated them from their peers in the experimental group. However, since the precise content of
control group teachers’ lessons was not known, the researcher decided to interview the teachers in

the control group to check if they were explicitly teaching learning strategies in their classes.

However, both groups seem very similar in relation to most issues. Students in the experimental
group were involved in morning classes, which might have made them more motivated than their
counterparts in the control group, who were involved in afternoon classes. Students in the control
group did not have the same advantage of living on college campus that their counterparts in the
experimental group had. The reason for this is that vacancies in college campus accommodation are
occupied by students who first applied to the college. Consequently, this resulted in urging late
applicants to live outside the campus, which might have delayed their presence in morning classes

due to traffic jams in the morning. Thus, they were designated in afternoon classes.

Students in the control group only completed the strategy survey without discussing the content of
the survey or their answers therein, which is completely different from their counterparts in the
experimental group, who did so with their teachers after completing the survey. Presumably, this
should have increased the strategy awareness of students in the experimental group more than their
counterparts in the control group, although completing the survey on their own is part of raising
students’ strategy awareness. The same occurred when students in both groups completed the
learning style survey.
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4.3.3 Participating Teachers

The participating teachers voluntarily joined the present study and selected to teach students in
participating groups. For strategy instruction in Arabic, the two teachers in the experimental group
(Teacher 1 and Teacher 2) were native Arabic speakers; the researcher, who is also a native speaker
of Arabic, wanted to discover how strategy instruction is applied in real language classrooms, and
thus he also conducted strategy instruction in one of the experimental sections. The three volunteer
teachers who taught the control group were also native Arabic speakers. All participating teachers
had at least seven years’ experience teaching English as a foreign language; all held at least a
Bachelor of Arts in Teaching English or in Linguistics, and most held a Master of Arts in

Linguistics or Applied Linguistics; one teacher held a PhD in Linguistics.

4.4 Data Gathering Instruments

Before presenting the instruments used in the present study, it is very important to position the
study in terms of philosophical stance, which justifies the data-gathering approach. Post-positivism
is adopted, as an epistemological position that fits the purpose of the present study. Post-positivism
is a successor to positivism, which claimed the possibility of absolute truth in human knowledge; in
contrast, post-positivism recognises that when dealing with human actions and behaviours, our
claims of knowledge cannot always be positive (Creswell, 2009). The present study relies heavily
on quantitative data gained through two questionnaires and through pre- and post-tests, and also on
supplementary qualitative data collected through structured interviews which involves adopting this
position. According to Oxford (2011), almost all quantitative L2 research at the present time is

based on a post-positivist stance.

Although post-positivists are still in favour of stressing the importance of objectivity and
generalizability, they ‘suggest that researchers modify their claims to understandings of truth based
on probability, rather than certainty’ (Mertens, 2014, p. 12). Thus, the present study adopts a

modified objectivist ontological position.

Four instruments—two questionnaires, a pre- and post-test, and structured interviews—were
employed in the present study; alongside dominant numerical data gathered through surveys and
tests, qualitative data were obtained through the interviews. The purpose of triangulating these
instruments in a mixed-methods approach is to “...obtain a more comprehensive view and more
data about the problem ...” (Creswell, 2014, p. 15) and to strengthen the validity of research
outcomes through convergence and corroboration of the findings (Dornyei, 2007).
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The first research question, which examines the effect of strategy instruction on students’ strategy
awareness, is answered through the LSUS pre- and post-implementations and the interviews. The
second research question is answered through the pre- and post-proficiency tests and the
interviews. The third research question is answered utilizing the LSS. However, the present study’s
approach of examining students’ strategy awareness and proficiency both prior to and after the
strategy instruction programme makes it different from almost all other studies in the field, which
examined strategy awareness and language proficiency only after intervention. The fourth research
guestion is answered through the structured interviews. The researcher interviewed seven students
with different learning styles from the experimental group, as well as two teachers from the

experimental group and two teachers from the control group for this purpose.

4.4.1 Language Strategy Use Survey (LSUS)

There have been various attempts to design a survey that measures awareness of different strategies
in relation to different language skills. One of the early attempts was Carrell’s (1989)
Metacognitive Questionnaire (a (five-point) Likert scale ranging from 1‘strongly agree’ to
5*strongly disagree’) designed to learn about students’ metacognitive conceptualizations or
awareness judgements for reading strategies (only). Vandergrift’s (2005) Metacognitive Awareness
Listening Questionnaire (again a basic Likert scale) measured cognitive and metacognitive
listening strategies; Vandergrift et al.’s (2006) Metacognitive Awareness Listening Questionnaire
(a six-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 ‘strongly disagree’ to 6 ‘strongly agree’) was an
updated version of Vandergrift (2005) for metacognitive strategies in listening only. Lee (2007)
designed an Inventory for Strategy Awareness-Raising for Success, where students first choose
‘yes’ or ‘no’ for each item depending on whether they do what is described while reading only, and
then choose from 1 ‘low’ to 5 ‘high’ to tell how much. Similarly, Zhang and Goh (2006) designed a
Metacognitive Awareness Inventory in Listening and Speaking Strategies only (where students first
decide how useful each item is on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 ‘least useful’ to 5
‘most useful, and then decide how often they use each item, from 1 ‘never’ to 5 ‘most often’).
There is no comprehensive instrument in the field to assess strategy awareness in all language skills
together. This inconsistency and implementing strategy instruction through SSBI programme
which involved disseminating the Language Strategy Use Survey (LSUS) (Appendix A) have
encouraged the researcher to employ the LSUS to measure students’ strategy awareness and to
reflect on their strategy use.

The LSUS was designed by Cohen et al. (2002a) to help language learners find out more about
themselves and help them discover strategies that can help them master new languages (Cohen and

Weaver, 2006). It focuses on the four language skills of reading, writing, listening, and speaking, in
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addition to vocabulary and translation (the last omitted in this study). Such a survey can be a useful
pedagogical tool that encourages students to think about the strategies they use (Macaro, 2009).
This survey is different from other strategy use surveys such as Oxford’s (1990) SILL in that it
does not measure frequency of LLS use, but asks learners how effectively they feel they are using
each of the 89 listed strategies. As it doesn’t measure frequency, Likert-style rating is not used in
the LSUS employed here, though there is another version of the LSUS that measures frequency of

LLS use (Cohen, personal communication, 30 October, 2015).

The version of the LSUS used here has four options; students check the box that describes them.
The four options are: | use this strategy and like it, | have tried this strategy and would use it again,
I’ve never used this strategy, but | am interested in it, and This strategy does not fit for me. The
third option was amended in this study to I’ve never used this strategy, in order to focus the option

on measuring strategy awareness.

In this survey, listening strategies (26 individual strategies) can be broken down into: strategies that
increase exposure to the target language (e.g. attend out-of-class events where the new language is
spoken), strategies to become more familiar with the sounds of the target language (e.g. imitate the
way native speakers talk), strategies to prepare to listen to conversation in the target language (e.g.
try to predict what the other person is going to say based on what has been said so far), strategies
to listen to conversation in the target language (e.g. listen for key words that seem to carry the bulk
of the meaning), and strategies for when one is unable to understand what is said in the target
language (e.g. ask speakers to repeat what they said if it wasn’t clear). Vocabulary strategies (18
strategies) in this survey include: strategies to learn new words (e.g. break the word into parts that
can be identified); strategies to review vocabulary (e.g. go over new words often to remember
them); strategies to recall vocabulary (e.g. look at meaningful parts of the word such as prefixes
and suffixes to remember the meaning of the word); and strategies to make use of new vocabulary
(e.g. practice using new words in a variety of ways). Speaking strategies (18 strategies) in this
survey include strategies to practice speaking (e.g. practice saying new expression to myself);
strategies to engage in conversations (e.g. plan out what to say in advance); and strategies for when
unable to think of a word or expression (e.g. ask for help from my conversational partner). Reading
strategies (11 strategies) include strategies to improve reading ability (e.g. make predictions as to
what will happen next); and strategies for when words and grammatical structures are not
understood (e.g. guess the meaning using clues from the context). Writing strategies (10 strategies)
encompass strategies for basic writing (e.g. plan out in advance how to write); and strategies to use
after writing a draft of an essay or paper (e.g. revise writing to improve the language and content).
The last category in this survey is translation strategies, omitted from the present study because it

focuses on the four language skills and vocabulary; in addition, the number of items in the survey is
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high (89 items), and so reducing it (to 83 items) after omitting translation’s six strategies seemed

desirable.

Questionnaires are popular because they are ‘easy to construct, extremely versatile and uniquely
capable of gathering a large amount of information quickly’ (Doérnyei, 2007, p. 101). Furthermore,
data obtained from structured questionnaires, such as the LSUS, are organized in a uniform fashion
and lend themselves to statistical analysis, as Cohen (2011) pointed out. In addition to these

advantages of questionnaires, the LSUS was adopted in the present study for the following reasons:

1. To examine students’ strategy awareness before and after intervention. Although the purpose of
this four-option version of the LSUS is ostensibly for learners to help them know more about
themselves and to discover new strategies (Paige et al., 2006), the researcher intends to utilize
it as a research instrument to examine students’ strategy awareness and reflect on their strategy
use.

2. Toincrease students’ strategy repertoire. Oxford (2011) stated that many students who
completed and self-scored strategy questionnaires were alerted to new strategies that could be
used.

3. To avoid rating strategy awareness or use by frequency. Frequency is deceptive as a way of
rating strategy use, since using a strategy frequently does not mean using it effectively (Paige
et al., 2006). Avoiding rating strategy use by frequency ‘would be refreshing in that far too
many studies have been done with the report of frequencies approach. And they haven't moved
the field along very much since they are relatively uninformative’ (Cohen, personal
communication, 5 November, 2015).

Questionnaires also have some limitations, however. One such, according to Dérnyei (2007), is that
they may produce unreliable and/or invalid data if they are improperly constructed. Another
limitation is that the language used in the items must be simple and straightforward so as to be
understood by all readers; therefore, this method is not suitable for probing an issue deeply. As this
suggests, questionnaires usually provide only a thin description of the target phenomena—also
because (finally) the time spent on them is too short for gathering of deep, nuanced data (Dornyei,
2007).

Regarding validity, this version of the LSUS was first translated into Arabic by the researcher and
submitted to two Arabic-speaking PhD students studying Modern Languages at the University of
Southampton to verify the translation and wording, as recommended by Dornyei (2007). Some
amendments were suggested and adopted. For the pilot, the LSUS was given to 33 Arab students
learning English in language schools in the UK. They were asked if the items in the survey were
understandable and asked to measure the time needed to complete the survey, which took about 30-
40 minutes, with no issues raised concerning their understanding of the items. The researcher used
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the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) to measure reliability; for the 83 items,

Cronbach’s alpha was .92, which indicates high reliability.

Procedure: Students in all experimental and control groups filled in the questionnaire at the
beginning of the study to measure their strategy awareness before the treatment, and again at the
end of the study to compare their strategy awareness after the treatment. Pre- and post-LSUS were
administered following the same procedures. Before distributing the LSUS, the researcher met all
the participating teachers, gave them the survey, and explained the instructions for administering it.
He informed them that he would introduce himself to the students prior to obtaining student
consent to participate. On the first day of the second week of classes, as shown in Table 4, the
researcher first distributed the LSUS to students in his section of the experimental group, which
was a 9 a.m. class, assisted students in completing it, and answered their questions. All students
finished the survey in less than 35 minutes, under the researcher’s oversight. Later on, in 11 a.m.
and 1 p.m. classes, the researcher was available to answer questions from students in other sections
(two experimental sections and three control sections) who completed the survey the same day. The
surveys were then collected and attendance for all classes was checked; all absentees present on a

second day, and completed the survey under the researcher’s supervision.

4.4.2 Learning Styles Survey

The Learning Styles Survey (LSS) (Appendix B) was constructed by Cohen et al. (2002b). It
focuses on style dimensions, which are strongly relevant to language learning according to Cohen
and Weaver (2006). The format of the LSS and most of its dimensions and items are borrowed
from Oxford’s (1995) Style Analysis Survey (SAS); additional dimensions and some items are
based on the work of Ehrman and Leaver (2003). The LSS was designed to assess general approach

to learning and give a clear indication of overall learning style preferences.

The original LSS includes 23 learning styles, with 110 items. This survey was shortened in the
present study to cover only seven learning styles: three ‘Sensory/Perceptual’ styles (visual,
auditory, and kinaesthetic/tactile); two ‘Psychological (Personality) Type’ styles (extroverted and
introverted); and two ‘Cognitive’ styles (global and particular). In all, 52 items were retained. The
original LSS was shortened for the following reasons: First, the seven chosen styles represent all
three categories, and including all 23 learning styles would require a wider research project which
would exceed the scope of this PhD research. Second, the seven chosen styles are more commonly
used and discussed in different studies than most of the remaining styles, and are particularly
important for L2 learning according to Oxford and Anderson (1995). Extroversion/introversion
styles, for example, are represented frequently because of their status as a trait that is considered

central to theories of personality (Liyanage and Bartlett, 2013).
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The LSS was employed in the present study because it is part of the SSBI framework and for the

reasons below:

1. To raise students’ awareness of their learning style preferences, which there is very little
awareness of in the Saudi context.

2. To benefit students by helping them try different learning approaches. This may enable
students to choose LLS that accommodate their learning styles and to try new LLS, hopefully
increasing their strategy repertoires. Cohen and Weaver (2006, p. 7) asserted that if learners use
a wider range of learning styles, they will be more successful in their language learning. The
idea is to assist learners to ‘think about their learning in strategic terms and to expand or stretch
their learning approaches.’

3. Toremind and encourage teachers to vary their teaching styles in their language classrooms to

engage students with different learning styles.

To complete the LSS, students use a five-point Likert-type scale, with 0 indicating ‘Never’, 1
‘Rarely’, 2 ‘Sometimes’, 3 ‘Often’, and 4 ‘Always’. Once students have totalled their points, they
write the results in the appropriate space on the last page of the survey and circle the highest
number in each part. This indicates the preferred style in that part. If numbers are the same or close,

students should circle both numbers; this means they have no dominant style in that part.

As with the LSUS, the 52 LSS items were translated into Arabic by the researcher and reviewed by
the same two Arab PhD students who reviewed the LSUS; their amendments were adopted. After
that, the LSS was piloted by the same 33 Arab students who had piloted the LSUS. The language
used in the items of the survey was clear according to the students, but there was some confusion
about how to calculate the numbers to identify the styles, which the researcher assisted the students
to overcome. It took the students about 25-35 minutes to finish the survey. Reliability was
calculated through SPSS; Cronbach’s alpha was .88 for the 52 items of the LSS, indicating high
reliability.

Procedure: On the second day of Week 2, as shown in Table 4, the LSS was administered. The
researcher ran the survey for his own experimental section first. There was a little confusion
amongst students about calculating scores to identify their learning styles, which they overcame.
After the survey was finished, the researcher requested students write down their identified learning
styles on a piece of paper for their personal records. A handout explaining learning styles was
distributed among the students to inform them about their own styles and other learning styles. The
researcher then asked students ‘Who was a visual, auditory, or kinaesthetic/tactile learner?’ “Who
was an extroverted or introverted learner?” “Who was a global or particular learner?” and “Who was
neutral?” In this way, he encouraged awareness of students’ learning styles and of the variety in

learning styles in the classroom.
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On the same day, to avoid obstacles running the survey in the subsequent groups, the researcher
explained to the participating teachers how to calculate the totals to identify learning styles to
explain it to their students. There were many questions and much confusion among students in the
subsequent groups but, again, they were ultimately able to identify their learning styles. Again the
researcher checked attendance, and again absentees were called on to complete the survey on the

following day to ensure that their data were captured.

443 Language Proficiency Pre- and Post-Tests

To measure students’ proficiency in four language skills plus vocabulary, the researcher drew upon
the language test bank available at the site institution’s English Language Centre (ELC). Two
sample tests were chosen for their similarity in level but difference in content to be the pre- and
post-tests, covering all five language areas. The records of the chosen tests showed that they had

been used twice in the ELC, which increases their chance of being valid and reliable.

Procedure: Both pre- and post-tests were carried out following exactly the same procedures,
overseen by the researcher and the teachers. On the same day as the LSS, during the grammar class,
students completed a written task using information from a table to write a biography of Henry
Ford in the pre-test and of Nelson Mandela in the post-test. Instructions on how to administer the
test were provided to the grammar teachers, and the researcher was available in case of any
inquiries and to take attendance. The test went smoothly, and most students finished in 30 minutes.

The test was scored out of ten using the ELC rubric.

The next day, the researcher and the other teachers tested all the students in speaking. The
researcher and each teacher tested the students in their own section. The test required calling on
students one by one to do two speaking tasks. First, students introduced themselves (pre-test) and
talked about their daily routine (post-test). Then, they described their hometown (pre-test) and the
weather in their home region (post-test). Each student took about 3-5 minutes to do so. Thus, three
skills classes (two skills classes and one writing class) in two days were spent on the speaking pre-
and post-tests. Again, the ELC’s rubrics were used to assess students’ proficiency (out of ten) and

absentees were tested later on.

The listening, reading, and vocabulary pre-and post-tests were administered together on the day
after the speaking test. The researcher again explained the procedure to the teachers. The test
started with two listening exercises, where students listened to a CD and answered two questions: a
multiple-choice question and a true or false question. The reading test included ten questions with
matching and multiple-choice items, completed after reading two passages. Finally, the vocabulary
part included ten multiple-choice items. One whole period (50 minutes) was given to the listening,
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reading and vocabulary tests. Students’ proficiencies in listening, reading and vocabulary were

assessed (out of ten) and absentees were tested later on.

4.4.4 Structured Interviews

The results gained from the quantitative instruments provided an image of one part of the effect of
strategy instruction. They were complemented by qualitative data gathered in structured interviews.
Macaro (2001, p. 56) stresses that “Interviewing language learners about the way that they use
strategies can be very productive and an excellent way of complementing a questionnaire.’
According to Dérnyei (2007), in qualitative inquiries, the interview is the most often used method,
typically a one-on-one professional conversation that has an explicit structure and purpose and is
‘tightly controlled’ to ensure that the interviewee concentrates on a particular topic area (Dornyei,
2007, p. 135). Furthermore, according to Dornyei (2007), the structured nature of these interviews
makes responses comparable; this is needed for the present study, which compares the effects of
strategy instruction on students with different learning styles. However, there are certain drawbacks
associated with the use of structured interviews. One of them is that there is generally little room
for variation or spontaneity in the responses, and the other, which is related, is very little flexibility

in the way of asking questions (Dornyei, 2007).

4.44.1 Structured Interviews with Students

The main objectives of interviewing students in the experimental group were: a) to examine if the
strategy instruction programme raised their strategy awareness; b) to see if the strategy instruction
programme encouraged them to think of their language learning process; c) to examine if the
strategy instruction programme improved their language proficiency; d) to recognise whether
identifying their learning styles through the programme assisted them to accommodate new LLS; e)
to check if the programme provided them with new LLS to deal with language use; and f) to
determine their general impression about the strategy instruction programme, as Macaro (2001)

advised. Questions were composed accordingly (see Appendix F).

Procedure: First, the researcher arranged interviews with seven students with different learning
styles: one visual learner, one auditory learner, one kinaesthetic/tactile learner, one extroverted
learner, one introverted learner, one global learner, and one particular learner. The intention was to
gain responses from each type. The students were informed that it was their choice whether to
participate in the interview. The interviews were conducted immediately after finishing the post-
tests and post-LSUS. In one day, all designated students were called one by one to the researcher’s
office. As an ice-breaker, the researcher started by informing each interviewee of the subject of the

interview. He asked students to reply to his questions frankly. Each interviewee was informed that
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the interview was to be recorded but that it would be confidential. Although the interviews were
structured, the researcher encouraged interviewees to take their time answering questions and say
whatever they wanted; they were provided as much time as they needed to do so. At the end of

each interview, each student was asked if there was anything that they would like to add.

4.4.4.2 Structured Interviews with Teachers

With the teacher interviews, the researcher was primarily looking for the effect of strategy
instruction on students from the teachers’ perspective, as reflected in the questions (see Appendix
F).

Interviewing Teachers from the Experimental Group

Teacher interviews were conducted in the same week as student interviews. Teachers in the
experimental group were interviewed to gain their feedback on the strategy instruction approach

implemented, using the language textbook and Teacher’s Booklet with taught strategies listed in it.

Procedure: Both teachers were interviewed separately. The researcher started the interviews by
giving them the choice to speak in Arabic or English; both teachers chose English. As a warm-up,
the researcher opened the conversation by thanking the teachers for their efforts in participating in
the strategy instruction programme. Then, he informed them that he was interested in their own
observations and experiences of strategy instruction and assured them of the integrity of the
process. Each interview lasted about 20 minutes; at the end, the researcher thanked the teachers for

their participation in the programme and the interview.

Interviewing Teachers from the Control Group

After interviewing the two teachers in the experimental group, the two teachers who taught in the
control group were interviewed, mainly to check whether they were teaching LLS explicitly in
Arabic in their regular English language classrooms (see Appendix F). If so, the control group

would not “provide a baseline for comparison’ (Dérnyei, 2007, p. 116).

Procedure: As in the previous teacher interviews in the experimental group, both teachers in the
control group were interviewed following the same procedures. One interview lasted about 8
minutes and the other about 10; the interviews were short as their main purpose was just to ensure

that the teachers in the control group were not teaching LLS explicitly.
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4.5 Strategy Instruction Materials

Teaching LLS through the regular language curriculum in the regular classroom is widely
recommended (Chamot, 2004; Cohen, 2011; Grenfell and Harris, 1999; McDonough, 1999;
NCLRC, 2004). As stated earlier in 3.4.2, explicit strategy instruction in the classroom seems to be
more effective than strategy instruction in separate courses. Thus, the researcher adopted a
language textbook (Language Leader, Elementary) already used by the students as appropriate

material through which strategy instruction could be accomplished.

4.5.1 Language Leader, Elementary

Language Leader (LL) is a commercial series of English textbooks for adult and young adult
English language learners. It was published by Pearson Education Limited in 2008. It has four
levels that take students from elementary to an upper-intermediate level. It is designed to provide
an international English course with a global focus, including topics from different fields in
different parts of the world. Each level provides students with a coursebook, a workbook, a
companion CD-ROM, a teacher’s book with a master CD-ROM for tests, and a companion
website. LL is not based on one particular teaching methodology; it is a mixture of communicative
language teaching, text-based, and task-based approaches. The Common European Framework is
taken into consideration in designing LL, which should bring elementary learners to the A1-A2

level.

LL contains 12 units, each divided into double-page lessons. Each unit in LL has the following: a)
two input lessons, where new language is presented through text with a mixture of grammar,
vocabulary, pronunciation, and skills work; and b) a *Scenario’, where students practice the
language provided in the input lessons during communicative tasks; the Scenario part provides a
‘key language’ section and ‘other useful phrases’; c) ‘Study and Writing Skills’, where students
practice writing and learn some study strategies. After every three units, LL provides a review unit.
This unit encompasses a mix of exercises to go over the material in the previous three units. At the
end of LL, there is a section called ‘Language Reference and Extra Practice’, which provides more

information, grammar summaries, reference lists, and extra exercises for consolidation.

There is considerable variety in the texts provided in LL. They are from different genres, such as
newspapers, magazines, literature, and publicity materials, and come in long and short passages
from authentic sources. They cover various skills. Listening skills are given considerable space in
LL; there is a wide variety of listening texts, such as radio programmes, conversations, interviews,
talks, and lectures, and a range of listening activities. Speaking skills are also covered; students can

practice speaking through different exercises, such as personalised question-and-answer activities,
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role-play, and group work, and can comment on topics, discuss issues, and talk about their personal
experiences and knowledge. LL also has a page in each unit to develop students’ writing skills. On
this page, students can try different writing exercises, starting with writing short simple sentences
and ending up writing a short paragraph or passage. LL also provides a variety of vocabulary;
students learn at least 50-70 new words in each unit, some from common language and some
technical. Although the authors claim that they used a communicative language teaching method,
grammar is also covered; students are encouraged to analyse and understand grammar through an
inductive approach, with reference to examples and completing exercises in the text. There are
many additional grammar exercises at the end of LL. The use of LL supported investigating
reading, writing, listening, speaking, and vocabulary all together rather than focusing on only one

of them.

4.5.1.1 Existence of LLS in Language Leader, Elementary

To discover evidence of LLS in LL, the researcher conducted an analytical study. He went through
all the exercises in all 12 units in LL to examine how LLS are presented in it. The researcher found
that LLS are explicitly presented only in the *Study Skills” (Lesson Four) lessons, where students
are asked to follow these study skills to improve their language learning. Although LL calls them
‘things’, Image 1 illustrates how some vocabulary strategies are explicitly presented. Among these
vocabulary strategies are ‘putting words into groups by their meaning’, ‘doing some word building’
through identifying noun and adjective forms of the same lemma word, ‘making mind maps’,

“finding opposites for words’, and ‘using the words’.
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Image 1: Example of explicitly presented vocabulary strategies in LL

STUDY SKILLS:
learning new words

new wi b

1 2 ¥y How do you record
al learn new vocabulary? Are these sentences true
you?

1 1 have a special vocabulary notebook.
2 | read my vocabulary notes every day.
3
4
5

I learn ten new words every day.
I test my memory of new words every week.
1 rnafca grammar and pronunciation notes about

new \ﬂmrds, e.g. bezutirul (adj).

1 write translations for words.

I write English definitions for words, e.g. wonderful
— very good.

N &

abulary The best way to learn
do thi with the wt')rds_. Try

their meaning Sort
ups: materials and

plastic  rectangle

th two group
at these dictionary
t is the adjective?

rsaikol $ ‘saskall noun

1 a round flat shape like the letter O, or a group of people or
things arranged in this shape: Draw a circle on this piece of
Paper | We sat in a circle round the table. -> sce picture ot
roor”

<ir-cuit /sa:kit $ ‘sockit/ noun 1 a track where people race

cars, bicycles etc: The racing cars three times round the
it. 3 the complete circle that-an electric currant oue

around: an electrical circuit

cir-cu-lar’ /'satksls $ 'sakjsls/ adective shaped like a circle:

@ circular tabie.

Adjective

wide
3

History and culture

¢ Make mind maps. Add more words to this ming
map. Can you add more than four?
red

Pl | black

= e
-

d Find opposites for words. Match the opposite
pairs in this group of adjectives.
heavy light long narrow short

e Use the words Make sentences with the new
words.

circular — A coin is circular.

plastic — | use plastic bags from the supermarket

wide

3 Make sentences with five of the new words in
this unit. Compare with a partner.

4} Which of these exercises do you like? Which do
‘you think are more useful for you?

WRITING SKILLS:
a description of objects

5 Look at the photos A—C. These three objects are
for sale on an Internet auction site. Which sections
can you find them in?

Antiques: Asia, Antiques: Games,

6a Match the description with one of photos A—C.
Photograph album

em | is very 1
album from Japan —
hear a beautiful son
] (45cm long,
condition. The
are now 4
there’s a wonde
and Mount Fuji

-Itisa 2 photograph
when you turn the pages, you
8! It is about 50 years old. It is
20cm wide) and it is in good
‘album has got ten pages. These pages

r?”th age. On the front of the album
ul picture. It is of a 5 temple
- Thanks for looking and good luck!

6b Put the.
se i
description. . " C"9s in the correct places in the

musical
red  rectangular  unusual yeJIow]

7 it this

” these In th
descriptic e first sentence of
of thel?g?r:“—th: waords This jtemn referolot:‘l?e name
highli R ategraph album. What do the other
ds refer toz Compare your ideas with

a partner.

Image 2 is another example of explicit presentation of some speaking strategies (again, named
‘things’ in LL). It shows some strategies used to prepare for talk: ‘putting your ideas in the best
order, ‘checking the pronunciation of difficult words’, ‘finding out some interesting information’,
‘practicing the talk’, “preparing some pictures or tables to make your points clearer’, and ‘making
some notes to help you remember things in the talk’.

Image 2: Example of explicitly presented speaking strategies in LL

SITUDY 'SKIL LS
giving a short, informal talk

Ta Preparing a talk Make a list of things we do
when we prepare a talk. Match 1-6 with a—f.

1 Put your ideas

2 Check the pronunciation
3 Find out

4 Practise

5 Prepare some pictures or tables
6 Make some
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Image 3 shows some ‘ways’ (strategies) LL suggests users practice English outside the classroom.
Among them: ‘using the Internet in English’, ‘watching DVDs/films in English’, “using the

coursebook’, ‘revising your classwork’, and ‘listening to songs in English’.

Image 3: Example of explicitly presented LLS in LL

SEEEAPYGES K NIES
learning outside the classroom

i Ways of practising English You can practise your
English outside the classroom in many different ways.
How often do you do these things outside the classroom?

* use the Internet in English

e watch DVDs/films in English
® use the coursebook CD-ROM
e revise your classwork

e listen to songs in English

In addition to these explicit discussions of strategies, in Lesson Four of each unitin LL, LLS are
implicitly presented in most remaining exercises in the coursebook; unfortunately, in these cases
strategies are not referred to and students are not made aware of them. Below are some examples of

implicit LLS in LL.

Image 4 shows a reading exercise. The main strategy implicit in this exercise seems to be
‘inferencing’, where students can infer the meaning of words by looking at images. Other strategies
that can be employed in this exercise are ‘predicting what will come in the text’ and ‘using prior
knowledge’. Employing these and maybe other strategies together, in what is known as strategy
combination or orchestration, may contribute to students’ learning and task achievement if they

have adequate awareness of the strategies.

Image 4: Example of implicitly presented reading strategies in LL

READING

2 Read the magazine article and match each person in the
photos above with a type of shopper. Which type are you?

the window shopper the speed shopper
the frequent shopper  the careful shopper

Image 5 shows that even when (writing) strategies are explicitly presented in LL, how to use them
is not necessarily directly demonstrated. ‘Planning out what you are going to write’ is the first one.
The second one is ‘accessing information sources’, using Track 1.37 (three paragraphs about three
people living in different cities around the world describing transportation in their cities),

mentioned in the exercise. This is supposed to guide students on how to develop their ideas before

writing and organize their sentences while writing. Students can also be reminded to use other
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writing strategies such as ‘editing grammar and mechanics after writing ideas’. The purpose of
such reminders is to raise students’ strategy awareness and to remind them with the importance of

using strategies.

Image 5: Example of implicitly presented writing strategies in LL

WRITING

10 writea paragraph about travelling around your town/
city. Use Track 1.37 on page 149 to help you.

The best pay to get avound Favis (s the metvo, because ..

Another example of how listening strategies are implicitly presented in LL is illustrated in Image 6.
“Try to predict what the speaker will say’ is one possible strategy to be employed in this exercise,
based on recognising the name of the TV programme. ‘Play the game of probabilities, inferences,
and educated guessing’ is another strategy that can be used, looking at names of people and cities;
for example, Yukako looks like a Japanese name, so it is matched to Kyoto. Students can also be
taught some other listening strategies for doing this exercise, such as ‘skimming listening’, where
students are encouraged not to listen to all the details but to focus on the names of people and

cities.

Image 6: Example of implicitly presented listening strategies in LL

B LisTENING ]

8a I love my city is a TV programme.
Listen to the programme and match the people
with the cities.

1 Yukako a) Cape Town
2 Pablo \ b) Lima
3 Stefan c) Kyoto
4 Peter d) Chicago

Some speaking strategies that are implicitly mentioned in the speaking exercise shown in Image 7.
‘Cooperation’ through “asking for help while speaking’ is a speaking strategy that can be made
explicit to students; ‘planning out in advance what you want to say’ is another, via ‘thinking of four
positive and four negative differences’ as shown on the exercise. ‘Looking for a different way/word
to express the idea’ is another speaking strategy that can be employed, when comparing ideas with

those of classmates.
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Image 7: Example of implicitly presented speaking strategies in LL

F sPEAKING |

11 Work with a partner. Compare your way of life
now with your grandparents’ way of life when they
were young. Think of four positive differences and
four negative differences. Compare your ideas with
another pair of students.

I can travel by plane to other countries but my

grandparents could only use trains.

Image 8 shows two vocabulary exercises in LL. VVocabulary strategies are implicitly presented in
exercise two. The main strategy that can be explicit is ‘grouping vocabulary’ through matching
words with their opposites (antonyms). Another strategy that also can be explicitly presented is
‘creating a mental image or picture that you associate with the word” by choosing some of the
listed words in exercise two and associating them with city photos—for instance, associating the

ice in the photo of Krakow with the adjective ‘cold’.

Image 8: Example of implicitly presented vocabulary strategies in LL

VOCABULARY: cities, adjectiw?j

1 Look at the photos A-D on pages 6 and 7.
Choose the names of the cities from the box. (There
are two extra names.)

Istanbul Krakéw London
New York Sao Paulo Tokyo

2 Match adjectives 1-8 with their opposites a—h.
Then choose two or three words for each city in the

photos.

1 good a) hot

2 old b) dry

3 big ©) quiet

4 cold d) new

5 wet e) expensive
6 noisy f) ugly

7 beautiful g) bad

8 cheap h) small

London - big, ...

Investigating the existence of LLS in the LL helped the researcher design a Teacher’s Booklet (TB)
to guide participating teachers in strategy instruction. More details about the TB are presented in

4.5.2 below.
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4.5.2 Teacher’s Booklet

Guidebooks in strategy instruction for language teachers include Cohen and Weaver (2006), Styles-
and Strategies-Based Instruction, which is the one mainly used in the present study. Other
guidebooks in strategy instruction may include: Chamot et al. (2005), Keys to Learning: Skills and
Strategies for New Comers; O’Malley and Chamot (1990), Cognitive Academic Language
Learning Approach; and Paige et al. (2006), Maximizing Study Abroad: A Students’ Guide to
Strategies for Language and Culture Learning and Use. Nevertheless, the TB is valuable in that it
tailors the SSBI approach to strategy instruction using a particular language textbook (Language

Leader, Elementary).

After confirming the existence of LLS in LL, the researcher decided to design the TB (Appendix
C) to guide teachers in the experimental group to explicitly teach strategies through the LL
curriculum. Several exercises were chosen from each unit as vehicles for strategy instruction,
covering reading, writing, listening, speaking, and vocabulary. Strategies included in the booklet

were chosen by the researcher based on considerations specified in section 4.5.2.1 below.

The first part of the TB contains basic information such as the purpose of the booklet, definitions
and importance of LLS, learning style preferences, and strategy instruction. The second part
explains what teachers can do to improve the strategy instruction programme, such as knowing
more about their students, the class context, strategy transferring, and strategy sequence or
clustering. Moreover, this part also includes more details about the framework (SSBI) through
which the strategies are going to be taught. This part concludes by providing teachers with some
brief information about the two surveys to be completed by students (LSUS and LSS). The third
part of the TB contains 12 tables with assigned exercises for strategy instruction in LL. Each table
shows the lesson number, exercise and page number, type of language skill, name/description of
the strategy in English, strategy category (metacognitive or task-based), and name/description of
the strategy in Arabic. Under each table there is a list of tips for teaching the strategies.

45.2.1 LLS in the Teacher’s Booklet

Scholars such as Chamot (2004) and Oxford (2011) emphasize the importance of selecting the right
strategies for instruction, as does Cohen (2011), who recommends choosing strategies that are
familiar to learners and strategies that cover the learners’ needs, considering learner characteristics
like learning style preferences, personality characteristics, cultural and educational background,
age, gender, career orientation, previous language study, and level and type of motivation. Oxford
(2006, p. 94) stresses that *... effective learning occurs when students are fully engaged in a

language task ...’; consequently, Macaro (2001) recommended that taught strategies should be
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linked to the nature of the task’s cognitive and metacognitive demands and should serve a number

of language skills and processes, a rule of thumb which assisted in choosing strategies for the TB.

Cohen and Weaver (2006, p. 5) emphasize that it is the role of the curriculum writers or teachers in
SSBI to integrate strategies into everyday class materials: ‘Teachers may: a) start with the
established course materials and then insert strategies, b) start with a set of strategies and design
activities around them, or c) insert strategies spontaneously into the lesson when appropriate’. The
present researcher followed the first point by basing the framework of the TB on the work of
Chamot and her team in the NCLRC (2004). In one of their projects, ‘Sailing the 5 Cs with
Learning Strategies’, they provided 20 general commonly used and effective LLS that they said
would improve learners’ skills in reading, writing, listening, speaking, grammar, vocabulary, and
learning content. This obviously made them appropriate for the present study. In addition, the
classification into metacognitive strategies and task-based strategies avoids classifying strategies
according to previous taxonomies such as O’Malley and Chamot’s (1990) and Oxford’s (1990),
which have received criticism as explained in 2.4.3. The trend in the field regarding strategy
classification has become to specify a task then identify combinations of strategies that can be

associated with that given task (Macaro, 2009).

Figure 2 below shows how NCLRC (2004) divided the 20 general strategies into metacognitive and

task-based strategies, which are then summarized in Table 3 below.
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Figure 2: Sailing the 5 Cs with Learning Strategies (NCLRC, 2004, p. 18)
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Table 3: Strategies from NCLRC (2004)

Metacognitive Strategies Task-Based Strategies

Organize/Plan your own learning Use what you know:

Manage your own learning Background

Monitor your own learning Inferences

Evaluate your own learning Predictions
Personalise
Transfer/Cognates
Substitute/Paraphrase

Use your imagination:
Imagery
Real objects/Role-play

Use your organizational skills:
Patterns

Group/Classify

Graphic organizers/Take notes
Summarize

Selective attention

Use a variety of resources:
Access information sources
Cooperate

Talk yourself through it

These 20 general LLS form the basis of the strategies taught in the present strategy instruction
programme. However, it can be easily noticed that many other more specific strategies can be
identified within them. Therefore, the researcher took advantage of the literature to choose

appropriate more specific strategies for strategy instruction through LL, as follows:

First, the LSUS by Cohen et al. (2002a) yielded 39 more specific strategies from the 89 it listed,
chosen because they served the purpose of strategy instruction through the exercises in the LL,
based on the investigation of the LL for strategies in 4.5.1.1. For instance, ‘listen for key words that
seem to carry the bulk of the meaning’(put under selective attention); “try to predict what the other
person is going to say based on what has been said so far’ (put under predictions) were listening
strategies selected from Cohen et al. (2002a) and explicitly taught to students to do listening tasks.
Second, Paige et al. (2006) provided a list of strategies and considered them appropriate for
teaching language skills in reading, writing, listening, speaking, and vocabulary; 22 of these were
selected on the same basis as those from Cohen et al. (2002a) (see 4.5.1.1). For example, ‘infer the
meaning of words and ideas based on clues to meaning in the text’(put under inferences); ‘check
for prior knowledge of the topic’(put under background) were reading strategies selected from

Paige et al. (2006) and explicitly taught to students to do reading tasks.
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The final list of taught strategies thus includes 61 in all; see Appendix D for the list. In fact, the
nature of the exercises in LL is helpful in applying ‘task-induced” (Nyikos and Fan 2007, p. 267)
strategy instruction as particular strategies can be easily assigned to serve particular tasks in LL.
More details on how strategies were assigned to exercises in LL will be presented through

examples in 4.6.3.

4.5.2.2 Piloting the Teacher’s Booklet

It was necessary to examine the feasibility of using the TB for strategy instruction in a real
language classroom and to see if strategies listed in it corresponded to their assigned exercises in
LL. For this purpose, the researcher sent a section of the TB to one of his Arab colleagues at the
college (Teacher HS) for a pilot study. Communicating by email with Teacher HS, the researcher
explained how the strategies are assigned to particular exercises and how they should be explicitly
taught in the classroom in Arabic through the five SSBI steps, as we will see in 4.6.3. The

researcher asked Teacher HS to provide feedback.

Teacher HS piloted the sample, instructing students in the listed strategies for one week. He rated
the usefulness of the strategies on a 10-point scale, entirely impressionistically (relying on his own
observations and students’ reactions to strategy instruction). His comments were supportive of the
feasibility of strategy instruction using the TB based on the sample he used; in particular, according
to him, most strategies in that sample were appropriate for their assigned exercises. However, he
found two strategies less effective and one not effective at all. This is expected if we take the
learner variables (such as learning style preferences, motivation, and beliefs), the learning variables
(such as the teaching and learning methods) and the task, all of which should be expected to
influence strategy use, into account. Those less effective strategies might be more effective for
other students with different learning styles, or if used in other situations or exercises. Therefore,
the researcher did not change the strategies listed in the TB. The main purpose of piloting the TB
was to check the feasibility of explicitly teaching strategies in Arabic in a regular English language
classroom, in addition to checking if strategies in the TB were properly assigned to exercises in the
LL, and this was achieved. To be sure, the researcher asked Teacher HS directly if teaching the
strategies in the classroom would be feasible and if the strategies were correctly assigned to their
exercises in the LL. The response was, ‘generally speaking, yes’. Teacher HS acknowledged that
‘some of these [strategies] are time consuming’ but said that ‘strategies deserve the time spent on
them.” As more specific recommendations, Teacher HS suggested teaching one strategy at a time
and evaluating students’ performance prior to and after teaching the strategy; however, the purpose
of strategy instruction is to assist students to cluster strategies, making such individual evaluation
difficult. Finally, the researcher asked Teacher HS if the students liked the idea of learning about
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strategies in Arabic. The answer was “very much’; he believed that their attitude was favourable

and they felt comfortable learning techniques in Arabic to assist them to learn English.

4.6 The Strategy Instruction Programme

Initially, the strategy instruction programme was proposed to last 12 weeks. However, after
attending the institution and reviewing the class schedule, the intervention period was reduced to
eight weeks, in addition to the interruption of four days of quizzes and the mid-term exam week.

Table 4 illustrates the timetable for the intervention.

Table 4: Timetable for strategy instruction and data collection

Week Activity
One Attending the institution
Jan/2015 Reviewing the pacing schedule of the preparatory year

Assigning sections in the experimental and control group
Assigning and meeting teachers in all groups
Starting to prepare teachers in the experimental group for strategy instruction

Two Conducting pre-LSUS in experimental and control group

Feb/2015 Conducting the LSS in experimental and control group
Administering all proficiency pre-tests in all groups
Beginning of strategy instruction (intervention)

Three Intervention continued during this week
Feb/2015 Meeting the two teachers participating in the experimental group
Four Intervention continued during this week for three days
Feb/2015 Two days spent on quizzes
Meeting teachers in the experimental group
Five Intervention continued during the whole week
Feb/2015 Meeting teachers in the experimental group
Six Intervention continued for this whole week
Mar/2015
Seven Intervention continued for only three days this week
Mar/2015 Two days spent on quizzes
Eight Intervention continued for the whole week
Mar/2015 Meeting teachers in the experimental group
Nine Intervention was suspended this week due to mid-term exams
Mar/2015
Ten Intervention continued for the whole week
Apr/2015 Meeting teachers in the experimental group
Eleven Intervention continued for the whole week
Apr/2015
Twelve Conducting post-LSUS
Apr/2015 Administering all proficiency post-tests in all groups
Thirteen Interviewing students and teachers
Apr/2015
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4.6.1 Summer Institute at CARLA

Teachers should be trained in how to instruct students in strategies and assess their use in the
classroom (Cohen, 1998, 2011, Griffiths, 2013, Oxford, 2011, Oxford et al., 2014b, Rasekh and
Ranjbary, 2003). To improve his skills and deepening his understanding of strategy instruction in
the classroom, the researcher attended a summer school for one week in July 2014 (Appendix E) at
the University of Minnesota’s Center for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition (CARLA),
which has supported extensive research in the field of LLS under the supervision of Professor
Andrew Cohen. The title of the training was ‘Improving Language Learning Styles- and Strategies-
Based Instruction’, and the instructor was Dr Martha Nyikos, who has been working in the field
since the 1990s and had been training people in strategy instruction at CARLA for 10 years in
2014.

This programme was an invaluable opportunity for the researcher to be trained in strategy
instruction so as to guide teachers in how to explicitly teach strategies in the classroom. During the
training, the researcher was involved in a variety of presentations, debates, workshops, activities,
and seminars, and was equipped with the proper tools for conducting strategy instruction and
assisting others to do so. During this summer school, the researcher completed the LSUS to reflect
on his strategy use and the LSS to identify his learning styles and immediately after that he was
involved in discussions with other participants in the school to review some individual differences
among language learners. In practicing strategy instruction during the summer school, the
researcher had the opportunity to design and present a brief lesson through which the audience
accomplished a task based on taught strategies and then they evaluated their effectiveness. This
summer school was a significant thrust for the researcher to establish strategy instruction in the
present study.

4.6.2 Preparing Teachers for Strategy Instruction

The two teachers participating in the experimental group were contacted by phone by the
researcher two months prior to conducting the study. The researcher explained to them the nature,
length and scope of the study, and asked if they were willing to take part. They were informed that
they would be provided with a guide booklet to assist them and that there would be a meeting,
weekly in principle, with the researcher to discuss the progress of strategy instruction. The
researcher told them that additional information and materials would be given to them the week
before the start of the intervention. In addition, the researcher asked the participating teachers to
assist him with managing the questionnaires and administering the pre-and post-tests. Both teachers

were happy to take part in the study and showed readiness and cooperation.
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Oxford et al. (2014b) call for preparing teachers for strategy instruction. During the first week,
prior to strategy instruction, the researcher introduced the two teachers in the experimental group to
the strategy instruction concept, explaining the study topic in detail and going over exactly what
they were to do in the classroom. Both participating teachers were given their own copies of the
TB, and the researcher explained its content and how to employ it in teaching strategies, as well as
how to follow the five steps of the strategy instruction framework in their classrooms. As a very
important matter, the researcher informed the two participating teachers that they should use only
Avrabic to explain or teach the strategies, not English. To increase the teachers’ knowledge of
strategy instruction, the researcher provided them some additional materials on topics relevant to
strategy instruction, such as motivating students to use and learn new strategies, learning styles and
their importance in teaching LLS, how strategy instruction may create better language learners, as
well as the LSUS and LSS surveys.

4.6.3  Strategy Instruction through the SSBI Framework

Cohen’s (1998) strategy-based instruction framework, as was seen in Table 2, describes the roles of
the teacher during strategy instruction as follows: 1) a diagnostician who helps students identify
current strategies and learning styles; 2) a language learner who shares his/her own learning
experiences and thinking processes; 3) a learner trainer who trains students in how to use learning
strategies; 4) a coordinator who supervises students’ study plans and monitors difficulties; and 5) a
coach who provides students with ongoing guidance on their progress. Eight years later, influenced
by Oxford’s (2001) work, Cohen and Weaver (2006) updated the framework and produced SSBI,

with its five steps for strategy instruction (as below).
The present study adopted the SSBI framework for the following reasons:

1. The SSBI framework is the only framework that links a very important learner variable, style,
to using LLS and considers how style influences choice and use of LLS.

2. The SSBI framework is one of only three frameworks (along with those of Oxford (1990,
2006) and Chamot and colleagues (Chamot et al., 1999; Chamot, 2004, 2005) that has been
revised and updated.

3. Teachers and researchers can be trained on how to apply this framework in the classroom. The
researcher was trained in it at CARLA.

4. There are calls in the field, such as Mizumoto and Takeuchi (2009), for strategy instruction that
has the features of SSBI.

Teaching strategies using this framework should include the following five steps:

1. Strategy Preparation: In this step, teachers should recognise that students are not a ‘blank

slate’ (Cohen 2011) when it comes to strategy use. Students are assumed to use their own
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strategies, whether effectively or not and whether consciously. The purpose of this step is to
understand students’ consciousness of strategies and strategy use.
2. Strategy Awareness-Raising: According to Cohen and Weaver (2006, p. 5), part of the SSBI

involves explicitly raising students’ general awareness towards:

a) what the learning process may consist of, b) their learning style preferences or general
approaches to learning, c) the kinds of strategies that they already use, as well as those
suggested by the teacher or classmates, d) the amount of responsibility that they take on
for their learning, [and] e) approaches that can be used to evaluate the students’ strategy

use.

3. Strategy Instruction: In this step, teachers explicitly explain the use of the strategies in the
classroom, and clarify how, why, and when particular strategies can be useful for language
learning. Explicit strategy instruction involves describing and modelling strategies in addition
to giving examples. In the present study, teachers explicitly instructed students in strategies
listed in the TB, in Arabic, using the assigned exercises in the students’ language textbook
(Language Leader).

4. Strategy Practice: In this step, students practice strategies taught in the preceding step. Strategy
practice should be applied through activities that reinforce the taught strategies.

5. Personalization of Strategies: This step involves strategy evaluation; students should judge the

taught strategies and try to use them in other contexts, a process known as strategy transfer.

To facilitate the reader’s understanding of the execution of these five steps, and how strategies
were assigned to exercises in the students’ language textbook, and to understand the strategy
instruction programme generally, below are five examples reflecting how strategy instruction was

implemented in the present study.

4.6.3.1 Example of Instruction in Vocabulary Strategies

In the LL, under Unit 1, titled “Cities’, there is a vocabulary exercise (1a) that asks students to
match new words in the box with photos. The box contains the following vocabulary: an airport, a
beach, a bridge, a canal, a church, a cinema, a fountain, a harbour, a mountain, a museum, a park,
a temple, and a theatre (Image 9). The suggested strategies for strategy instruction for this exercise
in the TB are: ‘use flash cards’ (a task-based strategy, or TBS), ‘create visual maps (semantic
mapping)’ (TBS), ‘link word sounds to sounds in Arabic or English’ (TBS), and ‘use quick and
easy cognates’ (TBS).
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Image 9: Example of strategy instruction in vocabulary strategies

I VOCABULARY: places inacit?l

Match the words in the box with the photos on
pages 8 and 9.

an airport  a beach abridge a canal
a church acinema a fountain

a harbour a mountain  a museum
apark atemple atheatre

In the first step, strategy preparation, teachers should ask their students if they know about
vocabulary strategies and if they are ready to use them. Teachers may ask students questions like
‘Do you know that there are some vocabulary strategies that may facilitate learning vocabulary?’
and ‘Do you think you will use these vocabulary strategies if you have been taught how to use
them?” This step introduces students to the concept of strategy, emphasizing its importance and
encouraging students to start thinking about using it. Initially, it is meant to move at a leisurely

pace, easing the students into strategy instruction.

In the next step, strategy awareness-raising, which is also expected to be very slow at the
beginning, teachers raise students’ awareness about the learning process. Teachers should prompt
students to think of their own ways of learning new words and to consider what they usually do
when learning new words. They should also attract students attention to their own learning styles.
As students will have completed the LSS at the beginning of the intervention and identified their
learning styles, teachers should not only encourage them to consider their styles while learning but
also inform them that their learning styles affect their acceptance of the suggested strategies in the
materials they will be studying. Teachers should encourage students to try to expand their learning
styles, as this allows them to learn and use new strategies. Teachers are also expected to urge their
students to take more responsibility for their language learning, explaining that language cannot be
learnt if students just depend on their teachers to learn; students should be aware that the main
responsibility for learning English is theirs. After that, teachers are supposed to ask students if they
have any strategies to learn new words such as these in exercise 1a. Students may or may not come
up with some strategies. After hearing from students, teachers are supposed to encourage students
to continue using the strategies they already use, and then to introduce the abovementioned
vocabulary strategies by mentioning that there are some helpful vocabulary strategies which may

facilitate learning and retaining new words.

In this third step, strategy instruction, teachers are supposed to explicitly name these suggested
strategies (in Arabic) and explain to students how to use them. Teachers should explain to students

that associating new words to images helps their brains memorise and retain new words, and
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explain to them how to start making their own flash cards. Teachers should highlight that this
strategy is favoured by visual learners but that students with different learning styles are also
encouraged to think about using it. Teachers should also explain to students how to create visual

semantic maps, drawing one on the whiteboard and asking students to extend it as in Image 10.

Image 10: Example of “create visual maps (semantic mapping) strategy
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Also, teachers, as they are assumed in this intervention to share students” mother tongue, are
supposed to note that some words in the box sound like some Arabic words, such as [canal/s#
(QANAH)], while some sound like some other English words, such as [beach/peach],
[fountain/mountain], [park/bark]. Teachers should explain to students that associating sounds of
new words to already known words, whether in Arabic or in English, may facilitate learning these
new words and help retain them. Teachers are expected to remind auditory and particular students
that this strategy fits well with their style, but should encourage students with other learning styles
to start thinking of using it as well. Further, teachers should explain to students that there are some
Arabic and English cognates, such as [cinema/w: (SINAMA)], and inform them that using quick
and easy cognates may facilitate their vocabulary learning. Teachers should explain to students that
this strategy may favour auditory or particular students; however, they should encourage all
students with different learning styles to use it. Teachers should encourage students to cluster using
these strategies rather than using them separately. For instance, a fountain and a mountain can both
be grouped under “places for entertainment in the city’, as shown in the semantic map in Image 10,
and they have similar sounds. Students should be informed that strategy clustering may be highly

effective for vocabulary learning.

In the next step, strategy practice, teachers ask students to practice the suggested strategies (as the
name implies). They should ask them to try associating new words with provided photos or with
photos they like or know. In addition, teachers should ask students to draw their own semantic
maps and expand them using other places they know in the city (for example). Teachers should

also allow students to practice associating the sounds of target words to the sounds of other words,
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whether in Arabic or English, that they have come up with on their own, and also to associate other
new words with one another. Further, teachers are supposed to ask students to come up with

English cognates for some Arabic words if they can.

In the last step, personalization of strategy, both students and teachers judge the use and
effectiveness of the suggested strategies. Teachers should ask students if they managed to use any
of the suggested vocabulary strategies (this in itself constitutes a metacognitive strategy: assess
how well you have applied the strategies) and whether they found any of them effective (another
metacognitive strategy: decide how effective the strategies were in helping you accomplish the
task). The expectation is that some students will have applied all or some strategies effectively and
others not. Teachers should encourage the former group to continue using these vocabulary
strategies in other exercises, and the latter group to remember that not all strategies are appropriate
to all students or tasks, but that there will be other situations where they will find and use certain

vocabulary strategies effectively.

4.6.3.2 Example of Instruction in Reading Strategies

In Unit 2 in the LL, titled “Work and study’, there are two articles: one about a businesswoman and
the other about two pilots (Image 11). The articles give some details about those people and their
jobs. Exercise 3, beside the articles, asks students to read the articles and decide whether the six
sentences listed are true or false. The suggested reading strategies for this exercise in the TB are:
‘plan how to accomplish the task’ (metacognitive strategy, or MCS), ‘infer the meaning of words

and ideas based on clues’ (TBS) and ‘predict what will come in the text’ (TBS).

Image 11: Example of strategy instruction in reading strategies

READING

The businesswoman Youna Kim

Youna is a fashion buyer. She’s 31 and she
lives in Seoul, in South Korea. She works for a
big clothes shop. She says, ‘1 love my job. I go
to a lot of countries and I buy clothes.

But I don't wear them. They're for the shop

— 1t sells the clothes.’ Youna meets a lot of
people in her job, but she doesn't meet any
famous fashion designers!

Jos and Marco are ;
Marco is 42. They live in Amsterdam,
in Holland. They fly from Amsterdam
to airports in Europe - for example,
London, Rome and Frankfurt. They
don't fly to the USA or to East Asia.

3 Read the articles on page 14. Are these sentences true or
false?

Youna is 28. false

Youna works for a small clothes shop.

She doesn't sell clothes.
She designs clothes.
Jos and Marco fly to Rome.

SR W N =

They don’t speak English.
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Following the steps of the SSBI framework, teachers in the first step should ask students, as
strategy preparation, if they know that there are reading strategies that can facilitate dealing with

reading texts and if they are ready to use such strategies.

In the next step, strategy awareness-raising, teachers should encourage students to think not only of
the content of the reading texts but also of ways of learning through reading texts. They should
raise students’ awareness of their learning styles and inform them that they may like using some
strategies and may dislike using some others, but that they should not just stick to the styles they
find comfortable, but try to stretch their learning styles, as this will enable them to discover and
draw on other helpful strategies. Teachers should also encourage students to take more
responsibility for their language learning. This step is expected to be slow at the beginning of the
strategy instruction programme, but to speed up with time as it will be repeated many times during
the intervention. Teachers should ask students to come up with strategies that facilitate dealing with
the two articles and with true or false exercises. After hearing from students, teachers should praise
students who suggested strategies, as motivation, and then provide the abovementioned three
suggested reading strategies, telling students that these are helpful strategies you can use in dealing
with reading texts and doing true or false exercises. At the same time, teachers should inform
students that the suggested strategies may work for some students but not others due to differences

in students’ learning styles or maybe other reasons.

In the next step, explicitly teaching strategies in the classroom, teachers are supposed to directly
and explicitly explain the three suggested reading strategies one by one in Arabic. For example, for
the first strategy, teachers should inform students that there is a helpful strategy to deal with any
task, called “plan how to accomplish the task’. Teachers should explain that in a true or false
exercise, planning how to accomplish the task takes place through the reading of the six listed
sentences before the two articles. Teachers should inform students that this is meant to assist them
in deciding whether the six sentences are true or false and thus to save their time. Teachers should
then explain to students that there is another helpful reading strategy that enables them to gain
some idea about the two articles (as they should do for all new strategies introduced): “infer the
meaning of words and ideas based on clues’. Teachers should explain to students that looking at
features of photos or words such as which ones are written in bold, may help them get some idea
about the two articles. Teachers should note that this top-down strategy will be more likely
favoured by global students, but should ask particular students to considering using it also. The
next reading strategy teachers should explicitly explain to students is ‘predicting what will come in
the text’—reading the six sentences and looking at the exercise’s photos may assist students to
predict what will come in the text or what the text will be about. This top-down strategy may again
be more liked by global students, but teachers should again encourage all students to try it.

Teachers are also supposed to advise students to use more than one strategy (strategy orchestration)
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at the same time as this may facilitate their learning and improve task performance. For example,
inferring the main idea of the two articles through photos and simultaneously predicting what will
come in the text by reading the six statements may combine to result in better comprehension of the

two articles.

In the next step, students should practice these strategies. Teachers should ask students to look at
the photos attached to the two articles and at the titles of the articles to infer the topic of the
articles. Then, they should ask students to read the six sentences quickly before reading the two
articles, and ask students to predict what the articles will be about. After that, students should read
the two articles and answer the exercise by saying which sentence is true and which is false. Then,

teachers should check the answers with students to ensure that they understand the correct answer.

The next and last step is for both teachers and students to evaluate the effectiveness of the
suggested strategies. Teachers should ask students what their impressions were of using these
strategies and whether they assisted them in achieving the task or not (as metacognitive strategies).
After hearing from students, teachers should have some indication of the effectiveness of the
suggested reading strategies. If students’ evaluation was positive, the teacher should encourage
students to think of using the same strategies in other skills such as writing, listening, or speaking.
If students were unhappy about the strategies, the teacher should remind students that some

strategies may work for some but not all students or in some but not all situations.

4.6.3.3 Example of Instruction in Speaking Strategies

Under Unit 4 in the LL, ‘Leisure time’, a speaking exercise (8a) is presented that requires students
to ask and answer a list of questions about their favourite films, film actors, and film directors, and
to justify their answers (Image 12). The TB suggests the following speaking strategies to improve
students’ speaking and to complete this exercise: ‘ask questions to be involved in the conversation’
(TBS), “act out or draw the word’ (TBS), ‘look for a different way/word to express the idea’ (TBS),
‘reduce your anxiety when speaking’ (TBS) and “ask for help while speaking’ (TBS).

Image 12: Example of strategy instruction in speaking strategies

); Ask and answer these questions with a partner.
Give reasons for your answers.

1 What's your favourite film from your country?

2 What's your favourite film from another country?
3 Who's your favourite film star/actor?

4 Who's your favourite director?
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In the strategy preparation step, teachers should find out if their students know about speaking
strategies and if they have the ability to use these strategies. The importance of learning new

strategies should be highlighted.

In the next step, awareness-raising, teachers should guide students think not only of the content of
the language they learn but also of their own ways of learning. Moreover, teachers are expected to
prompt their students to take more responsibility for their learning and remember that it is not only
their teachers who should be responsible for their language learning, but they themselves. As
students have come to be familiar with their learning styles through the LSS, teachers should advise
them to consider their learning styles and how they may affect their acceptance of new strategies.
As in strategy instruction in other skills, teachers should remind students that by stretching their
learning styles, they will have more opportunities to learn new strategies. In this step, teachers
should also ask students if they can come up with helpful speaking strategies in general or to do
exercise 8a in particular; and if students are able to come up with some such strategies, teachers
should not ignore them but should motivate them to use the strategies. Then, teachers should

provide the above-suggested speaking strategies and move to the following step.

In this step, strategy instruction, teachers are supposed to directly and explicitly name the suggested
speaking strategies in Arabic and explain how to use them. They should demonstrate to students
that if they want to be involved in a conversation in English, not only in the classroom but also
outside, asking questions is a good strategy to initiate such a conversation. That is, this strategy
may encourage students to break the wall of shyness and start initiating conversations in English. In
regard to exercise 8a, this strategy may prompt students to compete to be the first to ask the listed
questions. Teachers should attract students’ attention to the fact that this strategy may be mostly
liked by extroverted students, but should also advise introverted learners to try it. Next, teachers
should explain to students that if they are unable to express themselves or deliver their ideas due to
limited linguistic knowledge, they may physically act out the ideas or draw the words. This strategy
will be agreeable to kinaesthetic/tactile students, but teachers should encourage visual and auditory
students to give it a try as well. In another suggested strategy, teachers should suggest to students
that they can express themselves in different ways using different words, which may be favoured
by global students (though teachers should encourage particular students to also try it). Teachers
should also inform students about the strategy of reducing their anxiety while speaking, for
example by taking a deep breath, not dwelling on one’s fear of making mistakes, or increasing
one’s self-confidence. Another strategy that many students may be embarrassed or hesitate in using
is to ask for help while speaking; teachers should make it clear to students that it is normal for
language learners to ask for help when they have difficulties while speaking. In Saudi culture,
students may often feel embarrassed to ask for help with their speaking, and so teachers should

assist them to start using this strategy. More importantly, teachers should suggest to students that if
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they find themselves unable to deliver their messages in conversation, they may speak better if they
reduce their anxiety while speaking and ask their interlocutors for assistance with their speaking in

order to find other ways to express themselves better.

In the next step, practicing strategy, teachers allow students to do the exercise in pairs. Students are
expected to use the suggested speaking strategies while asking and answering questions in the
exercise, while teachers are supposed to permit enough time for students to practice, observe

students while working in pairs, and remind them to use the suggested speaking strategies.

In the final step, personalization of strategy, students are supposed to express their judgment of the
effectiveness of the suggested strategies, and teachers are supposed to ask students if they managed
to use any of the strategies and if they were effective. Probably, some students will find the
suggested strategies or some of them helpful, but others may find them ineffective. Teachers should

inform students that strategies may work with some learners/situations but not others.

4.6.3.4 Example of Instruction in Writing Strategies

This example describes how writing strategies should be explicitly taught in the strategy instruction
programme. Unit 9 in the LL is titled ‘Inventions’; exercise 10a (Image 13) asks students to look at
page 121 at the end of their textbook (LL) where there is some basic information about Alfred
Nobel and Levi Strauss. Students are expected to match individual pieces of information to one of

the two men and then write a short text about the two inventors using the given information.

Image 13: Example of strategy instruction in writing strategies

WRITING

10a Look at the information on page 121

about Alfred Nobel and Levi Strauss. Match the

information with these inventors and then write a

short text about them.
To teach writing strategies using the five steps in the SSBI framework through this exercise,
teachers should use the TB, which provides the following suggested writing strategies for this
exercise: ‘plan out what you are going to write’ (MCS), “edit grammar and mechanics after your
ideas are written” (MCS), ‘look for a different way to express the idea, like synonyms’ (TBS), and
‘accept feedback on your errors’ (MCS). As this exercise is in Unit 9, teachers and students should
now be used to moving through the five steps faster than earlier on in the intervention. This means
that in strategy preparation, teachers should just quickly ascertain if students know about any

writing strategies and if they are ready to use these strategies.
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In the second step, strategy awareness-raising, teachers should not spend much time as previously
on raising students’ awareness towards their learning processes and their learning styles, but they
should remind students to be responsible for their learning and to stretch their learning styles to
learn new strategies. This is because we are in a later unit not because we are now working on
writing strategies, that is, teaching writing strategies in early units moved slowly, as for the other
skills. Teachers ask students if they can come up with some writing strategies to do exercise 10a.
As this exercise is in Unit 9, students will be expected to already know some writing strategies
from their previous strategy instruction classes. After hearing from students and motivating them to
keep using strategies, teachers are supposed to provide the abovementioned suggested writing

strategies and then move on to the strategy instruction step.

In this step, teachers inform students that they can use some strategies to facilitate their writing.
Teachers should explicitly name suggested strategies in Arabic, as in the TB. They should not take
a long time to explain the idea of ‘planning out what you are going to write” and how to use it, as
this strategy was explained early, in Unit 1, and has been practiced many times in different units.
Teachers should explain to students that this strategy may be more liked by particular modality
students but that global students should be advised to employ it too. Next, teachers should explain
to students how to ‘look for a different way to express the idea, like using synonyms’, by writing
two sentences with the same meaning using synonyms such as: Alfred Nobel invented dynamite in
1866 and Alfred Nobel made the first explosives in 1866. Teachers should ask students not to
initially think about grammar and spelling mistakes while writing their ideas, as they will be able to
do that after finishing their writing; teachers should explain to students that they need to focus on
initiating their ideas first, as thinking of grammar and spelling while initiating ideas disrupts their
thinking. Particular modality students may seem most favour of using this strategy, though global
students should also be encouraged by the teacher to think about it. Also, teachers are expected to
encourage students to ‘accept feedback on their errors’, by their classmates or by their teachers.
They should inform students that by accepting and considering feedback on their work they will
improve their writing and learn from their errors. This strategy may likely be more used by
extroverted students, but teachers should encourage introverted students to be more open to

accepting feedback as well.

In the practice strategy step, teachers allow students to practice the suggested writing strategies by
themselves; this is where they look at the information about the two inventors on page 121, and
write down notes. Teachers should allow enough time for students to do so. Next, in their writing,
students should be encouraged by teachers to ‘look for different ways to express their ideas’;
teachers may provide some scaffolding for students such as indicating how to come up with ideas
or how to write sentences in different ways. After finishing their writing, students are encouraged

to review their texts and fix their grammar and mechanics if they can. Teachers may give feedback

98



on students’ writing if there is time or ask students to exchange their work and give each other
feedback. The purpose of teaching the strategy of accepting feedback on your errors is to show

students that it is normal to make errors and that getting feedback helps improve one’s writing.

In the last step, personalization of strategy, teachers should ask students about their opinions of the
effectiveness of the suggested writing strategies (highlighting metacognitive strategies). As for the
other skills, some students may find the suggested strategies useful and some students may not. For
those who do, teachers should encourage them to continue using the suggested strategies, and for
those who don’t, teachers should remind them that not all strategies are effective with all students
or all exercises. Teachers should encourage those students to remember that there may be other
strategies that will work for them in other writing exercises, as a result of their learning styles or
the nature of the task at hand.

4.6.3.5 Example of Instruction in Listening Strategies

Listening strategies were also explicitly taught in the classrooms. The last unit in the LL (Unit 12),
“Travel’, has a listening exercise (2a) that asks students to listen to an interview with a student
named Kirsty who has lived away from her home country. Students should listen and decide if
Kirsty was happy or unhappy about her time abroad (Image 14). The following are suggested
listening strategies to achieve this task from the TB: ‘try to predict what the speaker will say’
(TBS), ‘comprehend the message without understanding every word’ (TBS), ‘listen for keywords’
(TBS), and “try to stay in the conversation” (MCS).

Image 14: Example of strategy instruction in listening strategies

LISTENING

1 Which country would you like to live in, ap
from your own? Why?

art

7 e ont
2 Listen to an interview with Kirsty, a stude

\‘;;;u has lived abroad. In general, is she happy ©F

unhappy about her time abroad?
Using the five steps in the SSBI framework, in the first step, teachers are supposed to prepare
students for the task by asking them if they know about listening strategies and if they have the
capability to utilize them. As this exercise is in Unit 12, teachers should not spend much time on
this step, as they are in the last week of the intervention and should have done this step many times.

Therefore, they move quickly to the following step.

In the second step, strategy awareness-raising, teachers are supposed to remind students to consider
their learning processes and learning styles—only briefly, as this should have taken place many
times already during the intervention. Teachers should also remind students of their own

responsibility for their language learning and urge them to take on more responsibility. After that,
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teachers should ask students if they have any listening strategies that may facilitate doing exercise
2a. After hearing from students, teachers should praise students who manage to provide strategies.
They then, should introduce the suggested strategies above by informing students that there are
some strategies that may be effective in dealing with listening tasks. As this is Unit 12, students
should have already practiced the suggested strategies during intervention. Thus, teachers should

move to the following step.

In the third step, teachers should explicitly teach the suggested strategies. They should name the
strategies and explain to students how to use them, in Arabic. Teachers should explain to students
that it is helpful for them to try to predict what speakers are going to say based on the situation or
information at hand. In exercise 2a, students should be encouraged to predict what Kirsty is going
to say in the interview—especially in light of the hints they have received, which are that Kirsty, a
student, stayed abroad for some time and may or may not have been happy there. Prediction is a
top-down strategy that may be liked by global students, as teachers should highlight while also
encouraging particular modality students to start thinking of using it. Also, teachers are supposed to
inform students that it is not necessary to understand all the details of the interview, but might be
enough to comprehend the main idea—though specific details are sometimes important to
understand in specific cases. Teachers should inform students that comprehending the message and
understanding the main idea is a top-down strategy that might be favoured by global students,
though they should also advise particular modality students to try it. Meanwhile, teachers should
also explain to students that there are important words (keywords) that can convey the meaning of a
text, and that students should listen carefully to these words, which may enable them to
comprehend better. This strategy is another top-down strategy that may be more used by global
students, and so teachers are supposed to encourage particular modality students to give it a try as
well. The last suggested strategy is a metacognitive strategy, prompting students to resist falling out
of the conversation and continue listening even if they feel they are unable to continue due to
difficulty in comprehending. This strategy may provide students with some hope that they can
grasp at least part of the main idea of the interview. Students should be motivated to cluster these
strategies to gain better listening comprehension. For instance, predicting what will come in the
interview through hints at hand, listening to the keywords in the interview without understanding
all of them, and persisting in listening and trying to understand may result in better listening

comprehension if students employ them together to achieve this listening task.

In the fourth step, practicing strategy, teachers will give students opportunities to practice
suggested listening strategies by starting the CD and letting students employ the strategies.

Teachers may play the CD multiple times if desired to give more opportunities.
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In the final step, students should be asked about their use and the effectiveness of the suggested
listening strategies. If any students find effective listening strategies, teachers should encourage
them to regularly use those strategies in other exercises or transfer them to other tasks. Conversely,
if some students, as expected, find the suggested strategies or some of them ineffective, teachers

should remind them that not all strategies work for all students or tasks.

4.7 Data Analysis

The first research question (What is the effect of strategy instruction on students’ strategy
awareness?) sought to investigate the effect of strategy instruction on students’ strategy awareness.
The question guided the analysis procedure. Students’ responses on the pre- and post-LSUS were
recorded on a spreadsheet. Descriptive statistics were obtained using the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS). Students’ responses under the four options of the pre- and post-LSUS were
analysed to find the means of percentages of students under each option. The means of percentages
of students under each option in the pre- and post-LSUS were entered in the SPSS to compare

students’ strategy awareness before and after intervention through a paired sample t-test.

The second research question (What is the effect of strategy instruction on students’ language
proficiency?) sought to examine the effect of strategy instruction on students’ proficiency in
reading, writing, listening, speaking and vocabulary. Therefore, the question also guided the
analysis procedure. Students’ scores in the pre-and post-tests in both groups were entered in the
SPSS respectively. Using SPSS, the results were analysed as follows: A Kolmogorov-Smirnov
(KS) test was carried out to check the normality of distribution of students’ scores in the pre-test in
each single skill. Then, a Mann—-Whitney U-test was conducted to check whether there was a
statistically significant difference between the experimental and control groups with regard to the
mean score of each skill in the pre- and post-tests. To measure the effect size of difference between

the two groups, an ANCOVA was carried out in each individual skill.

The third research question (What is the role of learning style preferences in this study?) which
investigated the role of learning styles in this study was categorized into two sub-questions. The
first one (What are the learning style preferences of participating students in terms of each of three
categories of learning style?) investigated the learning styles of participants through the LSS used
in this study. Frequencies and percentages of participants’ learning styles were calculated through
SPSS. The second sub-question (How do students with different learning style preferences differ in
terms of language proficiency?) compared the proficiency of students with different learning styles.

A one -way ANOVA test was utilized to compare students’ proficiency in different learning styles.
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The fourth research question (What is students’ and their teachers’ feedback on the strategy
instruction programme implemented?) investigated students’ and teachers’ feedback on the strategy
instruction programme through structured interviews. The qualitative data collected through this
instrument were analysed through pre-prepared and elaborate themes covered in a list of questions

indicated in Appendix F.

4.8 Summary

A total of 197 male Saudi college students, and their five teachers plus the researcher participated
in the study. Students were divided into an experimental and control group, and only students in the
experimental group received strategy instruction. Data were collected through administering pre-
and post-tests that measured students’ proficiency in language skills and vocabulary. Data were
also collected through a pre- and post-strategy survey in addition to a learning style survey. These
guantitative data were triangulated by interviewing seven students with different learning styles,
two teachers from the experimental group in order to obtain their feedback on the strategy
instruction programme, and two teachers from the control group to ensure that they were not

explicitly teaching strategies in Arabic in their language classrooms.

Teaching materials used in the present study encompassed the students’ language textbook (LL)
which was examined. The LLS included in it were analysed. It was used to design the TB that was
used as an essential teaching resource for strategy instruction. For the purpose of strategy
instruction, the researcher needed to train himself, and he prepared the participating teachers for
strategy instruction as well. The strategy instruction programme lasted for eight weeks through
which 61 LLS were explicitly taught in Arabic in regular language classrooms. Strategy instruction

encompassed reading, writing, listening, speaking and vocabulary strategies.

The following chapter presents the findings of the current study.
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Chapter 5: Findings

5.1 Introduction

This chapter reports the results of the quantitative and qualitative data analysis for the four research
questions performed in this mixed methods experimental study. Quantitative results represented in
strategy and style surveys in addition to pre- and post-tests were obtained from statistical analyses
using SPSS software while qualitative results were obtained through structured interviews with
seven students, two teachers who taught strategies for students in the experimental group, and two
teachers who taught students in the control group. The first three research questions were mainly
addressed through the findings of the quantitative analysis whereas the fourth research question

was addressed through the collection of qualitative data.

5.2 Findings of Quantitative Data

Quantitatively, the instrument used for strategy awareness was a survey adapted from Cohen et al.
(2002a). In this survey, participants checked one of the following four options: I use this strategy
and like it; | have tried this strategy and would use it again; I’ve never used this strategy; and this
strategy doesn’t fit for me. Means of students’ percentages under each option were calculated to
examine the effect of strategy instruction on participants’ strategy awareness. The following
interpretation was used: the increase of students’ strategy awareness was indicated by the increase
in the means of students’ percentages in the post-LSUS in options one and two, and also by the

decrease in the means of students’ percentages in options three and four in the post-LSUS.

Participants’ language proficiency level in reading, writing, listening, speaking, and vocabulary
was measured through pre- and post-tests. The used instrument for identifying participants’
learning style preferences was a survey adapted from Cohen et al. (2002b). In this survey,
participants responded using the following five-point Likert scale: 0 never; 1 rarely; 2 sometimes; 3
often; 4 always. The survey determined seven learning style preferences: visual-auditory-

kinaesthetic\tactile, extroversion-introversion and global-particular.

5.2.1 First Research Question

What is the effect of strategy instruction on students’ strategy awareness?
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The first research question aimed to explore the effect of strategy instruction on students’ strategy
awareness. This can be achieved through comparing students’ responses on pre- and post-LSUS. In
this section, students’ strategy awareness is compared for untaught strategies listed in the LSUS
followed by other strategies which were listed in the LSUS but were among other strategies

explicitly taught in the strategy instruction programme.

Table 5: Untaught and taught strategies

83 strategies listed in LSUS 61 strategies taught during strategy instruction
44 untaught strategies 22 taught strategies but not listed in LSUS
39 taught strategies « P39 taught strategies and listed in LSUS

Of the 83 strategies listed in the LSUS, 39 strategies were explicitly taught in the strategy
instruction programme as Table 5 shows. The remaining 44 strategies listed in the LSUS were not
taught in the strategy instruction programme but students’ strategy awareness of them was
calculated. In fact, the strategy instruction programme explicitly taught 61 strategies for reading,
writing, listening, speaking and vocabulary. A total of 39 of these taught strategies were among
strategies listed in the LSUS as Table 5 shows; consequently, students’ strategy awareness of them
was calculated. The remaining 22 taught strategies in the strategy instruction programme were not
listed in the LSUS; therefore, students’ strategy awareness of these 22 strategies was not calculated.
In other words, students’ strategy awareness was calculated for only strategies listed in the LSUS
whether taught or untaught. We first begin with a discussion of the 44 untaught strategies listed in
the LSUS.

Untaught Strategies (Paired Sample T-Test)

In order to answer the first research question, which examines the effect of strategy instruction on
students’ strategy awareness, participants’ responses on the pre- and post LSUS were calculated
using SPSS. Students’ strategy awareness of the 44 untaught strategies listed in the LSUS, prior to
and after the treatment, was examined. A paired sample t-test was used to compare the means of

students’ percentages under each option in the pre- and post-LSUS as shown in Table 6 below.

Table 6: Means of students’ percentages under the four options in the pre- and post-LSUS (44

untaught strategies)

Option Group Mean of Mean of Significance:
Students’ %: Students’ %: Paired T Test
Pre Post

1) I use this strategy and ~ Experimental 33.07% 35.04% .03*

like it Control 34.14% 33.65% 52

2) | have tried this Experimental 26.27% 34.61% .00*

strategy and would use it~ Control 24.58% 31.56% .00*

again
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3) I’ve never used this Experimental 25.47% 20.58% .00*

strategy Control 25.85% 23.03% .00*
4) This strategy doesn’t Experimental 15.21% 9.55% .00*
fit for me Control 15.44% 11.78% .00*

Option One: | use this strategy and like it

Overall, this option was the most checked option by students in both groups in the pre-LSUS.
Although the strategy instruction programme had not yet started at this stage, around one-third of
students in both groups showed that they used and liked those 44 untaught strategies. In the post-

LSUS as well, this option was checked by more than a third of the students in both groups.

The details in Table 6 above reveal that the means of students’ percentages in the experimental
group increased significantly (at the p = .05 level) in the post-LSUS in this option. Regarding the
44 untaught strategies listed in the LSUS, 33.07% of students in the experimental group indicated
that they used and liked these strategies in the pre- LSUS. This percentage increased significantly
(p =.03) to 35.04% in the post-LSUS by almost two percentage points. This indicates that
completing the LSUS and perhaps strategy instruction contributed to the increase of students’

relevant strategy awareness.

Comparing the means of students’ percentages in the control group, it can be noticed that instead of
34.14% of the students who indicated that they used and liked these 44 untaught strategies in the
pre-LSUS, only 33.65% of them indicated that they used and liked these strategies in the post-
LSUS. This decrease in percentage in this group was not significant at the p = .05 level (p = .52).
Students in this group did not receive strategy instruction; therefore, it can be indicated that the
drop in percentage points in this group was a result of lack of strategy instruction which seemed to

raise students’ strategy awareness in the experimental group.
Option Two: I have tried this strategy and would use it again

About a quarter of students from both groups checked this option in the pre-LSUS. This percentage
increased in the post-LSUS to more than one-third of the experimental group and close to one-third
of the control group. It appears that completing the LSUS twice raised students’ strategy awareness

in both groups.

Table 6 indicates a clear trend of increase in choosing this option in the post-LSUS in both groups.
While 26.27% of the students in the experimental group reported that they had tried these 44
untaught strategies and would use them again prior to intervention (language learners are not ‘blank
slates’), 34.61% of them (significantly increased, p = .00) expressed that they had tried these

strategies and would use them again after the intervention. This increase in means of students’
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percentages is the highest in Table 6 with eight percentage points. This may indicate that strategy

instruction prompted participants in the experimental group to try new strategies from the LSUS.

Similar increase (almost seven percentage points) was found in the control group where means of
students’ percentage significantly increased (p = .00) in the post-LSUS to 31.56% instead of
24.58% in the pre-LSUS. Although participants in this group were not involved in the intervention,
it appears that they benefited from completing the LSUS twice in terms of becoming more aware
about trying new strategies however their means of percentage in the first option decreased in the
post-LSUS.

Option Three: I’ve never used this strategy

This option was checked by a quarter of the students from both groups in the pre-LSUS. This
percentage dropped in both groups in the post-LSUS. Decrease in the means of students’
percentages in options three and four imply increase in students’ strategy awareness. It seems that
completing the LSUS increased the students’ strategy awareness. Participants might become more
familiar with strategies after completing the LSUS. They might have started trying or using these
strategies that they had indicated as never-used in the pre-LSUS.

Means of students’ percentages significantly decreased (at the p = .05) in the third and fourth
options in the post-LSUS. In the third option, instead of 25.47% of students in the experimental
group who indicated that they had never used these 44 untaught strategies in the pre-LSUS, only
20.58% of them indicated that they had never used these strategies in the post-LSUS. A drop of
five percentage points for this option might suggest that participants started using new strategies
that they had never used before as a result of strategy instruction in general. Additionally,
completing the LSUS might have increased students’ strategy awareness about strategies that they

were unaware of before completing the survey.

Another significant decrease was exhibited in the control group under this option. While 25.85% of
students in the control group revealed that they had never used these 44 untaught strategies in the
pre-LSUS, only 23.03% of them indicated that they had never used these strategies in the post-
LSUS with a significant decrease equalling p = .00. This suggests that completing the LSUS might
have contributed to students’ strategy awareness as students might have started using strategies

they had never used previously.
Option Four: This strategy doesn’t fit for me

This option was the least checked option by all students in both groups in the pre-LSUS. Means of
students’ percentage dropped by almost five percentage points in the post-LSUS in both groups,
indicating that students’ strategy awareness increased. The percentage of students who showed that
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some of these 44 untaught strategies did not fit them in the pre-LSUS decreased by almost five

percentage points indicating that some students began to deem some of the strategies to be suitable.

In the experimental group, the mean of students’ percentage in this option decreased significantly.
Instead of 15.21% of the students in this group who indicated that these strategies did not fit them
in the pre-LSUS, only 9.55% of them indicated the same in the post-LSUS. The drop by almost six
percentage points (significant decrease where p =.00) in this option is an indication that
completing the LSUS twice and strategy instruction might have increased participants’ strategy
awareness towards using or trying strategies that they deemed unsuitable at the beginning of the

study.

At the p = .05 level, the mean of students’ percentage decreased significantly (p =.00) in the
control group. Only 11.78% of students indicated that these 44 untaught strategies did not fit them
in the post-LSUS, instead of 15.44% of them who indicated that these strategies did not fit for them
in the pre-LSUS. Nonetheless, completing the LSUS appears to have increased their strategy
awareness. More than three percent of the students who said that these 44 untaught strategies did
not fit for them at the beginning of the study in this group indicated that they deemed these
strategies suitable by the end of the study.

Results displayed in Table 6 above show that students’ strategy awareness in both groups increased
to some extent in a similar manner with a slight advantage for students in the experimental group.
In other words, students in the experimental and control groups expressed a similar trend (to an
extent) in checking the four options in the pre- and post-LSUS, particularly for the 44 untaught
strategies, although figures indicated that means of students’ percentages in the experimental group
increased more than their counterparts in the control group in the first and second options and
decreased more than their counterparts’ means of percentages in the control group in the third and

fourth options.

Further analysis is needed to examine students’ strategy awareness towards the 39 taught strategies
in the strategy instruction. Means of students’ percentages in both groups need to be compared to
examine if the strategy instruction programme offered to students in the experimental group had

more influence on students’ strategy awareness towards these 39 taught strategies.
Taught Strategies (Paired Sample T-Test)

We now discuss the 39 taught strategies. Similar to the statistical analysis used in comparing means
of students’ percentages under the four options of the pre- and post-LSUS applied for the 44
untaught strategies above, means of students’ percentages under the four options of the pre- and
post-LSUS were compared using paired sample t-tests, but only for the 39 taught strategies listed in

the LSUS this time. This comparison aims to examine the effect of strategy instruction on students’
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strategy awareness of these 39 taught strategies. Table 7 below illustrates means of students’

percentages under the four options in the pre- and post-LSUS for only the 39 taught strategies.

Table 7: Means of students’ percentages under the four options in the pre- and post-LSUS (39
taught strategies)

Option Group Mean of Mean of Significance:
Students’ %: Students’ %: Paired T Test
Pre Post

1) I use this strategy and ~ Experimental 33.17% 38.05% .00*

like it Control 35.03% 34.73% .80

2) | have tried this Experimental 25.73% 34.69% .00*

strategy and would use it~ Control 26.30% 28.13% .10

again

3) I’ve never used this Experimental 25.86% 18.16% .00*

strategy Control 24.40% 23.61% 44

4) This strategy doesn’t Experimental 15.23% 9.13% .00*

fit for me Control 14.27% 13.54% 51

Option One: | use this strategy and like it

Similar to the results for the untaught strategies, this option was the most checked option by

students in both groups for the 39 taught strategies listed in the LSUS.

Figures in Table 7 above reveal that the means of students’ percentages in the experimental group
for the 39 taught strategies increased significantly (p = .00) in the post-LSUS in this option. Instead
of 33.17% of the students who indicated that they used and liked these 39 strategies in the pre-
LSUS, 38.05% of them indicated that they used and liked these 39 taught strategies in the post-
LSUS. It appears that strategy instruction in the experimental group increased students’ strategy

awareness of these 39 strategies.

In the control group, the mean of students’ percentage decreased but not significantly (p = .80), by
less than one percentage point. For the 39 taught strategies, the mean of students’ percentages
dropped to 34.73% in the post-LSUS instead of 35.03% in the pre-LSUS. Although participants in
this group completed the LSUS twice exactly like their peers in the experimental group did, their
mean of percentage in this option decreased. This implies that strategy instruction for students in

the experimental group might have helped increase their strategy awareness in the experimental

group.
Option Two: | have tried this strategy and would use it again

The mean of students’ percentage in the experimental group, who indicated that they had tried
these 39 strategies and would use them again, increased significantly (p = .00) by almost nine

108



percentage points. In other words, regarding the 39 taught strategies, the mean of students’
percentage in the experimental group increased from 25.73% in the pre-LSUS to 34.69% in the
post-LSUS. This indicates that it is not only completing the LSUS that raised students’ strategy

awareness in this group, but also strategy instruction that influenced students’ strategy awareness.

The mean of students’ percentage in the control group towards the 39 taught strategies increased
but not significantly (p =.10). Instead of 26.30% of students who indicated that they had tried these
strategies and would use them again in the pre-LSUS, 28.13% of them illustrated that they had tried
and would use these strategies in the post-LSUS. This indicates that completing the LSUS twice
might have made the students aware of these 39 strategies but did not reach significance. The
difference of seven percentage points between the two groups can be attributed to strategy

instruction delivered to students in the experimental group.
Option Three: I’ve never used this strategy

Approximately one quarter of students in both groups indicated that they had never used these 39
taught strategies in the pre-LSUS. This percentage dropped in both groups’ post-LSUS. The
decrease of students’ percentages for this option indicates that students started using strategies they
had never used previously which means that their strategy awareness towards these 39 strategies

had increased.

Examining Table 7 above for this option reveals that students’ percentage in the experimental
group decreased significantly (p = .00) from 25.86% in the pre-LSUS to 18.16% in the post-LSUS.
This is lower almost by seven percentage points. This may suggest that the strategy awareness of
students in this group benefited not only from completing the LSUS but also from the strategy

instruction programme.

Simultaneously, students’ percentage in the control group towards these 39 taught strategies
decreased but not significantly (p = .44) by less than two percentage points. Instead of 24.40% of
students who illustrated that they had never used these strategies in the pre-LSUS, only 23.61% of
them indicated that they had never used these strategies in the post-LSUS. As mentioned above, the
decrease in students’ percentage in this option means that students started using strategies they had
never used before. In this group, students’ percentage dropped as an indication for benefitting from
completing the LSUS, but in comparison with the significant decrease in the experimental group, it
can be noticed that strategy instruction provided for students in the experimental group resulted in

significant drop in this option which is not the case for the control group under this option.

Option Four: This strategy doesn’t fit for me
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While option one was the most checked option by students in both groups, this option was the least
checked one. As we see below, means of students’ percentages under this option decreased in the
post-LSUS. The decrease of students’ percentage in this option implies that students started trying,

or using these strategies which they did not deem suitable at the beginning of the study.

With regard to the 39 taught strategies in this option, the mean of students’ percentage in the
experimental group decreased significantly (p = .00) from 15.23% in the pre-LSUS to 9.13% in the
post-LSUS. The number of students who indicated that these 39 taught strategies did not fit them at
the beginning of the study dropped significantly at the end of the study as a result of students’
strategy awareness. It can be assumed that some of these strategies were deemed suitable by some
students after their strategy awareness increased by completing the LSUS and the strategy

instruction programme.

As reported in Table 7, the mean of students’ percentage in the control group under this option
decreased but not significantly (p = .51), by less than one percentage point. Instead of 14.27% of
students who indicated that these 39 taught strategies were not suitable in the pre-LSUS, only
13.54% of them indicated that these strategies did not fit them in the post-LSUS. Students’ strategy
awareness in this group might have increased through completing the LSUS although it had not

increased as much as the experimental group.
Summary

The first research question which investigated the effect of strategy instruction on students’
strategy awareness is summarized in Table 8. Overall, for the 44 untaught strategies listed in the
LSUS, students in the experimental and control group similarly checked the four options on the
pre- and post-LSUS. Students in both groups benefited from completing the pre- and post-LSUS to
raise their strategy awareness; however, the analysis revealed that the students in the experimental
group had an advantage because of the strategy instruction they received. Although students in both
groups indicated their acceptance of the 39 taught strategies to some extent similarly at the
beginning of the study, only students in the experimental group differed significantly in checking
these 39 taught strategies at the end of the study. Students in the experimental group reported
higher strategy awareness (through significant increases in option 1 and option 2) with regard to
these 39 taught strategies in comparison to their counterparts in the control group who indicated an
increase (only option 2) in their strategy awareness but not significantly so. They also reported
higher strategy awareness (through significant decreases in option 3 and option 4) towards these 39
strategies in comparison to their counterparts in the control group who indicated little strategy
awareness (through insignificant decreases in option 3 and option 4) that didn’t reach any
significance. In conclusion, completing the LSUS at the beginning and at the end of the study

increased students’ strategy awareness in both groups. However, in terms of the 39 taught
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strategies, strategy instruction increased students’ strategy awareness in the experimental group

significantly in comparison to their peers’ strategy awareness in the control group.

Table 8: Summary of the findings in Table 6 and 7

Option LSUS strategies Experimental  Control
1) I use this strategy and like it 44 Untaught S+ N-
39 Taught S+ N-
2) | have tried this strategy and would use 44 Untaught S+ S+
it again 39 Taught S+ N+
3) I’ve never used this strategy 44 Untaught S- S-
39 Taught S- N-
4) This strategy doesn’t fit for me 44 Untaught S- S-
39 Taught S- N-

S+: Significant Increase; S-: Significant Decrease; N+: Not Significant Increase; N-: Not
Significant Decrease

5.2.2 Second Research Question

What is the effect of strategy instruction on students’ language proficiency?

The second research question which intended to identify how strategy instruction affected students’
proficiency can be answered by comparing students’ scores on their pre- and post-tests in both the
experimental and control group. Descriptive statistics for the pre- and post-tests were calculated for
writing, listening, reading, vocabulary and speaking and reported in Table 9. Following the same
procedures in finding the results of each skill, the results of each individual skill will be presented

below.

Table 9: Means of all students’ marks in all tests

Group Statistics

Groups N Mean SD Range Max.
Pre-Writing Experimental 98 1.48 1.81 7 7
Control 99 1.05 1.95 9 9
Post-writing Experimental 98 3.06 2.44 7.75 7.75
Control 99 2.02 2.23 7.50 7.50
Pre-Listening Experimental 98 4.05 1.83 8 8
Control 99 3.90 1.87 8 8
Post-Listening Experimental 98 6.35 1.85 9 10
Control 99 6.04 2.08 9 10
Pre-Reading Experimental 98 5.01 2.34 10 10
Control 99 5.40 2.10 8.75 10
Post-Reading Experimental 98 5.40 2.63 10 10
Control 99 4.28 2.70 10 10
Pre-Vocabulary Experimental 98 419 2.08 10 10
Control 99 3.86 2.14 10 10
Post-Vocabulary Experimental 98 4.77 2.47 10 10
Control 99 4.26 2.25 10 10
Pre-Speaking Experimental 98 5.40 1.91 6 8
Control 99 5.23 1.73 8 8
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Post-Speaking Experimental 98 6.91 2.00 10 10
Control 99 6.28 2.19 10 10

In writing, the experimental group obtained higher mean scores in the pre- and post-tests, as Table
9 shows. A Kolmogorov—Smirnov (KS) test was carried out to check the normality of distribution
of writing scores in the pre-test. The outcomes of this test showed that writing scores in the pre-test
were not normally distributed, as KS = .25, df = 197, p = .00, which did not meet the criteria of
parametric tests. Therefore, a Mann-Whitney U-test was conducted to check whether there was a
statistically significant difference between the experimental and control groups regarding the mean
score of writing in the pre- and post-tests. The results showed that the higher mean scores for the
experimental group were statistically significant in the pre-test (Z = -2.36, p = .02) and the post-test
(Z =-3.15, p =.00). To measure the effect size of difference between the two groups, an ANCOVA
was carried out in the writing post-test with writing pre-test scores as the covariate. The results
showed that the improvement in the experimental group over the control group was statistically
significant (F(1, 194) = 7.21, p = .00). There was a very small effect size (4’ = .04).

In the case of listening, Table 9 shows that the mean scores for the experimental group were higher
than for the control group in the pre- and post-tests, although the scores were very close. Pre-test
listening scores were found not to be normally distributed (KS = .18, df = 197, p =.00). As this is
not in line with parametric tests’ criteria, a Mann—Whitney U-test was administered so as to figure
out whether there was a statistically significant difference between the experimental and control
groups with regard to the mean scores of listening pre- and post-tests. The results showed that there
were no statistically significant differences between the two groups regarding the listening pre- and
post-test mean scores, as Z = -.47, p = .64 for the pre-test and Z = -1.17, p = .24 for the post-test.
To control for differences in scores in the listening pre-test, an ANCOVA in the listening post-test
was carried out with listening pre-test scores as the covariate. The results showed that the
advantage of the experimental group was not statistically significant over the control group: F(1,

194) = .96, p = .33. The effect size was very small: n*=.00.

Table 9 shows that in the reading pre-test the control group gained a higher mean score, whereas
the experimental group obtained a higher mean score in the reading post-test. A Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test was conducted so as to check the normality of distribution of the reading pre-test and
it found that KS = .12, df = 197, p = .00, which means that the reading pre-test scores were not
normally distributed. A Mann-Whitney U-test was carried out because the findings from the
previous test did not meet the criteria of parametric tests. The results of this test showed that the
higher mean score of the control group in the reading pre-test was not statistically significant: Z = -
1.06, p = .29; however, the higher mean score of the experimental group in the reading post-test
was statistically significant: Z = -3.09, p = .00. The effect size of difference between the two

groups was measured through ANCOVA in the reading post-test with reading pre-test scores as the
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covariate. The results showed that the improvement in the experimental group over the control
group was statistically significant: F(1, 194) = 11.99, p = .00. The effect size was found to be very
small: n* = .06.

With regard to vocabulary, the experimental group obtained higher mean scores than did the
control group in both the pre- and post-tests, although the scores were close, as shown in Table 9.
Results from the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed that the scores of the listening pre-test were
not normally distributed: KS = .17, df = 197, p = .00, which did not meet the criteria of parametric
tests. Thus, a Mann-Whitney U-test was carried out to measure whether there were any statistically
significant differences between the two groups regarding the vocabulary pre- and post-test mean
scores. The findings of this test showed that the higher mean scores of the experimental group in
both vocabulary pre- and post-tests were not statistically significant, as Z = -1.17, p = .24 for the
pre-test and Z = -1.38, p = .17 for the post-test. For the purpose of controlling the differences in
scores in the vocabulary pre-test, an ANCOVA in the vocabulary post-test was administered with
vocabulary pre-test scores as the covariate. The results showed that the improvement in the
experimental group over the control group was not statistically significant: F(1, 194) = 1.15, p =

.29. The results showed that there was a very small effect size: n° = .00.

Finally, with regard to speaking, the experimental group obtained higher mean scores than did the
control group in both speaking pre- and post-tests. By checking the normality of distribution of
speaking pre-test scores using a Kolmogorov—-Smirnov test, the results showed that KS = .22, df =
197, p = .00, which means that speaking pre-test scores were not normally distributed. Based on
this, a non-parametric test (Mann-Whitney U-test) was used to find out whether there were any
statistically significant differences between the two groups regarding speaking pre- and post-test
mean scores. The results showed that the higher mean score of the experimental group was not
statistically significant in the speaking pre- and post-test (Z = -.74, p = .45 in the pre-testand Z = -
1.54, p = .12 in the post-test). To measure the effect size of difference between the two groups, an
ANCOVA was carried out in the speaking post-test with speaking pre-test scores as the covariate.
The results showed that the improvement in the experimental group over the control group was

statistically significant: F(1, 194) = 4.01, p = .04. There was a very small effect size: n° = .02.

Summary

The findings of the second research question can be summarized in Table 10 below. With regard to
writing, the higher mean scores for the experimental group were statistically significant in the pre-
and post-test. The difference in scores in the writing post-test showed that the improvement in the
experimental group was statistically significant over the control group, albeit with a very small
effect size which may indicate the role of strategy instruction provided to students in this group.

Regarding reading, the higher mean score of the control group in the pre-test was not statistically
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significant; however, the higher mean score of the experimental group in the reading post-test was
statistically significant. The difference in the mean scores in the reading post-tests showed that the
advantage of the experimental group over the control group was statistically significant, albeit with
a very small effect size. This may be attributed to the strategy instruction delivered to students in
the experimental group. The results showed that the higher mean scores of the experimental group
were not statistically significant in the speaking pre- and post-test, but when the difference in mean
scores of the speaking post-test was calculated through ANCOVA, it was statistically significant,
albeit with a very small effect size. This advantage of the experimental group over the control
group can be linked to the strategy instruction provided in the experimental group. There were no
statistically significant differences between the two groups in the listening pre- and post-test mean
scores. When the mean score of the listening post-test was calculated by ANCOVA, it was not
statistically significant. Therefore, strategy instruction in listening might not be effective enough to
make a significant difference between the two groups. The higher mean scores of the experimental
group in the vocabulary pre- and post-test were not statistically significant. When the difference in
the mean scores of the vocabulary post-test was calculated via ANCOVA, it was not statistically
significant. Thus, it can be indicated that, as in listening, strategy instruction in vocabulary was not
as effective as it was in writing, reading and speaking in reaching a significant difference between
the two groups.

Table 10: Summary for proficiency results in both groups

Skill Group Pre-  Mann-Whitney  Post- Mann-Whitney ANCOVA  Effect

test Pre-test Sig. test Post-test Sig. Sig. Size

Writing Exp 148 .02 3.06 .00 .00 .04
Ctrl  1.05 2.02

Listening Exp  4.05 .64 6.35 .24 .33 .00
Ctrl  3.90 6.04

Reading Exp 5.01 .29 5.40 .00 .00 .06
Ctrl  5.40 4.28

Vocabulary  Exp  4.19 .24 4.77 17 29 .00
Ctrl  3.86 4.26

Speaking Exp 540 .45 6.91 12 .04 .02
Ctrl  5.23 6.28

5.2.3 Third Research Question

The third research question is primarily based on data collected from the LSS. It sought to answer
the following research question: What is the role of learning style preferences in this study? This

question was further categorized into two sub-questions in the following order:

A. What are the learning style preferences of participating students in terms of each of three

categories of learning style?
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B. How do students with different learning style preferences differ in terms of language

proficiency?

What are the learning style preferences of participating students in terms of each of three

categories of learning style?

As mentioned earlier in Section 3.8.2, the seven learning style preferences assigned for this study
were among 23 learning style preferences which were categorised by Cohen et al. (2002b) under

three main learning styles: sensory/perceptual learning style, psychological (personality) type and
cognitive learning style. The seven learning style preferences addressed in this study were chosen
to represent those three main learning style categories as including all the 23 learning style

preferences is beyond the scope of this study.

Learning style preferences of participating students were elicited through the LSS. Tables 11, 12,
and 13 below present frequencies, percentages and rankings of learning style preferences under
each of the three main learning style categories. The first main category is the sensory/perceptual

learning style. Table 14 below indicates students’ learning style preferences under this category.

Table 11: Distribution of participants under the first category (sensory/perceptual learning style)

Sensory/Perceptual Learning Style Frequency Percentage Rank
Visual 108 54.82% 1
Kinaesthetic/Tactile 37 18.78% 2
Auditory 32 16.24% 3
Neutral 20 10.15% 4
Total 197 100%

Of the 197 students who participated in this study, 108 students (54.82%), that is, more than half of
the sample, were visual learners. A total of 37 (18.78%) of the sample were kinaesthetic/tactile
learners. There were 32 (16.24%) auditory learners. Under this category, there were 20 (10.15%)
neutral learners who indicated that they had no specific preference of learning style under this

category.

Under the second main learning styles category which is the psychological (personality) type, there
were two types of personality: extroversion and introversion. Table 12 presents students’ learning

style preferences under this category.

Table 12: Distribution of participants under the second category, psychological (personality) type

Psychological (Personality) Type Frequency Percentage Rank
Extroverted 109 55.33% 1
Introverted 75 38.07% 2
Neutral 13 6.60% 3
Total 197 100%
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Of the 197 students who participated in this study, 109 students (55.33%), meaning more than half
of the sample, had extroverted personality. A total of 75 students (38.07%), that is, more than one
third of the sample, had introverted personality. Under this category, there were 13 students

(6.60%) who were neutral or did not have a specific personality type.

The third learning style category is the cognitive learning style. Under this category, there are two
learning style preferences: global and particular. Table 13 below shows the distribution of the

sample under this learning style category.

Table 13: Distribution of participants under the third category, cognitive learning style

Cognitive Learning Style Frequency Percentage Rank
Global 129 65.48% 1
Particular 47 23.86% 2
Neutral 21 10.66% 3
Total 197 100%

Of the 197 students who participated in this study, 129 students (65.48%), that is, nearly two-thirds
of the sample, were global learners. A total of 47 students (23.86%), that is, close to one quarter of
the sample, were particular learners. There were 21 students (10.66%) who were neutral learners

under this category. Those learners did not have a specific cognitive learning style preference.

Thus, visual, extroverted and global learning styles are dominant in the context of the present
study. Tables 11, 12 and 13 indicate that there are neutral learners under the three learning style

categories even in low percentages.

In seeking a response to the following question, we will examine the language proficiency of

students with different learning styles.

How do students with different learning style preferences differ in terms of language

proficiency?

To answer this question, the total marks of students in all skills under each main learning style
category in the pre-test were compared to find if there was any difference between proficiencies of
students with different learning styles prior to intervention. The same procedure was conducted on

students” marks in the post-test after intervention.

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed between groups, with learning style
category as the independent variable (called “factor’ in SPSS) and students’ total marks as the
dependent variable, to explore the difference in proficiency between students’ with different

learning style preferences.

Proficiency and Learning Style Preferences in the Pre-test
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Under the first learning style category (sensory/perceptual learning style), proficiencies of visual
students, auditory students, kinaesthetic/tactile students and neutral students in the pre-test were
calculated first. Table 14 below shows that there was no significant difference F(3, 193) = 1.64, p =
.18 in proficiency between visual students, auditory students, kinaesthetic/tactile students and

neutral students under this category.

Table 14: Proficiency and sensory/perceptual learning styles (pre-test)

Pre-test ANOVA

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 203.10 3 67.70 164 .18
Within Groups 7947.44 193 41.17
Total 8150.54 196

Proficiencies of extroverted students, introverted students and neutral students under the second
learning style category (personality type) were calculated in the pre-test as well. Results from Table
15 illustrate that there was no significant difference in proficiency between extroverted students,

introverted students and neutral students under this category as F(2, 194) = 2.19, p = .11.

Table 15: Proficiency and psychological (personality) type (pre-test)

Pre-test ANOVA

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 179.97 2 89.98 219 11
Within Groups 7970.57 194 41.08
Total 8150.54 196

Proficiencies of global students, particular students and neutral students under the third learning
style category (cognitive learning style) were calculated in the pre-test. The independent between
groups ANOVA yielded a statistically significant difference in proficiency, F(2, 194) = 3.06, p =

.04 between the three groups as indicated in Table 16 below.

Table 16: Proficiency and cognitive learning styles (pre-test)

Pre-test ANOVA

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 249.37 2 124.68 3.06 .04
Within Groups 7901.16 194 40.72
Total 8150.54 196

To evaluate the nature of the difference in proficiency between the three groups further, the
statistically significant ANOVA was followed-up with post-hoc tests of comparisons using the
Tukey HSD test. Comparisons indicated a significant difference in proficiency between global

students and particular students at the .04 level. However, the difference in proficiency between
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neutral and global students and between neutral and particular students was not statistically

significant as Table 17 below indicates.

Table 17: Tukey HSD proficiency and cognitive learning styles (pre-test)

Multiple Comparisons: Dependent Variable: Pre-test Tukey HSD

Mean
Difference Lower Upper
() Cognitive Style (J) Cognitive (1-9) Std. Error  Sig. Bound Bound
Style

Neutral Global 1.42 1.50 .61 -2.12 4.96
Particular -1.21 1.67 74 -5.17 2.74
Global Neutral -1.42 1.50 .61 -4.96 212
Particular -2.63 1.08 .04 -5.20 -.06
Particular Neutral 1.21 1.67 74 -2.74 5.17
Global 2.63" 1.08 .04 .06 5.20

*The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

Under the cognitive learning style category, Table 18 below shows particular students with the
highest mean, followed by neutral students and global students respectively. With more than two
scores in the mean of the total scores, particular students outperformed global students. This led to
significant difference in proficiency between the two groups as mentioned above. With less than
two scores than particular students and with more than one score than global students, neutral
students, under this category, indicated no significant difference in proficiency compared to

particular and global students.

Table 18: Mean of total pre-test scores for cognitive learning style

Style Mean Standard Deviation Rank
Particular 21.64 7.32 1
Neutral 20.43 7.09 2
Global 19.01 5.88 3

Students’ scores in the pre-tests revealed no difference in proficiency between visual, auditory,
kinaesthetic/tactile and neutral students under the sensory/perceptual learning style. Moreover,
there was no difference in proficiency between extroverted, introverted and neutral students under
the personality type category as pre-tests scores illustrated. The only difference in proficiency in
the pre-tests occurred between global and particular students under the cognitive learning style. The
findings showed that the overall proficiency of particular students was better than the overall

proficiency of global students in the pre-tests.

We will now investigate the difference in proficiency between students with different learning

styles in the post-tests.
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Proficiency and Learning Style Preferences in the Post-test

Using the same statistical analysis as the pre-test, the difference in proficiency between students

under the three main learning style categories in the post-test was found.

In the post-test, the proficiencies of visual students, auditory students, kinaesthetic/tactile students
and neutral students were first compared using a one-way ANOVA test. Results from Table 19
below show that there was no statistically significant difference in proficiency between visual,
auditory, kinaesthetic/tactile, and neutral students under the sensory/perceptual learning style
category as F(3, 193) = 1.15, p = .33.

Table 19: Proficiency and sensory/perceptual learning styles (post-test)

Post-test ANOVA

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 223.43 3 74.47 1.15 .33
Within Groups 12503.22 193 64.78
Total 12726.65 196

Under the psychological (personality) type category, the difference in proficiency between
extroverted, introverted and neutral students in the post-test was compared. Comparisons in Table
20 below revealed no statistically significant difference between extroverted, introverted and

neutral students under this category as F(2, 194) = 2.36, p = .09.

Table 20: Proficiency and psychological (personality) type (post-test)

Post-test ANOVA

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 302.45 2 151.22 2.36 .09
Within Groups 12424.20 194 64.04
Total 12726.65 196

Proficiencies of global students, particular students and neutral students in the post-test under the
cognitive learning style category were also compared to examine if there were any differences
between these three groups of students. Table 21 below shows that the independent between-groups
ANOVA test yielded a statistically significant difference in the proficiency between the three
groups under this category as F(2, 194) = 3.70, p = .03.

Table 21: Proficiency and cognitive learning styles (post-test)

Post-test ANOVA

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 468.17 2 234.08 3.70 .03
Within Groups 12258.48 194 63.18
Total 12726.65 196
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To evaluate the nature of the difference in proficiency between the three groups under this
cognitive learning style, further analysis is required. The statistically significant ANOVA was
followed-up with post-hoc tests of comparisons using Tukey HSD test as indicated in Table 22.
Comparisons indicated a significant difference in proficiency between global and particular
students at the .02 level. However, the difference in proficiency between neutral and global

students and between neutral and particular students was not statistically significant.

Table 22: Tukey HSD proficiency and cognitive learning styles (post-test)

Multiple Comparisons: Dependent Variable: Post-test Tukey HSD

Mean
Difference Lower Upper
(1) Cognitive Style (J) Cognitive (1-J) Std. Error  Sig. Bound Bound
Style

Neutral Global .83 1.87 .89 -3.58 5.25
Particular -2.85 2.08 .36 -7.78 2.07
Global Neutral -.83 1.87 .89 -5.25 3.58
Particular -3.68" 1.35 .02 -6.88 -48
Particular Neutral 2.85 2.08 .36 -2.07 7.78
Global 3.68 1.35 .02 48 6.88

*The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

As Table 23 shows, particular students had almost four scores in the mean of the total score higher
than global students on the post-test. This resulted in significant difference in proficiency between
the two groups mentioned above. Neutral students under this cognitive learning style category
remained at the same place with no significant difference in proficiency with particular or global

students.

Table 23: Mean of total post-test scores for cognitive learning style

Style Mean Standard Deviation Rank
Particular 27.39 8.78 1
Neutral 24.54 6.42 2
Global 23.70 7.85 3

In a summary, there was no statistically significant difference in the proficiency of students under
the sensory/perceptual learning styles and the psychological (personality) types on both pre- and
post-test. The only statistically significant difference was found between global and particular
students under the cognitive learning style category of both the pre- and post-test. In other words,
there was no significant difference in the proficiency among visual, auditory kinaesthetic/tactile
and neutral students under the sensory/perceptual learning style on their pre-and post-test.
Additionally, there was no significant difference in the proficiency of extroverted, introverted and

neutral students under the psychological (personality) type category on their pre- and post-test.
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However, a significant difference was found in the proficiency of global and particular students

under the cognitive learning style category of their pre- and post-test.

In the following section, the findings of qualitative data will be presented.

5.3 Findings of Qualitative Data

This section presents qualitative findings from interviews conducted with the following: 1) seven
students (pseudonyms: Abdul (visual), Saad (auditory), Khamis (kinaesthetic/tactile), Ghaith
(extroverted), Nehad (introverted), Eisa (global), and Turki (particular) Appendix G) with different
learning style preferences who received strategy instruction, 2) two teachers who participated in
strategy instruction (Teacher 1, and Teacher 2), and 3) two teachers who taught students in the
control group (Teacher 3 and Teacher 4). Interviews were short (8-10 minutes) with teachers in the
control group and ranged between 18 and 23 minutes with students and teachers in the
experimental group. To convey findings, pre-prepared themes from structured interviews along

with selected quotations are highlighted.

5.3.1 Fourth Research Question

What is students’ and their teachers’ feedback on the strategy instruction programme implemented?

The answer to this question can be elicited from students’ feedback presented in the first part and

from teachers’ feedback presented in the second part of this section.

5.3.1.1 Students’ Feedback

The students’ feedback on the strategy instruction programme revealed the general benefit of the
strategy instruction programme. These benefits were found in the following domains: 1) increased
students’ strategy awareness, 2) positive change in students” way of learning, 3) improvement in

students’ proficiency, 4) identification of learning style, and 5) learning new strategies.
Strategy awareness

Strategy awareness before the programme. In general, the qualitative data revealed that
interviewees were unaware of the term ‘strategy’ before the strategy instruction programme.
Although two of them, Abdul (spent a couple of months in the USA before joining the college) and
Turki (studied English in a language school in Saudi Arabia for three months before joining the
college) attended additional English courses after finishing their secondary school, alluded that

they were not taught about LLS. However, most interviewees narrated that they were
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unconsciously employing some ways to learn English without being aware that they were
strategizing. Eisa, for example, indicated that he ‘was watching movies, playing video games in
English and linking new words to words | already know’. Nehad said, ‘I used my bilingual
dictionary and wrote new words in lists to help me revise them again’. Khamis even before
identifying his learning style, (kinaesthetic\tactile) indicated that he *(would) spontaneously try

some ideas such as physically acting the action of some verbs such as jump, fall, and crawl’.

Strategy awareness after the programme. An examination of the interview data relating to
individual students’ strategy awareness indicated general support for the findings from the LSUS
data that students’ strategy awareness increased after the strategy instruction programme. In order
to facilitate the comparison of students with different learning styles, the LSUS results of the seven

selected student interviewees are presented in Table 24 below.

Table 24: Interviewees’ strategy awareness in the pre- and post-LSUS

Option LSUS Abdul Saad Khamis Ghaith Nehad Eisa Turki
1) I use this strategy Pre 27 38 19 19 36 27 19
and like it

Post 44 45 39 54 38 35 47
2) I’ve tried this Pre 41 14 16 35 15 23 24
strategy and would use
it again Post 35 17 17 22 33 34 32
3) I’ve never used this  Pre 13 22 12 27 6 19 28
strategy

Post 4 12 3 4 7 11 4
4) This strategy doesn’t  Pre 2 9 36 2 26 14 12
fit for me

Post 0 9 24 3 5 3 0

It can be noted from Table 24 that the number of strategies used and liked (option one) by all
students increased in the post-LSUS. Another noticeable increase can be seen among most
interviewees under the second option in the LSUS. The second option showed that the number of
strategies that students tried and indicated that they would use again after the intervention increased
for all participants except Abdul and Ghaith. It appears that although the number of strategies that
Abdul and Ghaith used and liked increased after the intervention, the number of strategies they had
tried and would use again had decreased. The results for the third option illustrated that the number
of strategies that student had never used decreased for all interviewees after the intervention except
Nehad. This means that most interviewees started trying strategies they had never tried before the
commencement of the programme. The fourth option indicated that the number of strategies that

Abdul, Khamis, Nehad, Eisa and Turki did not find to be suitable decreased after the intervention,
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indicating that these strategies suited them. Interestingly, Saad reported the same number of
strategies that he deemed suitable in the pre- and post-LSUS. However, the number of strategies
that did not fit for Ghaith increased at the end of the programme. These figures indicate that
overall, students became more aware of using new strategies and their strategy repertoires

increased after being involved in this programme.

According to Abdul, the programme “enlightened’ him to focus on strategies. Ghaith believes that
his “poor strategy repertoire has become rich with many helpful strategies’ after finishing the
programme. The programme, he thinks, introduced to him a list of strategies that should be
introduced to any language learner. Khamis alluded that the programme increased his awareness to
always think of ‘good ways’ when intending to accomplish any language task. For him, strategies
have become a very important part of learning English. The programme provided Saad with ‘a
variety of strategies to choose (from)’. This allowed him to acquire new strategies he was
‘unfamiliar with before the programme’. Nehad used to employ some strategies unconsciously and
he was unaware that they were called strategies, but after the end of the programme, he became
‘more conscious about using strategies’. Therefore, he emphasized using strategies he knew prior
to the programme and simultaneously began including the strategies taught during the programme.
Similar to Nehad, Eisa unconsciously used a few strategies before the programme, but the
programme explained what a strategy is and when and how to use it, thus increasing his awareness
of new LLS and when to use them. In Turki’s words, the programme ‘guided me to use strategies
in order to make English learning easier’. Thus, he thinks that his awareness about LLS increased
at the end of the programme.

Change in students’ way of learning

Regarding change in students’ way of learning, the results from interviews indicated that students
lacked awareness about their ways of learning prior to intervention although their awareness about
learning increased predominantly after the intervention. After the end of the programme, the
interview results revealed that a few students were able to orchestrate strategies they had improved
in using strategies. More details about these findings are provided below.

Lack of awareness towards way of learning. Before the programme, all the interviewees admitted
that they were unaware of their own ways of learning. They alluded that they never thought of how
they learned English or how their minds dealt with new language information. They provided some
reasons for the same. Abdul, Ghaith and Nehad, for instance, referred to focusing on the content of
the language while learning. When Saad and Turki were asked why they did not think of their way
of learning, they explained that the learning process takes place unconsciously and they were not
used to thinking about it. When Eisa was asked the same question, he directly responded, ‘my

language teachers never asked me to do so’.
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At the end of the programme, students’ awareness towards their way of learning had increased to
some extent. This increased awareness towards the way of learning resulted in positive change in

the learning process itself among most students as explained below.

Positive change in ways of learning due to awareness towards way of learning. Abdul, for
example, emphasized that the programme changed his way of learning ‘to the best available
method’. In learning vocabulary, he used to write new words in long lists and use rote memorising
for them. At times, this would succeed and at times, it would fail. After the programme, he started
making his own flash cards with new words and their definitions, with English on the front side and
the Arabic translation on the backside of the card. Khamis and Eisa believe that their way of
learning has changed to the right methods. They said that the programme assisted them to change
their methods of dealing with different language tasks. Prior to the programme, they engaged in
accomplishing tasks without any planning or thinking about how but the given tasks needed to be
accomplished, but after the programme, they emphasized the importance of finding appropriate
strategies that may facilitate accomplishing any given task. For Saad and Ghaith, the programme
presented many strategies they were unfamiliar with prior to the programme such as associating
new words with things they already know. This strategy enabled them to change their method of
learning vocabulary as they started to think of things they could link to new words in order to learn
vocabulary. Nonetheless, the programme did not significantly change Nehad and Turki’s methods
of learning. Although they agreed that they had become aware of new strategies, they think that
they are continuing to learn English in the same way. For them, changing the method of learning
requires much time and practice. Nehad believes that ‘enough time’ is needed to improve his own
way of learning. Turki says, ‘I need more sources such as the LSUS and the LSS to know more
about myself and about my own way of learning, in addition to a lot of practice on strategies to

change my way of learning English’.

Strategy orchestration(another positive change). Strategy orchestration or clustering is a slightly
sophisticated and advanced stage of using strategies as mentioned in Section 2.4.6. The data from
the interviews tends to harmonize with this trend. Four of the interviewees (Abdul, Saad, Ghaith
and Eisa) reported orchestrating strategies only while learning new words. To learn a new word,
Abdul needs to “write it down on a flash card, write its definition in English, practice its
pronunciation, write it in a meaningful sentence, and try to use it while speaking’. Using somewhat
similar strategies, Saad learns new words through ‘writing them down, listening to their
pronunciation through mobile dictionary and associating their sounds to similar sounds in Arabic or
English’. Similar to Saad, Ghaith learns a new word by writing it down, linking its sound to sounds
of other words he already knows if possible, and by trying to ‘link it to a mental image’. Eisa uses

more than one strategy to learn new words. He said that he writes the word down in the vocabulary
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notebook, after which he breaks the word into small parts if possible to facilitate learning followed

by writing it in a meaningful sentence.

Unlike Abdul, Saad, Ghaith and Eisa, Khamis orchestrated strategies while speaking. In his
response, providing an example of how to orchestrate strategies while speaking, Khamis says the
following, ‘in speaking, | initiate conversations in English and when I find it difficult to express
myself, | try expressing myself in other ways using other familiar words or use gestures to deliver

my message or ask the interlocutor for help’.

Nehad and Turki were unsure if they would be able to orchestrate strategies. They could not
remember if they clustered strategies while learning new words or while accomplishing language
tasks. They agreed that this resembled a complex mental activity that they were unsure to

implement.
Students’ language proficiency

Reading

Table 25: Interviewees’ scores in reading pre- and post-tests

Skill Test Abdul Saad Khamis  Ghaith Nehad Eisa Turki
Reading Pre 6.25 6.25 8.75 3.75 8.75 6.25 6.25
Post 10 6.25 10 5 10 8.75 5

Most interviewees improved in their reading proficiency as indicated in Table 25. Abdul, Khamis
and Nehad for instance, scored full marks on the post-test and when they were asked if using
reading strategies contributed to their improvement in reading, Abdul and Khamis indicated their
agreement. Nehad thought that reading strategies might help him in reading but ‘reading for
pleasure in English outside the classroom’ (an untaught strategy listed in the LSUS) improved his
reading in general. Eisa and Ghaith also improved on the post-test; however, they did not score full
marks. On being asked if using reading strategies assisted them to improve in reading, Eisa and
Ghaith said that the taught reading strategies assisted them to improve reading. Ghaith added,
‘mainly my general improvement in English assisted me to slowly improve in reading’. Saad had
the same score on the pre- and post-test and when asked if the reading strategies helped him
improve his reading, he explained that he used reading strategies but his ‘lack of vocabulary made
reading hard’. Turki was the only interviewee who scored lower marks on the post-test. When
asked if using reading strategies contributed to his reading, Turki said that using reading strategies
was useful in understanding texts although with some ‘tough texts, even if reading strategies were

used, they would be useless’.

Writing
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Table 26: Interviewees’ scores in writing pre- and post-tests

Skill Test Abdul Saad Khamis  Ghaith Nehad Eisa Turki
Writing  Pre 45 0 5 0 2 35 1.75
Post 6.75 1.25 5.25 2.5 3.25 5.25 5.25

Writing was reported to be the most difficult aspect of learning English for most interviewees. This
was compatible with their low scores, particularly on the pre-test. As Table 26 shows, Abdul,
Ghaith and Turki scored two marks higher in their post-test than their pre-test. When asked if they
used writing strategies to improve their writing, Abdul reported that he used writing strategies to
improve writing. However, for him, “writing requires more time and practice’. Ghaith also reported
that writing strategies assisted him to improve his writing. He said, ‘I am improving by using
writing strategies, but slowly’. Using writing strategies also improved Turki’s score on writing
although he believed that “writing strategies are not everything’. His writing abilities improved in
general due to the ‘good feedback I got from my writing teacher during semester’ (a strategy taught
in the intervention). Although Saad, Khamis, Nehad and Eisa scored better on their writing post-
test, their improvement scores differed by less than two marks. When asked if they used writing
strategies to improve writing, they indicated that writing strategies slightly assisted them to
improve their writing. Nevertheless, Saad believed that ‘vocabulary knowledge’ was important for
him to improve his writing. Similar to Abdul, Khamis reported that writing required extra time and
practice to be improved. For Nehad, writing was “a complex process’ that required ‘more effort to
be controlled’. In addition to using writing strategies, Eisa attributed his improvement in writing to

‘improvement in grammar’.

Listening

Table 27: Interviewees’ scores in listening pre- and post-tests

Skill Test Abdul Saad Khamis  Ghaith Nehad Eisa Turki
Listening Pre 8 2 6 6 6 2 5
Post 7 8 9 8 6 7 8

Table 27 illustrates that most of the interviewees’ proficiency in listening improved. In fact, Saad
and Eisa indicated the best improvement with an increase of five or six points on their listening
post-test scores. When asked if listening strategies assisted them to improve their listening, Saad
reported that listening was his “favourite skill” and he agreed that listening strategies improved his
listening skills. Eisa mentioned that planning for listening through ‘reading questions’ (a strategy
taught in the intervention) helped him to improve his listening significantly. Khamis’s, Ghaith’s,
and Turki’s results on the listening post-test indicated improvement in their listening proficiency
with two (Ghaith) and three (Khamis and Turki) scores higher than their pre-test. When asked if
using listening strategies assisted them to improve in listening, Khamis attributed his improvement

in listening to ‘watching TV and listening to radio in English for long hours’, an untaught strategy
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listed in the LSUS. Similar to Eisa, Ghaith reported that learning the strategy of planning for
listening by ‘reading exercise questions’ before listening improved his listening proficiency.
However, Turki believed that his listening skills had improved due to *watching movies and news
in English’. He explained that his ears had started to get use to how native speakers talk. He said
that listening strategies were not a great deal of assistance. Although their scores were not poor in
both tests, Abdul and Nehad did not exhibit any improvement on their listening proficiency.
Conversely, Abdul obtained a lower score on the post-test. When this was pointed out to him and
he was asked if listening strategies assisted him to improve, Abdul admitted that ‘being unfamiliar
with some vocabulary while listening makes listening hard sometimes’, thus resulting in his lower
score in the post-test. He used some listening strategies but they were ‘not enough to answer
questions properly’. Nehad had the same score on both tests and when asked whether listening
strategies helped him to improve listening, he explained that ‘under the stress of tests, | completely

forget about strategies’.

Speaking

Table 28: Interviewees’ scores in speaking pre- and post-tests

Skill Test Abdul Saad Khamis  Ghaith Nehad Eisa Turki
Speaking Pre 8 6 6 6 8 6 6
Post 9 6 8 8 8 8 8

As shown in Table 28, most interviewees indicated little improvement in their speaking proficiency
at the end of the programme. For example, Khamis, Ghaith, Eisa and Turki reported an increase of
two points on their speaking post-test while Abdul reported only a one-point raise on his speaking
post-test. Khamis reported that speaking strategies were ‘part of progress in speaking, but
practicing English inside the campus of the college was mainly behind my progress’, (Regularly
seek opportunities to talk with native speakers, an untaught strategy listed in the LSUS). Ghaith
also agreed that speaking strategies helped him to improve speaking; however, he also attributed
his progress to “practicing English outside the classroom such as when | regularly visit my little
brother in the hospital, or when | go to cafes’. Eisa however believed that he improved in speaking
due to his general improvement in English but he stated that speaking strategies ‘directed me to be
a better speaker’. Turki was “pretty sure’ that speaking strategies assisted him to improve in
speaking. Abdul thought that speaking strategies slightly assisted him to improve speaking but he
mainly attributed his improvement in speaking to ‘staying in the USA for a couple of months with
a host family’. In spite of this general improvement in speaking proficiency, Saad and Nehad did
not improve according to their speaking pre- and post-test results. In fact, Nehad gained a higher
score (8 out of 10 on both the pre- and post-tests) than Saad did (6 out of 10 on both the pre- and
post-tests). When this was pointed out and they were asked if speaking strategies assisted them to
improve, Saad reported that ‘speaking strategies should be helpful if I worked on them outside the
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class. Also, two months at this industrial college is a short period of time to improve in speaking’.
Nehad explained that he forgot about strategies under the stress of tests as he did in listening. He

said, ‘In tests, | always don’t do well; however | can do better in normal speaking situations’.

Vocabulary

Table 29: Interviewees’ scores in vocabulary pre- and post-tests

Skill Test Abdul Saad Khamis  Ghaith Nehad Eisa Turki
Vocabulary Pre 8 3 9 3 7 6 6
Post 8 5 10 3 10 7 8

Table 29 illustrates that most interviewees improved in the vocabulary proficiency. Nehad for
instance reported the best improvement with three scores higher on his vocabulary post-test. When
asked if vocabulary strategies assisted him to improve in vocabulary, Nehad agreed and said, ‘Yes,
there are many good vocabulary strategies (that) assisted me to learn many English words’. Saad
and Turki also improved in vocabulary with two scores higher on their post-test. Answering the
question if vocabulary strategies assisted them to improve in vocabulary, Saad responded, “Yes, to
a great extent, thanks to many effective strategies that assisted me learning a lot of words’.
Similarly, Turki said, ‘Many times, vocabulary strategies were a useful tool to learn new words’.
With one score higher on their vocabulary post-test, Khamis and Eisa indicated a little
improvement in their vocabulary proficiency. When the researcher asked them whether vocabulary
strategies improved their proficiency in vocabulary, Khamis replied, ‘Of course yes, vocabulary
strategies are intelligent ideas for quick learning’. Eisa stated that ‘vocabulary strategies
contributed to my progress in vocabulary’. Abdul and Ghaith did not indicate improvement in their
vocabulary proficiency; however, Abdul’s scores were much higher than Ghaith’s. When they were
asked if vocabulary strategies assisted them to improve in vocabulary, Abdul said, ‘ (The) taught
vocabulary strategies were a key factor in learning a lot of new words, although my score didn’t
improve’. Ghaith answered, ‘I think vocabulary strategies helped me to improve; however, | still

need to work hard on vocabulary’.
Learning Styles

Identifying learning styles. All students were glad to identify their learning style preferences. For
all of them, it was the first time that they had information on their own learning style preferences.
They all agreed that most of the items listed in the LSS diagnosed their true learning style
preferences. Before completing the LSS, Abdul did not believe that he might have a learning style.
Once he completed the LSS and identified that he was a visual learner, Abdul knew why he
‘preferred to learn through watching’. When Saad discovered that he was an auditory learner, he
explained that identifying his learning style “attracted me to examine more strategies that match my
learning style’. In an obvious example for the kinaesthetic\tactile learning style, Khamis disliked
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sitting down in the class for long periods of time. Several times, he would ask for permission to
stand up and move in the class while all his classmates were sitting down. This was very annoying
for the teacher (the researcher) at the beginning of the semester, but after identifying Khamis’
learning style, the teacher was able to understand his behaviour. In his own words, identifying his
learning style ‘raised my awareness about my behaviours and how I can learn English better’. As
an extroverted learner, Ghaith felt that identifying his learning style encouraged him to start
thinking of his *personality and my own way of learning’. Nehad, as an introverted learner, said
that ‘identifying my learning style enabled me to choose the appropriate materials through which |
learn English easily’. Similar to Saad, Eisa as a global learner explained that *after identifying my
learning style, | started focusing on strategies that met my learning style’. Turki as a particular

learner agreed that identifying his learning style assisted him to ‘accept many new strategies’.

Preferred strategies. Data from interviews showed that when interviewees were asked about
strategies they liked using, their responses included strategies related to students’ learning styles;
strategies taught in the classroom, and strategies listed in the LSUS. For instance, when Abdul as a
visual learner was asked about his preferred strategies, he mentioned flash cards, semantic
mapping, watching speakers’ gestures to understand what they are saying and using a dictionary.
Saad as an auditory learner listed his favourite strategies as linking sounds of new words to words
in Arabic or English, checking how the word was pronounced by native speakers, listening to the
speaker’s tone of voice to understand the situation of the speaker, using cognates, and listening to
stressed words or sentences to understand their meaning. The kinaesthetic\tactile learner, Khamis,
stated that he preferred to practice new action verbs by acting them out, using semantic mapping,
predicting what the speaker might say, using gestures to get meaning across and practicing the
spellings of new words. As an extroverted learner, Ghaith said that he preferred attending out-of-
class events to practice English (an untaught strategy listed in the LSUS), looking at parts of the
word, particularly prefixes and suffixes, and making associations to learn new words. Nehad, as an
introverted learner, felt more comfortable to check his prior knowledge of a topic, plan how to
accomplish a task, and place new words in a topic group such as ‘vegetables’, “fruits’, and
‘animals’. Listing some top-down preferred strategies that match his learning style as a global
learner, Eisa said that he liked to comprehend the message without understanding all details, accept
some ambiguity while listening, infer the meaning of a sentence through clues provided while
reading, and create mental images to associate with new words. As a particular learner and listing
some bottom-up strategies, Turki said that he preferred to reread a text for clarification, correct
himself while speaking, take a good look at new words, and listen for particular details such as

‘numbers or words or phrases’ to help him understand.

Style-stretching. All interviewees’ pre- and post-LSUS were examined to understand if they were

able to stretch their learning styles to accommodate other learning strategies. In the post-LSUS,
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Abdul (visual) and Saad (auditory) reported that they used and liked practicing new action verbs by
acting them out, a strategy recommended for kinaesthetic/tactile learners although they had
originally reported this strategy as a never-used strategy or a strategy that did not fit them in the
pre-LSUS. Watching TV is a strategy recommended for visual learners but was reported as a used
and liked strategy in Khamis’ post-LSUS which indicates that he was able to stretch his learning
style to accommodate strategies recommended for other students with different learning styles
although he was a kinaesthetic/tactile learner. Encouraging others to correct one’s own errors was a
strategy recommended for extroverted learners although Nehad as an introverted learner reported
this strategy as a used and liked strategy in his post-LSUS. He had identified this strategy as one
that did not fit in his pre-LSUS. The pre- and post-LSUS did not indicate that Ghaith (extroverted),
Eisa (global) and Turki (particular) were able to acquire strategies beyond their learning style
zones. These findings indicate that there is evidence, albeit weak, that some language learners

might be able to stretch their learning styles to accommodate new strategies.
Learnt Strategies

Learnt reading strategies. When the interviewees were asked what reading strategies they had
learnt from the programme to deal with reading tasks, they emphasized the following six reading
strategies: skim the text, scan the text, infer meaning of words and ideas based on clues, predict
what will come in the text, plan how to deal with text, read the text word by word. However, the
programme taught them about 13 reading strategies. Data from interviews indicated that all
interviewees learnt some top-down strategies. They said that they learnt to skim and scan texts.
They admitted that using these two strategies saved them time and effort to figure out answers of
questions quickly. Abdul and Ghaith mentioned that the programme taught them to infer the
meaning of words and ideas based on provided clues such as photos, diagrams, headings and
subheadings. Ghaith said, ‘Now, I look at many things on the page to help me predict what the text
will be about and to facilitate my understanding while reading’. Prediction and using prior
knowledge were reading strategies Khamis and Nehad learnt through the programme. They stated
that they were able to predict what might come in any text based on their prior knowledge about the
topic and based on the parts they had already read in the text. Khamis considered using prior
knowledge as ‘an essential strategy we may use but we are unaware of its benefit’. Saad and Turki
learnt how to plan for a reading task. They emphasized reading questions at the end of each text
before reading the text itself. This assisted them to predict the impending contents of the text while
simultaneously saving time by underlining answers of the questions while reading. Additionally,
some bottom-up strategies were also learnt through the programme, as Khamis and Turki reported.
They said that if they were unable to get the main idea of the text, they read it word by word. For
Turki (particular learner), reading a text word by word was said to be ‘a very helpful strategy to

understand important details to answer questions about the text correctly’.
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Learnt writing strategies. Although eight writing strategies were taught in the programme,
interviewees emphasized learning five writing strategies: plan out what you are going to write,
discuss what you want to say with someone else before writing, go back to go forwards, edit
grammar and mechanics after writing ideas, and accept feedback on errors. Data from interviews
indicated that the programme taught all the interviewees to plan before writing by taking notes.
They said that planning was helpful in organizing paragraphs and covering points which are
relevant to the topic. In Turki’s words, ‘My writing will be more organized and fluent when I plan
carefully’. Discussing the topic with someone before writing was mentioned by Abdul, Khamis,
Ghaith and Eisa. Khamis indicated that discussing the topic with someone enabled him to ‘write
many notes’ before writing. Saad and Eisa learnt from the programme to read and review what they
had written before continuing their writing. Saad, Khamis, Eisa and Turki reported using editing
grammar and mechanics after finishing writing the whole passage. According to Saad, this strategy,
‘kept me focused on writing main ideas and then, checking for grammar and punctuation errors’.
Nehad and Turki reported accepting feedback from the classmates or from the teacher. They
believed that highlighting their errors made them more aware about not repeating them.

Learnt listening strategies. The programme explicitly taught students ten listening strategies. From
those ten listening strategies, interviewees highlighted learning the following listening strategies:
plan how to accomplish the task, skim listening, listen for keywords, listen for stressed words and
sentences (a strategy listed in the LSUS and implicitly presented in the LL), accept some ambiguity
and predict what the speaker will say. In fact, Saad, Ghaith, Nehad and Eisa reported learning
planning how to accomplish the task, by which they meant reading the questions of the given
exercise before the listening task. In Eisa’s words, ‘this strategy was effective as it enabled me to
predict what | am going to listen to and to easily figure out answers’. Skim listening was
emphasized by Abdul, Khamis and Nehad. They believed that utilizing this strategy allowed them
to get the main idea of what they listened to without paying attention to each single word. Listening
for keywords was learnt by Abdul, Saad and Khamis who explained that they were able to
generally understand talks through listening to keywords. In Abdul’s words, ‘You can get the main
idea of a talk if you just listened to important words that tell you what the talk is about’. Although
listening for stressed words and sentences was not among the listening strategies taught in the
programme, Abdul, Saad and Turki reported learning this strategy because it was presented many
times in the LL. Turki highlighted, ‘Some listening exercises in the textbook (LL) ask us to pay
attention to stressed words while listening to the CD’. Predicting what the speaker will say was
reported as a learnt strategy by Eisa and Turki. According to them, prediction facilitated

understanding of what they were listening to.

Learnt speaking strategies. Eleven speaking strategies were explicitly taught in the programme,

and data from the interviews indicated that the interviewees learnt the following speaking
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strategies: plan out in advance what you want to say, reduce anxiety, encourage yourself, ask for
help, act out or draw the word, and practice saying new expressions. Abdul, Nehad and Eisa learnt
from the programme to plan in advance what they wanted to say if they were going to give a
speech. According to them, this strategy reduced their errors while speaking and prepared them to
speak in complete and meaningful sentences. Nehad said, ‘I will give better talks in the classroom
if | plan for my speaking’. Another strategy they learnt was reducing anxiety. They felt more
confident while speaking after learning this strategy. Abdul, Saad and Turki learnt to encourage
themselves to speak in English. They said that this strategy enabled them to speak more fluently in
English and to ignore errors while speaking. Saad, Khamis and Ghaith reported learning asking for
help while speaking. As they expressed, this strategy was important to get their meaning across to
the interlocutor. Ghaith (extroverted learner) said, ‘I do not hesitate now to ask my classmates or
teacher for help while speaking in English’. Acting out or drawing words to get the meaning across
was highlighted by Khamis and Ghaith. They indicated that this strategy assisted them significantly
when they lack proper words to express themselves in English or in any other language. For
Khamis (kinaesthetic/tactile learner), ‘this strategy was used unconsciously before this programme,
but now | will continue using it to express myself if | couldn’t in spoken language’. The
programme taught Nehad and Turki to practice saying new expressions. This strategy according to
them was useful in learning particular expressions used by native speakers such as greeting,
apologizing, complaining, etc. Turki (particular learner) reported, ‘Practicing saying new

expressions correctly makes me more fluent while speaking’.

Learnt vocabulary strategies. The programme taught 13 vocabulary strategies from which the
interviewees emphasized learning the following: association, use cognates, write down words, take
a good look at new words, draw semantic maps, group and use flash cards. With regard to
association, Saad, Ghaith Nehad and Eisa learnt from the programme to associate new words with
different things that enabled them to retain these words. For instance, they associated sounds of
new words to sounds of other English or Arabic words they already knew, new words to places or
situations that they had first seen or heard, or new words with their actions or mental images.
Ghaith mentioned, ‘associating new words to anything | know assists me to learn it and remember
it later’. The programme taught Saad, Khamis, Nehad and Eisa to use cognates. For them, using
English and Arabic cognates such as ‘cup’ «sS (KOOP), ‘elite’ /4le (ELYAT) ‘gas’ Jl¢ (GHAZ),
and ‘camel’ J«> (JAMAL) facilitated learning new words and made them more retainable. Nehad
explained, ‘This strategy encouraged me to think (about) how languages share some words or
borrow some words from each other’. Abdul, Saad, Ghaith and Nehad learnt that writing new
words in sentences is helpful. According to them, this strategy enabled them to use new words
properly. In Abdul’s words, “writing new words whether alone or in sentences helps me to spell

them accurately’. Taking a good look at new words was a vocabulary strategy emphasized by Saad,
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Khamis and Turki. By taking a good look at new words, they were able to check the spelling and
compare it with the spelling of already known words (Khamis: kinaesthetic\tactile), practice
pronunciation and compare it to other words (Saad: auditory), and divide it into smaller parts
(Turki: particular). Drawing a semantic map was highlighted by Khamis, Eisa and Turki. They
explained that this strategy expanded their vocabulary size, and activated their vocabulary
retention. Grouping was emphasized by Nehad, Turki and Ghaith. They grouped words by topic
(Ghaith), by synonyms and antonyms (Nehad), and by parts of speech (Turki). Using flash cards
was a strategy highlighted by Abdul and Eisa. They reported that flash cards allowed them to add
clues to new words. Abdul in particular, started making his own flash cards. He explained, ‘I write
new words with their definition in English if needed on the picture side and the Arabic translation

and example sentences in English on the other side’.

5.3.1.2 Teachers’ Feedback

As mentioned earlier in 4.3.3, the two teachers (Teacher 1, and Teacher 2) who participated in the
strategy instruction programme in the experimental group were interviewed in order to determine
their feedback on the programme. Their responses covered the following: teachers’ previous

backgrounds in LLS, strategy instruction involving language textbooks, the TB and the strategies

included in it, the SSBI framework, and explicit strategy instruction.
Teachers’ previous backgrounds in LLS

Teacher 1 and Teacher 2 informed the researcher that they knew about LLS before engaging with
this programme. Teacher 1 had written a paper on LLS in Canada in 2011, which formed part of his
master’s degree studies. Teacher 2 said that he had previously heard a radio programme that
discussed learning strategies in general. When they were both asked if they have taught LLS in the
classroom before engaging with this programme, Teacher 1 stated that he ‘occasionally referred to
strategies in the classroom, such as skimming and scanning in reading and planning in writing,
which | believe that they were helpful techniques students should know’. Similar to Teacher 1,
Teacher 2 had not taught LLS in the classroom, ‘unless it was explicitly asked for in the
curriculum’ and, he added, ‘it was rarely to find a textbook asks for teaching strategies explicitly in
the classroom as done in this programme’. When asked if, before this programme, they had used
English or Arabic in the classroom when teaching or referring to such strategies, both stressed that
they used English, as Arabic was not allowed in the classroom. When asked if the methods of
teaching or referring to strategies in the classroom they used before this programme were effective,
Teacher 1 believed that they were, as his students showed ‘interest in applying those techniques’,
while Teacher 2 stated that ‘I was not sure if my students were learning how to use strategies’.

Therefore, he was unable to give a definite answer.
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Another two more teachers (Teacher 3 and Teacher 4) who taught in the control group were also
interviewed. As mentioned earlier, the purpose of interviewing these professionals was to examine
if they were explicitly teaching strategies in their regular language classrooms, as this may result in
incomparable experimental and control groups. Similar to their colleagues in the experimental
group, Teacher 3 and Teacher 4 were asked about their previous background in LLS. Teacher 3
revealed that he heard of the term “strategy’ through an article sent to him by a fellow, but he was
‘not acquainted with its complete principles’. However, the term was completely new for Teacher
4, who had previously mixed learning strategies with teaching strategies until LLS were defined
and examples of LLS were provided for him. When Teacher 3 and Teacher 4 were asked if they
were explicitly applying strategy instruction in their regular language classrooms, Teacher 3 said
that he did not do so, although he believed ‘this method might assist students to learn in better
ways’. Teacher 4 also reported that he had never taught LLS in his language classrooms. When
they were asked why, Teacher 3 explained that ‘teaching English as a foreign language in the
classroom requires concentration on the language itself’. He believed that students improve their
English if they have ‘much exposure to the language’. However, Teacher 4, elaborating on his lack
of knowledge about strategies, said: ‘students have their own strategies and everyone is learning in
his own way, so there is no need to teach strategies’. When both teachers were asked if they took
note of their students’ own learning methods, Teacher 3 and Teacher 4 agreed that they did not give
this issue sufficient attention, but they both mentioned that they were aware that individual
differences exist between students. When they were asked about the difference between a good
language learner and a poor language learner, an indirect reference to strategies, Teacher 3
highlighted that ‘good language learners spend much time working on themselves and try to expose
themselves to the language more than poor language learners’. However, Teacher 4 considered
good language learners to be ‘outcomes of good family and school establishments’; in other words,
he believed that family and school play essential roles in developing good language learners. At the
end of the interviews, Teacher 3 and Teacher 4 were informed that strategies can be explicitly
taught to students in the classroom and that students can become better language learners after
being taught LLS. Then, when the teachers were asked if they would like to know more about this
topic, they both stated that they were eager to learn more about LLS and how they can be explicitly

taught in language classrooms.
Strategy instruction through a language textbook

As mentioned earlier (4.5.1), the strategy instruction programme was applied through the language
textbook (Language Leader) that the students were using. Consequently, it was clearly very
important to obtain teachers’ feedback on this method of instruction. When Teacher 1 and Teacher
2 were asked about the level of difficulty or simplicity, and also the effectiveness, of strategy

instruction through a language textbook, Teacher 1 revealed that teaching LLS was ‘very easy
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since the guidebook (Teacher’s Booklet) we were given was well designed and clearly summarizes
the strategies that could be used for teaching different language skills’. Teacher 2 also indicated
that teaching strategies through a language textbook was ‘fairly easy’. Regarding the effectiveness
of teaching strategies through a language textbook, Teacher 1 explained that it was ‘very effective
and reflecting on the students’ reaction towards it, they did really benefit a great deal from just
learning or hearing about these strategies’. Further, Teacher 2 found it “‘effective based on students’
feedback’. When Teacher 1 and Teacher 2 were asked about importance of Lesson Four of the
students’ language textbook, which concerned explicit strategy instruction in each unit, both
teachers stressed that this lesson was important, although Teacher 1 admitted that he occasionally
skipped this lesson as a result of time constraints. When both teachers were asked about the
importance of presenting LLS in a language textbook, Teacher 1 said he believed that ‘it’s of great
importance especially for students studying in EFL context because some of them are highly

motivated but they don’t know how to learn’. Supporting this opinion, Teacher 2 stated:

especially in our context in here, in our country, it is extremely important. Many students
come to us, to the school, and they actually tell you they don’t know how to study
sometimes. So, you need these strategies to teach them. The goal of the strategy is to help
and aid in the understanding ... yes the strategy is important it should be mentioned
explicitly in the book.

When they were asked for recommendations they would give curriculum designers from a strategy
perspective, Teacher 1 recommended including LLS, if not in the textbook itself, then in the
teacher’s guide. Similarly, Teacher 2 highlighted the importance of explicitly presenting LLS in
language textbooks, as this would improve teachers’ awareness on such strategies and facilitate

language learning for students.
Teacher’s Booklet

Teacher 1 and Teacher 2 were asked about the helpfulness of the Teacher’s Booklet (TB) in
teaching LLS. Teacher 1 revealed that he found the TB very helpful. He elaborated, ‘the researcher
actually managed to identify strategies that students could use to improve their English’. Teacher 2
said ‘it was detailed. It mentioned everything, almost everything. | mean all the divisions of every
unit were there: listening, reading, writing, vocabulary, and speaking; most of the activities | can
say if | can remember are mentioned there’. When they were asked if, during the intervention
period, they managed to follow the TB in terms of the time assigned for teaching strategies,
Teacher 1 stated that the time assigned for teaching strategies was manageable, and the way the TB
explained the material was very helpful; however, he skipped teaching some strategies as a result of
the condensed pacing schedule. Teacher 2 believed that time was fairly enough’ and he managed to
follow the booklet in terms of the number of strategies assigned to a certain number of classes.
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When they were asked about elements of the TB they liked or disliked, Teacher 1 said, ‘my
comments in here will be overall positive because I liked it and | think it summarized everything |
could think about.” However, he suggested reducing the number of strategies in some exercises.
Teacher 2 said there was nothing about the TB he disliked. He particularly liked the use of Arabic
translation for some strategies. The teachers were then asked if they were willing to design their
own booklets to teach strategies. Teacher 1 was unsure about designing his own booklet, but

would:

definitely think about it in my like daily lesson plans. When I plan my lesson, | will look
at the exercises and think what kind of learning strategies could I provide to students?
Designing the book like would take me time, but if | had the time and | could design one,

| would do it.

Teacher 2 did not say if he planned to design his own booklet to teach strategies, but he stated that
he would present such strategies himself through a booklet or other supplementary material to the

textbook. He also said he would explain each needed strategy to the students.
Taught strategies

The appropriateness of taught strategies to students’ level and to assigned exercises was discussed
with both teachers. Teacher 1 explained that there were few strategies that surpass most students’
levels, such as ‘reading between the lines’ in reading and “look for a different way to express the
idea’, which involves using synonyms when writing and speaking. He believed that such strategies
were more appropriate for upper-intermediate or advanced language learners; however, all other
strategies were appropriate. In the same vein, Teacher 2 found ‘make up new words in English to
communicate the unknown words’ to be an inappropriate strategy for learning speaking. Similar to
Teacher 1, he believed that ‘this strategy might be suitable for more proficient students’. However,
he evaluated the appropriateness of taught strategies as: ‘on a scale of one to ten, | would say eight
or nine’. When the two teachers were asked about assighing more than one strategy to an exercise
(strategy orchestration), Teacher 1 revealed that he was convinced of the effectiveness of clustering
strategies; however, in practice, he taught large numbers of students in the classroom, and some
were only capable of employing one strategy while others employed more than one strategy.
Consequently, he tended to offer students more than one strategy in order to accommodate the
individual differences between them and, concurrently, to facilitate the completion of the task or
exercise. Teacher 2 raised the issue of students’ learning styles. For him, it was important to
provide numerous methods of preforming an activity, as this would meet the needs of students with
different learning styles. Inquiries were then made concerning time issues in relation to strategy
instruction. Both teachers were asked if the teaching of certain strategies was time consuming.
Teacher 1 commented that the manner by which he applied strategy instruction was not really time
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consuming, because he was using the students’ mother tongue, which saved a lot of time. However,
Teacher 2 found it time consuming at first but, once he had explained most strategies, the time
required was greatly reduced because he simply needed to remind students of them. In his point of
view, once that stage was reached, strategy instruction was no longer time consuming from his

point of view.
SSBI framework

Teacher 1 and Teacher 2 were asked if they were able to follow the five steps provided in the SSBI
framework in regard to strategy instruction. Teacher 1 was able to follow the five steps, although
he admitted that he occasionally did not apply them in the order provided. The first three steps
(strategy preparation, strategy awareness-raising, and strategy instruction) ‘sometimes overlap’. He
said that the suggested order to instruct strategies, particularly the first three steps, was not always
followed as a result of “their similar objectives’. Teacher 2 stated that he tried to follow the five
steps, but sometimes he ‘was governed by the class. In some occasions, students were impatient as
they jumped to practicing the strategy without fully understanding when and how to use it’.
Strategy instruction in Arabic was also discussed with both teachers. Teacher 1, found it very
effective and time saving, because if he wanted to ‘teach strategies in English, taking into
consideration the level of our students here, that would have taken a lot of time but using Arabic
saved my time and facilitated the instruction process’. Teacher 2 commented that it would be
slightly difficult to teach strategies in English. For example, ‘using cognates without translation
would have been vague, but with translation, students comprehended the idea and started actually
using the strategy’. He believed that if students studied something in a different language and did
not understand it, ‘it would form a block’.

Explicit strategy instruction

The two teachers were asked if they believed that the programme assisted in raising their students’
awareness of strategies. Teacher 1 was ‘confident that this programme contributed to students’
strategy awareness’. He mentioned some incidences where students began independently utilizing

strategies in the classroom, such as:

a student who showed his weekly semantic maps, another student drew the word [eye]
inside a smiling face, many students in the classroom who started reading questions
before listening to a CD or before reading a text, and many students who took notes
before commencing their writing and who edited their grammar and punctuation after

writing paragraphs.

Teacher 2 noticed some of his students grouped words based on the parts of speech they related to,

some wrote new words and their synonyms and antonyms together in their notebooks, some
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skimmed and scanned texts in reading, some revised paragraphs after finishing writing, and one

student listed cognates on a specific page.

When Teacher 1 and Teacher 2 were asked if their students’ improvement in English proficiency
was accelerated by the strategy instruction programme, Teacher 1 answered that his students’
proficiency was improving at approximately the same speed, but he had noticed the “positive
effects’ of the strategies. He stated that ‘the role of strategies students learnt through this
programme cannot be ignored’. He added, ‘if not all students benefited from strategies to improve
their English proficiency, at least some, whom | noticed using strategies in the classroom, did’.
Teacher 2 believed that the improvements in students” English proficiency ‘cannot be accurately
judged in two months’. He believed that novice English-language learners improve after a short
period of time, and ‘tests scores do not always represent reality.” From his point of view, students
should have access to “many resources that contribute to their English proficiency improvement,
and strategies can be considered one of these resources’. He said ‘strategies can contribute to

students English proficiency, but they are not a major contributor’.

Both teachers were asked if strategy instruction in a separate programme would be a good
alternative to integrating strategies within regular language lessons, but both stated that they
preferred integrating strategy instruction into regular language lessons. Teacher 1 stressed that ‘by
teaching strategies through language classroom, we provide students more opportunities to practice
strategies in real learning situations’. Teacher 2 added “strategies will be better explained and
practiced if they accompanied exercises or tasks in students’ language textbooks’. For him,
‘students will not take strategies seriously if they were taught in a separate course’.

When both teachers were asked about the advantages of explicit strategy instruction, Teacher 1
listed the following: ‘raising students’ awareness towards LLS; attracting students’ attention to
think of their own ways of learning; and providing more than one way for students to facilitate their
learning’. Teacher 2 added: “focusing more on learn how to learn than learning the content of the
language itself, changing the traditional way of teaching English, providing students with new tools
to assist their language learning, and encouraging students to take more responsibilities for their
English learning’. Regarding the disadvantages of explicit strategy instruction in the classroom,
Teacher 1 and Teacher 2 listed the following: students may refuse to use learning strategies as
additional materials; some students may already be aware of some taught strategies and may find
explanations of these strategies boring; and using Arabic heavily might annoy students who are
attending the classes just to learn English.

In regard to whether teaching strategies explicitly in the classroom was effective, Teacher 1
revealed that it was ‘effective to a great extent with many students’. This was based on his
observations of students practicing strategies, as well as students’ and his own evaluations of
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strategies. Consequently, he noticed that ‘the vast majority of students reacted positively towards
strategy instruction’. Teacher 2 stated that *‘most of my students had a positive impact from explicit
strategy instruction in the classroom’. He attributed this to ‘expected benefits students gained from
strategy instruction’. For him, his students’ evaluations of many strategies indicated the

effectiveness of explicit strategy instruction.

5.4 Summary of the Qualitative Data

The qualitative data from students’ and teachers’ interviews provided some information on
students’ and teachers’ feedback on the strategy instruction programme. This feedback can be

summarized as follows:

First, students’ feedback included an increase in their awareness of strategies, a positive change in
their methods of learning, improvement in their language proficiency, identifying their learning
style preferences, and learning new strategies. The qualitative results revealed that, prior to this
programme: students were unaware of the term “strategy’, although a small number were
unconsciously strategizing while learning English. The programme raised interviewees’ awareness
of strategies in general, as evidenced by their responses in the pre- and post-LSUS. This enhanced
strategy awareness did not only result in enlightening students in regard to facilitating their
language learning, but also helped them to increase their strategy repertoires. The qualitative results
also revealed that the programme positively affected students’ learning methods, although not all
interviewees changed their ways of learning English after the end of the programme. As all
interviewed students stated that they had never paid attention to their English-learning methods
prior to this programme, it is clear that they have now become aware, to some extent, of these
methods. They began to focus not only on the content of the language, but also on methods of
learning the content. Moreover, instead of immediately engaging in accomplishing tasks, students
mentioned that they had begun to plan the completion of tasks and to consult their strategy
repertoires in order to determine the appropriate strategies. Another evidence of positive change in
the students’ learning methods was that some had gained the ability, to some extent, to orchestrate
strategies. As the results revealed, most strategy orchestration was performed by students while
learning new words. Some students orchestrated strategies while speaking in English. In regard to
improving students’ language proficiency and learning new strategies, the qualitative results
revealed the following: all students learnt new strategies in all language skills and for vocabulary,
most students improved in all language skills as well as in vocabulary, and most admitted that these
newly acquired strategies contributed to their language-proficiency improvement, although some
reported that they had also used other resources to improve their language proficiency. All students
found identifying learning style preferences interesting because they, for the first time, had become
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aware of their learning style preferences. In addition, the activity of identifying learning style
preferences proved that students with particular preferences were in favour of using strategies that
suited these learning style preferences. Some students were unable to expand their learning styles
to accommodate strategies beyond their learning styles’ zones; however, some students did manage

to achieve this, as their pre- and post-LSUS illustrated.

Second, the teachers’ feedback covered their previous knowledge of LLS, strategy instruction
through a language textbook, the TB, the strategies taught in the TB, SSBI framework, and explicit
strategy instruction. Three of the interviewee teachers had heard of LLS before this programme and
one was unfamiliar with LLS. None of those who were aware of the strategies before the
programme taught LLS explicitly in their regular language classes. They only referred to LLS or
rarely explained strategies if they were directly asked to do so by the curriculum. All teachers
believed that using strategies might be effective for students. Both teachers who taught strategies in
this programme found strategy instruction through a language textbook easy and effective. They
highlighted the importance of Lesson Four in the students’ textbook, although one of them
admitted that he occasionally skipped this lesson as a result of time constrains. They emphasized
the importance of presenting LLS in language textbooks in order to raise students’ awareness of
strategies and to simultaneously facilitate language learning in the classroom. The feedback of the
two teachers who participated in the intervention group showed that the TB was helpful for strategy
instruction. Overall, they both liked the TB, although they expressed minor aspects they disliked.
Both teachers were unsure about whether they would design their own booklets to teach strategies
in the future; however, they stressed that they would continue presenting strategies to student in
their regular language classes. Concerning the strategies they taught from the TB, both teachers
found most strategies appropriate for assigned exercises, and there were very few strategies
inappropriate for the levels of their students. They suggested that these more difficult strategies
may be more appropriate for advanced language learners. In regard to the ability of students to
cluster or orchestrate strategies, one of the teachers revealed that he noticed some students
clustering strategies independently, but not all students; however, he added that strategy instruction
involved providing students with a variety of strategies and allowing them to choose which and
how many to use. The other teacher also raised the issue of students’ learning styles, stating that he
provided a number of options and allowed students to choose their own method of completing the
exercises or tasks. One of the teachers found strategy instruction to be time consuming at the
beginning of the programme, although the time required later reduced. For the other teacher,
strategy instruction was not time consuming, as the students’ mother tongue was used to explain
the process. The five steps of the SSBI framework, which were used in the strategy instruction
featured in this programme, were not always followed by both teachers when they were teaching

strategies. One of the teachers felt that the first three steps overlapped and shared similar
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objectives, while the other teacher found that students would jump between steps to test given
strategies. Both teachers encouraged the use of Arabic when teaching strategies. From their point of
view, using Arabic in strategy instruction facilitated students’ understanding and saved time. Both
teachers who participated in the intervention stated that the programme increased their students’
strategy awareness. They specifically mentioned incidences they had noticed in their regular
language classes involving students utilizing LLS independently. Regarding students’ proficiency,
both teachers agreed that their students had generally made some progress in English. One of the
teachers revealed that the programme had a positive effect on students’ proficiency; however, the
other found LLS to be just one of many resources that contributed to improving students’
proficiency. Both teachers supported integrating strategy instruction in regular language
classrooms. They believed that if strategies were taught in separate courses, students might not take
them seriously. Regarding the advantages of explicit strategy instruction, the teachers emphasized
the following: raising students’ awareness of LLS and methods of language learning, facilitating
language learning through the provision of helpful tools, changing the traditional method of
language teaching in the classroom, and urging students to take more responsibilities for their
language learning. Among the disadvantages both teachers listed were: students might resist
instruction on strategies as additional materials, students who are already familiar with some taught
strategies might become bored, and some students might be unhappy with the use of Arabic in an
English classroom. Finally, both teachers found the explicit strategy instruction in language
classrooms to be very effective; this verdict was based on their observations in the classrooms, their
students’ reactions towards the taught strategies, and on their and their students’ evaluations of the

effectiveness of the taught strategies after practicing them.

The following chapter discusses the quantitative and qualitative findings that were presented in this

chapter.
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Chapter 6: Discussion

6.1 Introduction

This chapter discusses the results presented in chapter 5 in light of the literature reviewed in
chapters 2 and 3. The discussion relates to the following four areas: strategy instruction and
strategy awareness, strategy instruction and language proficiency, learning styles (including
dominant learning styles, proficiency of students with different learning styles, strategy preferences
and style-stretching), and feedback on the SSBI programme. The first research question, which
investigated students’ strategy awareness (quantitatively) in addition to students’ and teachers’
feedback in regard to the fourth research question (qualitatively), is triangulated in order to fuel the
discussion concerning the effect of strategy instruction on students’ strategy awareness.
Additionally, comparisons with other studies that have examined students’ strategy awareness prior
and after strategy instruction are performed; this was in order to determine if there were any
similarities or differences between such studies and the study described in this paper, bearing in
mind that the current study carries more advantages because it more closely examines changes in
strategy awareness through applying LSUS both before and after strategy instruction. Quantitative
findings collected to answer the second research question, which concerned the effect of strategy
instruction on language proficiency, are also triangulated with qualitative findings collected from
students’ and teachers’ feedback from the fourth research question in order to establish the basis of
the discussion concerning strategy instruction and language proficiency. The discussion also
considers a number of very relevant topics the study attempted to refer to, such as identifying
learning styles, style and proficiency, strategies preferred by particular styles, and style-stretching.
The final part of the discussion chapter focuses on the remaining areas of students’ and teachers’

feedback on the strategy instruction programme in regard to the fourth research question.

6.2 Strategy Instruction and Strategy Awareness

This section discusses the effect of the strategy instruction programme on students’ strategy
awareness. The discussion is divided into two subsections: the first subsection discusses
improvements in students’ strategy awareness based on results gained from quantitative and
qualitative data, while the second subsection discusses the positive change in the students’ learning
processes as a result of exposure to strategy instruction; this is based on the qualitative data, as we

will see below.
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6.2.1 Better Strategy Awareness

Strategy awareness provides true evidence of declarative and procedural knowledge referred to
under cognitive theory. In other words, if a student is aware of new strategies, s\he may initially
begin processing them in the brain as declarative knowledge that involves some practice in order to
be proceduralized (Macaro, 2001). Enhancing strategy awareness constitutes the second step in the
process of explicitly teaching strategies through which students’ general awareness towards
learning process; learning styles; and already used and suggested strategies was improved. The aim
behind enhancing strategy awareness was to develop students’ declarative and procedural

knowledge.

The present study found that, for 44 untaught strategies listed in the LSUS, the averages of
students’ percentages for the four options showed that completing the LSUS alone increased
strategy awareness in both groups to almost the same degree, although the figures were slightly
higher for students in the experimental group. This finding further supports the theory that asking
learners to complete strategy questionnaires per se contributes to enhancing their strategy
awareness; NCLRC (2004) and Nyikos (1991) stated that learners are often unaware of the
strategies they have used unless they self-assess their strategies through a strategy questionnaire.
This finding is also consistent with those of Vandergrift et al. (2006), who applied their
Metacognitive Awareness Listening Questionnaire as a potential tool for improving students’
strategy awareness. According to Oxford and Leaver (1996, p. 232), completing strategy surveys
‘spark[s] strategic awareness’ among language learners, and their study also determined that
discussions held after completing strategy surveys improve strategy awareness, a result that was
also noticed in the experimental group of the present study.

A possible explanation for this might be related to applying the LSUS twice: at the beginning and
at the end of the study. Providing students in both groups with a list of strategies that they may or
may not have seen or used before may improve students’ awareness of these strategies and, further,
they may begin thinking of trying them themselves; at the very least they will become aware that
there are strategies used by language learners. Another possible explanation for this finding might
relate to the four options in the LSUS, from which students must choose one for each listed
strategy. In other words, asking students whether they have used a particular strategy and enjoyed
using it (option one), if they have tried a particular strategy and would use it again (option two), if
they have never used a particular strategy (option three), or if a particular strategy did not fit for
them (option four) might prompt students to apply new strategies they have never used before (as a
result of possessing poor strategy repertoires) or to try strategies that they encountered previously
but did not like (because they believed that these strategies were not beneficial or they did not

know how to use them). A possible reason for the students in the experimental group having

144



slightly higher strategy awareness than that of their counterparts in the control group could relate to
the strategy instruction delivered to them in the experimental group. The strategy instruction which
included approximately 39 strategies from those listed in the LSUS may have raised students’
strategy awareness in the experimental group to apply some of these 44 untaught strategies listed in
the LSUS.

For the 39 strategies listed in the LSUS and taught in the programme, in the experimental group the
averages of students’ percentages in regard to the four options showed a significant increase in
strategy awareness; this contrasted with the averages of students in the control group, which were
not significant. This emphasizes the positive effect of strategy instruction on students’ strategy
awareness. The experimental group’s strategy awareness was obviously enhanced as a result of
receiving strategy instruction over two months. Hence, this strategy instruction helped these
students develop their declarative and procedural knowledge of the 39 taught strategies. Further,
these results match those observed in earlier studies. Flaitz and Feyten (1996) for example, linked
strategy awareness to strategy instruction, although they believed that strategy instruction was
insufficient to raise students’ strategy awareness. Similarly, Simmons (1996) found that six weeks
of strategy training increased students’ strategy awareness. Many other studies, such as Alnufaie
(2013), Blanco et al. (2010), Nakatani (2005), Otwinowska-Kasztelanic (2009), and Yang (1996)
reached the same conclusion as that of the present study, although they differed in many other

results due to differences in contexts and circumstances.

To explain this finding, we can say that if the students in the control group had received similar
strategy instruction to their peers in the experimental group, it is likely that their strategy awareness
would have further improved. This finding accords with Nakatani (2005), who suggested that
students in his control group who did not receive metacognitive training would have improved their
knowledge of oral skills if they had received the same metacognitive training. This result may also
be explained by the claim that training students on the use of strategies increases their strategy
awareness. Hence, the strategy awareness of students in the experimental group was improved
through explicit strategy instruction, in which one of the strategy instruction steps was strategy
awareness enhancement. In contrast, the strategy awareness of students in the control group was
only improved through completing the LSUS and, consequently, it was not enhanced to the same

level as the experimental group, which received strategy instruction over two months.

These quantitative findings are boosted by qualitative findings sourced from students’ and teachers’
feedback on the effect of strategy instruction on students’ strategy awareness. Students’ feedback
on their strategy awareness included: enlightenment, where students learned when and how to use
new strategies; increased strategy repertoires, where students improved their strategic competence

to apply new strategies; ability to think of learning methods, where students began thinking of their
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own ways of learning; enhanced consciousness in regard to strategies that were already being
unconsciously used; and facilitating language learning, where students became aware that strategies
may be a useful tool for language learning. Teachers’ feedback on students’ strategy awareness

included accounts of students using strategies independently in the language classroom.

The students’ feedback on their strategy awareness may be explained by the fact that the students
may have been completely unaware of the term “strategy’, and strategies may not have been
discussed in their language classes at all. Therefore, the programme provided opportunities for
students to learn the term *strategy’ and its purposes and, simultaneously, to identify the strategies
they were unconsciously using, learn how to employ them appropriately, think of their own

learning processes, and utilize new tools to facilitate their language learning.

These findings indicate that either completing a strategy questionnaire or providing a strategy
instruction programme for students will have a positive effect on students’ strategy awareness.
However, in a study by Rees-Miller (1993), the link between strategy instruction and strategy
awareness was not found despite a number of attempts, which led to the argument that there is no
demonstrated causal relationship between L2 learning success and strategy awareness. In another
study, Zhang and Goh (2006) found that strategy instruction made their Singaporean students
aware of the usefulness of taught strategies (which accords with the present study), but the students
were not confident strategy users. Rees-Miller’s study (1993) is incongruent with the current study
and with other studies such as Yang (1996), Nakatani (2005), Otwinowska-Kasztelanic (2009), and
Blanco et al. (2010), which found a relationship between strategy instruction and strategy
awareness. We can, therefore, infer that students’ strategy awareness can be slightly increased
through completing strategy surveys, such as the LSUS, and it can be noticeably increased through
explicit strategy instruction. This has implications for English language teachers in the Saudi
context, as it shows that, even if they are unable to implement a strategy instruction programme,
they can begin enhancing their students’ strategy awareness through completing strategy surveys.

6.2.2  Positive Change in the Learning Process

An examination of the results found through the interviews appears to indicate a positive (although
not very high) impact of strategy instruction on students’ learning methods. Five of the seven
interviewed students (Abdul, Khamis, Eisa, Saad, and Ghaith) reported that the strategy instruction
programme helped them to positively change their learning method. This change involved altering
their strategy use, as they reported that they had begun to employ new strategies. This positive
change in strategy use is supported by many studies that achieved the same result, such as Blanco
et al. (2010), Chen (2009), Dornyei (1995), Macaro and Erler (2008), Mizumoto and Takeuchi
(2009), Nakatani (2005), Nguyen and Gu (2013), Otwinowska-Kasztelanic (2009), and Zhang
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(2008), although they differed in regard to some other results. It is possible that these participants
were more motivated to learn English or the taught strategies were more useful for them; however,
two of the students involved in the present study (Nehad and Turki) stated that they were
continuing to learn English in the same way as previously, but they were now aware of some new
strategies. Explaining why they were not applying the new strategies, they highlighted the issue of
the time required to change their learning methods, which was also noted in Sharkey (1994), and
they also reported the need to know more about themselves before choosing a strategy. As Sharkey
(1994) stressed, this resistance towards changing learning methods is expected among some
students. A possible cause of this resistance could relate to students’ learning styles. For example,
Nehad was an introverted learner who usually depended more on himself while learning; however,
the strategies provided by the teacher required him to examine those taught strategies himself,
recognise their benefit, and then embrace them. Turki, however, was a particular learner who relied
heavily on knowing details such as instances where he might need to identify each strategy and
know exactly when and how to adequately use it and practice it; such a practice takes considerable
time. Consequently, the time made available during the strategy instruction programme may not
have been sufficient for him, which might have resulted in his reluctance to change his learning

method.

Bearing in mind the strong agreement among many scholars that a strategy is effective for
promoting learning if it is combined with other strategies (Anderson, 2008; and Cohen, 2007;
Macaro, 2009), another positive change in the learning process concerned the ability of some
students to orchestrate or combine strategies, although not deeply. The findings from interviews
reported that five of the interviewed students (Abdul, Saad, Ghaith, Eisa, and Khamis) could
combine strategies while learning new words or while speaking; however, two of them (Nehad and
Turki) were unable to combine strategies. These findings seem to be consistent with Macaro
(2001), who noticed that while some of his participants were able to effectively combine strategies,
some were not. The fact that some students in the present study had the ability to combine
strategies can be explained by considering their mental processes. This reminds us of Macaro’s
Cognitive Framework, which explained that declarative knowledge is proceduralized through links
between the working memory (declarative knowledge) and long-term memory (procedural
knowledge). In the present study, students who were able to combine strategies may have been able
to proceduralize strategies and employ them together with other strategies, while students who
could not proceduralize strategies may have been unable to orchestrate strategies. Another
explanation may relate to the tangible effect the act of employing more than one strategy had on
students’ learning processes. Regarding the students in the current study who did not deploy
strategy combination, this may have been because it was too mentally complex or confusing for

them to employ more than a strategy at a time (Macaro, 2001). Learning style might also play a
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role, as seen in the example of Turki, who was a particular learner and his learning style may have
prompted him to focus on one strategy rather than deploying two or three strategies concurrently. It
is still unknown why certain learners have the ability to combine strategies more effectively than
others. These findings imply that strategy orchestration should also be recommended within
strategy instruction programmes in the Saudi context, bearing in mind individual differences
between learners. Combining strategies is a complicated process and its effectiveness differs
among language learners; this process may be new to many language learners in the Saudi context

and some might need some extra time to adapt.

Teachers also revealed that assigning more than one strategy to address a language task was helpful
for students, although students were not always willing to attempt this. One of the teachers
explained that some students were able to orchestrate strategies whereas others were not. Hence,
this teacher should offer his students different strategies to accomplish tasks; however, he was
certain that some of his students were unable to cluster strategies. This finding is consistent with
those of Griffiths (2013), Macaro (2001), and Vandergrift (2003), who found that strategy
combination is a complex process and some learners cannot accomplish it. The other teacher
highlighted learning style as a factor that may affect students’ ability to orchestrate strategies,
which is similar to Oxford (2001, 2011), Cohen (2011), Cohen and Weaver (2006), and Ma and
Oxford (2014), all of whom believed that learning styles play a very important role in using
strategies. As such, in order to meet different learning styles and provide better learning
opportunities, teachers should offer many strategies to their students and, concurrently, encourage
strategy combination, a method that was also championed by Griffiths and Tang (2016).

6.3 Strategy Instruction and Language Proficiency

Results obtained from the quantitative data showed that in both groups students’ proficiency
improved in almost all language skills except reading; in fact, the control group’s reading
proficiency score was the only aspect to drop significantly. However, after comparing the
difference in proficiency improvement in both groups, significant differences were found in
students’ proficiency improvement in regard to writing, reading, and speaking. Nonetheless, the
differences in students’ proficiency improvement in both groups were not significant in relation to
listening and vocabulary. This might indicate that, for students in the experimental group, strategy
instruction was sufficiently effective for writing, reading, and speaking only, but was not
sufficiently effective for listening and vocabulary. A closer examination of these findings will be

discussed below.
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6.3.1  Significant Difference in Writing Proficiency Improvement

The quantitative findings reported a significant improvement in students’ writing proficiency for
both groups. Nevertheless, when the difference in writing proficiency improvement between the
two groups was calculated, it was found that students in the experimental group had significantly
outperformed their counterparts in the control group. These results seem to be consistent with
Sengupta (2000), who instructed revision strategies concerning writing for two groups of English
learners in Hong Kong and compared their writing performance with that of another group of
students who did not receive any instruction on writing strategies. Sengupta (2000) found that the
explicit teaching of revision strategies had a measurable influence on writing performance;
moreover, Sasaki (2004) found that strategy instruction improved L2 composition in terms of
quality and fluency for both groups involved in her study. In the same vein, McMullen (2009)
found that Saudi learners of English earned higher marks in writing after exposure to strategy-

based instruction.

Improvement in students’ writing proficiency was also discussed qualitatively in the interviews.
Some interviewees (Abdul, Ghaith, and Turki) clearly stated that writing strategies assisted them in
improving their writing; however, others (Saad, Khamis, Nehad, and Eisa) said that they only
slightly depended on strategies to improve their writing. Aside from strategy instruction, some
interviewees attributed their improvement in writing to other resources, such as good feedback
from the teacher (a strategy taught in the intervention), better vocabulary knowledge, and
improvements in grammar. However, most interviewees confessed that using writing strategies
demands more time and practice. Although all interviewees in this study improved their writing
proficiency after the intervention, Alnufaie (2013) found that only three of his five participants
scored higher in their writing competence after the treatment, with the other two retaining the same
writing competence. In the present study, some students believed that their improvement in writing
was slow and they generally agreed that writing is a complex process that constitutes the most
difficult aspect of learning English.

There is, however, an explanation for this finding. Generally, after being involved in an intensive
English course for two months, learners self-expect to improve their proficiency, and this occurred
in both groups in the current study. The strategy instruction provided to students in the
experimental group might constitute an additional factor that contributed to improving these
students’” writing proficiency. Furthermore, it can be assumed that, in comparison to other strategies
(reading, listening, speaking, and vocabulary strategies), writing strategies were better taught to the
students in the experimental group, as one class per day was devoted to writing; hence, teachers in
the experimental group had much more time to work with students on writing strategies. However,

strategy instruction was not the only active factor, as students also relied on other sources to
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improve their writing. A possible explanation for this might be that students found these other
resources more effective than using strategies. Another possible explanation might relate to the
difficulty of applying writing strategies, as some students showed that using strategies regularly

requires more time and practice.

6.3.2  Significant Difference in Reading Proficiency Improvement

In the experimental group, quantitative results showed that students’ reading proficiency improved
after the intervention, but not by a significant degree. Contrarily, in the control group, students’
reading proficiency had worsened significantly. When the difference between the experimental
group’s proficiency improvement and the control group’s proficiency drop was calculated, it was
found to be significant. This finding accords with that obtained by Kern (1989), who determined
that training in reading strategies had a positive effect on reading comprehension. Moreover,
Raymond (1993) found that students in her experimental group recalled significantly more ideas
after reading a text than their peers in the control group, which indicated better reading
comprehension. Zhang (2008) found that there were statistically significant differences in reading
performance between students in his experimental group, who received strategy instruction, and

students in the control group, who did not receive any strategy instruction.

The improvement in the experimental group’s reading proficiency might be attributed to general
proficiency improvement, but strategy instruction may have been a contributory factor. However, it
is difficult to explain why the control group’s reading proficiency worsened in the post-test.
Interviewing students from the control group, which unfortunately was not conducted in this study,

might help us understand this contradictory result.

It is clear that using reading strategies helped some students, Abdul, Khamis, and Nehad, as they
obtained full marks in their reading post-test after the intervention, as reported in the qualitative
results. However, one of them (Nehad) attributed his improvement to his reading for pleasure,
which cannot be ignored. Although two of the interviewees (Eisa and Ghaith) agreed that reading
strategies assisted them in regard to improving their reading, Ghaith believed that his improvement
in reading was a result of his general improvement in language proficiency, which indicates that,
after spending some time learning English in an intensive language course, language proficiency is
expected to improve if the learner is motivated to learn. One interviewee (Saad) explained that
reading comprehension is difficult if there are many unknown words, regardless of whether reading
strategies are used. The only interviewed student whose reading proficiency worsened after the
intervention was Turki, who believed employing strategies was ineffective for difficult texts.
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It seems possible from these findings that explicit strategy instruction concerning reading strategies
might have been an important factor in the improvement in the experimental group’s reading
proficiency. Strategy instruction seems to have had a positive effect on students’ reading
proficiency; however, other factors, such as the one highlighted above (reading for pleasure) should
not be underestimated. It is noticeable that those who did not improve their reading proficiency
faced particular difficulty utilizing strategies when they were given texts containing a large number
of unknown words. This might be explained by the fact that students can easily abandon strategies
if confronted with challenging tasks and if they have insufficient strategy repertoires. Macaro
(2001) suggested that insufficient linguistic resources may prevent learners from deploying certain
strategies. Hence, strategy instruction should involve the provision of a variety of strategies and
should encourage learners to think of other strategies that might facilitate their learning. Regarding
the control group’s drop in reading proficiency, it can be surmised that if the students in this group
had received similar strategy instruction as their counterparts in the experimental group, they might

have, at the very least, retained the same reading proficiency level.

6.3.3  Significant Difference in Speaking Proficiency Improvement

Quantitative results reported a significant improvement in speaking proficiency among students in
both the experimental and control group. However, when the difference in improvement in
speaking proficiency between the two groups was calculated, students in the experimental group
were found to have outperformed their counterparts in the control group to a significant degree.
These findings conform with those of O’Malley et al. (1985), who found a substantial increase in
the speaking skills of students in their two experimental groups, which was not observed in their
control group students. Dornyei (1995) also found an improvement in his experimental group’s
speaking proficiency, although he added that his findings were inconclusive. Cohen et al. (1996)
found that students in their experimental group significantly outperformed their counterparts in the
control group in one of three tasks (city description); however, there was no significant difference
between the groups’ speaking proficiency in regard to the other two tasks (self-description and
story retelling). Furthermore, Nakatani (2005) found that students who received training in oral
communication improved their oral test scores to a greater degree than those who did not receive
strategy training. Lam (2009) provides further support for the current study’s findings, as she found
that in oral tests students who received strategy instruction on metacognitive strategies

outperformed those who did not receive metacognitive strategy instruction.

The students’ scores revealed that five of the interviewees (Abdul, Khamis, Ghaith, Eisa, and
Turki) improved their speaking proficiency after the intervention. All of them agreed that the

speaking strategies taught during the programme helped them to obtain better scores in their
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speaking post-test. However, they did not attribute their improvement in speaking proficiency to
strategy instruction received per se. They highlighted additional factors that also contributed to
their speaking proficiency improvement, such as practicing English inside the industrial college
campus, practicing English in cafes and hospitals in Saudi Arabia where English is spoken, a
strategy listed in the LSUS under speaking strategies (regularly seek out opportunities to talk with
native speakers); general improvement in their English; and staying for a number of months in a
country where the target language is spoken (as Abdul stated). These factors (or strategies) should
not be ignored, as they are considered additional sources that students found helpful in regard to
improving their speaking. The two students who did not improve their speaking proficiency (Saad
and Nehad) attributed the constancy of their speaking proficiency to: a lack of practice of speaking
strategies outside the classroom; the short period of the strategy instruction programme, claiming
that two months was insufficient to effectively learn to apply strategies; and that they had forgotten

strategies as a result of the stress associated with the tests (reported by Nehad).

From these findings, it seems that explicit strategy instruction for speaking strategies had a positive
effect on students’ speaking proficiency. Nonetheless, other resources that contributed to students’
speaking proficiency should also be taken into account. Strategy instruction might be just one of
many factors that improved students’ speaking proficiency, so it cannot be assumed to be the only
effective factor. In regard to factors that could have possibly hindered improvements in students’
speaking proficiency, such as not practicing strategies outside the classroom, students might have
believed that the strategies should only be used while formally learning English in the classroom;
however, at the beginning of the programme it was stated that the strategies should be used
whenever and wherever language is learnt. The short period of time assigned for the strategy
instruction programme was another reason for a lack of improvement in speaking proficiency, and
this can be explained by the fact that it is highly recommended that strategy instruction be
conducted over long periods of time (Cohen, 2011; Griffiths, 2013; Oxford, 2011), even years
(Chamot, 2004). Due to the time constrains of the present study, a maximum period of two months
was available to teach strategies. Hence, such a short period may have been insufficient for some
students to learn new strategies, as they were simultaneously encountering other difficulties in
learning the language itself. Therefore, teachers should carefully consider time in strategy
instruction programmes in order to allow their students to gain maximum benefit. Regarding
forgetting strategies while under the stress of tests, this is an interesting phenomenon, and further
research is required to investigate how language learners apply strategies while experiencing test

stress.
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6.3.4 Insignificant Difference in Listening Proficiency Improvement

Students in both the experimental and control group significantly improved their listening
proficiency after the intervention. When the difference in listening proficiency improvement
between the two groups was measured, no significant difference was found. This finding is similar
to that of O’Malley et al. (1985), who detected differences in students’ gains in the post-test for all
three of their groups, but none were significant. Nonetheless, other studies such as Graham and
Macaro (2008), Seo (2000), and Thompson and Rubin (1996) found a significant improvement in

the listening proficiency of the intervention group in comparison to that of the control group.

Five of the seven interviewed students (Saad, Eisa, Khamis, Ghaith, and Turki) improved their
listening proficiency after the intervention. Four of these five stated that listening strategies,
particularly planning how to accomplish a task (through reading questions before listening),
assisted them in improving their listening skills. The exception was Turki, who believed that
listening strategies were occasionally ineffective. Further, the interviewed students listed additional
strategies that contributed to their listening proficiency improvement, such as watching TV (news
and movies) and listening to radio for long periods. One of the interviewed students (Nehad) did
not improve his listening and he again stated that he had forgotten the strategies when under test-
related stress. The only interviewed student whose score dropped in listening post-test was Abdul,
and he explained that in the post-test he encountered new words, which made it difficult for him to
score highly. He stated that he did apply some strategies, but they were not sufficient to help his

result.

If it is assumed that, in the experimental group, strategy instruction had a positive effect on most
students’ listening proficiency improvement, what caused the significant improvement in the
control group? This may be explained by the fact that findings from previous studies did not obtain
clear conclusions (Macaro et al., 2007) concerning the effect of listening strategy instruction on
learners’ performance. Other studies such as Ozeki, (2000), and McGruddy (1995) found no clear
difference between students’ proficiency in their experimental and control groups. Thus, the
assumption that teaching listening strategies has a positive effect might be rejected based on the
findings of the present study and similar findings from previous studies. Another possible
explanation for the significant improvement in students’ listening proficiency in the control group
might be that they applied additional resources (or strategies) similar to those mentioned by
interviewed students (planning, watching TV, and listening to the radio or others). These findings
should encourage researchers to conduct further research on teaching listening strategies, as studies

in this area are still sparse (Macaro et al., 2007).
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6.3.5 Insignificant Difference in Vocabulary Proficiency Improvement

Students’ scores showed that students in both groups improved their vocabulary proficiency, but
only the experimental group’s improvement was significant. When the difference in the
improvement in vocabulary proficiency between the two groups was calculated, it was not found to
be significant. This finding conforms with that of Rasekh and Ranjbary (2003), and also with that
of Mizumoto and Takeuchi (2009), who both found that students in their experimental groups

outperformed their counterparts in the control groups in the post-test.

The scores of five interviewed students (Nehad, Saad, Turki, Khamis, and Eisa) showed an
improvement in vocabulary proficiency. All five stated that there were many useful vocabulary
strategies that assisted them in learning new words. The usefulness of vocabulary strategies was
also mentioned by the two students who did not improve their vocabulary proficiency (Ghaith and
Abdul). Abdul, who was considered a successful learner (Appendix G), emphasized that, even
though his vocabulary score did not improve, he felt that vocabulary strategies were a key factor in
learning many new words. Moreover, Ghaith, who was considered a less-successful learner
(Appendix G), highlighted the importance of vocabulary strategies in learning new words, although

he mentioned that he still experienced some difficulty in this regard.

Carefully examining the findings tells us that strategy instruction may have had a positive effect on
the intervention group’s vocabulary proficiency. This positive effect may be based on the
significant improvement the intervention group showed in the post-test, and also on the praise
concerning the usefulness of vocabulary strategies, which was even provided by students who did
not improve their vocabulary proficiency (Ghaith and Abdul). Students in the control group also
improved, although not significantly, and the difference in the improvement between the two
groups was also not significant. This closeness in students’ scores may support the assumption that
if students in the control group received the same strategy instruction, they may have obtained
similar scores to their counterparts in the intervention group. Conversely, the insignificant
difference in the improvement of vocabulary proficiency between the two groups may raise doubts
concerning the effectiveness of teaching vocabulary strategies. It can be assumed that, for the
present study, teaching vocabulary strategies was not as effective as teaching writing, reading, or
speaking strategies. Nonetheless, learning vocabulary is still an excellent area for learners to apply
strategies and also for teachers to teach new vocabulary strategies to their students.
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6.4 Learning Styles, Proficiency, Strategy Preferences and Style-

Stretching

This section discusses the key role learning styles play in the present study. Identifying the
dominant learning styles is discussed in 6.4.1, and this is followed in 6.4.2 with a discussion of the
similarity in proficiency between students with different learning styles. After that, in 6.4.3, the
interaction between styles and strategies is discussed, demonstrating that specific students prefer
specific strategies. This section is concluded in 6.4.4 with a discussion on evidence of existing

style-stretching among certain students in the present study.

6.4.1 Dominant Learning Styles

Under the first learning style category (Sensory/Perceptual Learning Style) the findings of the LSS
reported that over half of the participants (54.82%) in the present study were visual learners. In
general, this finding is consistent with Oxford’s (1995) finding, that visual learners form between
50% to 80% of any classroom, as well as that of Ried’s (1987), who found that the majority of
Arabs are visual learners. In the Saudi context, this finding accords with Al-Hebaishi (2012) but is
inconsistent with Al-Khatani (2011), who found that the majority of his participants were tactile
learners; this form of learning was ranked joint second with kinaesthetic learners in the present
study. As many Saudi students in the present study appeared to be visual learners, language
teachers are encouraged to promote visual activities in language classrooms, as this would motivate
a huge percentage of the students; such activities would involve the use of posters, pictures,
diagrams, videos, etc. In terms of strategies, teachers are encouraged to instruct strategies that
demand visual capabilities such as flash cards, mind-mapping, and watching TV, without ignoring

other strategies that facilitate other students who possess different style modalities.

Results obtained from the LSS in regard to the second learning style category (Psychological or
Personality Type) showed that over half of the participating students (55.33%) in the present study
were extroverted learners. This finding accords with Oxford and Anderson (1995), who
demonstrated that Arabs are more extroverted learners than introverted. According to them, Arab
students are overtly verbal and interested in extroverted modes of instruction, which is evidenced
by their gregarious and social lifestyles. Consequently, teachers are encouraged to provide
opportunities for Saudi students to practice conversations in English, play roles, and involve
themselves in other interactive activities such as giving speeches, playing games, etc. Regarding
strategies that would be appropriate for extroverted learners, social strategies such as asking for
help while speaking or asking questions, or affective strategies such as reducing anxiety or

encouraging yourself while speaking are highly recommended. Nonetheless, other strategies that
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suit introverted learners (who prefer to work alone), for example cognitive strategies such as

planning in advance or grouping words or inferencing, should not be dismissed.

In regard to the Cognitive Learning Style category (the third learning style category), the findings
showed that approximately two thirds (65.48%) of the participating students in the present study
were global learners. This accords with findings by Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995), who found
that Arabs tend to be global learners. Teachers instructing global learners should encourage
language learning through the “whole picture’ and, concurrently, they should not underestimate the
role of learning a language through paying attention to details. In terms of strategies, teachers
should encourage their global students to employ top-down strategies, such as guessing the
meaning from the context, skimming texts, or listening for keywords. Concurrently, they should
consider bottom-up strategies that suit particular modality students, such as reading a text word-by-
word, rereading a text in order to understand it, or listening to speech and attempting to understand

each word.

6.4.2  Equal Proficiency among Various Learning Styles

Students’ scores in the pre- and post-tests showed that, generally, there was no difference in
proficiency between visual, auditory, kinaesthetic/tactile, and neutral students under the
sensory/perceptual learning style category. These findings concur with many studies that have
examined the relationship between learning styles and language learning performances and
disagree with other studies that obtained mixed results leading to unclear conclusions. For instance,
this finding contradicts the study of Rossi-Le (1989, 1995), who found a correlation between
kinaesthetic modality and language proficiency, with kinaesthetic learners being the most
proficient; however, it concurrently agrees with Rossi-Le (1989), who also found no relationship
between visual and auditory learning styles and language proficiency. In one of the early studies in
this area, Ried (1987) concluded that learning style should not be linked to language proficiency;
however, she detected a preference for tactile and kinaesthetic learning styles. On the contrary,
Bailey et al. (2000) discovered that better language learners prefer to learn informally, although
they dislike learning in a kinaesthetic learning environment. In the present study, Abdul (visual)
and Khamis (kinaesthetic/tactile) were successful learners while Saad (auditory) was a less-

successful learner.

Under the personality-type category, students’ scores in the pre- and post-tests showed no
difference in proficiency between extroverted, introverted, and neutral students. Again, mixed
results obtained from literature regarding proficiency among extroverts and introverts has led to an
inconclusive result. This finding is inconsistent with Ehrman (2008), who reported that most

successful language learners were introverted; however, she acknowledged that this is contrary to
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preceding studies, which give privilege to extroverts. Further studies have found that introverted
learners are better language learners than extroverted learners (Griffiths, 2013; Ma and Oxford,
2014), and this is attributed to their “greater ability to consolidate learning, lower distractibility, and
better study habits’ (Dérnyei and Ryan, 2015, p. 26). However, other studies have found
extroverted learners to be more fluent than introverted learners (Dewaele and Furnham, 1999;
Dewaele, 2004; and Liyanage and Bartlett, 2013). In the present study, as Ghaith (extroverted) was

a less-successful learner while Nehad (introverted) was a successful learner.

In the present study, the only exception that arose in the present study was a significant difference
in proficiency between particular and global students under the cognitive learning style category,
where particular students reported better proficiency in the pre- and post-test. Nonetheless, when
we examined the pre- and post-test scores of two interviewed students, Eisa (global) and Turki
(particular), it was noticeable that Turki outperformed Eisa in regard to listening and vocabulary,
but Eisa outperformed Turki in writing and reading. They obtained similar scores in their pre- and
post-tests for speaking. Overall, their total scores in the pre- and post-tests were almost identical
and both were less-successful learners (see Appendix G). This finding contradicts Tutunis (2001),
whose global participants outperformed their particular counterparts. This seems to reinforce the
point that there are inconclusive results concerning the link between learning styles and

proficiency.

Emphasizing that learners with different learning styles are believed to have almost identical
language proficiency, Tight (2010) found that learners with different style preferences are equally
successful, and he recommended conducting language instruction through multiple modalities. It
can be concluded that it is unlikely that a strong link between learning styles and proficiency exists,
because language learners may have different learning styles which can be applied in different
learning circumstances. Griffiths (2013, p. 129) summarized this best when she stated ‘Although
learners appear to favour certain types of activities according to their learning style, no particular
learning style appears to be more likely to lead to success than any other’. This accords with
Curry’s (1990) conclusion that no single learning style modality is clearly advantageous. In the
results of the present study, there was generally no difference in proficiency between students with
different learning styles, except the difference between global and particular students; this
contradicted previous findings (Tutunis, 2001) and resulted in a lack of a clear conclusion.
Consequently, teachers are encouraged to be aware that no particular learning style is better than
others and, as a result, the teaching of students should be balanced in order to accommodate

students with different learning styles.
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6.4.3 Matching Styles with Strategies

This study found that there is a link between students’ learning style preferences and the LLS they
used while learning English. This finding aligns with the claims of many scholars in the field
(Anderson, 2005; Carson and Longhini, 2002; Cohen, 2011; Cohen and Dérnyei, 2002; Cohen and
Weaver, 2006; Ehrman and Oxford, 1990; Griffiths, 2013; and Oxford, 2011); specifically, that
styles and strategies have a very close relationship. These findings were obtained from interviews
with students with different learning style preferences. For instance, in the present study, as Abdul
reported, some strategies accommodated visual learners by including vision-related aspects. These
strategies included the use of flash cards, watching gestures of interlocutors, and using dictionaries.
This is consistent with the studies of Rossi-Le (1989), where visual learners used visualization
strategies such as mental imagery to learn new language; Carson and Longhini (2002), who
demonstrated that Joan Carson was a visual learner who used visual or graphic representations or
mental images to match what she had heard; and Ma and Oxford (2014), who showed that Rui Ma
had a visual modality preference and, as a result, using images for learning language was a
preferred strategy. Therefore, students with visual modality should be provided with pictures,
diagrams, videos, and TV material in order to suit their learning style preference, as such

accommodation is believed to result in better learning.

By interviewing Saad, who was an auditory learner, it was found that he used strategies related to
voices and listening to sounds. For instance, Saad reported linking the sounds of new words to
sounds of words he already knew in Arabic or English, checking how words were pronounced by
native speakers, listening to the speaker’s tone of voice in order to discern the situation, using
cognates, and listening to stressed words or sentences in order to understand the meaning. This
finding is consistent with Rossi-Le’s study (1989), which found that auditory learners use memory
strategies (linking sounds of new words to sounds of already-known words). Thus, auditory
learners can be best assisted in the classroom by allowing them to pay more attention to how new
words are pronounced in the dictionary and by discussing differences in the accents of native
speakers; and outside the classroom through encouraging them to expose themselves to real

conversations in English and to listen to the radio.

In the present study, Khamis, as a kinaesthetic/tactile learner, clearly demonstrated using strategies
that involved movement, such as practicing new action verbs by acting them out, using semantic
mapping (although this strategy is much preferred by visual learners), predicting what a speaker
might say, using gestures to portray his meaning, and practicing the spelling of new words. Cohen
and Weaver (2006) explained that kinaesthetic/tactile students demonstrated the significant use of
strategies that require touching, manipulating, or writing, which is consistent with this finding.

Kinaesthetic/tactile learners should be given opportunities to move in the classroom (as the
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researcher did with Khamis) through engaging them in roleplay and group works. They are happy
to participate in games and also in acting. It would be a good idea if they are allowed (particularly
in the Saudi context, which strictly restricts students’ movement in the classroom) to shape or act

new words in front of their peers in the classroom as a means of portraying their meaning.

The interview with Ghaith who was an extroverted learner showed that he used strategies that
suited his style, such as attending extracurricular events in order to practice English. This finding is
supported by Ehrman and Oxford (1990), who found their extroverted learners applying some
social strategies, such as asking their teachers or friends for clarification and cooperating with peers
or with more proficient speakers of the language in their communities. In fact, extroverts draw their
energy for learning from the environment they live in; therefore, they require a variety of activities

in the classroom, and they also need a social environment to better practice language.

The introversion style modality was represented by Nehad, who reported using some strategies that
matched his learning style modality, such as checking prior knowledge of a topic, planning how to
accomplish a task, and placing new words in a topic group. This finding accords with that of
Ehrman and Oxford (1990), who found that introverts regularly use planning for an upcoming task
and organizing for language learning. Hence, introverts are best helped by providing them with
appropriate homework, as they prefer to work alone. In the classroom, they should be given

sufficient time to process information (Cohen and Weaver, 2006).

It was also found in the present study that Eisa, as a global learner, preferred strategies that suited
his learning style modality. This related to top-down strategies, such as comprehending messages
without understanding all details, accepting some ambiguities, and inferring the meaning of
sentences while reading through given clues. This finding concurs with that of Littlemore (2001),
who found that holistic (global) students tended to use strategies that are based on holistic
comparisons, as evidenced by her example concerning comparing a target to a related concept, such
as explaining a slug with the phrase: ‘it’s like a snail’. It is implied that learners that possess a
global modality learn better if their teachers encourage them to enjoy finding the main idea and to
attempt communication even if they are not sufficiently proficient to do so. They should be
informed that they can learn without knowing all details and, concurrently, they should be advised
that details are occasionally very useful while learning; therefore, they should not be completely
ignored.

Particular learners in the present study were represented by Turki, who clearly demonstrated the
application of strategies that matched his learning style modality. These strategies included some
bottom-up strategies such as rereading a text for clarification, correcting myself while speaking and
taking a good look to new words. In fact, applying these strategies involves paying more attention
to very little details. This finding further supports findings by Littlemore (2001), who determined
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that analytic (particular) students tended to use strategies that were based on analytic descriptions,
such as describing or listing the properties of a target, such as ‘this is something that you can eat’
(squid). Hence, particular learners can be helped to learn language by encouraging them to focus on

details and, at the same time, encouraging them consider the main idea.

Based on these findings, which indicate the link between styles and strategies, there is the
possibility that students with specific learning styles can be introduced to new strategies that
support their modality style. They can be advised, or their awareness towards specified strategies
may be enhanced, in an attempt to convince them to apply particular strategies that best suit their
modality style. In other words, visual learners, for example, should be aware that there are
particular helpful strategies that suit them better than other strategies, and this also applies to other
learners with different learning styles. Concurrently, learners should also be encouraged to try other

strategies beyond their learning style zones.

6.4.4 Evidence of Style-Stretching

Style-stretching was found in the present study, although not among all interviewed students.
Findings from students’ pre- and post-LSUS showed that only four of the seven interviewed
students were able to stretch their learning styles to accommodate new strategies favoured by other
students with different learning style modalities. For instance, Abdul, as a visual learner, and Saad,
as an auditory learner, showed that they had begun using and liking a strategy (practicing new
action verbs by acting them out) that was outside of their identified learning style zones. In fact,
this particular strategy is located within the comfort zone of kinaesthetic/tactile learners. Also,
Khamis, a pure kinaesthetic/tactile learner, was another student who managed to stretch his
learning style. At the end of the study, he reported using and liking the strategy of watching TV (a
strategy mostly preferred by visual, and possibly auditory, learners); he did not report using and
liking this strategy at the beginning of the study. Nehad, an introverted learner, also managed to
stretch his style and apply a strategy usually preferred by extroverted learners. He reported
‘encouraging others to correct my errors’ as a used and liked strategy at the end of the intervention,
but this strategy did not suit him prior to the intervention. The remaining three interviewed
students, Ghaith (extroverted), Eisa (global), and Turki (particular) were unable to accommodate

new strategies beyond their comfortable learning style zones, as their pre- and post-LSUS showed.

These findings accord with Griffiths and Incecay (2015). Although Griffiths and Incegay (2015)
did not determine how students with different learning styles stretched their styles, they
investigated how students with different levels of language proficiency coped with stretching their
styles. Griffiths and Incecay (2015) found that more successful learners were more willing than

less-successful learners to expand their learning approaches and include different styles. This is
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consistent with some of the findings of the present study, as Abdul, Khamis, and Nehad, who all
managed to stretch their styles, were among the successful students; however, it is inconsistent with
some other findings of the present study, as Saad, who also managed to stretch his style, was
among the less-successful students. Nonetheless, it does support Griffiths and Incegay’s (2015)
statement that the relation between successful learning and style-stretching is still unclear and

under investigation.

However, as learning style remains stable, as is well documented in literature, the ability of some
students to stretch their styles to accommodate new strategies may be explained by the “stylistic
flexibility’ referred to in Kozhevnikov et al., 2014; Gregersen and Maclntyre, 2014, and Wong and
Nunan (2011). This flexibility allows learners with particular learning styles to test new learning
styles, which constitutes another helpful tool towards achieving better language learning. Another
explanation might stem from the claim of Little and Singleton (1990) that learning styles are
malleable and experience and training can assist in adapting them. Another practical explanation of
the ability of some students to stretch their styles might be the tangible benefit they find in using
new strategies that transcend their style’s comfort zones. This benefit might prompt them to apply
these strategies and to expand or tolerate their learning approaches to include other learning styles.

Although students were advised during the intervention that, by stretching their styles, they would
expose themselves to more opportunities to use more strategies, which is expected to lead to better
language learning, three of them failed to stretch their styles. Possible explanations for this are as
follows: 1) the claim that learning styles are stable may be true; 2) these students may have been
comfortable within their style zones and apprehensive of going beyond them; 3) the period of
intervention might have been insufficient for these students to begin stretching their styles, as they
may have required more time to do so; and 4) the practice in style-stretching provided for these
students in the present study might not have been sufficient. They may have required an increased
amount of practice in using different strategies from different learning style zones in order to begin
the process of style-stretching.

6.5 Feedback on the Styles- and Strategies-Based Instruction

Programme

The feedback on the SSBI programme was gained from interviews with seven students from the
experimental group as well as from the two teachers who participated in the strategy instruction
programme. In addition to students’ feedback on the effect of the programme on their strategy

awareness and proficiency, which was discussed in 6.2 and 6.3 and the role of learning styles as

discussed in 6.4 above, students’ feedback in this section relates to LLS they learnt through the
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strategy instruction programme. Discussing teachers’ feedback will encompass the following: their
experience of strategy instruction through a language textbook, their judgement of the Teacher’s
Booklet, their addressing of the steps assigned for strategy instruction and the use of Arabic while

teaching strategies, and their general feedback on explicit strategy instruction.

6.5.1 Learning a Number of LLS (Students’ Feedback)

Reading strategies

Through interviews, students emphasized learning the following six top-down and bottom-up
reading strategies: ‘skim a text’ (top-down), ‘scan a text’ (top-down), ‘infer the meaning of words
and ideas based on clues’ (top-down), ‘predict what will come in a text’ (top-down), ‘plan how to
address a text’ (bottom-up), and ‘read a text word-by-word’ (bottom-up). Top-down processes were
first created by Goodman (1967), who found that readers link new information to their already
acquired information using schemata or background knowledge in order to comprehend
knowledge. Some previous studies (Block, 1986; and Hosenfield, 1977) indicate that successful
readers use top-down strategies more often than less-successful readers, while less-successful
readers use bottom-up strategies more often than successful readers. In fact, some researchers, such
as Gass and Varonis (1994) and Lee and Van Patten (1995), are in favour of top-down models
while other studies, such as Anderson (1991), and Macaro (2001), have found that readers (both
successful and less-successful) generally use both top-down and bottom-up strategies. Nonetheless,
other researchers (Smith, 1986; Kern, 1989; and Stott, 2001) advocate the bottom-up process. The
finding in the present study completely accords with Anderson (1991) and Macaro (2001), as
Abdul (a successful learner) and Ghaith (a less-successful learner) reported inferring the meaning
of words and ideas based on provided clues (top-down). Also, Khamis (a successful learner) and
Turki (a less-successful learner) reported using ‘reading a text word-by-word’ (bottom-up).

Students’ learning of the ‘skimming’ and ‘scanning a text’ strategies might be explained by their
implicit presence in the language textbook (Language Leader), in addition to the extra practice
provided for these two strategies during intervention. Students’ desire to learn the strategy of
‘inferring the meaning of words and ideas based on clues’ may be explained by the intensive
existence of photos, headings and subheadings, and italic and bold words in the LL reading texts, in
addition to having practiced this strategy more than other reading strategies. Perhaps the “predicting
what will come in a text’ strategy was chosen by students as a result of their enhanced strategy
awareness. Regarding the ‘planning how to address a text’ strategy, students were intensively
instructed to not plan for just reading tasks but also for any language-skill task. A possible
explanation for the desire to learn the ‘reading a text word-by-word’ strategy comes from Kern

(1989), who claimed that most L2 readers process texts in a bottom-up manner. Therefore, L2
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teachers should not underestimate either process. English teachers in the Saudi context should
provide a variety of both top-down and bottom-up reading strategies in order to enable students
with different learning styles (particularly global learners, who seem to prefer top-down strategies,
and particular learners, who prefer bottom-up strategies) to acquire different strategies that suit

their learning needs.
Writing strategies

In regard to writing strategies, students reported learning the following five writing strategies at the
end of the strategy instruction programme: ‘plan out what you are going to write’, ‘discuss what
you want to say with someone else before writing’, ‘go back to go forwards’, ‘edit grammar and
mechanics after writing ideas’, and ‘accept feedback on errors’. In Cumming (1989), Sasaki and
Hirose (1996), and Wolfersberger (2003), ‘planning ideas before writing’ was found to be one of
the most distinctive features or strategies in L2 writing, which accords with the findings of the
present study. The strategy of ‘discussing what you want to say with someone else before writing’
was regularly employed by students in the present study, which is congruent with Weissberg
(2006), who found that pre-writing talk and invention talk are very useful strategies for writers. The
findings of the present study regarding learning the strategy of ‘going back to go forwards’ concur
with Manchon et al. (2005), who found that writers usually review their essays in order to check
their improvement. ‘Editing grammar and mechanics after writing” was also emphasized by
McMullen (2009), who found that students made great gains in the area of mechanics after learning
writing strategies; and Nguyen and Gu (2013), who found that, after the intervention, their students
were able to evaluate their writing through self-examining their use of appropriate vocabulary,
sentence structures, and cohesive devices. ‘Accepting feedback on errors’ was another writing
strategy learnt by students in the present study, which is consistent with Griffiths’s (2013) student
(Fernando) who reported learning from correction, but inconsistent with other studies such as those
of Zamel (1985), who found that the role of feedback in regard to errors was confusing; Fathman
and Walley (1990), who found that feedback in relation to errors was inconsistent in terms of
effectiveness; and Semke (1984), who discovered that many writers ignored feedback on their

errors.

Students’ learning of the “planning for writing” strategy may be explained by the considerable time
spent teaching writing strategies; writing was taught alone in a separate class. Another explanation
may be the better essays students wrote after performing planning in terms of details, ideas, and
organization; particularly when they compared their writing in advanced stage of the intervention
to their writing in the early stage of the intervention. Learning the writing strategy, ‘discuss what
you want to say with someone else before writing’ may be explained by the fact that using this

strategy might activate students’ background knowledge and help them to devise more ideas for
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their writing. This strategy reminds us of the theoretical background of LLS; in particular, the
sociocultural perspective that indicates that LLS are not only cognitive, but can also be social. The
use of ‘go back to go forwards’ by students in the present study may be explained by Manchén et
al.’s (2005) claim that writers review their writing to detect improvements. Another explanation
may be that this strategy assisted students to potentially improve their essays because they
considered the appropriateness of the ideas and the general plan of the essay. Students stated that
they learnt the strategy of ‘editing their grammar and mechanics after writing” because this had the
capability to enable them to focus on writing their ideas down first and to organize their essay
reviews so that they could address their errors in a more organized manner. Learning the strategy of
‘accepting feedback on error’ may be explained by students’ desire to improve their writing. Thus,
they accepted feedback on their errors. Another explanation for learning this strategy may be the
fact that in the Arab culture the teacher is the correct and trusted source of the information
(Algahtani, 2011); therefore, students do not hesitate to accept their teachers’ feedback on their
errors. In order to contribute to students” writing performance in the Saudi context, writing teachers
are encouraged to explicitly teach these five writing strategies, and maybe others. Although
‘accepting feedback on errors’ seems to be confusing in some other contexts, it appeared useful in

the context of the present study; thus, it should not be ignored.
Listening strategies

Findings from interviews illustrated that, from the strategy instruction programme, students
reported learning the following six top-down and bottom-up listening strategies: ‘planning how to
accomplish a task’ (bottom-up), ‘skimming listening’ (top-down), ‘listening for keywords’ (top-
down), “listening for stressed words and sentences’ (bottom-up), ‘accepting some ambiguity’ (top-
down), and ‘predicting what the speaker will say’ (top-down). ‘Planning how to accomplish a task’,
which is similar to O’Malley et al.’s (1985) ‘advance organizer’, was learnt and utilized by
students in the present study. This finding is incongruent with O’Malley et al. (1985), who found
that planning did not always afford students opportunities to reflect on their learning. However,
planning was used by participants in Vandergrift’s study (2003) as well as in that of VVahdany et al.
(2016), and the latter found that planning was used more often by advanced listeners than
intermediate listeners. This makes results regarding using planning in listening confusing. In the
present study, three less-successful students (Saad, Ghaith, and Eisa) and one successful student
(Nehad) reported learning this strategy. Students in the present study reported learning the strategy
of skimming listening, which is consistent with Vandergrift’s (2003) “selective attention’.
‘Listening for keywords’ was another listening strategy learnt by students in the present study. This
strategy is similar to Chen’s (2009) ‘listening for the gist’, in which students with middle
proficiency used this strategy, and Vogely (1995), who found that good listeners demonstrated

using such a strategy; however, these findings are inconsistent with the present study, as two
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successful students (Abdul and Khamis) and one less-successful student (Saad) reported using this
strategy. Students in the present study also reported learning ‘listening for stressed words and
sentences’, which accords with White (2008), who counted this strategy among other strategies that
lead to successful listening. Regarding *accepting some ambiguity’, a listening strategy students
taught through the programme, it was highlighted as a useful strategy by Paige et al. (2006).
‘Prediction’ was also learnt by students in the present study. This finding accords with Rost (2002),
who concluded that predicting information and ideas before listening was linked to successful
listening. However, the findings of the present study demonstrated that prediction was used by two
less-successful learners (Eisa and Turki), which is also inconsistent with Hwang (2003), who found

that more proficient listeners use more prediction while listening than less proficient listeners.

In the present study, students’ desire to learn the strategy ‘planning how to accomplish a task” may
be explained by their awareness of the importance of planning to negotiate listening tasks and how
the strategy helps them complete the tasks. Students’ desire to learn the strategy ‘skimming
listening” may be attributed to the fact that they knew they did not need to know every single word
they listened to. They may have understood that listening to the major ideas of the main topic is
usually sufficient to understand the general idea of the text. Learning ‘listening for stressed words
and sentences’ may be explained by the existence of numerous exercises in the textbook (Language
Leader) that prompted students to pay more attention to stressed words, as well as the recognition
that this could facilitate their understanding. A possible explanation for students’ desire to learn the
strategy ‘accepting some ambiguity’ may be that they were convinced by their teachers during the
intervention that ambiguity is a normal part of listening to texts in English. Thus, the students
became tolerant of some ambiguity. Regarding learning ‘prediction’, it can be assumed that this
strategy was recommended to be used for listening because it was also taught in regard to
negotiating reading texts. Therefore, their awareness of using this strategy in more than one
language skill might have caused them to afford it more attention. The results of this study suggest
that listening teachers should play an active role in teaching listening strategies. They should teach
an equal degree of both top-down and bottom-up listening strategies in order to accommodate

students’ varying learning needs and approaches.
Speaking strategies

The interviews with students demonstrated that they managed to learn the following speaking
strategies: “planning out in advance what you want to say’, ‘reducing anxiety’, ‘encouraging
yourself’, “asking for help’, “acting out or drawing the word’, and *“practicing saying new
expressions’. ‘Planning out what you want to say’ is similar to ‘global planning’ by Lam (2009)
and conforms with her finding that this strategy enables students to determine the purpose and

requirements needed for a task prior to accomplishing the task. Students also reported learning,
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after the intervention, to ‘reduce their anxiety’ while speaking. This finding accords with Griffiths
(2013), who found that one of her participants (May) reported using this strategy. Nonetheless, this
finding does not conform with that of Nakatani (2006), who indicated that this strategy was used by
higher-level speakers; in the present study, two successful learners (Abdul and Nehad) and one
less-successful learner (Eisa) reported using this strategy. ‘Encouraging yourself’ was learnt by
students in the present study. This finding is also inconsistent with Nakatani (2006), who found that
this strategy was used by higher-level speakers; in this study, this strategy was used by both
successful learners (Abdul) and less-successful learners (Saad and Turki). ‘Asking for help” was
also learnt by students in the present study, which matches the results of Lam and Wong (2000),
who found this strategy enabled students to cooperate with each other and offer scaffolded help,
and also with Naughton (2006), who found that students regularly used this strategy (requesting
and giving help) after the intervention. ‘Acting out or drawing the word’ was highlighted as a learnt
speaking strategy in the present study. This strategy is similar to ‘nonverbal strategies’ (attempting
to make eye contact while talking, and using gestures and facial expressions if | cannot express
myself through communication) mentioned in Nakatani (2006). Nakatani found that this strategy
was used by effective learning strategy users, which is inconsistent with the present study, as both
Khamis (a successful learner) and Ghaith (a less-successful learner) reported using this strategy.
Although students reported learning the strategy of ‘practice saying new expressions’, to the best of

the researcher’s knowledge no previous study has discussed using this strategy.

A possible explanation for students’ learning of “planning out what you want to say’ may be the
positive effect this strategy has on students’ speaking performance. It might afford them some time
to think of what they are going to say, allowing them to consider required words and expressions.
Students’ learning of ‘reducing anxiety’ may be explained by the hypothesis that reducing anxiety
leads to better speaking performance and, concurrently, increases speakers’ confidence levels
(Cohen and Weaver, 2006); this may have been tested by students in the present study. Similar to
‘reducing anxiety’, the use of the ‘encouraging yourself to speak’ strategy may be explained by the
impact this strategy can play in regard to students’ affect (Oxford, 2011). Students might find it
helps them to be more fluent while speaking. Students’ desire to learn the “asking for help’ strategy
may be explained by the nature of the speaking tasks. Speaking is an interactive skill that requires
interlocutors to direct questions to each other and, consequently, this provides students with more
opportunities to speak. Employing this strategy attracts our attention to the sociocultural
perspective of strategy theory, where learners ask for help from more capable others. Learning the
‘acting out or drawing the word’ strategy may be explained by students’ increased awareness of
styles and strategies. In fact, students with different learning styles were encouraged to stretch their
learning styles, as this would allow them to apply other strategies. As we saw in style-stretching

(6.4.4) above, students can spontaneously begin employing this strategy. Regarding learning
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‘practice saying new expressions’, the students in the present study came from an Arab context,
which depends heavily on the route-memorisation strategy (Oxford, 1990); consequently, they may
have found that this strategy suited their cultural background of relying on memorisation. Hence,
‘practice saying new expressions’ may have helped these students to memorise these new
expressions and, ultimately, enhance their speaking. Utilizing this strategy reminds us of

audiolingual or behaviourist elements (Griffiths, 2013) of the strategy theory.
Vocabulary strategies

In the present study, the interviewed students indicated learning the following vocabulary
strategies: ‘making associations’, ‘using cognates’, ‘writing down words’, ‘taking a good look at
new words’, ‘semantic mapping’, ‘grouping words’, and ‘using flash cards’. ‘Making associations’
(with the sounds of other words in English or Arabic, with places or situations they first heard them
at, with word actions, with mental images) was learnt by both less-successful students (Saad,
Ghaith, and Eisa) as well as successful students (Nehad), which is in line with Mizomoto and
Takeuchi (2009). This strategy was also noted in Cohen and Aphek (1981), which is congruent
with the present study. ‘Using cognates’ was also learnt by the students, which is similar to Holmes
and Ramos (1993) and Otwinowska-Kasztelanic (2009). It is to be noted that advanced students in
Otwinowska-Kasztelanic (2009) used cognates more than beginners. “Writing down words’ was
another vocabulary strategy learnt. This is consistent with many other studies (Gu and Johnson,
1996; Lawson and Hogben, 1996; Otwinowska-Kasztelanic, 2009; Mizomoto and Takeuchi, 2009;
and Schmitt, 1997) that have illustrated an intensive use of this strategy. ‘Taking a good look at
new words’ was also learnt by the students. To the best of the researcher’s knowledge, no study has
discussed this strategy yet. The students in the present study also indicated learning the strategy of
‘semantic mapping’. This is congruent with Lavine (2008), cited in Oxford (2011), who found that
with semantic mapping, students rehearse the semantic maps that leads to memorizing them until
they become naturalized. The students further reported learning the strategy of ‘grouping words’
for learning new words. This finding is consistent with Otwinowska-Kasztelanic (2009) who found
that after raising students’ awareness of this strategy, the number of students who began using it
increased. ‘Using flash cards’ was also highlighted by the students. This finding aligns with Moir
and Nation (2008) who found that one of their participants (Abdi) reported using this strategy to

learn new words.

Students using the strategy of ‘making associations’ may be explained by the existence of a cultural
background of Asians (also Arabs; Oxford, 1990) preferring and depending a lot on their memories
(Gu, 2003). This preference of relying on memory and the expected success of using memory

might have encouraged students in the present study to learn and use this strategy. Although Arabic

and English cognates are not many in number, the emphasis placed by the students in this study on

167



using this strategy may be explained by the fact that cognates usually make learning new words
faster and easier (Otwinowska-Kasztelanic, 2009), which might be what happened in the present
study. ‘Writing down new words’ underlies the strategy of ‘note-taking’ detailed by Schmitt
(1997), which involves writing down not only the new word but also other details relevant to that
word such as its definition, an example sentence, written repetition, etc. Usage of ‘writing down
new words’ may be explained by the necessity of jotting words down to facilitate learning them.
Regarding ‘taking a good look at new words’, it seems that the intervention played a role in
convincing students to look carefully at new words and to try and come up with a strategy that
might assist them in learning those words as Paige et al. (2006) claimed. A suitable explanation for
the use of ‘semantic mapping’ may be the abundance of exercises in the textbook (Language
Leader) that facilitated employing this strategy. Another possible explanation may be its main
dependence on memory, which is preferred by Arab students as we saw with ‘making associations’
above. The learning and using of ‘grouping words’ may be attributed to the fact that this strategy
assists the students in ordering, classifying, and labelling new material or words in reality or in
brain. This organization leads to better vocabulary learning and retention as explained by Oxford’s
schema theory in 2.3.3 which focuses on how information is organized in the brain. Emphasis on
‘using flash cards’ may be explained by the fact that more than half the students in the present

study were visual. This strategy mainly relies on photos, which is a preferable aid for them.

Following this discussion on the students’ feedback on strategies they learnt through the strategy
instruction programme, the next subsection will discuss the teachers’ feedback on the strategy

instruction programme.

6.5.2  Strategy Instruction through the Language Textbook (Teachers’
Feedback)

The feedback of both participating teachers (Teacher 1 and Teacher 2) on strategy instruction
through a language textbook was generally positive. For them, integrating strategy instruction
through a language textbook was applicable and considerably easy, and they praised its
effectiveness. Both teachers agreed on the importance of explicitly presenting LLS in language
textbooks, and they also stressed the importance of Lesson Four in each unit in the Language

Leader as it explicitly presents LLS.

There were two main concerns at the time of piloting the TB during the present study. The first one
was the expected infeasibility of strategy instruction through a language textbook as strategy
instruction was not commonly applicable to the Saudi context (McMullen, 2009). Thus, the option

of strategy instruction in a separate course rather than embedding it in a language textbook was
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another option in hand if the latter was invisible. The explanation for the ability of teachers to
integrate strategy instruction through the language textbook (in piloting the TB and in the main
study) and eliminate this concern was the usage of the TB as a guide, as they clearly stated it which
agrees with Oxford, et al. (2014b) that teachers opting for or raising awareness of strategy
instruction through readings or discussions is highly recommended. The second concern was the
expected inability of teachers or the difficulty they may face in embedding strategies in their
regular language teaching in classrooms. The disappearance of this concern may be explained by
the teachers’ interest in improving their teaching method, and their desire to provide something
new to their students, or their wish to modify their teaching styles. Another possible explanation
may be that the two teachers were introduced by the researcher to the fact that, through strategy
instruction they would benefit their students and assist them in learning the language as well as

contribute to establishing a learner-centred environment.

With regard to time management while teaching strategies, one of the teachers found teaching
strategies time consuming at the beginning of the programme, although he and the other teacher
believed that generally it was not so. Nonetheless, one of the teachers confessed that he sometimes
dismissed strategy instruction to make time for his plans and to stick to his basic schedule. Grenfell
and Harris (1999) showed that strategy instruction was indeed time consuming. It seems that
integrating strategy instruction was an additional duty that the two teachers had to carry out.
Therefore, it might have taken them some time to familiarize themselves to it. After working on
this programme, both teachers seemed confident in their ability to deliver strategy instruction
through the regular language classrooms.

6.5.3 Teacher’s Booklet for Strategy Instruction

As previously mentioned in 4.5.2, the purpose of designing the TB was to assist teachers in
teaching strategies in their regular language classrooms, to match students’ needs to learn strategies
that may assist their language learning, and to suggest appropriate strategies to accomplish the
given exercises for different language skills. Both teachers expressed their general satisfaction
about using the TB in teaching strategies in their classrooms. They liked its content and
organization, and positively commented on the choice of strategies listed in it. They agreed that
most of the strategies were appropriately assigned to the exercises given in the textbook.
Nonetheless, they noted that a number of strategies were not suitable for beginner language
learners such as the students in the present study. They recommended that few of the strategies
were more appropriate for students with a higher language proficiency level. This finding accords
with many studies that call for choosing appropriate strategies for students at different language
proficiency levels such as Griffiths (2013) as well as Ikeda and Takuchi (2003). Although the
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researcher might have found these few strategies suitable for accomplishing the given exercises,
which agrees with Oxford et al. (2014b) that strategy type is determined by the nature of the task,
he might not have been successful in choosing the appropriate ones for the beginner language
learners who participated in the study. The TB contributed to raising teachers’ awareness of how
students learn language and how they could improve their teaching styles to benefit their students.
This positive feedback by the teachers on the TB is in line with the development of guidebooks to
help language teachers integrate strategy instruction in their language classrooms as suggested by
NCLRC (2003, 2004).

However, the teachers confessed that they did not manage to cover all the strategies listed in the TB
due to time constraints. This may be attributed to the strict roles at the college, in that teachers are
supposed to cover their planned lessons, and integrating strategy instruction may lead to some
delays that made teachers neglect strategy instruction whenever they found themselves falling
behind their plan. The teachers also suggested reducing the number of strategies assigned for some
exercises. The possible explanation for this may be that in some cases, teachers found that their
students were unable to orchestrate certain strategies to accomplish the given tasks. Thus, for them,
teaching many strategies to accomplish one task in some cases may be a waste of time as they may
notice its ineffectiveness. Although the teachers were glad to use the prepared guidebooks to teach
strategies, they did not seem eager to design their own booklets for the same purpose. This may be
because teachers are usually very busy with their daily duties. Additional work such as designing a
booklet for strategy instruction may make them fall behind their planned schedules. A better
suggestion for language teachers in this regard is to ask a group of teachers who share the teaching
of the same curriculum to work together on designing a booklet for strategy instruction. This may
result in better quantity and quality of the strategies to be presented in the booklet, which is

different from the present study wherein the researcher alone designed the TB.

6.5.4  Strategy Instruction Steps and Using Arabic

The two participating teachers managed to follow the SSBI framework’s five steps (strategy
preparation, strategy awareness-raising, strategy instruction, strategy practice, and personalization
of strategy) to teach strategies in their classrooms. However, they frankly explained that
sometimes, they did not follow the exact order of the five steps. Two reasons were cited for this:
(2) the first three steps overlapped considerably and (2) the students’ behaviour during strategy
instruction process. This finding indicates that it is not necessary that students follow the exact
order of the SSBI framework’s steps as this order is eventually inconsistent in all other strategy
instruction frameworks as we saw in 3.5. It agrees with Griffiths (2015, p. 429) who stressed that

‘... there has not always been unanimity on how best to go about it [strategy instruction]’.
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Following the five steps in the SSBI framework in the suggested order cannot be guaranteed as an
overlap is observed in other strategy instruction frameworks, such as Oxford (1990), Grenfell and
Harris (1999), Chamot et al. (2004, 2005), or Macaro (2001). For example, the awareness-raising
step is the first step in some frameworks, although it coexists in the first and second step in others.
Moreover, the strategy preparation step exists as the first step in some frameworks, although it
disappears from some others. The step of strategy instruction or modelling fluctuates between the
second and third step in different frameworks. Strategy practice appears as the third step in some
frameworks and as the fourth in others. Thus, it seems inevitable that following the exact order of
the five steps in the SSBI is not always possible. In short, the steps in the abovementioned
frameworks are very similar in their general flow (Oxford, 2011). Therefore, teachers do not have
to worry if they or their students cannot follow the same order (particularly, strategy preparation,

strategy awareness-raising, and strategy instruction) during the process of learning strategies.

Regarding using Arabic for strategy instruction and translating strategies into Arabic in the TB,
both teachers agreed that including Arabic in the strategy instruction programme saved time and
facilitated the understanding and learning of strategies. This finding is congruent with Florez
(2000) and Rybicki (2002) who taught strategies to their students in their L1 and found it helpful.
Moreover, Chamot (2004) stated that beginner learners do not have enough L2 proficiency that can
enable them to understand explanations in L2 on how and when to use the strategies. She
recommended teaching them strategies in their mother tongue. Although the roles in the context of
the present study prohibit using Arabic in English classes, teachers should change such roles if the
purpose is beneficial for students, such as strategy instruction that enables students to learn English
in better ways. English is supposed to be spoken most of the time in the classroom, but when it
comes to strategy instruction for beginner learners, the implication is: it is helpful for both teachers
and students to communicate in their L1 (if they share the same mother tongue) in order to

understand each other and achieve the target of strategy instruction.

6.5.5 Effectiveness of Integrated Explicit Strategy Instruction

Both teachers were in favour of integrating strategy instruction in the regular language classrooms
rather than teaching them in a separate course. This is because integrating strategy instruction in the
regular language classrooms enables students to practice the strategies in an authentic setting. This
finding is consistent with Chamot (2004), Grenfell and Harris (1999), NCLRC (2004), and Oxford
(1990). The possible explanation for this finding may be the mostly appropriate matching between
the strategies taught and the assigned exercises in the students’ textbook, which teachers might
observe when teaching the strategies. Another possible explanation may be the teachers’

observation of the real benefits students gained from the explicit strategy instruction through the
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textbook. However, it can be anticipated that if some teachers have been trained to teach strategies
in a separate course, they may find it more effective if their students have also been provided the
opportunity to learn strategies separately. The implication is to encourage explicit and integrated
strategy instruction in the Saudi context, although separate strategy instruction programmes are
also welcomed if the circumstances permit them. The main point is to adopt strategy instruction in
any form so long as it facilitates students’ language learning and encourages them to take more

responsibilities with regard to their learning.

The two teachers listed the following advantages of explicit strategy instruction: raising students’
strategy awareness, encouraging students to reflect on their learning, providing more ways for
students to facilitate their learning, pressing students to focus more on learning how to learn than
on learning the language, encouraging students to take more responsibilities for their learning, and
improving the teachers’ teaching styles. All these advantages have been already agreed upon within
the existing literature by Chamot (2004), Cohen (1998, 2011), Cohen and Weaver (2006), Grenfell
and Harris (1999), Griffiths (2008, 2013), Macaro (2001), Oxford (1990, 1996, 2011), and Paige et
al. (2006). It seems that the programme in the present study contributed to not only the students,
but also the teachers, who were positively affected as the programme encouraged them to change
their teaching styles.

However, the two teachers listed a number of disadvantages such as the resistance of some students
to the inclusion of strategy instruction in addition to their language learning, boredom of some
students as they may be introduced to strategies they are already familiar with, and disappointment
of some students regarding the usage of Arabic as they may have come to the industrial college
specifically to learn English. The resistance to strategy instruction by some students in the present
study is in line with Griffiths (2015, p. 430), who emphasized that ‘it is essential that learner
identity, whatever it may be, is respected by teachers, as otherwise resistance may develop, which
may be counterproductive in terms of learner willingness to adopt strategies ...”. Thus, those
students may not have been fully informed or convinced from the beginning of the study that
embedding strategy instruction is intended to benefit their language learning to at least reduce their
resistance. Regarding some students getting bored if they were introduced to strategies they already
use, it was suggested by Kellerman (1991) that strategy instruction is not needed if learners already
have their own strategies. If the bored students might have been reminded that other classmates
might be unaware of such strategies, and their classmates need to learn something new, this may
help in reducing their getting bored. It is also to be noted that students are expected to speak in
English when learning in the classroom, and use of Arabic should be limited to strategy instruction
and specifically only with beginner English learners. Thus, it is implied that students should be
informed in advance that the usage of Arabic will be very restricted, and it will be only for the sake

of strategy instruction.
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Finally, both teachers found that integrating explicit strategy instruction in the regular language
classrooms was generally effective with many students. This conclusion was based on their
observations in the classrooms, their evaluation of the effectiveness of each strategy taught to the
students, and their students’ evaluation of the value of the taught strategies. This finding is in
agreement with many studies in the field that found strategy instruction effective, such as Graham
and Macaro (2008), Ikeda and Takeuchi (2003), Kern (1989), McMullen (2009), O’Malley et al.
(1985), Raymond (1993), Dadour and Robbins (1996), Sasaki (2002, 2004), etc., and it is
inconsistent with few studies that underestimate the effectiveness of strategy instruction such as
Kellerman (1991) and Rees-Miller (1993). In the context of the present study, the findings show
that strategy instruction seems to be effective in general or at least for some language skills such as
reading, writing, and speaking. As this is the case, language teachers in Saudi Arabia are
encouraged to adopt this method and facilitate language learning for their students. They can start
by changing the current situation from a teacher-centred setting into a learner-centred setting
through placing more learning responsibilities on their students, who will be capable of handling
them because of the strategy instruction.

The quantitative and qualitative findings of the present study were discussed in this chapter.
Chapter 7 will present the conclusion which includes a summary of the findings, implications for
practice, limitations of the present study, recommendations for future research, and the
contributions of the present study to the field.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion

7.1 Summary of the Findings

This study explored the effects of explicit strategy instruction on the strategy awareness and
proficiency of Saudi college students who studied English as a foreign language in their first year at
an industrial college, Saudi Arabia. The SSBI framework by Cohen and Weaver (2006) was
utilized for this purpose. Utilizing this framework required the completion of two surveys: the first
one was the LSUS which was completed by students in the experimental and control group before
and after the intervention, and the second one was the LSS which was completed only at the
beginning of the study. Furthermore, students in both groups were involved in pre- and post-tests in
reading, writing, listening, speaking, and vocabulary to compare their language proficiency.
Finally, seven students with different learning styles from the experimental group and the two
teachers who participated in strategy instruction were chosen for structured interviews to express

their feedback on the strategy instruction programme.

The results show that with regard to the 44 untaught strategies listed in the LSUS, completing the
survey twice raised students’ strategy awareness in both groups in a similar way although with
greater advancement for students in the experimental group. However, only students in the
experimental group reported a significant increase in their strategy awareness of the 39 explicitly
taught strategies listed in the LSUS.

Overall, the pre- and post-test scores showed that the proficiency of students in both groups
improved. The improvement was significant in both groups in writing, listening, and speaking;
although, only students in the experimental group improved significantly in vocabulary. In reading,
students in the experimental group improved, though not significantly; however, the proficiency of
their counterparts in the control group dropped significantly. The difference in the proficiency
improvement between the two groups was significant in writing, reading, and speaking (students in
the experimental group outperformed their counterparts in the control group) while it was not
significant in listening and vocabulary. This may indicate that strategy instruction generally had a
positive effect on students’ proficiency in the experimental group in all skills, but it was most
effective in writing, reading, and speaking and not effective enough to make a significant

difference in listening and vocabulary proficiency.

The results also show that the visual style modality was dominant under the sensory/perceptual
learning style category (54.82% of the participants). Moreover, the extroverted style modality was
dominant under the psychological or personality type category (55.33% of the students). Under the
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cognitive learning style category, results show that around two-thirds (65.48%) of the participants

in the present study were global.

According to the results of this study, there was no statistically significant difference in the
proficiency between students of the visual, auditory, kinaesthetic/tactile, and neutral modality
under the sensory/perceptual learning style. Similarly, no statistically significant difference was
found in the proficiency between students of the extroverted, introverted, and neutral modality
under the psychological/personality type. However, there was a statistically significant difference
in the proficiency between students of the global and particular modality under the cognitive

learning style, as the latter outperformed the former in the pre-and post-tests.

The results gained from the students’ feedback on the effect of strategy instruction show that the
students became more aware of using LLS. Their ways of learning had been positively changed as
they had begun focusing not only on the content of the language, but also on how to learn that
content. Some students had become able to orchestrate strategies, although it is, to some extent, a
complex process. Students learnt new reading, writing, listening, speaking, and vocabulary
strategies that, besides other factors, contributed to their proficiency improvement. By identifying
their learning styles, students preferred some strategies that were within their style zones. This did
not prevent some students from using strategies beyond their style zones, and there were some who

managed to stretch their styles and draw on other strategies outside their comfort zone.

The results also show that not all teachers were familiar with LLS and those who were, did not
teach them explicitly in their regular language classes. Both teachers who participated in the
present study admitted that their awareness of these strategies had been raised after being involved
in the strategy instruction programme. Teaching strategies through a language textbook was
applicable and effective according to the participating teachers who also emphasized the
importance of presenting LLS explicitly in the language textbooks. Although both teachers were
unsure about designing their own teacher’s booklet, they liked the TB used in the present study and
commented on its advantages and disadvantages with regard to the strategies listed in it. Strategy
instruction was time consuming at the beginning of the study for one of the teachers; however, both
teachers managed to cope with the time constraints and integrate the strategy instruction in their
regular language teaching. Although the five steps specified by the SSBI framework were helpful,
their exact order was not always followed by the teachers while teaching strategies. As both
teachers illustrated, using Arabic while teaching strategies was helpful for both the students to
quickly understand the strategy and for the teachers to save time. Overall, both teachers found
explicit strategy instruction in language classroom very effective based on their observations and

their students reactions while evaluating the strategies taught.
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7.2 Implications for Practice

The results of the present study indicate the importance of explicit strategy instruction, woven into
language lessons, in raising students’ strategy awareness. If students’ strategy awareness is raised,
it is expected to increase their strategy repertoires which results in successful learning as mentioned
in 2.4.5. The results show that students’ strategy awareness was not only raised through explicit
strategy instruction, but also through completing the LSUS at the beginning and end of the study.
Moreover, students’ ways of learning has been positively changed due to explicit strategy
instruction. The strategy instruction enabled some students to orchestrate strategies, which leads to
better language learning (Vandegrift, 2003). These have implications for language teachers to
initiate explicit strategy instruction in their regular language classrooms and to urge their students
to start thinking of not only the content of the language they are learning, but also their ways of
learning. If embarking strategy instruction programmes is impossible, language teachers should, at
least, ask students to complete strategy surveys such as SILL or LSUS and discuss the results with

them. This may contribute to an increase in their students’ strategy awareness.

The explicit strategy instruction programme helped students improve their language proficiency in
general, which is similar to many studies conducted in this regard. Although there are few studies
that suspect the effectiveness of strategy instruction such as Kellerman (1991) and Rees-Miller
(1993), the present study found that explicit strategy instruction, among other factors, contributed
to the improvement in students’ proficiency. This indicates that explicit strategy instruction should
not be disparaged or underestimated, at least until it is practically examined in a particular context.
Ideally, teachers should explicitly instruct students on strategies in their regular language

classrooms and attempt to determine if this positively impacts their language proficiency.

In relation to students’ improved proficiency in the control group, the teacher effect cannot be
ignored altogether. It harmonizes with many other factors that affect students’ language
proficiency. In other words, the teacher effect is similar to other factors that contribute to students’
language proficiency, such as speaking with native speakers or watching TV, or reading for
pleasure so as to improve language proficiency. Therefore, language teachers should be aware that
they are part of improving their students’ language proficiency; consequently, they are implicated
to provide tangible benefits to their students. In the present study, although students in the control
group did not receive strategy instruction, their language proficiency was improved in almost all
skills, except for reading. Part of this achievement should be attributed to students themselves and
their language teachers, who might fill the gap of strategy instruction absence with other means in
order to improve language proficiency among their students. Bearing in mind that one of the

teachers in one of the control group sections is a PhD holder and the other is a Master degree
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holder with at least seven years of experience in teaching English as a foreign language, it may

implicate that employing more qualified teachers is urgent so as to produce better outcomes.

The explicit strategy instruction assisted at least some of the students in stretching their learning
styles and drawing on new strategies that lay beyond their comfort zone. This increased those
students’ strategy repertoires which consequently resulted in more successful language learning
(Griffiths and Incegay, 2015). This has implications for the Saudi educational system, i.e. to
initially assist students in identifying their learning styles. As mentioned in 4.4.2 and to the best of
the researcher’s knowledge, students in Saudi Arabia have no opportunity in school to identify their
learning styles and so they reach university with no idea about them. Hopefully, employing the

LSS is a rare opportunity for students to discover themselves by identifying their learning styles
and increasing their awareness of this topic. The implication for strategy instruction teachers is to
prompt students to discover their learning styles through the many style surveys such as LSS, SAS,
or their preferred strategies in addition to encouraging them to not remain within their comfort style
zones, but to accept or adopt others and add new strategies to their repertoire which will benefit

them greatly.

With regard to learner variables, culture is an important one that should be considered by language
teachers while teaching strategies. Holliday (2003) was right in emphasizing that strategy
instruction should be relevant to the learners’ culture, whereby learners are encouraged to use
strategies related to their culture and are assisted in using new useful strategies borrowed from
other cultures. In the present study, students used strategies relevant to memory (Arabs highly
depend on memory strategies; Oxford, 1990) such as ‘making associations’ and ‘semantic
mapping’. This should not be underestimated or described as ‘rote’ as such strategies involve deep,
and sophisticated mental associations, which is relevant to how Asian (or Arab) students learn
(Tsai, et al., 2000, cited in Oxford, 2011). Particularly, this is highly recommended if the culture of
the teacher who provides the strategy instruction is different from his/her students’ culture.
Employing teachers from Arab cultural background in the present study might facilitate conducting
strategy instruction to students who belong to the same culture. Other learner variables such as age,
aptitude, autonomy, beliefs, gender, motivation, and personality should also be taken into account
while teaching strategies (Griffiths, 2008). Another implication relevant to culture is that, if
students come from a culture where the teacher is usually more responsible for the students’
learning, these students need to develop new attitudes and beliefs (Oxford, 2011). It requires the
teachers to work hard through more researches that diagnose and explore the current teaching and
learning situation in a specific context, and it requires students to be more flexible in accepting new

approaches while learning a language.
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The present study indicates that it is very important to train teachers in strategy instruction. The
training the researcher had at CARLA was very helpful in preparing the two participating teachers
for strategy instruction during this study. The implication for educational establishments is to train
pre-service teachers on how to teach strategies before sending them to classrooms, and the
implication for schools which intend to adopt strategy instruction is to well-prepare their in-service
teachers for strategy instruction. Preparation can be through seminars and workshops presented by
experts in the field or by more experienced teachers who may have expertise in this regard.
Sending teachers to specialized centres such as CARLA is an excellent investment to prepare
teachers for strategy instruction if educational establishments intend to adopt this approach

effectively.

This study found that integrating explicit strategy instruction through a language textbook in
regular language classrooms is feasible and effective. Although strategy instruction can be
conducted in separate courses as we saw in 3.4.1, most scholars in the field are in favour of
integrating explicit strategy instruction in authentic language classrooms through language
textbooks. The implication for curriculum developers is to explicitly present strategies in student
textbooks as well as in the teacher’s version of the same. Although Oxford (2011) states that many
international publishers of L2 student books and the corresponding teacher editions incorporate
learning strategies (whether they call them ‘strategies’, “tips’, ‘tactics’ or any other name), and
based on the experience of examining the presence of such strategies in the Language Leader in the
present study, more explicitness of presenting or integrating strategies in the textbooks is needed.
The implication for teachers who have interest in strategy instruction through language textbooks is
to examine the tasks provided in the textbook, and to investigate the presence of the strategies and
determine whether it is implicit or explicit. If there are no strategies provided in the textbook,
teachers can carefully choose some that serve the given tasks. It would be better if a group of
teachers who share the teaching of the same course work together on designing their own strategy

instruction teacher’s guide that parallels their students’ textbook, needs, and culture.

The researcher’s participation in this study has its own reflections. There are some advantages of
the researcher’s participation in the study, such as applying theories in practice through students,
teachers and materials, which implicates researchers to always transfer theories into practice if they
have the desire to test theories. Moreover, by involving himself in this study, the researcher had the
opportunity to sit with language teachers, listen to their complaints, ideas and suggestions, and
benefit from their thoughts and experiences. This, in itself, bridges the gap between teachers and
researchers and allows them to complement each other, as they are always in need of assistance.
The presence of the researcher in this study also facilitated completing surveys, particularly the
LSS, which required students to carry out some calculations in order to identify their learning

styles. If the researcher were not present during the completion of this survey, it might have made
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completing it impossible. Thus, it is sometimes worth, if possible, the researcher being around

participants while completing surveys, as he/she is the right person to answer participants’ queries.

However, there are some disadvantages of the researcher’s participation in this study. One of them
might be that of better strategy instruction for students in the researcher’s group than that delivered
to their counterparts in the other two experimental groups, due to the researcher’s better training in
strategy instruction and to his compassion towards the research project. It is implicated that in such
similar conditions, it is fairer, for the sake of students, to have a similar degree of strategy
instruction if their strategy awareness or proficiency is going to be measured at the end of the
intervention. Moreover, the researcher might spend much time on strategy instruction, rather than
balancing time between strategy instruction and the required materials, which consequently may
result in negative attitudes and quick boredom among students. Therefore, strategy instruction
teachers need to be careful and balanced while integrating strategy instruction in their regular

language classrooms.

The present study succeeded, to some extent, in explicitly teaching strategies in the classroom. This
success is a promising sign for the start of the transfer of more learning responsibilities from the
shoulders of teachers to that of students (Cohen, 2011). Hopefully, this becomes the initial step in
transforming the current teacher-centred classrooms around the world into more ideal learner-
centred classrooms. As Chamot stressed in Oxford (2011), learner-centred language teachers can
successfully integrate strategy instruction in their teaching. The implication for teachers in this
regard is best summarized in Oxford (2011, p. 180) when she calls for involving teachers in:

(a) developing metacognitive awareness of their own learning and their students’
learning, (b) practicing and encouraging self-reflection, (c) observing and questioning
students regarding learning, (d) modelling learning strategies, and (e) identifying a given

student’s strategies and encouraging other students to try it out.

7.3 Limitations of the Study

The present study, similar to any other, has a number of limitations that should be considered. First,
it was conducted in a single industrial college in the eastern part of Saudi Arabia although there are
more than 20 industrial (technical) colleges in different parts of the country. Thus, it is unlikely for
the results of the study to be generalizable. Therefore, surveying students’ strategy awareness and
learning styles in different places in addition to providing strategy instruction to students in other
industrial colleges in different places may provide a better understanding of the effect of strategy

instruction on students’ strategy awareness and language proficiency.
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Second, although a huge set of data were collected through structured interviews, the researcher
was restricted to a set of questions that needed to be answered which led to the absence of many
follow up questions that might allow interviewees to provide more useful information. Moreover,
all interviewed students came from the experimental group. Interviewing students from the control
group who also took the LSUS twice may present extra information regarding their strategy

awareness after completing the LSUS two times and their proficiency drop in the reading post-test.

Third, although the LSUS was adequate in measuring students’ awareness of the strategies through
its four-option version (I use this strategy and like it, | have tried this strategy and would use it
again, | have never used this strategy, and This strategy does not fit for me), the four options may
be close in meaning or confusing for some students which may lead to an incomplete picture of
students’ strategy awareness. Creating a more accurate questionnaire for this purpose is a worthy

topic to be considered in future research.

Fourth, only seven learning styles (visual, auditory, kinaesthetic/tactile, extroverted, introverted,
global, and particular) were treated in the present study; however, there are 16 more styles
(random-intuitive, concrete sequential, closure-oriented, open-oriented, synthesizing, analytic,
sharpener, leveller, deductive, inductive, field-independent, field dependent, impulsive, reflective,
metaphoric, and literal) in the original LSS that need to be examined. The capacity and scope of the

present study made it impossible to include all of them.

Fifth, style-stretching was only investigated through students’ choices in the pre- and post-LSUS.
This may give an indication that some students were able to stretch their styles, though other
instruments such as observations, interviews, or narratives (Oxford, 2011) are needed to boost the
findings collected through the pre- and post-LSUS in this regard. In the present study, the LSS was
completed only once, at the beginning of the study; however, if it was completed again at the end,
we may have had better clarification on whether students retained the same learning style or if they
managed to stretch them. In fact, investigating style-stretching is a topic that requires more
investigation which is beyond the capacity of this study.

Sixth, strategy orchestration was only examined through interviews wherein some students
explained that they used more than one strategy to achieve a given task or to learn a new word. If
structured interviews in the present study were supported by other instruments such as the think-
aloud protocol or students’ diaries, it may result in a better understanding of how students
orchestrate the strategies. Strategy orchestration is also another area that demands more

investigation which is beyond the main focus of the present study.

Finally, the time span assigned for strategy instruction in the present study (two months) was not

enough to accurately judge its effectiveness. It can be acknowledged that two months was a very
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short time to cause tangible changes among students and teachers. In some cases it was not enough

for the students to acquire new strategies or learning habits and for the teachers to go through all

the strategies suggested for instruction in detail or to fully adopt strategy instruction into their

teaching styles. Therefore, longitudinal studies are highly recommended as Chamot (2004) stated

that strategy instruction may need years to be fruitful.

7.4 Recommendations for Future Research

The present study, although producing many interesting results regarding the effects of strategy

instruction on students’ strategy awareness and proficiency, has raised some questions that are

fertile areas for further research. Some of them are:

Carrying out similar research in different settings (such as other technical colleges in different
areas in Saudi Arabia) is needed in order to examine the possibility of generalizing the
findings. Although strategy instruction for individual language skills (reading, writing,
listening, speaking, or vocabulary) has been conducted by other studies, | am unaware of any
study that has discussed the effect of strategy instruction on all language skills together.
Although the present study employed the four-option version of the LSUS to measure students’
strategy awareness, there were a few different attempts in the past to assess the same, such as
Carrell (1989), Vandergrift (2005), Vandergrift et al. (2006), Zhang and Goh (2006), and Lee
(2007). This inconsistency in developing a survey to measure strategy awareness prompts the
present study to call for a proper tool to measure strategy awareness among language learners.
Thus, further work needs to be done to reach a consensus if possible on an appropriately
developed survey that enables researchers to measure students’ strategy awareness with more
accuracy.

A study that investigates the effect of strategy instruction on students with learning styles
different from those included in the present study would be interesting. Discovering learning
styles in the Saudi context per se would also be an intriguing endeavour. Conducting a study
that deals with styles that might have never been heard about in the Saudi context would be
even more fascinating. Moreover, there is some focus in the existing literature on some
learning styles such as those included in the present study, but there are many others (e.qg.
random-intuitive, concrete sequential, closure-oriented, open-oriented, synthesizing, analytic,
sharpener, leveller, impulsive, reflective, metaphoric, and literal) that require more
investigation.

Work needs to continue on style-stretching as only very few studies have been conducted in
this area. It is commonly known that there is no consensus among scholars in the field whether
learning styles are stable or if they change or develop in response to the surrounding
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environment (Dornyei and Ryan, 2015). Therefore, strategy instruction might be one such
circumstance that encourages students to stretch their styles; thus, a more intensive
examination is still needed on this issue.

¢ In spite of the findings gained through interviews that students manged to orchestrate strategies
in the present study, more instruments should be used in future studies to examine the ability of
students to do so. These instruments may include think aloud protocols, diaries in the
classroom. In fact, strategy orchestration will be a completely new topic in the Saudi context as
there is a lack of studies in that specific context.

e A longitudinal styles- and strategies-based instruction programme could be set up to deeply
explore the effects of strategy instruction on students’ strategy awareness and proficiency. Such
a programme will be very effective if teachers have sufficient required training on how to

explicitly deliver strategy instruction in their regular language classrooms.

7.5 The Contributions of the Study to the Field

Transition from theory to practice which is highly called for is a valuable contribution of this study
to the field of LLS. This transition was demonstrated in the present study through two streams: (1)
by examining the existence of LLS in a language textbook (Language Leader, Elementary) and
building a guideline (Teacher’s Booklet) for teachers to integrate strategy instruction in their
regular language classrooms based on the researcher’s previous examination of the tasks and
exercises listed in the above-mentioned textbook and (2) by deploying strategy instruction through
a suggested framework (SSBI) in the literature designed for this purpose. Applying strategy
instruction through this framework allowed the researcher to test it and measure its validity and

reliability in a new context.

This study also contributed to the field of LLS in terms of investigating students’ strategy
awareness of all language skills and vocabulary together. This makes the current study unique, as it
provides a clearer understanding of students’ strategy awareness of all language skills rather than in
only one or two. Moreover, this study measured students’ strategy awareness through the four-
option version of the LSUS, whereas previous studies that measured strategy awareness used
different surveys. Hence, this study initiates the first call to design a survey for the purpose of

measuring strategy awareness.

Responding to criticism related to measuring the frequency of strategy use is another contribution
of this study. Using the LSUS with its four-option version, which is different from the Likert scale
version that was used for many years to measure the frequency of strategy use, is a practical
attempt to discover students’ strategy awareness and reflect on their strategy use. If frequency is
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considered a deceptive parameter in measuring students’ strategy use, this version of the LSUS
with its four options is another way to look at students’ strategy awareness and reflect on their
strategy use away from frequency. This is applicable if the researcher’s suggested amendment for
option three in the four-option version of the LSUS (I have never used this strategy but | am
interested in it to become | have never used this strategy) is considered. This is a contribution to
the methodology used in assessing students’ strategy awareness and reflecting on their strategy use

away from frequency.

This study confirms findings by previous studies in terms of the positive effect of strategy
instruction on students’ learning process, strategy awareness, and proficiency. Thus, it defends the
criticism by a few scholars who question the effectiveness of strategy instruction. This study
suggests that even if strategy instruction does not improve students’ language proficiency

significantly, it leaves a positive effect on students’ learning process and strategy awareness.

The present study succeeded, to some extent, in showing that it was possible to switch from a
teacher-centred learning environment to an at least partially learner-centred environment in the
Saudi context. This has been confirmed through the interaction between the participating teachers

and students during the study and through their feedback at the end of the programme.
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Appendix A: Language Strategy Use Survey

NaME: e e D Sec. # .oviinnn
Dear student,

Thank you very much for participating in this survey. The purpose of this survey is to find out

about your strategy awareness towards listening strategies, vocabulary strategies, speaking
strategies, reading strategies, and writing strategies. Check (\/ ) the box that describes your use of

each listed strategy. The categories are:

I use this strategy and like it

| have tried this strategy and would use it again
I’ve never used this strategy

This strategy doesn’t fit for me

The survey consists of five parts: listening strategy use, vocabulary strategy use, speaking strategy

use, reading strategy use, and writing strategy use.

All information you will provide will be treated as strict confidential, no names will be mentioned
in the study and no one will have access to that information other than me. If you have any

question, do not hesitate to ask me or your teacher.
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First: Listening Strategy Use

| use this strategy

and like it

strategy and would

I have tried this
use it again

I’ve never used this

strategy

This strategy

doesn’t fit for me

Strategies to increase my exposure to the target languag

@D

1 | Attend out-of-class events where the new language
is spoken.

2 | Listen to talk shows on the radio, watch TV shows,
or see movies in the target language.

3 | Listen to the language in a restaurant or store where
the staff speak the target language.

4 | Listen in on people who are having conversations in

the target language to try to catch the gist of what
they are saying.

Strategies to become more familiar with the sounds in the target languag

@D

5 | Practice sounds in the target language that are very
different from sounds in my own language to
become comfortable with them.

6 | Look for associations between the sound of a word
or phrase in the new language with the sound of a
familiar word.

7 Imitate the way native speakers talk.

8 | Ask a native speaker about unfamiliar sounds that |

hear

Strategies to prepare to listen to conversation in the target lang

uage:

9 | Pay special attention to specific aspects of the
language (e.g., the way the speaker pronounces
certain sounds).

10 | Try to predict what the other person is going to say
based on what has been said so far.

11 | Prepare for talks and performances | will hear in the

target language by reading some background
materials beforehand.

Strategies to listen to conversation in the target language:

12 | Listen for key words that seem to carry the bulk of
the meaning.

13 | Listen for word and sentence stress to see what
native speakers emphasize when they speak.

14 | Pay attention to when and how long people tend to
pause.

15 | Pay attention to the rise and fall of speech by native

speakers— the “music” of it.
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16 | Practice “skim listening” by paying attention to
some parts and ignoring others.
17 | Try to understand what I hear without translating it
word-for-word
18 | Focus on the context of what people are saying.
19 | Listen for specific details to see whether I can

understand them

Strategies for when I do not understand some or most of what someone says in the

target language:

20 | Ask speakers to repeat what they said if it wasn’t
clear to me

21 | Ask speakers to slow down if they are speaking too
fast

22 | Ask for clarification if I don’t understand it the first
time around

23 | Use the speakers’ tone of voice as a clue to the
meaning of what they are saying

24 | Make educated guesses about the topic based on
what has already been said

25 | Draw on my general background knowledge to get
the main idea

26 | Watch speakers’ gestures and general body language

to help me figure out the meaning of what they are
saying.
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Second: Vocabulary Strategy Use

| use this strategy

and like it

| have tried this

strategy and would
use it again

I’ve never used this

strategy

This strategy

doesn’t fit for me

Strategies to learn new words:

27 | Pay attention to the structure of the new word.

28 | Break the word into parts that | can identify.

29 | Group words according to parts of speech (e.g.,
nouns, verbs).

30 | Associate the sound of the new word with the sound
of a word that is familiar to me.

31 | Use rhyming to remember new words.

32 | Make a mental image of new words.

33 | List new words with other words that are related to
it.

34 | Write out new words in meaningful sentences.

35 | Practice new action verbs by acting them out.

36 | Use flash cards in a systematic way to learn new

words.

Strategies to review vocabulary:

37 | Go over new words often when I first learn them to
help me remember them.
38 | Review words periodically so | don’t forget them.

Strategies to recall vocabulary:

39

Look at meaningful parts of the word (e.g., the
prefix or the suffix) to remind me of the meaning of
the word.

40

Make an effort to remember the situation where |
first heard or saw the word or remember the page or
sign where | saw it written.

41

Visualize the spelling of new words in my mind.

Strategies to make use of new vocabulary:

42 | Try using new words in a variety of ways.
43 | Practice using familiar words in different ways.
44 | Make an effort to use idiomatic expressions in the

new language.
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Third: Speaking Strategy Use

I use this strategy

and like it

I have tried this

strategy and would
use it again

I’ve never used this

strategy

This strategy

doesn’t fit for me

Strategies to practice speaking:

45 | Practice saying new expressions to myself.

46 | Practice new grammatical structures in different
situations to build my confidence level in using
them.

47 | Think about how a native speaker might say
something and practice saying it that way.

Strategies to engage in conversations:

48 | Regularly seek out opportunities to talk with native
speakers.

49 | Initiate conversations in the target language as often
as possible.

50 | Direct the conversation to familiar topics.

51 | Plan out in advance what | want to say.

52 | Ask questions as a way to be involved in the
conversation.

53 | Anticipate what will be said based on what has been
said so far.

54 | Try topics even when they aren’t familiar to me.

55 | Encourage others to correct errors in my speaking.

56 | Try to figure out and model native speakers’
language patterns when requesting, apologizing, or
complaining.

Strategies for when | can’t think of a word or expression:

57 | Ask for help from my conversational partner.

58 | Look for a different way to express the idea, like
using a synonym.

59 | Use words from my own language, but say it in a
way that sounds like words in the target language.

60 | Make up new words or guess if I don’t know the
right ones to use.

61 | Use gestures as a way to try and get my meaning
across

62 | Switch back to my own language momentarily if |
know that the person I’m talking to can understand
what is being said.
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Strategies to improve my reading ability:
63 | Read as much as possible in the target language.
64 | Try to find things to read for pleasure in the target
language
65 | Find reading material that is at or near my level.
66 | Plan out in advance how I’m going to read the text,
monitor to see how 1I’m doing, and then check to see
how much | understand
67 | Skim an academic text first to get the main idea and
then go back and read it more carefully.
68 | Read a story or dialogue several times until |
understand it.
69 | Pay attention to the organization of the text,
especially headings and subheadings.
70 | Make ongoing summaries of the reading either in
my mind or in the margins of the text.
71 | Make predictions as to what will happen next
Strategies for when words and grammatical structures are not understood:
72 | Guess the approximate meaning by using clues from
the context of the reading material.
73 | Use a dictionary to get a detailed sense of what
individual words mean
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Fifth: Writing Strategy Use

| use this strategy

and like it

I have tried this

strategy and would
use it again

I’ve never used this

strategy

This strategy doesn’t

[fit for me

Strategies for basic writing:

74

Practice writing the alphabet and/or new words in
the target language

75

Plan out in advance how to write academic papers,
monitor how my writing is going, and check to see
how well my writing reflects what I want to say.

76

Try writing different kinds of texts in the target
language (e.g., personal notes, messages, letters, and
course papers).

77

Take class notes in the target language as much as
I’mable.

Strategies for writing an essay or academic paper:

78

Find a different way to express the idea when | don’t
know the correct expression (e.g., use a synonym or
describe the idea).

79

Review what | have already written before
continuing to write more.

80

Use reference materials such as a glossary, a
dictionary, or a thesaurus to help find or verify
words in the target language

81

Wait to edit my writing until all my ideas are down
on paper

Strategies to use after writing a draft of an essay or paper:

82 | Revise my writing once or twice to improve the
language and content.
83 | Try to get feedback from others, especially native

speakers of the language.
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Appendix B: Learning Styles Survey

Dear student,

Thank you for participating in the Learning Styles Survey. This survey is designed to assess your
general approach to learning. It does not predict your behaviour in every instance, but it is a clear
indication of your overall style preferences. For each item, circle the response that represents your
approach. Complete all items. There are 3 major activities representing 7 different aspects of your
learning style. When you read the statements, try to think about what you usually do when learning.
It typically takes about 30 minutes to complete the survey. Do not spend too much time on any

item—indicate your immediate feeling and move on to the next item.
For each item, circle your response:
0 = Never 1 = Rarely 2 = Sometimes 3 = Often 4 = Always

Once you have finished filling the survey, calculate the total and write it in front of the word Total
in each part. Once you have totalled your points, write the results in the blanks on the last page of
the survey. After writing the results, circle the higher number in each part (if they are close, circle
both).

All information you will provide will be treated as strict confidential, no names will be mentioned
in the study and no one will have access to that information other than me. If you have any

question, do not hesitate to ask me or your teacher.
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Part 1: How I use my physical senses
3
o > % | &
AEEEE
Zl ] »] O] <
1 I remember something better if | write it down. 0Ol11]12]3]4
2 | take detailed notes during lectures. 011]2]3]4
3 When | listen, | visualize pictures, numbers, or words in my 0111213 ]4
head.
4 | prefer to learn with TV or video rather than other media. 0Ol11]12]3]4
5 I use color-coding to help me as I learn or work 0|11]2]3]4
6 | need written directions for tasks. 011]2]3]4
7 I have to look at people to understand what they say. 0Ol11]12]3]4
8 | understand lectures better when professors writeonthe board. |0 |1 |2 |3 |4
9 Charts, diagrams, and maps help me understand what someone 0l1]21]3]4
says.
10 | I remember peoples’ faces but not their names. 0|11]2]3]4
A —Total:
3
o % | &
2l ]l nl O] <
11 | I remember things better if I discuss them with someone. 0|J1]21]3]4
12 | I prefer to learn by listening to a lecture rather than reading. 0J1]2]3]4
13 | I need oral directions for a task. 0|J1]21]3]4
14 | Background sound helps me think. 0|11]21]3]4
15 | I like to listen to music when | study or work. 0|11]21]3]4
16 | I can understand what people say even when I cannot seethem. |0 |1 |2 |3 |4
17 | I remember peoples’ names but not their faces. 0|11]21]3]4
18 | I easily remember jokes that | hear. 0|11]21]3]4
19 | I can identify people by their voices (e.g., on the phone). 0J1]2]3]4
20 | When | turn on the TV, I listen to the sound more than | watch Oj1121]3]4
the screen.

B — Total:
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Zl ]l n] O] <
21 | I prefer to start doing things rather than checking the directions |0 |1 |2 |3 |4
first.
22 | I need frequent breaks when | work or study. 0Ol11]2]|3 |4
23 | I need to eat something when | read or study. 0Ol11]2]|3 |4
24 | If I have a choice between sitting and standing, I’d ratherstand. |0 |1 |2 |3 | 4
25 | I get nervous when I sit still too long. 0l11]2]3]4
26 | I think better when | move around (e.g., pacing or tapping my 0Ol11]|2]|3 |4
feet).
27 | I play with or bite on my pens during lectures. 0l11]2]3]4
28 | Manipulating objects helps me to remember what someonesays. |0 |1 |2 |3 | 4
29 | I move my hands when | speak. 011]2]3]4
30 | I draw lots of pictures (doodles) in my notebook during lectures. |0 |1 |2 |3 | 4
C - Total:
Part 2: How | expose myself to learning situations
3
o % | &
HEEEE
2l ]l nl O] <
1 | learn better when | work or study with others than by myself. 0J1]2]3]4
2 I meet new people easily by jumping into the conversation. 0J1]2]3]4
3 | learn better in the classroom than with a private tutor. 0J1]2]3]4
4 It is easy for me to approach strangers. 0J1]2]3]4
5 Interacting with lots of people gives me energy. 0J1]2]3]4
6 | experience things first and then try to understand them. 0OJ1]2]3]4
A — Total:
7 I am energized by the inner world (what I’m thinking inside). 0OJ1]2]3]4
8 | prefer individual or one-on-one games and activities. 0OJ1]2]3]4
9 | have a few interests, and | concentrate deeply on them. 0OJ1]2]3]4
10 | After working in a large group, | am exhausted. 0OJ1]2]3]4
11 | When I am in a large group, | tend to keep silent and listen. 0OJ1]2]3]4
12 | I want to understand something well before | try it. 0OJ1]2]3]4

B — Total:
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Part 3: How I receive information
]
AEl |
5| 5| 2| 5| @
2| 5| §l £| 2
2l Xl »] O] <
1 | prefer short and simple answers rather than long explanations. |0 |1 |2 |3 |4
2 I ignore details that do not seem relevant. 011]2]31]4
3 It is easy for me to see the overall plan or big picture. 011]2]31]4
4 | get the main idea, and that’s enough for me. 0]1]1]2]31]4
5 When | tell an old story, | tend to forget lots of specific details. 0]1]1]2]31]4
A — Total:
6 I need very specific examples in order to understand fully. 011]2]31]4
7 | pay attention to specific facts or information. 011]2]31]4
8 I’m good at catching new phrases or words when | hear them. 011]2]31]4
9 I enjoy activities where | fill in the blank with missing words | 011121314
hear.
10 | When I try to tell a joke, | remember details but forgetthepunch |0 |1 |2 |3 | 4
line.
B — Total:

Now, in the blanks below, write down the Total you have calculated in each part. Circle the higher
number in each part. The higher number represents your style. If numbers are similar or close to
each other’s, circle both numbers and this means you have no particular style in this activity.

Part 1:

A Visual

B......... Auditory

Coerennnnn Kinaesthetic/Tactile
Part 2

A Extroverted
Booooonin Introverted

Part 3

A Global

B.ooootnn. Particular
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Appendix C: Teacher’s Booklet

Teacher’s Booklet

Strategy Instruction Programme

by
Ibrahim Alzahrani.

University of Southampton
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1. To Know

The first part of this booklet is written to provide a brief background for you, as a teacher
participating in this study. It introduces the researcher and the study and contains a brief
definition of Language Learning Strategies (LLS); the importance of LLS; and a brief
definition of learning styles and their importance. It also defines LLS instruction and
highlights its significance. The last section in this part states how the exercises and
strategies for strategy instruction have been chosen.

1.1 Purpose of the Booklet

This booklet has been particularly designed to guide language teachers participating in an
ongoing PhD study on strategy instruction for college students. The purpose of the study is
to integrate strategy instruction in language classrooms. LLS should be explicitly taught to
students in the experimental group for a certain period of time. Each teacher should teach
particular LLS in addition to others may be suggested by their students.

1.2 What are Language Learning Strategies (LLS)?

LLS can refer to all the tactics, thoughts, behaviours, techniques, devices, or actions
language learners use or do to help them learn, comprehend, or retain a new language. The
following are examples of LLS: (1) planning in advance for what to write or say in English
IS a metacognitive strategy that enables students to complete a given writing or speaking
task; (2) grouping new words in English as synonyms, antonyms, or parts of speech in
addition to associating new words to different things are cognitive strategies that might
help students learn new words in English; (3) cooperating with others and asking questions
in English are social strategies that might allow students to practice and communicate in
English; and (4) by encouraging themselves and reducing their anxiety, students employ
affective strategies through which they can control their feelings and motivation towards
learning English.

1.3 Importance of LLS

In addition to the role of LLS in making learning deeper, more productive, and more
lasting, LLS can assist in enhancing learning; performing specified tasks; solving specific
problems; making learning easier, faster, and more enjoyable; and compensating for a
deficit in learning.

1.4 What are Leaning Styles?

Simply put, learning styles are general approaches to or preferred ways of learning that
students use while learning. It has been noticed that learners approach their learning in
significantly different manners which are known as learning styles. For example, if a
language learner is interested in using flash cards or watching movies while learning a
language, it can be said that the learning style preference of this learner is visual. In
another case, if a language learner enjoys listening to music, speeches, or radio
programmes in the target language to compare sounds and stresses, it can be said that this
learner prefers an auditory learning style. Moreover, a language learner can be said to have
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a tactile or kinaesthetic style when s/he prefers touchable aids or practices language by
drawing.

1.5 Importance of Learning Styles

Students usually tend to learn better if their teachers nurture their individual learning style.
Therefore, if the teacher presents the language material in a variety of ways, most of the
students’ learning styles are likely to be nurtured. Students will also be more successful if
they can use more styles. Hence, it is recommended to help students think about, expand,
or stretch their learning approaches to include other learning styles as it will reward them
with more learning opportunities.

1.6 What is Strategy Instruction?

Strategy instruction refers to the ways in which language teachers instruct their students in
becoming more effective learners. In other words, strategy instruction is explicitly teaching
language learners in the classroom how to use LLS while learning a language.

1.7 Importance of Strategy Instruction

Strategy instruction highly enhances the learning process of language learners. Moreover,
it maximizes the outcomes of language learning. Through learning how to use LLS,
students become more responsible, resulting in them improving their learning process and
becoming more autonomous. Students will also be more encouraged to learn how to learn
and their awareness will be raised, if they are instructed on how to use LLS. Through
learning various LLS, students start diagnosing their own learning process and checking
their strengths and weaknesses. Finally, strategy instruction can help language learners
become aware of the strategies they already use, apply task-specific strategies that can
make learning more efficient, monitor for strategy effectiveness, and draw on new learning
strategies.

1.8 Exercises and Strategies

It is highly recommended to teach LLS explicitly in the classroom. To fulfil this goal,
suitable materials should be available for both teachers and students. The researcher has
decided to use the exercises found in the students’ course book (Language Leader,
Elementary) for this purpose. Initially, the researcher conducted a study to discover how
LLS are presented in this textbook, and he found the following: It can be clearly noticed
that LLS are explicitly presented in the Study Skills lessons which are the last two pages
(Lesson Four) of each unit wherein students are asked to follow the study skills (strategies)
to improve their language learning. However, LLS are implicitly presented in most
exercises, but unfortunately, these strategies are not referred to and students are not
notified about them. This has encouraged the researcher to take advantage of this
curriculum and establish a strategy instruction programme.

Exercises in the tables below have been chosen by the researcher based on their
appropriateness for the study. The strategies have also been chosen by the researcher based
on a lot of work in the field by experts such as Chamot and Cohen. The strategies chosen
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for the intervention are recommended to be helpful for reading, writing, listening,
speaking, and vocabulary proficiency.

2. To Do

The second part of this booklet presents some very important guidelines to be considered
prior to strategy instruction as 2.1 shows. You are supposed to apply a strategy instruction
framework (Styles and Strategies-Based Instruction (SSBI)) as shown in the second section
of this part. Additionally, the Learning Styles Survey (LSS) and Language Strategy Use
Survey (LSUS) which were introduced to you are expected to be distributed among the
students. Finally, the tables’ content which is the primary material for you in this study is
explained in the last section of this part.

2.1 Prior to SSBI Lesson

As a participating teacher in the strategy instruction programme, you are expected to
consider the following:

Background of learners: As a Saudi English teacher in Saudi Arabia, you may know your
students’ language background very well, but you may not know enough about how they
use this language background. Therefore, consider their LLS use and repertoire, learning
styles, and their age.

Class context: It is a good idea to identify and document which strategies students prefer
and how they progress while learning new strategies. It is advisable to document that.
Transferring strategies: Encourage your students to try using the same strategies with other
tasks, as some can be used for more than one task. For example, prediction can be used to
predict what might appear next in a text while reading and to predict what a speaker might
say next while listening.

Strategy sequence or clustering: It might be easy to teach strategies one by one, but in fact,
many tasks require the use of more than one strategy. Thus, assist students in applying
more than one strategy to accomplish a particular task. Sometimes, tasks require using one
strategy followed by another, which is known as strategy sequence. However, in other
cases, a task requires the use of more than one strategy at the same time, which is known as
strategy clustering. As you will notice, most of the tasks chosen for this strategy instruction
programme require strategy clustering.

2.2 Styles- and Strategies-Based Instruction (SSBI) Framework

This framework was designed by Cohen and Weaver in 2006 to help language teachers
initiate strategy instruction programmes. It is mainly based on the idea that styles- and
strategies- based instruction should become a unified entity. It proposes that LLS should be
viewed from the perspective of language learners’ learning styles, as it is believed that
learning styles may prompt the use of particular learning strategies.

This framework consists of five steps to explicitly teach LLS in the language classroom
which the researcher wants you to follow while teaching strategies:
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1. Strategy Preparation: Check if students (1) possess knowledge of strategies and are
aware of the importance of using them and (2) have the ability and desire to use these
strategies. To do so, ask students in Arabic if they have good ways (strategies) to learn
English and if they are ready to use these strategies.

2. Strategy Awareness-Raising: Explicitly, and in Arabic, raise students’ awareness of their
learning process, their learning styles, their already-in-use strategies and those suggested
by you and their classmates, and their responsibilities towards their own learning.

3. Strategy Instruction: Explicitly, and in Arabic, name various strategies and teach
students how, when, and why to use certain strategies to facilitate language learning.
Strategies can be used separately, in sequence, or in clusters. Describe, model, and give
examples of such strategies.

4. Strategy Practice: Give students the opportunity to apply the suggested LLS. Observe
them practicing the strategies and provide some scaffolding.

5. Personalization of Strategy (Strategy Evaluation): Students should evaluate their use of
the strategies and try to find ways to use them again in different tasks. Consider students’
evaluation and try to evaluate taught strategies based on students’ reaction towards
strategies taught and their effectiveness.

2.3 Learning Styles Survey (LSS)

This survey was constructed by Andrew Cohen, Rebecca Oxford, and Julie Chi in 2002. It
aims to assess students’ learning styles. It shows how language learners have different
learning styles and helps them deepen their understanding of themselves through the 52
items spanning seven different learning styles. Having students take this survey will inform
them on how they learn best. This survey will only be administered once prior to the
strategy instruction. Kindly distribute the survey among the students and help them
complete it. Remember that it is advisable that students stretch their learning styles as this
assists them to draw on new strategies.

2.4 Language Strategy Use Survey (LSUS)

This survey was also constructed by the same above-mentioned scholars in 2002. The
purpose of this survey is to allow students to know more about themselves as language
learners. It also helps them discover new strategies that help in mastering a new language.
It aims to measure students’ current strategy awareness and reflect on their strategy use. It
has about 83 items divided into Reading Strategies, Writing Strategies, Listening
Strategies, Speaking Strategies, and VVocabulary Strategies. This survey will be used twice
to explore students’ strategy awareness before and after the intervention. The first one will
be administered prior to the intervention or strategy instruction and the other after the
intervention. Kindly distribute this survey among the students and help them complete it.

2.5 Table content

The tables below will assist you in finding the assigned exercises in the student’s course
book (Language Leader, Elementary). The assigned exercises are chosen by the researcher
and distributed across 12 tables covering the 12 units of the course book. Each table shows
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the lesson number, exercise and page number, type of skill, assigned strategy and its
category, and the Arabic name or description of the assigned strategy.
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Unit One: Cities

Ex. Skill Strategy Strategy ) Al iud aud
and Category 2l ia
Pg. #
2:6 Vocabulary Group/Classify 14: Group your TBS Glaliaiall aes
vocabulary [antonyms]
1.1 8a, Listening Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to MCS Ol ey Lalas
8b: 7 accomplish the task [Ask students to
read the task before listening]
1a:8  Vocabulary Access information sources 18: Use TBS SOl s
flash cards D08
Group/Classify 14: Create visual maps  TBS A Bl A Gl
[semantic mapping] .
Background knowledge 5: Link word TBS ‘L“J*fy‘ L)
sounds to sounds in Arabic or English ek
[beach/peach], [canon/u 5], [jar/ ],
[fountain/mountain], [park/bark] )
Transfer/Cognates 9: Use quick and TBS gt pesced
easy cognates [cinema/lei]
“ 2:8 Reading Make inferences 6: Infer the meaning ~ TBS O (ixall il
of words and ideas based on clues il sl
7:9 Speaking Organize/Plan 1: Plan out in advance MCS J i el lalad
what you want to say
Cooperate 19: Ask for help while TBS £l Bac Ll alla)
speaking P
Find/Apply patterns 13: Figure out and  TBS Al Jate s
model native language [use native
language as in the example]
8a, Listening Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to MCS Oaail 1oy Lalas
8b: 9 accomplish the task [match people
with cities/Tick correct sentence]
Use selective attention 17: Skim TBS peall e
listening
1.2 10:9  Writing Organize/Plan 1: Plan out what you are  MCS S Lal lalad
going to write
Find/Apply 13: Figure out and model TBS Al Faaie s
native language [write similar to
examples]

TBS: Task-Based Strategy; MCS: Meta-Cognitive Strategy
Strategy instruction tips:

e Remember that this programme aims to raise students’ awareness of their learning process,
their learning styles, and language learning strategies. Consequently, you should not urge
students to use particular strategies. Show them various strategies and how to use them, but
they should have complete freedom in deciding which one to use.

o Before working on the task, ask students if they know about the strategies and their
importance (strategy preparation).

e Ask students to think of their learning process and convince them to take more
responsibilities towards their learning. Remind them of their learning styles and encourage
them to stretch them. Ask students about their strategies for completing the task and then
suggest those in the booklet (strategy awareness-raising).
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Explicitly, and in Arabic, name the strategy, and instruct students on how to use it (strategy
instruction).

Apply strategies to the exercises, and ask students to always monitor their strategy use
while practicing them (strategy practice).

Ask students to evaluate the effectiveness of the strategy (personalization of strategy).

In this unit, highlight the importance of planning strategies (plan how to accomplish the
task), and ask students to learn new words through associating the sounds with similar ones
in Arabic or English. This is an easy strategy for beginner learners.
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Unit Two: Work and study

Lesson 3¢
and
Pg. #
1a,1b
114

N
=

3, 4:
15

N

103,
10b:
15

13,
1b, 2,
3:16

7, 8:
17

10:
17

4,5,
6: 18,
19

Skill

Vocabulary

Reading

Speaking

Reading

Listening

Writing

Listening

Strategy

Group/Classify 14: Create visual maps
[semantic mapping]

Access information sources 18: Use
flash cards

Background knowledge 5: Pay
attention to the meaning of part of a
word [accountant, businessman,
businesswoman, lecturer]
Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to
accomplish the task [read sentences
in 3 before reading the text]

Make inferences 6: Infer the meaning
of words and ideas based on clues
[sentences from 3 and pictures]
Predictions 7: Predict what will come
in the text

Organize/Plan 1: Plan out in advance
what you want to say

Cooperate 19: Ask teachers and
friends to correct you

Monitor 3: Correct yourself

Selective attention 17: Scan the text
Background knowledge 5: Check prior
knowledge of the topic
Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to read a
passage [ask students to read
questions in 2 and sentences in 3
before they answer]

Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to
accomplish the task [read questions
before listening]

Selective attention 17: Listen for
keywords

Organize/Plan 1: Discuss what you
want to write with someone before
writing

Find/Apply patterns 13: Figure out
and model native language
Inferences 6: Comprehend the
message without understanding
every word[for exercise 4]

Selective attention 17: Distinguish
one sound from another [for exercise
5]

Selective attention 17: Listen for
keywords [for exercise 6]

TBS: Task-Based Strategy; MCS: Meta-Cognitive Strategy

Strategy instruction tips:

e Remember to go through the SSBI framework’s five steps.
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TBS
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Remind students to be more responsible for their learning.

Direct students’ attention to their learning styles and to stretching their styles which will
allow them to learn new strategies.

Encourage students to think about how they learn besides learning the content of the
language.

Remind students to always plan how to accomplish a particular task.

For the reading exercises in this unit, explain what ‘scanning a passage’ is and ask students
to practice it. Focus on explaining how prediction helps them understand the overall
meaning while reading a passage; and encourage them to take advantage of clues such as
the keywords in the text or pictures to comprehend the text. Remind students with the
global learning style that they can benefit from these strategies.

For the listening exercises in this unit, attract students’ attention to focusing on keywords
that deliver the message. Ask them to practice listening only to the keywords; and
encourage students to grasp the main idea while listening. These strategies are a better fit
for students with the global learning style.
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Ex. Skill

and

Pg. #

2a: Vocabulary
22

4a- Listening
4d:
23

la: Vocabulary

Reading

11a: Speaking
25

11b: Writing
25

43, Listening
4b,
4c: 27

Strategy

Group/Classify 14: Place the word in a
topic group [verbs used with water]
Access information sources 18: Use a
dictionary

Predictions 7: Try to predict what the
speaker will say [4a]

Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to
accomplish the task [let students read
sentences in 4b before listening]
Selective attention 17: Distinguish one
sound from another [4c]

Selective attention 17: Skim listening
[4d]

Group/Classify 14: Create visual maps
[semantic mapping]
Transfer/Cognates 9: Use quick and
easy cognates [dolphin, ¢, tuna, Ui
Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to
accomplish the task [let students read
guestions in 2 before scanning the
text]

Selective attention 17: Scan the text
[to answer 2, 3 and 4]

Real objects/Role play 12: Practice
saying new expressions [how often do
you ...?]

Real/Objects/Role play 12: Use
gestures to get your meaning across
Organize/Plan 1: Plan out what you
are going to write

Monitor 3: Edit grammar and
mechanics after your ideas are written
Selective attention 17: Skim listening
[4a]

Selective attention 17: Use both top-
down and bottom —up listening
strategies [4b]

Inferences 6: Recognize different
types of speech according to the
speaker or setting [4c]

TBS: Task-Based Strategy; MCS: Meta-Cognitive Strategy

Strategy instruction tips:

e Try to follow the five steps during strategy instruction.
e Remind students about their learning responsibilities and ask them to think carefully about

their learning process.

Strategy
Category

TBS

TBS

TBS

MCS

TBS

TBS

TBS

TBS

MCS

TBS

TBS

TBS

MCS

MCS

TBS

TBS

TBS
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¢ Instruct students to always consider metacognitive strategies such as planning, managing,
monitoring, and evaluating their learning while learning how to use strategies.
e Praise students who suggest strategies and encourage them to continue using them.
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In this unit, while focusing on vocabulary, teach students how to use a dictionary and
describe the types of dictionaries. Encourage students to start their own dictionaries. Using
cognates is a very helpful strategy as there are some English and Arabic cognates. Instruct
students to write cognates in a separate page in their notebooks. You may also ask them to
create semantic maps, and encourage them to expand them (this strategy is recommended
for students with the visual learning style).

Remind students that they need to plan before starting most listening tasks. The planning
may include reading questions or sentences or looking at pictures or graphs before
listening. While listening, ask students not to listen to everything, but only to important
words (recommended for students with the global learning style). Teach them how to skim
through the listening (also recommended for students with the global learning style). Ask
students to attempt predicting what the speaker may say next, as it is another listening
strategy that will assist them in comprehending the overall meaning.
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Unit Four: Leisure time

Pg. #
2a:32

32,33

33

la: 34

2a-c:
34

35

»
=

Ex. and

3,4,5:

8a, 8b:

7a, 7b:

10b: 37

Skill

Vocabulary

Reading

Speaking

Vocabulary

Listening

Reading

Writing

Strategy

Group/Classify 14: Create visual
maps [sematic mapping]
Transfer/Cognates 9: Use quick and
easy cognates [film, ~l% romantic,
ke 5 ; comedy, s 5S; musical,
(st 5a]

Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to
accomplish the task [read items1-5
before reading the text]
Background knowledge 5: Check
for prior knowledge of the topic
Use selective attention 17: Read
between the lines [5]

Cooperate 19: Ask questions to be
involved in the conversation

Real objects/Role play 12: Act out
or draw the word
Substitute/Paraphrase 10: Look for
a different way to express the idea
Talk yourself 20: Reduce your
anxiety when speaking

Cooperate 19: Ask for help while
speaking

Background knowledge 5: Create
visual maps [semantic mapping]
Background knowledge 5:
Associate words to some physical
sensation [basketball: act as
throwing the ball into the basket]
Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to
accomplish the task [let students
look at the table in 2b and read
sentences in 2c before listening]
Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to
accomplish the task [let students
read sentences in 7a before
reading the text]

Selective attention 17: Scan the
text [7a]

Selective attention 17: Identify
keywords and sentences carrying
main ideas [7b]

Organize/Plan 1: Plan what you are
going to write to write

Monitor 3: Go back to go forward
Evaluate 4: Assess how well you
have accomplished the task

TBS: Task-Based Strategy; MCS: Meta-Cognitive Strategy

Strategy instruction tips:

e Follow the SSBI’s five steps to teach strategies.
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Encourage students to take more responsibility for their learning.

Raise students’ awareness of their learning process and learning styles.

Remind students that they can learn new strategies from their classmates and encourage
them to share ideas. This will increase their strategy repertoire.

Association is a very helpful method that includes many strategies. One of them is acting
out or drawing the word. Some students with a tactile or kinaesthetic learning style will be
happy to use this strategy.

With regard to reading strategies for this unit, before reading any text, remind students to
use their previous knowledge of the topic. This may help them predict what will come next
in the text and facilitate their understanding. Explain to them that there are some keywords
or phrases that convey the overall meaning, and that they should identify them to
comprehend the text. Ask students to keep using or practicing the reading strategies they
have learnt before such as scanning the text and using clues (recommended for students
with the global learning style).
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Unit Five: Transport

Ex.and  Skill Strategy Strategy ) daad) ALY A
Pg. # Category b ia
1a: 40  Vocabulary  Group/Classify 14: Create visual TBS A ey Il A )l
maps [semantic mapping]
Background knowledge 5: Link the ~ TBS 8e Jsb Ja )l

word to the situation or place you
first hear or see [BUS on a school
bus; TAXI on a top of a taxi]
Transfer/Cognates 9: Use cognates  TBS ol pasiad
9: Use quick easy cognates [boat:
< gy bus: u=b; lorry: sl motor:
e taxi: SU)
4:41 Reading Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to reada  TBS 1% S haba
passage [let students read
sentences in 4 before reading the

passagel]

Selective attention 17: Scan the text TBS oaill pasdl
8:41 Speaking Self-talk 20: Encourage yourself TBS Sl and

Find/Apply patterns 13: Figure out  TBS Llll Jaaie s

and model native language [The
Clio is faster than the Polo]

Cooperate 19: Ask teachers and TBS (Haa
friends to correct your mistakes )
Manage 2: Be willing to make MCS AL e o]
mistakes
1-4:42  Reading Selective attention 17: Skim the TBS I by
text [to answer 2a] o=l
Selective attention 17: Scan the text TBS
[to answer 3] oaill pasd)
Selective attention 17: Use both TBS »
top-down and bottom-up tactics [to ag=et ?f’f:"‘
answer 4] G
8a, 8b:  Listening Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to MCS Ol ey Lalas
43 accomplish the task [let students
read the table before listening]
Selective attention 17: Use both TBS 5 gl pasi
top-down and bottom-up listening Gl
strategies )
Manage 2: Accept some ambiguity MCS o sadl) pany dis
in what you hear
9:43 Speaking Cooperate 19: Ask for help while TBS REREN] g PRVt
speaking
Substitute/Paraphrase 10: Look for ~ TBS oA Ay sk e
a different way to express the idea :
Self-talk 20: Encourage yourself TBS hodi gt
10:43 Writing Organize/Plan 1: Plan out whatyou  MCS i Wl lalad
are going to write
Find/Apply patterns 13: Figure out TBS Al Faate Ma

and model native language [use
examples in track 1.37 page 149]
Organize/Plan 1: Give yourself extra
time to write.

TBS: Task-Based Strategy; MCS: Meta-Cognitive Strategy
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Strategy instruction tips:

Go through the SSBI’s five steps, and do not forget to speak in Arabic while teaching
strategies.

Remind students of their learning responsibilities.

Inform students that not every strategy will work for them as they have different learning
styles.

Remind students to cluster strategies as this may result in better learning.

For the speaking exercises in this unit, ask students to encourage themselves to speak
freely. Remind students that the classroom is a safe place to practice English
(recommended for students with the extroverted learning style). Let students know that
they will make mistakes when they speak, and that it is normal for them to do so, and
encourage them to ask for correction. Explain to them that they can express themselves in
different ways and let them try this.

Teach students how to skim a passage. Skimming can give them a preliminary idea about
the passage.
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Ex.
and
Pg. #
la:
48

2:48

9:49

3,5:
50

93,
9b,
11:
51

12b:
51

Skill

Vocabulary

Reading

Speaking

Reading

Listening

Writing

Strategy

Access information sources 18: Use
flash cards

Background knowledge 5: Create
visual maps [semantic mapping]
Graphic organizers/Take notes15:
Write new words

Transfer/Cognates 9: Use quick and
easy cognates [broccoli: S
salmon: ¢ sl sardines: (2l
Background knowledge 5: Check for
prior knowledge of the topic

Make predictions 7: Predict what will
come in the text

Summarize 16: write summaries
[second paragraph is about Berries;
last paragraph is about Drinks]
Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to
accomplish the task

Find/Apply patterns 13: Figure out and
model native language

Personalize 8: Relate things to your
life, experiences, beliefs, and feelings
Substitute/Paraphrase 10: Make up
new words to communicate the
unknown words [seafood: salmon or
sardines]

Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to
accomplish the task [let students read
questions in 5 before reading the text]
Selective attention 17: Skim the text [
to answer 3]

Monitor 3: Reread for clarification [to
answer 5]

Evaluate 4: Decide how effective the
strategies were in helping you
accomplish the task

Selective attention 17: Skim listening
Predictions 7: Play the game of
probabilities, inferences, and educated
guessing

Use selective attention 17: Listen for
keywords

Organize/Plan 1: Discuss what you
want to say before writing

Use imagery 11: Create a mental
picture of the scenery of your friend to
help you remember what to write
Monitor 3: Make major revisions after
your ideas are written

Manage 2: Accept feedback on your
errors
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TBS: Task-Based Strategy; MCS: Meta-Cognitive Strategy

Strategy instruction tips:

Encourage students to suggest strategies to achieve the given tasks and then share
strategies from the booklet.

Remind students to consider metacognitive strategies while doing tasks (recommended for
all students, but highly recommended for students with the introverted learning style).
Encourage students to stretch their learning styles. This will provide them with more
learning opportunities. It is not easy to change learning styles, but explain to them that it
allows them to use more strategies.

Ask students to summarize paragraphs (one word or a few) while they are reading. This
will support their comprehension. Tell students that they will sometimes need to reread the
text to gain better understanding (recommended for students with the particular learning
style).

For the writing exercises in this unit, before beginning the task, advise students to discuss
the topic with a friend (recommended for students with the extroverted learning style). This
will facilitate their writing. Ask students to jot down their ideas as notes and then write
their paragraphs. Encourage students to receive feedback on their writing from their
teachers or classmates (recommended for students with the extroverted learning style).
Explain to them that sometimes, imagining a situation is helpful while writing, as it
facilitates the flow of writing. Advise students to draw mental pictures for the topic they
are going to write about.
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Unit Seven: Shopping

~N
=

~N
=

~N
=

~N
N

~N
N

~N
w

Ex. Skill

and

Pg. #

1: 58  Speaking

2,3: Reading
58

43, Vocabulary
4b:
59
1:60 Vocabulary

3-5: Reading
60

7a, Listening
7b:

61

10:63  Writing

Strategy

Personalize 8: Relate things to your
life, experiences, beliefs, and feelings
Cooperate 19: Ask teachers and
friends to correct your mistakes

Talk yourself 20: Reduce your anxiety
Organize/Plan 1: Decide why you
need to read a passage [title is
interesting]

Selective attention 17: Read between
the lines

Monitor 3: Monitor ongoing
understanding of the text

Monitor 3: Reread for clarification [to
answer 3]

Group/Classify 14: Place the word in a
topic group

Background knowledge 5: Associate
words to some physical sensations
Group/Classify 14: Group your
vocabulary [parts of speech-verbs-]
Group/Classify 14: Place the word in a
topic group

Manage 2: Take a good look to at the
new words

Background knowledge 5: Link sound
of word to a sound in English
[customer: custom; discount:
account; price: prize]

Selective attention 17: Skim the text
[to answer 3]

Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to
accomplish the text [let students read
only the first paragraph and choose
the correct heading [to answer 4a]
Selective attention 17: Use both top-
down and bottom-up tactics [to
answer 4b and 5]

Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to
accomplish the task [read topics in 7a
before listening]

Inferences 6: Comprehend the
message without understanding
every word

Use imagery 11: Create a mental
picture of the scenery of how people
use the Internet for shopping
Manage 2: Try to stay in the
conversation

Organize/Plan 1: Plan out what you
are going to write

Monitor 3: Go back to go forward
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Manage 2: Be willing to make MCS eUad) Jaad axi)
mistakes
Talk yourself 20: Encourage yourself ~ TBS R

TBS: Task-Based Strategy; MCS: Meta-Cognitive Strategy

Strategy instruction tips:

Raise students” awareness of the importance of using strategies and how strategies
facilitate their language learning.

Remind students that some strategies may work only for some students due to their
learning styles and not for others. Similarly, some strategies may be applicable only for
some tasks and may not be for others.

Remind students to think about their learning process and to take more responsibility for
their learning.

For the vocabulary exercises in this unit, tell students to group new words by topic
(recommended for students with the introverted learning style). This may help in retaining
the vocabulary better. Another way to group words is by their parts of speech. This strategy
increases their vocabulary size. Always ask students to take a good look at new words
(recommended for students with the introverted learning style). This will help them find an
appropriate strategy to learn these words.

Before reading a text, it is recommended to let students think about why they should read
the text.

Teach students how to use the top-down (recommended for students with the global
learning style) and bottom-up (recommended for students with the particular learning style)
techniques while reading a text. In general, students will prefer to use either one of the two,
but encourage them to use both.
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Unit Eight: History and culture

Ex.
and
Pg. #
la:
66

2a,
2b:
66

8a,

67

2a-4:

68

9b:
69

11:
69

8b, 9:

8, 93,

Skill

Vocabulary

Reading

Sp./Wr.

Reading

Listening

Speaking

Strategy

Group/ Classify 14: Create visual maps
[semantic mapping]

Use imagery 11: Create a mental image
or picture that you associate with the
word [draw a picture for a house and
its garden and write down words on
the picture]

Inferences 6: Infer the meaning of
words and ideas based on clues in the
text [Turkish words in the title]
Predictions 7: Predict what will come
in the text

Selective attention 17: Skim the text
[to answer 2b]

Cooperate 19: Ask for help while
speaking [to answer 8b]

Find/Apply patterns 13: Figure out and
models native language [use info in the
tables at pages 112, 117 to answer 9]
Monitor 3: Edit grammar and
mechanics after your ideas are written
Selective attention 17: Skim the text
[to answer 2a]

Selective attention 17: Read between
the lines [to answer 2b]

Monitor 3: Reread for clarification [to
answer 3]

Inferences 6: Infer the meaning of
words and ideas based on clues in the
text [to answer 4]

Inferences 6: Comprehend the
message without understanding every
word [to answer 8, 9b]

Selective attention 17: Skim listening
[to answer 8]

Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to
accomplish the task [read sentences in
9a before listening]

Manage 2: Accept some ambiguity in
what you hear

Organize/Plan 1: Plan out in advance
what you want to say [think of four
positives and four negatives before
speaking]

Real objects/Role play 12: Use gestures
to get your meaning across

Monitor 3: Correct yourself

TBS: Task-Based Strategy; MCS: Meta-Cognitive Strategy

Strategy instruction tips:

Strategy
Category

TBS

TBS

TBS

TBS
TBS
TBS

TBS

MCS
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TBS
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e Quickly remind students about the importance and effectiveness of using strategies.
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Briefly, remind students about their responsibilities toward their learning and to consider
their learning process and learning styles while completing the tasks.

Ask students to practice the strategies they have learnt previously and assess their strategy
use to check if there is any progress.

For the speaking exercises in this unit, ask students to learn to plan what they will say
before actually speaking. This will improve their confidence and fluency. Tell students that
they can deliver their messages through gesturing when they cannot find the appropriate
word. Help students figure out and model native speakers’ language (recommended for
students with the particular and introverted learning styles). They can use the examples in
their books or other resources to practice it. Familiarize students to ask for help from their
teachers or classmates while speaking (recommended for students with the extroverted
learning style). This gives them extra time to speak and more opportunities to interact in
English. Remind students to correct themselves while speaking without any worry
(recommended for students with the particular learning style).
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Ex.
and
Pg. #
2,3:
74

9:75

10a:
75

1:76

2,3:
76

6a-
8:77

11:

Skill

Reading

Speaking

Writing

Vocabulary

Reading

Listening

Speaking

Strategy

Background knowledge 5: Check for prior
knowledge of the topic [to answer 2]
Predictions 7: Predict what will come in
the text

Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to read the
passage [read sentences in 3 before
reading the text to answer 3]

Monitor 3: Monitor ongoing
understanding of the text

Organize/Plan 1: Plan out in advance what
you want to say [list verbs]

Personalize 8: Relate situations to your life
and experiences

Real object/Role play 12: Practice saying
new expressions to yourself

Talk yourself 20: Reduce you anxiety
Organize/Plan 1: Plan out what you are
going to write

Monitor 3:Edit grammar and mechanics
after your ideas are written
Substitute/Paraphrase 10: Look for a
different way to express the idea like
synonyms

Manage 2: Accept feedback on your errors

Access information sources 18: Use a
dictionary

Manage 2: Take a good look at the new
words

Graphic organizers/ Take notes 15: Write
new words

Group/Classify 14: Group your vocabulary
[parts of speech: treat-ment; ill-ness;
equip-ment]

Predictions 7: Predict what will come in
the text

Selective attention 17: Skim the text [to
answer 2]

Selective attention 17: Identify keywords
and sentences carrying the main ideas
Monitor 3: Monitor ongoing
understanding of the text

Predictions 7: Play the game of
probabilities, inferences and educated
guessing [to answer 6a, 6b, and 8]
Selective attention 17: Skim listening [to
answer 6b]

Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to accomplish
the task [read sentences in 7a and 8
before listening]

Organize/Plan 1: Plan out in advance what
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77 you want to say [choose an experience
and plan how to talk about]
Substitute/Paraphrase 10: Make up new TBS s il jda al)
words in English to communicate the
unknown words

Real object/Role play 12: Act out or draw TBS lalSl Jia
the word NP
Evaluate 4: Assess how well you have MCS el ol

accomplished the task
TBS: Task-Based Strategy; MCS: Meta-Cognitive Strategy

Strategy instruction tips:

e Quickly direct students’ attention to the language learning process and their learning styles.

e Remind students to employ strategy clustering, which will facilitate the accomplishing of
various tasks.

o For the writing exercise in this unit, encourage students to always plan their writing before
doing it. Ask them to take notes and gather suitable information about the topic they are
going to write about. Moreover, encourage them to read each other’s work and check how
ideas are expressed in different ways.

o For the speaking exercises in this unit, it is important for students to be comfortable while
speaking; so, help them reduce their anxiety. Encourage students to create new words in
English if they cannot remember the exact word. While speaking, ask students to act the
word if they are unable to say or remember it (recommended for students with the
kinaesthetic/tactile learning style).
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Unit Ten: Money

Ex.
and
Pg. #
1a,
1b:
84

4,5:
85

1043,
10b:
85

11:
85

1: 86

7a:
87

8a,
8b:
87

Skill

Vocabulary

Listening

Speaking

Writing

Vocabulary

Reading

Speaking

Strategy

Access information sources 18: Use a
dictionary

Background knowledge 5: Create visual
maps [semantic mapping]

Background knowledge 5: Link the word
to the situation or place you first hear or
see [cashpoint, cheque, credit card: the
bank]

Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to accomplish
the task [read sentences in 4 before
listening]

Inferences 6: Comprehend the message
without understanding every word [to
answer 4]

Selective attention 17: Use both top-
down and bottom-up listening strategies
[to answer 5]

Find/Apply patterns 13: Figure out and
model native language [use should and
shouldn’t for giving advice]

Use imagery 11: Create a mental picture
of the scenery of Li, Veronica and Klara
in 10b to help you give them advice

Real objects/Role play 12: Practice
saying new expressions to yourself
[using should and shouldn’t]

Talk yourself 20: Encourage yourself
Organize/Plan 1: Discuss what you want
to say with someone else before writing
Organize/Plan 1: Give yourself extra
time to write

Monitor 3: Make major revisions after
your ideas are written

Manage 2: Accept feedback on your
errors

Access information sources 18: Use a
dictionary

Group/Classify 14: Place the word in a
topic group in English

Group/Classify 14: Group your
vocabulary [Antonyms: borrow X lend;
get a loan X pay back]

Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to accomplish
the task [read question in 7a before
reading the text]

Predictions 7: Predict what will come in
the text

Summarize 16: Write summaries
Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to accomplish
the task [read and decide before
speaking]
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Cooperate 19: Ask questions to be TBS Dl fagd gL
involved in a conversation [by saying

which one deserves a loan]

Substitute/Paraphrase 10: Make up new  TBS Baaa G he all
words in English to communicate the

unknown words [getting money from

the bank for loan]

Talk yourself 20: Reduce your anxiety TBS o) e s

TBS: Task-Based Strategy; MCS: Meta-Cognitive Strategy

Strategy instruction tips:

Highlight the importance of using strategies and remind students to think about their ways
of learning and their learning styles.

Encourage students to suggest strategies and share them with other students.

Remind students about their language learning responsibilities.

Advise students to apply the same strategy to different tasks.

Inform students that sometimes, they might need to stop writing and work on it later.
Instruct students to listen to everything (recommended for students with the particular
learning style) sometimes, and to merely skim through (recommended for students with the
global learning style) sometimes. Tell them that they in some cases, they might need to
know more details to understand the overall meaning.

Ask students to practice saying new expressions by themselves silently or out loud
(recommended for students with the auditory learning style).

Imagination helps students speak fluently. Thus, ask students to draw mental images of the
content they wish to convey.
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Unit Eleven: Homes

Ex.
and
Pg. #
2,3,
4:92

6a,
6b:
93

11:
93

1:94

3:95

8a:
95

10:
95

Skill

Reading

Vocabulary

Speaking

Vocabulary

Listening

Speaking

Writing

Strategy

Selective attention 17: Skim the text [to
answer 2]

Selective attention 17: Scan the text [to
answer 3]

Summarize 16: Write summaries [the first
paragraph is describing gated
communities to answer 4]

Selective attention 17: Read between the
lines [to answer 4]

Manage 2: Take a good look at the new
words

Graphic organizers/Take notes 15: Write
new words

Background knowledge 5: Link the word
to the situation or place you first hear or
see

Manage 2: Be willing to make mistakes
Cooperate 19: Ask questions to be
involved in a conversation
Substitute/Paraphrase 10: Look for a
different way to express the idea
Monitor 3: Correct yourself

Access information sources 18: Use flash
cards

Background knowledge 5: Create visual
maps [semantic mapping for things at
home]

Background knowledge 5: Associate word
to some physical sensation

Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to accomplish
the task [look at pictures and read the
text before listening]

Inferences 6: Recognize different types of
speech according to the speaker or
setting [three different speakers]
Prediction 7: Try to predict what the
speaker will say

Manage 2: Accept some ambiguity in
what you hear

Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to accomplish
the task [think of what to do to reduce
energy before speaking]

Cooperate 19: Ask questions to be
involved in a conversation

Real objects/Role play 12: Use gestures to
get your meaning across

Cooperate 19: Ask teachers and friends to
correct your mistakes

Organize/Plan 1: Plan out what you are
going to write

Monitor 3: Go back to forward
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Substitute/Paraphrase 10: Look for a TBS Ay yhay e
different way to express the idea sl
Monitor 3: Edit grammar and mechanics MCS
after your ideas are written EEBECRSTS

i Hoa

TBS: Task-Based Strategy; MCS: Meta-Cognitive Strategy

Strategy instruction tips:

Remind students to practice the strategies outside the classroom. Encourage them to
practice with friends or family members who are interested in learning the language.
Ask students to associate new words with the place or the situation they first see or hear

them.

Encourage students to make their own flash cards or to buy some if they consider it
helpful. Flash cards might suit learners with the visual learning style.

Ask students to read what they have written before continuing their writing.

Advise students to finish their first draft of writing and then review their grammar and

spelling.
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Ex. Skill

and

Pg. #

23, Listening
2b:

100

6, 7: Reading
101

10: Speaking
101

1-3b:
102

Vocabulary

4,5: Reading
103

8a, Speaking
8b:
103

Strategy

Predictions 7: Try to predict what the
speaker will say

Inferences 6: Comprehend the message
without understanding every word
Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to
accomplish the task [read Peter’s form
in 2b before listening]

Selective attention 17: Listen for
keywords

Manage 2: Try to stay in the
conversation

Organize/Plan 1: Decide why you need
to read a passage [to know why these
people are writing]

Selective attention 17: Identify
keywords and sentences carrying the
main ideas

Selective attention 17: Use both top-
down and bottom-up tactics [to answer
7]

Organize/Plan 1: Plan out in advance
what you want to say [choose some
ideas and think about before speaking]
Real objects/Role play 12: Act out or
draw words

Paraphrase/Substitute 10: Make up
new words in English to communicate
the unknown words [a small ship for a
boat; a huge land for a continent]
Manage 2: Take a good look at the new
words

Use imagery 11: Create a mental image
or picture that you associate with the
word [link the word mountains to
Afghanistan; dessert to Morocco;
Pacific Ocean to Honolulu; pole to
Antarctica]

Group/Classify 14: Group your
vocabulary [synonyms in 3a]
Organize/Plan 1: Plan how to
accomplish the task [read questions in 4
before reading the text]

Selective attention 17: Read between
the lines [to answer 4]

Summarize 16: Write summaries [to
answer 4]

Monitor 3: Reread for clarification [to
answer 5]

Cooperate 19: Ask for help while
speaking

Real objects/Role play 12: Practice
saying new expressions to yourself [as
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practicing the question Have you ever

7]

Find/Apply patterns: Figure out and TBS Aalll Jaste s
model native language [use given

examples]

Talk yourself 20: Reduce your anxiety TBS e 5y oe s

[when talking to the class as in 8b]

TBS: Task-Based Strategy; MCS: Meta-Cognitive Strategy

Strategy instruction tips:

Encourage students to continue using the strategies outside the classroom.

Encourage them to always reflect on their learning and to think of new strategies that may
facilitate their learning.

Remember that the aim of the programme is to merely introduce LLS to students, and they
have the choice to use their preferred strategies. Do not interfere in students’ choice of
strategy.

Sometimes, students find it difficult to follow what a speaker is saying. Encourage them to
do their best to stay in the conversation and help them familiarize themselves with speakers
who talk a bit fast.

Direct students’ attention to groups of words that have the same meaning (synonyms). This
will increase their vocabulary and help in their circumlocution.

Ask students to associate new words with mental images in their minds. For example, the
word giraffe could be linked to Africa; shark could be linked to the Pacific Ocean.
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Appendix D: Taught Strategies in the Teacher’s Booklet

Metacognitive Strategies

Task-Based Strategies

Organize/Plan your own learning
*Plan how to accomplish the task
(RW,L,S,V)

*Plan out in advance what you
want to say (S)

*Decide why you need to read a
text (R)

*Plan how to read a passage (R)
*Plan out what you are going to
write (W)

*Discuss what you want to say with
someone else before writing (W)
*Give yourself extra time to write
(W)

Manage your own learning
*Accept some ambiguity in what
you hear and practice listening (L)
*Try to stay in the conversation (L)
*Be willing to make mistakes (S,
W)

*Accept feedback on your errors

(S, W)

*Take a good look at the new
words themselves (V)

Monitor your own learning
*Correct yourself (S, W)

*Monitor ongoing understanding of
the text (R)

*Reread for clarification (R)

*Go back to go forward (W)

*Edit grammar and mechanics after
your ideas are written (W)

*Make major revisions after your
ideas are written down (W)

Evaluate your own learning
*Assess how well you have
accomplished the learning task (R,
W, L,S,V)

*Assess how well you have applied
the strategies (R, W, L, S, V)
*Decide how effective the
strategies were in helping you
accomplish the task (R, W, L, S, V)

Use what you know:

Background

*Link sound of word to a sound in English or Arabic (V)
[deer, dear], [canal, 318]

*Pay attention to the meaning of part of a word (V)
[restaurant, rest-ant]

*Link the word to the situation or place you first hear or
see (V) [STOP: red traffic sign; HAZARD: yellow
electric shock]

*Associate word to some physical sensation (V)
[COUGH: act coughing; ITCH: act itching]

*Check for prior knowledge of the topic (R)

*Create visual maps [semantic mapping] (V)

Inferences

*Comprehend the message without understanding every
word (L, R)

*Recognize different types of speech according to the
speaker or setting (L)

*Infer the meaning of words and ideas based on clues to
meaning in the text (R, L)

Predictions

*Play the game of probabilities, inferences, and educated
guessing (L, R)

*Try to predict what the speaker will say (L)

*Predict what will come in the text (R, L)

Personalise: relate situations to your life and experiences

(s)

Transfer/Use Cognates
*Use quick and easy cognates (V) [Giraffe 48
(ZARAFAH):; Cotton: cké (COTN)]

Substitute/Paraphrase

*Look for a different way to express the idea, like using
synonyms (S, W)

*Make up new words in English to communicate the
unknown words [AIR BALL instead of BALOON] (S)

Use your imagination:

Use Imagery

*Create a mental image or picture that you associate with
the word (V) [DARK: remember the Arabic word <12
(DARUK)which means your house and imagine your
house with no light] or create a mental image while doing
a writing or speaking or listening task (V, W, S, L)

Real objects/Role play

*Practice saying new expressions to yourself (S)
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*Use gestures to get your meaning across (S)
*Act out or draw the word (S)

Use your organizational skills:

Find/Apply Patterns

*Figure out and model native speakers’ language patterns
when apologizing, requesting or complaining (S, W)

Group/Classify

*Place the word in a topic group in English (V) [excuse,
pardon, apology]

*Group your vocabulary (V) [ parts of speech; theme or
topic; synonyms and antonyms]

Use Graphic Organizers/Take notes
*Write new words (V)

Summarize
*Write summaries (R)

Selective attention

*Distinguish one sound from another; e.g. sit and seat (L)
*Listen for keywords (L)

*Skim listening (L)

*Use both top-down and bottom-up listening strategies
(L)

*Skim the text (R)

*Scan the text (R)

*Use both top-down and bottom-up tactics (R)

*Read between the lines (R)

*|dentify keywords and sentences carrying the main ideas

(R)

Use a variety of resources:
Access information sources
*Use a dictionary (V)

*Use flash cards (V)

Cooperate

*Ask questions to be involved in a conversation (S)
*Ask for help while speaking (S)

*Ask teachers or friends to correct your mistakes (S, W)

Talk yourself through it

*Encourage yourself [by saying: I can do it] (R, W, L, S,
V)

*Reduce your anxiety (R, W, L, S, V)

R: Reading; W: Writing, L: Listening; S: Speaking; V: Vocabulary. Strategies in Bold are general
strategies from NCLRC (2004), strategies beneath are taken from Cohen et al. (2002a) LSUS and
Paige et al. (2006).

228



Appendix E: CARLA Summer Institute

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Twin Cities Campus Center for Advanced Research on 140 Unversity International Center
Language Acquisition 331 17" Avenue Southeast

i IN 55414 US:
Global Programs and Strategy Alliance Minneapolis, MN 35 L

Phone: 612-626-8601)
Fax: 612-624-7514
www:carla.umn.edu
carla(@umn.edu

Certification of Clock Hours
for Professional Development*

This is to certify that | enrolled in the CARLA Program entitled:
Styles- and Strategjes-Based Instruction - July 14—18, 2014
| attended for .30 hours (30 hours maximum)

| e P I8 July, 2014

(Signature of attendee) (Date)

Thahipn Alzahmn|

(Print name ofat}endee)

The Improving Language Learning: Styles- and Strategies-Based Instruction summer institute
was held July 14-18, 2014 at the University of Minnesota in Minneapolis, MN.
This institute was sponsored by the Center for Advanced Research on Language
Acquisition (CARLA) as a professional continuing education opportunity for
second language educators.

If you have questions about this institute, please contact the CARLA office at (612)

626-8600.

Martha Nyikos
Instructor

*This certificate is not valid without an instructor's signature.

white copy to program participant - yellow copy to instructor
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Appendix F: Themes of Structured Interviews

Themes of students’ structured interviews

A) Students’ feedback on their strategy awareness before and after the programme

1. Before this strategy instruction programme, have you ever heard about LLS? If yes, when
and where?
2. Has the programme raised your awareness towards LLS? If yes, how? If no, why?

B) Students’ feedback on the effect of the programme on their learning process

3. Before this programme, have you ever thought of the way you learn language through? for
example how your brain processes new words in English. If yes, explain how? If no, why?

4. Has this programme changed your way of learning English? If yes, how? If no, why?

5. After doing this programme, do you think you can combine or cluster using strategies? In
other words, do you think you can use more than one strategy to accomplish a task or to
learn some new words? If yes, can you give an example? If no, why?

C) Students’ feedback on the effect of the programme on their language proficiency

6. Your reading score in the post-test is higher/lower than your pre-test score, what do you
think has helped you/has lowered your score? Any role for strategy instruction?

7. Your writing score in the post-test is higher/lower than your pre-test score, what do you
think has helped you/has lowered your score? Any role for strategy instruction?

8. Your listening score in the post-test is higher/lower than your pre-test score, what do you
think has helped you/has lowered your score? Any role for strategy instruction?

9. Your speaking score in the post-test is higher/lower than your pre-test score, what do you
think has helped you/has lowered your score? Any role for strategy instruction?

10. Your vocabulary score in the post-test is higher/lower than your pre-test score, what do you
think has helped you/has lowered your score? Any role for strategy instruction?

D) Students’ feedback on the effect of the programme on their learning styles

11. When was the first time you identified your learning styles? And how did you feel after
identifying your learning styles?

12. Do you think that items listed in the Learning Styles Survey or some of them properly
describe you?

13. Do you think that identifying your learning style is helpful for the learning process? If yes,
why? If no, why?

14. The Learning Styles Survey showed that your learning style is ............ can you
remember some strategies that you preferred using?

E) Students’ feedback on the effect of the programme on their strategy learning
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

What strategies have you learnt from the programme to deal with reading tasks? Why have
you learnt them?

What strategies have you learnt from the programme to deal with writing tasks? Why have
you learnt them?

What strategies have you learnt from the programme to deal with listening tasks? Why
have you learnt them?

What strategies have you learnt from the programme to deal with speaking tasks? Why
have you learnt them?

What strategies have you learnt from the programme to deal with new English words? Why
have you learnt them?

Themes of teachers’ structured interviews in the experimental group

A) Teachers’ previous background about LLS

1.
2.

Before this programme, have you ever heard about LLS? If yes when and where?
Before this programme, have you ever taught LLS in your classroom? If yes, please give
more details. (Explicitly or implicitly? In Arabic or in English?, when?, was it effective?)

B) Teachers’ feedback on strategy instruction through a language textbook

How did you find teaching LLS through a language textbook? Was it difficult/easy?

How did you find teaching LLS through a language textbook? Was it effective/
ineffective?

After finishing this programme, how important is it to explicitly present LLS in language
textbooks? And why?

In Language Leader, Lesson 4, at the end of each unit which is always titled by Study and
Writing Skills, tries to present and teach LLS explicitly through the textbook, how did you
find its helpfulness to students?

What do you recommend language curriculum designers and publishers to consider from
LLS perspective?

C) Teachers’ feedback on the Teacher’s Booklet

8.
9.

10.
11.

How was the role of the Teacher’s Booklet in teaching LLS through a language textbook?
Did you manage to follow the Teacher’s Booklet during the period of intervention? Was
time to teach strategies in each unit enough?

What did you like/dislike about the Teacher’s Booklet?

If you are going to teach another language textbook that does not explicitly teach LLS,
would you design your own booklet to teach LLS?

D) Teachers feedback on the taught strategies

12.

How did you find the appropriateness of taught strategies to their corresponding exercises
in the language textbook?
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13. How do you believe it is helpful to students do a given exercise using more than one
strategy?
14. Was teaching strategies time consuming? Why?

E) Teachers’ feedback on the Styles- and Strategies- Based Instruction Framework

15. How did you manage to follow the Styles- and Strategies-Based Instruction framework’s
five steps in teaching strategies?
16. How did you find teaching strategies explicitly in the classroom in Arabic?

F) Teachers’ feedback on the strategy instruction programme

17. Do you think that the strategy instruction programme raised students’ strategy awareness?
If yes, can you give examples? If no, why?

18. Do you think that the strategy instruction programme affected students’ language
proficiency? If yes how? If no why?

19. Do you think that LLS are needed to be taught in a separate programme or integrated in
regular language classes? And why?

20. What advantages and disadvantages of teaching LLS explicitly in a language classroom?

21. Generally, how do you evaluate the effect of teaching LLS explicitly in the classroom?

Themes of teachers’ structured interviews in the control group:

A) Teachers’ previous background about LLS

1. Have you ever heard about LLS? If yes, when and where?
2. Do you explicitly teach LLS in your language classes? If yes, go to B; if no go to C?

B) Teachers teaching LLS

1. When do you usually teach LLS? Before/after accomplishing a task or whenever
appropriate?

2. What language skill(s) (Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking, VVocabulary) do you mostly
teach LLS for? And why?

3. Can you give examples for LLS you usually teach? And why particularly these strategies?

4. How do you teach LLS to your students in the classroom? Explicitly or implicitly? Why?

5. What language do you use while teaching LLS in the classroom? English or Arabic or
both? Why?

6. Do you find teaching LLS in the classroom effective? If yes, in what way?

C) Teachers not teaching LLS

1. Why don’t you teach LLS to students?
2. Do you pay attention to your students’ way of learning?
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3. From your point of view, what makes good language learners better than poor language

learners?
4. If I have told you that there are techniques, tactics, actions, or behaviors we can teach to

our students to be better learners; would you try to know more about them? And would you
try teaching them to students?
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Appendix G: Students’ Profiles

Student Profilel: Abdul
Style: Visual
Status: Successful learner
Pre- and post-LSUS:

Options on LSUS Pre | Post
I use this strategy and like it 27 44

I have tried this strategy and would use it again 41 35
I’ve never used this strategy 13 4
This strategy doesn’t fit for me 2 0

Pre- and post-tests scores out of 10:

Language Skill Pre-test score Post-test score Total out of
Reading 6.25 10 100

Writing 4.5 6.75

Listening 8 7

Speaking 8 9

Vocabulary 8 8

Total 34.75 40.75 75.5

Strategies linked to style:
e Flash cards
e Semantic mapping
e Watching speakers’ gestures to understand meaning
e Use a dictionary
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Style: Auditory

Student Profile 2: Saad

Status: Less-successful learner

Pre- and post-LSUS:

Options on LSUS

Pre Post

I use this strategy and like it

38 45

I have tried this strategy and would use it again 14 17

I’ve never used this strategy

22 12

This strategy doesn’t fit for me

Pre- and post-tests scores out of 10:

Language Skill Pre-test score Post-test score Total out of
Reading 6.25 6.25 100

Writing 0 1.25

Listening 2 8

Speaking 6 6

Vocabulary 3 5

Total 17.25 26.5 43.75

Strategies linked to style:
e Link sounds of new words to words in Arabic or English

Check how the word is pronounced by native speakers
Listen to the speaker’s tone of voice to understand the situation of the speaker
Use cognates

Listen to stressed words or sentences to understand the meaning

Student Profile 3: Khamis

Style: Kinaesthetic/Tactile
Status: Successful learner

Pre- and post-LSUS:

Options on LSUS

Pre Post

| use this strategy and like it

19 39

I have tried this strategy and would use it again 16 17

I’ve never used this strategy

12 3

This strategy doesn’t fit for me

36 24

Pre- and post-tests scores out of 10:

Language Skill Pre-test score Post-test score Total out of
Reading 8.75 10 100

Writing 5 5.25

Listening 6 9

Speaking 6 8

Vocabulary 9 10

Total 34.75 42.25 77

Strategies linked to style:
e Act out new words

Use semantic mapping
Predict what a speaker might say

Use gestures to get the meaning across
Practice spelling of new words
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Style: Extroverted

Student Profile 4;: Ghaith

Status: Less-successful learner

Pre- and post-LSUS:

Options on LSUS Pre | Post
I use this strategy and like it 19 54

I have tried this strategy and would use it again 35 22
I’ve never used this strategy 27 4
This strategy doesn’t fit for me 2 3

Pre- and post-tests scores out of 10:

Language Skill Pre-test score Post-test score Total out of
Reading 3.75 5 100
Writing 0 2.5
Listening 6 8
Speaking 6 8
Vocabulary 3 3
Total 18.75 25.5 44.25
Strategies linked to style:
e Attend out of class event to practice English
e Look at parts of new words particularly prefixes and suffixes
e Make association to learn new words
Student Profile 5: Nehad
Style: Introverted
Status: Successful learner
Pre- and post-LSUS:
Options on LSUS Pre | Post
I use this strategy and like it 36 38
I have tried this strategy and would use it again 15 33
I’ve never used this strategy 6 7
This strategy doesn’t fit for me 26 5
Pre- and post-tests scores out of 10:
Language Skill Pre-test score Post-test score Total out of
Reading 8.75 10 100
Writing 2 3.25
Listening 6 6
Speaking 8 8
Vocabulary 7 10
Total 31.75 37.25 69

Strategies linked to style:

e Check prior knowledge of a topic
e Plan how to accomplish a task
e Place new words in a topic group
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Style: Global

Student Profile 6: Eisa

Status: Less-successful learner

Pre- and post-LSUS:

Options on LSUS

Pre Post

I use this strategy and like it

27 35

I have tried this strategy and would use it again 23 34

I’ve never used this strategy

19 11

This strategy doesn’t fit for me

14 3

Pre- and post-tests scores out of 10:

Language Skill Pre-test score Post-test score Total out of
Reading 6.25 8.75 100
Writing 3.5 5.25
Listening 2 7
Speaking 6 8
Vocabulary 6 7
Total 23.75 36 59.75
Strategies linked to style:
e Comprehend the message without understanding all details
e Accept some ambiguity while listening
¢ Infer the meaning of a sentence through provided clues
o Create mental images to associate with new words
Student Profile 7: Turki
Style: Particular
Status: Less-successful learner
Pre- and post-LSUS:
Options on LSUS Pre | Post
I use this strategy and like it 19 47
I have tried this strategy and would use it again 24 32
I’ve never used this strategy 28 4
This strategy doesn’t fit for me 12 0
Pre- and post-tests scores out of 10:
Language Skill Pre-test score Post-test score Total out of
Reading 6.25 5 100
Writing 1.75 5.25
Listening 5 8
Speaking 6 8
Vocabulary 6 8
Total 25 34.25 59.25

Strategies linked to style:
e Reread a text for clarification
e Correct myself while speaking
e Take a good look to new words
e Listen to particular details to help me understand
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Appendix H: Student Interview Sample

A) Students’ feedback on their strategy awareness before and after the programme
gl ) G )3 9 ) 4 5 gealal) gl yall el 138 (8 Aadl) alad Cilasi) i) e Covan 8 Gued by cuida za
G gl SV @l 381 ey sede (IS 4S5 JalSia rali s 43l Al U il Lo 43l OIS (0 5 el ys A g a5 5uDISI) b
?GAL—”‘)—.\X\ Jaa Ja8 4zl eﬁu@\ﬁ\ oo Gz Ja é\jﬂ@b}bb)ﬁcb%‘)ﬂx\ﬂ Aadl) Ly
T: OK Khamis, before this strategy instruction programme, have you ever heard about LLS (by the
programme, | mean teaching strategies in the classroom in other words integrating strategy
instruction). Have you ever heard about LLS before being involved in this programme?
P d
K: No

Sl alad Sl il clie 5 (e Claandl Y1 G 505 mali 31 da 2
T: Has the strategy instruction programme raised your awareness towards LLS?
ke
K: Yes
fas :a
T: How?

ol 38 i 1581 a0 ) iy 4 gl 05 S Fumt il 038 () S8 Ay sy oo S (3 S8 () (Sally S 1
e dall doasl il ()55 L) Sy (0 5S51 A8 sl (g Al il ) 5S5 (S Lgd) S81 A8y Hha () iy o Cpad) Ul At i)
Jd¥) Gy Jiia Jie Lde JISEY) Glany jal QS 4D G (g adail (a0l e O (g sl S (o) S (gl i L)
e o) L)) aleid 52 (3 )k 3 Laila S8 31 i€ g cilnl i) Ga alindl o sonll g o il g IS A8 5al
4 505V ARl alatl aga ¢ ja B pba ciliadl ) Jdwall | 4l 3 jlea
K: Too much. Now, | think of everything | do while learning to be a strategy. Everything I do.
Now when | read with more focus it is a strategy. Any way might be a strategy to accomplish a
task. Now when | remember what I used to do while learning English before joining the college, I
would spontaneously try some ideas such as physically acting the action of some verbs such as
jump, fall, and crawl. But the strategies programme increased my awareness to always think of
good ways when intending to accomplish any language task. For me, LLS have become a very
important part for learning English.

B) Students’ feedback on the effect of the programme on their learning process
il _jiall e Jalally cllie o gy (o€ JUall Jan e Zall Slalai 48, 5l S8 ) Gas b galipal) 138 U Cua za
¢ sauaald) 4y jalasY)
T: Okay. Before this programme, have you ever thought of the way you learn language through?
For example how your brain processes new words in English?

Gl alas o) Geall Jaidy San oS Coyel La (Y G s Aadl) aladh Ul Aall) ala) i e 80 ,S8 08 La 5 Y 2
K: No. I’ve never thought of my own way of language learning. | just learn the language because |
don’t know how the brain works while | learn the language.

€ 4 ula¥) Al el 48yl (e galiall 138 56 b Gured b s b za
T: OK. Good Khamis. Has this programme changed your way of learning English?

ke
K: Yes
04 3aladV) Aall elalad 44y 5l (e a3 iy e CaS A za
T: How? How has the programme changed your way of learning English?
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D (8 el il 3N (535 el b maaall Gy skl slaily <y dalll alad 3 i sk o)) glEie) o
Claatl il (& S8 Gl 2 el jll 1 2xy (815 Jaidads (5 (50 (ol Ja) i€ Gl 3 oLl dad Al 6 )l
Ol Jad 3as
K: I think that my way of language learning has changed to the right way. The strategy instruction
programme helped me to change my traditional way of dealing with exercises. | used to accomplish
an exercise without any planning, but after this programme, I need to think of good strategies to do
the exercise.

$an g 5 8 il i) e o 5ol Conpal @bl aiad Ja el ) 138 8 @ EEY) ey Qe b cunla | Jaen 2
$an g g 8 daadl yial (e SESH aladiinl e 5al8 Gl Gl Ja Al e
T: Cool. Okay Khamis. After doing this programme, do you think you can combine or cluster
using strategies? In other words, do you think you can use more than one strategy to accomplish a
task or to learn some new words?

S ala oL dadl yind e S aladind aalli if
K: Do you mean using more than a strategy while learning language?

Gkl asl da ) O leall san) o)) ol o) ARl alas o) ani za
T: Yes. During learning language or accomplishing a task or doing an exercise

S¥d
K: Yes

felly e Jlia gilac) 2

T: Give me an example on that?

421l clialag = Sl speaking J = Mia g} judd = Aadi yiwl (e Y| PRES ) @LAJ.A\ o Cralat Hd
IS ) Gany aadind ) Lgd el 46 Gl axiiul Jsla) diee LS aladinly 2SN 8 4 graa a5 L 5 4 5l
s*e Saaniall Gad i) e saebudl bl gl S8l Jua 51l Ll
K: I have learnt from the programme to use more than one strategy simultaneously. For instance, in
speaking, | initiate conversations in English and when | find it difficult to express myself, I try
expressing myself in other ways using other familiar words or use gestures to deliver my message
or ask the interlocutor for help

C) Students’ feedback on the effect of the programme on their language proficiency
el ool Lo my aafall HLEAY  iliat) il (upai i le J8 J oY) JLESY) (A el L elila 0 a3l gl am i
DLEAY) 8 elin ) cpaatl ame G 48 a8 65 st 3¢ ) 8 reading J) o elila po a6l bl ) u y
bl i) Gy x50 o) @llia Ja € S
T: Good Good. When we consider your reading score Khamis in the pre-test before we start
strategy instruction and compare it to your post-test score after the end of strategy instruction we
can notice that your reading score improved. Is there any reason for this improvement in the post-
test? Is there any role for strategy instruction?

Gl se) 3l 8 (o) giue Gnd (B 50 Led IS laasi] JiuY) G a8 el o) Lgtialad Al 36 8l luati) yiud ani o
ARG
K: Yes. The reading strategies which I learnt through the strategy instruction programme played
role in improving my reading in English.

DLERY) e (S HLEAY) 8 Jaadl s 3 oy o Jay JS uieat elia 52 LU writing J) (B osed b s a
el ) (8 Loy ) a3 ) AU Cilasi) Y 50 lia o) il 13] (e cans llia Ja J oY)
T: Okay Khamis. In writing your score slightly improved, just a quarter of a mark higher in your
post-test. Is there any reason for this improvement? Is there any role for the writing strategies

taught in the programme?
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ST gall 5 gl e S it AU (ST AU (e 8 B S prali pall 8 i) SN la i) i Lala 3

dﬂdé‘ ds-i-:;lé . e
K: Of course the writing strategies presented in the programme were helpful in improving writing
however writing requires extra time and practice to be well-improved

(e sle) QS elia ja SEI LEAY) B ey S JS5 Gt elia pa e lad) 3 lea Saa istening J) 8 cub s za

$opmenll 131 HAT Can llin o) € iyl dacial) g lasdl a5y sa dllia G da S J oY)

T: Good. OK. In listening your post-test score was much higher than your pre-test score. Was there
any role for the listening strategies presented in the programme? Or was there any other reason for

this improvement?

A 5laci) AL AL gda ol il gl U i) 5 (59 3800 il Camsal Y listening J) o8 Caiess Ul aEie) 3¢
K: I think my listening improved so much because | have been watching TV and listening to radio
in English for long hours

cundl 5o Le dalsal) ) speaking J) skes (& J ¥ JLEAY) (e Juadl JEN LiaY) 8 elia ) cub gured b Jaea 2
9zmali ) oL Lgitalas ) Coanil) laal il 50 lia Ja ol € i
T: Cool Khamis. OK. Your post-test score is better than your pre-test score in speaking, what is the
reason do you think? Or is there any role for the speaking strategies you learnt through the
programme?

4 jles (SIspeaking J) (8 skl (e s o ilS mali yall A Lgialas ) speaking J) sl iul o) ol o
) shua Cpadl ot ) Call ga LS AIST Ay (g kiYL sl
K: I believe that the speaking strategies | learnt through the programme were part of progress in
speaking, but practicing English inside the campus of the college was mainly behind my progress

da 0 e clian B jde (e s )0 i e ilian Cua 3 e V1 lajdall jlial) 8 elia 3 Gased b cub ta
bl Ny ) el g (8 byl bl il (a3l OIS Ja € el ol g La U iy i) sl 8 ALS
felia )3 Gl A 93 )
T: OK Khamis. You had an excellent score in your pre-test vocabulary as you scored nine out of
ten and then you scored a full mark in your post-test vocabulary, what is the reason do you think?
Is there any role for the vocabulary strategies taught in the strategy instruction programme?

goom JS5 Gl jiall alasll 283 IS8 oo <l jiall alad il iu) s lada o
K: Of course yes, vocabulary strategies are intelligent ideas for quick learning

D) Students’ feedback on the effect of the programme on their learning styles
lhlail 48 yeal il L calae 5 ye J ) S e alaill Jalail 48 yral (i) Ulee o 530l 4300 (ed Ly S3E 1) 2o
Saalatll cllalal) 48 yro dan & gndi g Loy Sdalatl]
T: If you remember Khamis, we have completed a survey to identify learning styles at the
beginning of the semester, when was the first time you identified your learning styles? And how
did you feel after identifying your learning styles?

alxil) Llai) e aansl 330 J5) L) Sl diia aleill Talail e adDA (e Ca el g sl L (213 30 J5) 028 4a) a2
Sal Lol S La oLl amy i (e G je ) e J Al Had OIS (815 Sl | Slas 028
K: Frankly, it was the first time ever | completed a survey to identify my learning styles. Actually,
this is the first time ever | hear about learning styles from you teacher but it was an excellent
feeling to know something about myself which I have never imagined
JS Slilla ot Mad palial) lli (g 5l alail) Jalas) Glasivd 33 ) S palial) JS o)) afiad o used Lcub za
?@M
T: OK Khamis. Do you think that items listed in the Learning Styles Survey or some of them
properly describe you?

Q151 G S el b 5 i g (IS Ll ) e ] €05 dem S8 oY) S0 Y 2
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K: I don’t remember well now, but I believe that most of the items were describing my way of
learning in a way that is very similar to the reality

¢ Lpaglail) Llanll s alail) Sllani 48 yaa () a3 Ja Cada Jpen :a
T: Cool. OK. Do you think that identifying your learning style is helpful for the learning process?

o (Kan gl A Slaal Cragh La s
K: I didn’t understand the question can you say it again?

?Wﬂﬁjﬁﬂeu\dw&akuy‘ aMA&}au\ M&w\&w\ &_\E)c u‘d:uu\}\ )ﬁu\ :e
T: Definitely. Now you identified your learning styles, do you think that it is important for the
learner to identify his learning styles while learning?

hei o) e Laxie JUall Jass lad 4 e 2Lt Gy Cajay allal) GY dagae alaill Talail 48 a0 o)) AS) Lagka 1
o) JS24 (5 el alad) (San (oS 5 (8 joally (e 5 (3o 313 130 (S o] (ol
K: Of course. Certainly. Identifying learning styles is important as the learner will know more
about himself for instance when I identified that | am a kinaesthetic/tactile learner, this raised my
awareness about my behaviours and how I can learn English better

Ageeeaeeesed Oanlla oDl ) Ly daail) 84S 5ol dll mand Silas 13 520
T: And this is what made me allow you to move freely in the classroom while your classmates
were sitting down hhhhhhhhh

Ay shall dudall e i) i€l 5 Ml by s dgeeaeeeseeed E
K: hhhhhhhhhhhhh this is true teacher | swear that | was getting very bored when I sit down for a
long period of time

Slealadinl cline | Al Cilasi) i) Gy SE akaied Ja (S e\ e oalatl) @llaas o) @ S3 LS Gued b cuida za
T: OK Khamis. You have just mentioned that your learning style is kinaesthetic/tactile can you
remember some strategies that you preferred using?

G W) awall 48y JLed) i &l jial Cupa 1S3 S ali ) 138 (8 e a5l (e i3S o
oo 5l e Lag¥) dadl il Lyl Capeas g HANT Caaaiall Al g Loy 5l Ll il Capeas 5 4 el Jad) jald) Al il
Baaall Gl agi s AUS o )il A fiul Cus 5 el
K: I liked many strategies in this programme but | remember that | liked to practice new action
verbs by acting them out, and | liked using semantic mapping, and I liked predicting what the
speaker might say, and also | liked using gestures to get meaning across and practicing the
spellings of new words

E) Students’ feedback on the effect of the programme on their strategy learning
Slgtiala 13l 5§50 ) ol Adail ae Jalonill Lgiialat 3l cibyandil i) e Gy Y1 Ganadly Jaen 2a
T: Cool Khamis. Now | will ask you what strategies have you learnt from the programme to deal
with reading tasks? Why have you learnt them?

Lagl yiul s Gaill (A Gl Ly 5l adi) jind (e (g sVl dadad o) 8 oL 5apiall i) i) (amy Caalai 1
D ) (30 Lgmaiiand ey (g Ay g e i Al i) 03g8 ol 1 (sl g guim sall e Aluall 5 il Ailaiusy)
Lgiailey
K: I have learnt some beneficial strategies | can use while reading a passage in English such as
prediction and using prior knowledge about the topic | am reading. This strategy is an essential
strategy we may use but we are unaware of its benefit

134 3 Lgaled il LS cilndl i i) AUSH e Jabeil grali yal) (e Lgiialad Sl iliasi) Sl ale ks 2
flgialad 3Ll 5 Sgualil
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T: OK. What are the strategies you have learnt from the programme to deal with writing, | mean
writing strategies you have learnt from the programme? Why have you learnt them?

Loagl yiY) o3 die LUSN J8 (ala sV aa) pa g g gall (28U () duial) (e 4l Caalad ALY Cilasi) i Dl o
a0 403 5 Ay el eUad) el ol Caalad Liay) 5 Adadl) AN J8 o guia sall (e Llai) e LS AUS e Saelis
o=l Jals 4
K: For writing strategies | have learnt that discussing a topic with someone before writing is
helpful. This enables me to write many notes before I write. | have also learnt to edit grammar and
mechanics after | finish writing the whole paragraph

Plgiales 13lal 5 $hpmand) AV ae Jalaill zali sl (g Lgtialed il g lasadl clinsi) il ale casda gla za
T: Cool. OK. What are the listening strategies you have learnt from the programme to deal with
listening tasks? Why have you learnt them?

¢ listening strategies J' :¢
K: Listening strategies?

prip
T: Yes

O Caalai Liay) 5 Jualiill oLiDl Aalall () 50 Yiaa) 3 Sall agd )l 13) T agall acivd o)) Claagl yiuY) mali yn sale 1f

il Jia gi 28 L";\3\ Alall Gl Sy oa
K: The strategies programme taught me to skim listening if | want to get the main idea and without
paying attention to details. I also learnt to listen for keywords that may convey the meaning

il i) (a5 gmali (e Ledalad ) Gaaail) Slacsl yind ) speaking strategies J) oale (usedly cub za

flgitalai 13l 5 $40 2SN ddais¥) ae Jalacil

T: OK Khamis. What strategies or speaking strategies have you learnt from the strategy instruction
programme to deal with speaking tasks? Why have you learnt them?

Loal YY) oda 5 2D L8 Jaclin o) DAY Guaadiall Jlul o)) Coalad D 3aua Glasi) yiul st speaking 3 s
dhash (S 5L L e ) Y 3l Gl s )l o) Jial o gali ) sale Load) (5 5alaiWL 483U I () 81 () Tiaad
i oo maill V) Lgeadin) (ST alad Apasl yiud Wil case ) () 0 9 zeali ) 8 Aal yiud) oda Cuaodiul | Al
LS il aadaind ¥ Lals Ldwes
K: For speaking, | have learnt good strategies. For example | have learnt to ask for help while
speaking. This strategy encouraged me to be more fluent in English. The programme also taught
me to act out or draw words to deliver my message. This strategy was used unconsciously before
this programme, but now | will continue using it to express myself if | couldn’t in spoken language

13l 5§ Bl 4 ulai¥1 o jiall e Jalnill ol yall 138 IS (e Lgialed 1 €l jiall Cilpmti) i) Ale OV Jsas 2o
Clials
T: Cool. Now what are the vocabulary strategies you have learnt from the programme to deal with
new English words? Why have learnt them?

A pad) S o 5 i) i) Lgie Ban) 5 gmaliyall 8 LALiA) (o jiall alai] i Cilynsi) jind de sana 48 O\S 2
20 e S Al il eda | Baaadl oy jaall 486 5 yla e ) o)) Caadati Loyl | Jas camel 4elS Jie 4l
G e Al il e ESH el () ine L 5 B el T AN a R i Caalet Ll | Al
K: There are many useful vocabulary strategies | have learnt through this programme. One of them
is using Arabic and English cognates such as camel J«~ . | also learnt to take a good look at new
words. This strategy enables me to check the spelling. | also learnt to draw semantic maps that
assisted me to learn many new English words together

oo gl Alial 3 ey o Allad) sda 84S LAl e ued Ll D ja ) SS cubaza
T: OK. Thank you so much Khamis for your participation in this interview. Would you like to add
anything?
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K: No I have nothing to add thank you
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