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Abstract
During the last three decades, there has been a shift of paradigm from teaching
methodologies to learning processes and learner characteristics. Research suggested
that a host of cognitive, affective, and perceptual variables are at work when
individuals go about the task of second or foreign language learning. Among these
variables are learning styles and strategies. This study aimed at shedding some light
on the relationships that exist among learner characteristics (i.e., gender, age,
discipline, self-rated English proficiency level), perceptual learning style preferences,
and skill-based (e.g., reading) and function-based strategies (e.g., metacognitive).
The participants were 138 graduate students from six faculties at Shahid Beheshti
University, Tehran, Iran. They were randomly selected based on a two-stage sampling
procedure and were asked to respond to two translated and pretested questionnaires:
(1) Reid’s (1984) Perceptual Learning Style Preference Questionnaire for assessing
learning style preferences and (2) Cohen, Oxford, and Chi’s (2002) Learning Strategy
Use Survey for assessing skill-based and function-based strategies.
Results revealed that the participants favored kinesthetic and tactile learning
modalities and disfavored group learning. They also reported using reading and
compensation strategies significantly more often than strategies in most other
categories. Speaking, memory, and vocabulary learning strategies were used less often
than other strategies. In addition, most of the background variables under study
seemed to affect the participants’ learning styles and strategy choice. And finally,
kinesthetic modality was found to be significantly correlated with all strategy
categories, and group learning was associated with social strategies. The findings of
the study and their implications are also discussed.
Keywords: Learning styles, Perceptual learning style preferences, Learning
strategies, Skill-based learning strategies, Function-based learning strategies.
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In this chapter, a brief overview of the topic of the study
will be first presented. Then, the problem the study seeks
to find answers for along with the related research
questions will be stated. Finally, after describing the
rationale for conducting the study, key terms will be
defined.

1.1. Background of the Study
It was not until the mid 1960s that there was a shift of paradigm in educational
psychology away from the behaviorist stimulus-response approach to a cognitive
approach with an emphasis on the information-processing model of language learning.
This rather radical departure was not without its implications for learning in general
and second or foreign language learning in particular. The long-held assumption that
teachers should bear the primary, if not the sole, responsibility for learners’ language
learning was called into question, and a more learner-focused approach, in which
learners could find their own individualized learning paths to ultimate success and
autonomy, was called for.
To this end, there emerged a number of studies into how and why individuals
learn a new language at different rates and with varying degrees of success. The
solution was provided in light of learners’ individual differences; that is, every learner
brings to the language learning context a host of personal factors, over some of which
he has no control (e.g., age and gender), and some are within his partial or full control
(e.g., motivation, learning styles, and learning strategies). Empirical research has
indicated that these learner characteristics have an important bearing on how well and
how fast a learner is able to master a second or foreign language. Among these
individual variables, learning styles and learning strategies, which often go hand in
hand, have received considerable attention over the last two decades. Learning styles
are related to the general and habitual ways through which one typically acquires and
retains information. Learning strategies, in turn, refer to those specific and conscious
activities learners employ when facing a language task or problem so as to make it
easier and more enjoyable. It has been said, and also supported by empirical data, that
the learners’ choice of certain strategy types is very much dependant upon their
1

preferred learning styles (e.g., Rossi-Le, 1989). In addition, both of these variables are
themselves a function of a multitude of other factors.
Oxford (1989) offered a synthesis of the studies carried out regarding language
learning strategies and the variables that affect their choice including learning styles.
Stressing the importance of learners’ preferences, she, however, asserted that “little
research has been dedicated to the relationship between learning strategy use and
learning style” (p. 241). Likewise, among the recommendations resulting from the
survey Willing (1988) conducted into the learning styles in adult migrant education, a
similar assertion was made:
It is hoped that classroom practice will become geared to the developing of good
and appropriate learning strategies (to a much greater degree than at present).
This means:
(a) Exploration of strategies which learners are already making use of…. This
exploration can be done through questionnaire and discussion.
(b) Exploration of the relation between individual learning style and the
person’s existing strategies. (p. 172)

There has been, thus, a renewed interest in these two areas in language pedagogy
at the turn of the century under the general heading of styles- and strategies-based
instruction (SSBI, Cohen & Weaver, 2005). Put simply, it is now claimed that any
language strategy treatment to be most effective should be viewed in light of learning
styles that individuals bring with themselves to the language learning context.
This study aims at investigating the learners’ patterns of learning style
preferences and the learning strategies they employ and whether there is a relationship
between learning styles and strategies.

2

1.2. Statement of the Problem
As Oxford (1989) argued, “A strong relationship exists between the individual’s
use of learning strategies and the individual’s learning style…. Sadly little research
has been dedicated to the relationship between learning strategy use and learning
style” (p. 241). Ehrman also claimed that “learning style mismatches are at the root of
many learning difficulties” (1996, p. 50). She went on proposing six areas of
mismatch, one of which includes the mismatch between the students’ learning styles
and the learning strategies applied (e.g., when a field independent learner tries to
apply social strategies, or a global learner uses bottom-up reading strategies). On the
other hand, learning styles and especially learning strategy application may differ
across individuals in terms of such variables as gender, age, field of study, and
proficiency level, and this makes the picture more complicated. Therefore, exploring
learners’ leaning styles and strategies and their correlates from the outset of any
teaching program and, accordingly, taking into account the impact of various style
characteristics on any individual’s learning could reduce many mismatches, hence
enhancing learning effectiveness.
It is also worth mentioning that most of the previous studies in this area have
focused on strategy categories based on functions (i.e., cognitive, metacognitive, etc.),
and there appears to be a need to investigate strategy use across different language
skills (i.e., listening, speaking, etc.). For one thing, adopting a skill-based approach is
more learner-friendly; that is, learners can more easily think of “making summaries in
the margin of the book” as a reading strategy than as a cognitive one. For another, it
could be assumed that tasks across different language skills would call for differential
patterns of strategy choice, and if this notion is viewed in light of learners’ preferred
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learning styles, the end result would shed more light on how some learners with a
certain preferred learning style are more successful than others.
The purpose of this study is, as such, to explore the possible patterns of
relationship between learning style preferences (viz., visual, auditory, kinesthetic,
tactile, individual, and group) and skill-based strategies (viz., listening, speaking,
reading, writing, vocabulary learning, and translation) and function-based strategies
(viz., memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, and social). In addition, the
effects of gender, age, discipline, and proficiency on both learning style preferences
and learning strategies are studied.

1.3. Research Questions
Based on the purpose of the study, the following research questions were
developed:
1. What is the pattern of learning style preferences among graduate students of
different disciplines at Shahid Beheshti University?
2. What is the relationship between the participants’ learning style preferences
and their gender, age, discipline, and self-rated English proficiency level?
3. What is the participants’ pattern of skill-based strategies?
4. What is the relationship between the participants’ skill-based strategies and
their gender, age, discipline, and self-rated English proficiency level?
5. What are the participants’ five most and least frequently used strategies?
6. What is the participants’ pattern of function-based strategies?
7. What is the relationship between the participants’ function-based strategies and
their gender, age, discipline, and self-rated English proficiency level?
8. Is there any significant relationship between the participants’ learning style
preferences and their reported use of leaning strategies?

4

1.4. Rationale of the Study
The relationship between learning styles and learning strategies has enjoyed
considerable attention during the last two decades. However, much still remains to be
learned. One important point that singles out this study is the employment of a
recently developed questionnaire, called the Language Strategy Use Survey (LSUS,
Cohen, Oxford, & Chi, 2002), that assesses language strategy use across different
language skills. The rationale behind using this new questionnaire is simple: There
has been an overuse of Oxford’s (1990) Strategy Inventory for Language Learning
(SILL) as an instrument in learning strategies research. Although the SILL is a valid
and reliable instrument, there has been a call for conducting research utilizing other
measures (Cohen & Weaver, 2005). Needless to say, while the SILL assesses strategy
use in terms of function (i.e., cognitive, metacognitive, etc.), the newly developed
questionnaire is based on language skills and suits the purpose of this study very well.
On the other hand, as mentioned before, tasks across different language skills
might evoke certain strategies. This is, in part, what the questionnaire (i.e., Cohen,
Oxford, & Chi, 2002) tries to assess. The results are, accordingly, viewed in light of
individuals’ learning styles. Put this way, it is not difficult to find support for the
significance of the study. Cohen (2003), shedding some light on a theoretical
framework of the intersection of styles, strategies, and tasks, concluded his paper with
a call for more research on this interrelationship; he emphasized, “More descriptive
research [italics added] regarding the intersection of task, styles, and strategies would
be beneficial” (p. 290). Moreover, according to Ehrman, Leaver, and Oxford (2003), a
strategy can be useful if three conditions are met: (1) the strategy relates well to the
given L2 task, (2) the strategy fits a particular student’s learning style preferences to
one extent or another, and (3) the learner employs the strategy effectively and links it
5

with other relevant strategies. They attributed the often mixed results in strategy
research to the fact that the “students’ diversity of learning styles and needs was not
systematically taken into account” (p. 318). It is, therefore, evident that when learning
strategies are viewed in light of learning styles, more insightful interpretations and
conclusions could be drawn.
It is worth noting that, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, there exists no
published study reporting on the strategies related to all four skills at the same time.
As a consequence, in order to compare the results with those obtained in the previous
studies using the SILL and also to provide a clearer picture of strategy patterns, the
questionnaire items will be reclassified to cover five categories of function-based
strategies.

1.5. Definition of Key Terms
Learning styles: A learning style is “an individual’s natural, habitual, and
preferred way(s) of absorbing, processing, and retaining new information and skills”
(Reid, 1995, p. viii). Different perceptual and sociological learning styles cover
visual, auditory, kinesthetic, tactile, individual, and group learning dimensions.
Visual learners: Visual learners “prefer to learn via the visual channel. Therefore
they like to read a lot, which requires concentration and time spent alone. Visual
students need the visual stimulation of bulletin boards, videos, and movies. They must
have written directions if they are to function well in the classroom” (Oxford, 1995, p.
35).
Auditory learners: Auditory learners are “students who enjoy the oral-aural
learning channel. Thus they want to engage in discussions, conversations, and group
work. These students typically require only oral directions” (Oxford, 1995, p. 36).
6

Kinesthetic learners: Kinesthetic learners favor “total physical involvement with
a learning environment such as taking a field trip, dramatizing, pantomiming, or
interviewing” (Kinsella, 1995, p. 172).
Tactile learners: Tactile learners favor “learning with [their] hands through
manipulation of resources, such as writing, drawing, building a model, or conducting
a lab experiment” (Kinsella, 1995, p. 172).
Individual learners: An individual learner is someone who “learns more
effectively through working alone” (Reid, 1995, p. x).
Group learners: A group learner is the one who “learns more effectively through
working with others” (Reid, 1995, p. x).
Learning strategies: They are “activities consciously chosen by learners for the
purpose of regulating their own language learning” (Griffiths, 2008b, p. 87). Learners
employ them to facilitate learning and make it “more enjoyable, more self-directed,
more effective, and more transferable to new situations” (Oxford, 1990, p. 8).
Skill-based strategies: Through using these strategies, which Tarone (1981)
called skill learning strategies, learners try to become skilled listeners, speakers,
readers, and writers. They may also involve strategies related to areas of vocabulary
learning and translation.
Function-based strategies: They are related to Oxford’s (1990) taxonomy of
strategies based on the function they serve. They include six strategy categories:
memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective, and social.
Memory strategies: Memory strategies are “techniques specifically tailored to
help the learner store new information in memory and retrieve it later” (Oxford &
Crookall, 1989, p. 404).
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Cognitive strategies: The function of cognitive strategies is “manipulation or
transformation of the target language by the learner” (Oxford, 1990, p. 43). For
example, the learners apply the tools of practicing, analyzing, summarizing, and
receiving and sending messages to handle the learning.
Compensation strategies: They “enable learners to use the new language for
either comprehension or production despite limitations in knowledge” (Oxford, 1990,
p. 47). In other words, learners use guessing, getting help, and other aids to
compensate for the gaps occurred in the learning process.
Metacognitive strategies: They are “actions which go beyond purely cognitive
devices, and which provide a way for learners to coordinate their own learning
process” (Oxford, 1990, p. 136).
Affective strategies: Through the use of affective strategies “learners can gain
control over their emotions, attitudes, motivations, and values” in learning a language
(Oxford, 1990, p. 140).
Social strategies: Social strategies are deployed to interact with other people in
language learning and in order to increase the exposure to the L2 (Oxford, 1990).
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Chapter Two

Introduction

Literature Review
Methodology
Results & Discussion
Conclusion

In this chapter, the concepts of learning styles, learning
strategies, and their relationship will be explored,
respectively. First, after defining learning styles,
delineating their distinguishing features, juxtaposing
some models, and talking about criticisms, the relevant
studies will be reviewed. In the next section, almost a
similar permutation will be offered for learning
strategies. Finally, the nature of the association between
the two will be described.

A note on terminology mentioned in this chapter is in order. Given the diversity
surrounding strategy conceptualizations, different educators have referred to the
concept under different labels such as learning strategies, language learning
strategies, learner strategies, language learner strategies, self-regulatory strategies,
strategic behavior, and a lot more. Throughout this review, and also the whole thesis,
these terms are used interchangeably unless a distinction is made. Moreover, the terms
learning and acquisition are treated as synonymous since the distinction between the
two is not the focus of this study.

2.1. Introduction
Second or foreign language learning is a complicated task demanding a great deal
of effort and perseverance on the learners’ part. Despite this natural difficulty, many
learners gain a command of the target language quite successfully, but the extent to
which this is achieved is not similar across learners. A significant part of this
differential success could be ascribed to the different ways in which individual
learners go about the task of language learning. This diversity that might determine
learners’ success or otherwise has come to be known as individual differences in
language learning.
To date, several aspects of learner variation have been identified. Among them,
those related to affective (e.g. motivation, anxiety, self-confidence) and cognitive
dimensions (e.g., education, language aptitude, learning strategies) have been reported
to be the most frequently investigated ones (Bailey, Onwuegbuzie, & Daley, 2000).
Learning strategies, as the specific activities employed to facilitate learning, have
attracted researchers’ attention since the mid 1970s. Empirical research has revealed
that strategy use is a function of a multitude of variables. Put another way, several
9

individual and situational factors may play a role in the type and frequency of the
strategies learners deploy. Among these factors, learners’ learning style preferences
have been proved to be a significant variable influencing strategy use (Ehrman et al.,
2003). Consequently, language learning is optimized if learners are engaged in
language activities consistent with their preferred and habitual learning modalities. In
such a case, the quality of learners’ strategy deployment improves, hence leading to
success in the demanding task of second or foreign language learning.

2.2. Learning Styles
Research into learning styles actually began with the proposal made by Witkin
(1962) on the account that individuals may take either an analytic predisposition or a
more global approach to the processing of information. This led to the introduction of
two cognitive dimensions of field dependence and field independence. Since then,
individuals have been viewed from numerous perspectives and, accordingly, a
plethora of style dimensions have been offered, making the field a “real quagmire”
(Dörnyei, 2005, p. 120). However, the substantial contribution to the language
learning of different style dimensions has led educators to pursue this line of research.

2.2.1. Definition of learning styles
Learning style is a more or less consistent way in which an individual processes
information. It is defined as “a term that describes the variations among learners in
using one or more senses to understand, organize, and retain experience” (Reid, 1987,
p. 89). Noting the link between learning styles and other dimensions of behavior,
Keefe (1979) regarded the former as “cognitive, affective, and physiological traits that
are relatively stable indicators of how learners perceive, interact with, and respond to
the learning environment” (p. 4). Reid (1995, p. viii) also described learning styles
10

simply as “an individual’s natural, habitual, and preferred way(s) of absorbing,
processing, and retaining new information and skills.” Kinsella (1995) also believed
that learning styles persist irrespective of teaching methods or content area.
To date, a host of style dimensions have been proposed, most of them serving as a
dichotomy: visual vs. haptic (Lewenfeld, 1945), impulsive vs. reflective (Kagan,
1965), divergent vs. convergent (Hudson, 1966), holist vs. serialist (Pask, 1972),
holist vs. analytic (Peters, 1977), verbalizer vs. visualizer (Richardson, 1977), leveler
vs. sharpener (Schmeck, 1981), organizer vs. non-organizer (Atman, 1988), global
vs. analytic (Kirby, 1988), right- vs. left-hemisphere (Torrance & Rockenstein, 1988),
and ectasis vs. synopsis (Ehrman & Leaver, 2003).
The underlying assumption of exploring such a bewildering array of different
learning styles involves the observation that a person learns more effectively when
information is presented in a manner that matches his preferred method of acquiring
and processing information (Montgomery, 1995). Some people have a predominant
learning style, but this does not mean that they cannot function within other styles.
However, they do tend to learn more effectively if learning is orientated in accordance
to their stronger preference. Thus, learning styles as a model should be regarded only
as a guideline and not a strict set of rules. Acknowledging this point, Dunn and Dunn
lucidly stated, “Learning style is a biologically and developmentally imposed set of
characteristics that make the same teaching method wonderful for some and terrible
for others” (1979, p. 3). Put another way, some styles do not have any impact on a
student’s learning while others could exert an undeniably powerful influence.
Accordingly, the paramount importance of identifying students’ learning styles and
matching teaching materials with them so as to achieve the best possible outcome
should be born in mind.
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2.2.2. Features of learning styles
Ehrman et al. (2003) pointed out that in the literature on learning styles such terms
as learning style, cognitive style, personality type, sensory preference, and modality
have been used loosely and often interchangeably. Therefore, it seems wise to take a
look at some defining features of learning styles to come to a clearer picture of what
the concept includes and what does not.
 Learning styles are mostly value-neutral

The concept of learning styles offers a “value-neutral approach for understanding
individual differences among linguistically and culturally diverse students” (Kinsella,
1995, p. 171). Curry (1990) also claimed that no one learning style could be
considered more advantageous than others. That is, different styles may be equally
valid and beneficial and have strengths and weaknesses. Individuals can be successful
in every style dimension but only in different ways. The implication of this feature for
language teaching and learning is that every individual can learn provided that
teachers respond appropriately to the diversity of learner differences including
learning styles (Bennett, 2003).
In reality, however, this neutral status does not without exception apply to all style
dimensions because some learning styles correlate more highly than others with the
desired aspects of language performance in specific settings. As Reid (1995) pointed
out, some students with some learning styles clearly function better in a school system
that values those learning styles over others.
 Learning styles are not black and white elements

Style dimensions have been often presented as two opposing poles on a
continuum. They are not either/or elements, however; that is, the existence of one
style pole (e.g., global) is not necessarily indicative of the absence of its counterpart
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(i.e., analytic). One might approach a learning task globally and show a relatively
slighter analytic preference at the same time. Similarly, a person might be equally
visual and auditory but with lesser kinesthetic and tactile involvement, and “not
everyone fits neatly into one or another of these categories to the exclusion of the
other” (Ehrman & Oxford, 1990, p. 69). Few if any people could be classified as
having all or nothing in any of style dimensions (Ehrman, 1996).
 Learning styles are relatively stable but can be also modified

An individual’s preferred learning styles are “moderately strong habits rather than
intractable biological attributes” (Reid, 1987, p. 100), Nonetheless, the possibility of
style modification exists; learning styles can be extended to include diverse, and often
opposing, preferences (Chapelle & Roberts, 1986; Cohen & Dörnyei, 2002; Nel,
2008; Oxford, 2001b). Ellis (1989) reported that learners in his study abandoned their
own preferred learning styles and adjusted themselves to the teaching style they were
exposed to. Similarly, researchers recommended that learners should try to adapt
themselves to different, especially disfavored, learning styles. Working within
multiple learning styles comfortably could maximize learning efficiency (Oxford,
2001b; Reid, 1987).
 Learning styles are different from abilities

Learning styles differed from abilities on three grounds (Dörnyei, 2005). Firstly,
abilities are unipolar (i.e., ranging from ‘little’ to ‘more’) while most styles are bipolar
(i.e., forming a continuum between two poles with specific features). Secondly, while
for abilities high amounts are always preferable to low amounts, this is not necessarily
the case for learning styles, and neither pole of a style continuum is regarded as better
per se. To take an example, both ability and learning style affect task performance.
The increase in ability is accompanied by improvement in performance whereas its
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effect on learning style is dependent upon the nature of the task. In other words, only
if a range of different tasks is presented, students at both ends of the style continuum
have the chance to succeed (Riding, 2000b).
The third point of divergence between abilities and learning styles concerns their
role in cognitive processing (Ellis, 2004; Messick, 1994). Abilities are related to the
content and level of cognition (What? and How much?) while styles refer to the
manner or mode of cognition (How?). For example, more intelligent people produce
better works (i.e., due to their ability), but some people prefer to process information
by means of visual input, and others prefer auditory input (i.e., due to their learning
style).
 Learning styles are different from cognitive styles

As mentioned earlier, although the notions of learning and cognitive styles are not
the same, they have been often used interchangeably. As some researchers argued
(e.g., H. D. Brown, 2000; Dörnyei, 2005), the core of a learning style is the cognitive
style, which can be regarded as a partially biologically determined and consistent way
of responding to information and situations. When such cognitive styles are
specifically related to an educational context and are interwoven with a number of
affective, physiological, and behavioral factors, they are more generally referred to as
learning styles. Dörnyei and Skehan (2003, p. 602) recognized the distinction as
follows:
The former [i.e., cognitive styles] can be defined as a predisposition to process
information in a characteristic manner while the latter [i.e., learning styles] can be defined
as a typical preference for approaching learning in general. The former, in other words, is
more restricted to information-processing preferences, while the latter embraces all
aspects of learning.
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 Learning styles are different from learning strategies

According to Reid (1998), learning styles are “internally based characteristics,
often not perceived or consciously used by learners” whereas learning strategies are
“external skills often used consciously by students to improve their learning” (p. ix,
emphasis is original). This degree of consciousness in applying styles and strategies
has been also voiced by Sternberg and Grigorenko (2001) when they observed that
styles operate without individual awareness whereas strategies involve a conscious
choice of alternatives. Another difference is that styles are fairly fixed for an
individual due to their physiological basis while strategies could be more easily
learned, developed, and modified (Oxford, 1990; Riding 2000a).
 Some learning styles are strongly related to personality

Some psychological constructs are sometimes referred to as learning styles and
sometimes as personality dimensions. For example, within the domain of psychology,
the extroversion-introversion is considered a personality type dichotomy. In L2
studies, they are, nevertheless, regarded as learning styles (Bailey et al., 2000;
Ehrman, 1996). This may be, in part, due to the increasing influence of personality
variables on learning styles reflected in the use of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
(MBTI). Accordingly, Ehrman (1996) categorized certain learning styles as
personality-based learning styles, which are actually personality dimensions that have
strong learning or cognitive style correlates.
Dörnyei (2005) attributed this to the nature of some personality types and argued
that such dimensions, as those on the MBTI, are not like traditional scales ranging
from positive to negative. Rather, “they indicate various aspects of one’s
psychological set-up and, depending on their combinations, every type can have
positive or negative effects in a specific life domain” (p. 19). This value-neutral
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feature is very similar to that of style dimensions in that an individual can be
successful in every style position, though in a different way.
 Learning styles might be context-dependant

Studies have shown that the way information is perceived, processed, and stored
varies from one individual to another and is influenced by heredity, environment, and
past experiences. Reid (1987) claimed that different modes of thinking, including
learning styles, are often characteristic of different cultures. In her study, learners
from diverse cultural backgrounds indicated differential patterns of perceptual styles
preferences. This point was also confirmed by several other educators (e.g., Hofstede,
1986; Oxford, 1990; Reid, 1995, 1998; Rossi-Le, 1989, 1995; Tyacke, 1998).
Naraghi Zadeh (2004) reported that Iranian learners had unique learning
approaches. They tended to combine and try almost all available learning orientations.
She ascribed this tendency to the Iranian learning culture that is based on a philosophy
of life to be perfect.
Moreover, learning styles may differ by other factors such as age and gender.
Learning preferences may change over time as they are developmental and alter with
maturity. This could be due to motivational levels, responsibility, and the fact that for
many people visual and auditory perceptual elements strengthen with age. In both
children and adults, one of the perceptual styles (auditory, visual, tactile, or
kinesthetic) is usually more dominant than the others, influencing the way in which
information is received. Regarding gender, the perceptual strengths of males tend to
be visual, tactile, and kinesthetic while females tend to be more auditory. As for
sociological styles, females usually outdo males in terms of group learning; that is,
they favor group work due to their stronger tendencies for social interaction (Dybvig,
2004).
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 Learning style might conflict with many learning aspects

Ehrman (1996) argued that “learning style mismatches are at the root of many
learning difficulties” (p. 50). She outlined the main mismatches between students’
learning styles and a number of different areas. The learners’ preferred learning style
may come into conflict with the teacher’s teaching style (referred to as style war,
Oxford, Ehrman, & Lavine, 1991), the syllabus, the language task, the students’
beliefs about learning, and/or the learning strategies deployed.
Most of these mismatches could not be easily avoided because of the wide
diversity of teachers and students in terms of their teaching and learning styles,
respectively. Peacock (2001b), having observed an instance of style war, suggested
that teachers should adopt a balanced teaching style in which no one learning style is
excessively favored or, alternatively, try to accommodate a number of learning styles
at the same time.
However, there are some recommendations to at least minimize the conflicting
effects of different learning styles. One is to accommodate the learning tasks in a way
that they are geared to the learners’ common learning style preferences. Nevertheless,
the problem is that learners are rarely homogeneous in their style preferences. Another
option for both students and the teacher is to identify their major learning styles prior
to the learning program. This awareness could be beneficial and bring about some
style harmony (Kinsella, 1995; Oxford & N. J. Anderson, 1995).
Still another option is for the teacher to help learners stretch beyond their comfort
zone of preferred learning styles (Oxford, 2001b). As learners become aware of their
learning style preferences, they start to function within their comfort zones and may
gradually stretch them out of this zone (Ehrman, 1996). Also referred to as style flex
(Kroonenberg, 1995), this style stretching can be achieved over time by providing a
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learner with a language activity requiring a learning style disfavored by him. For
example, a visual student participates in a task that involves receiving auditory input
(e.g., from a tape). Or, offering an analytic learner with a learning material that does
not cover grammar systematically (Dörnyei, 2005).
Finally, teaching students learning strategies that would match their styles is
another useful way to minimize possible mismatches. This approach will be discussed
in section 2.4.1.
2.2.3. Style models and dimensions
Models of cognitive and learning styles abound. Each of these models further
generates diverse, and often overlapping, style dimensions. Claiming that there is a
composite of at least 20 style dimensions, Oxford and N. J. Anderson (1995) singled
out eight of them as particularly important for L2 learning:
 visual vs. auditory vs. hands-on (or tactile/kinesthetic)
 intuitive-random vs. concrete-sequential
 field dependent vs. field independent
 extroverted vs. introverted
 judging vs. perceiving
 impulsive vs. reflective
 feeling vs. thinking
 global vs. analytic

Curry (1983) regarded individuals’ learning differences as a metaphorical onion
consisting of four layers. The outermost layer, instructional and environmental
preferences, includes those individuals’ traits that are most observable, open to
introspection, context-bound, and susceptible to change. They are basically perceptual
modalities. Models on sensory modalities such as Reid’s (1987) perceptual
preferences include features working within this layer. The second layer, social
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interaction models, deals with the differences related to gender, age, or maturation
levels. The third layer, information processing preferences, involves the processes by
which information is absorbed, organized, stored, and utilized. Models such as Kolb’s
(1984) experiential learning approach could be regarded as functioning within this
layer.
Finally, the innermost layer, personality dimension, relates to a relatively
permanent and consistent facet of personality “apparent only when an individual’s
behavior is observed across many different learning situations” (Riding & Cheema,
1991, p. 195). The assumption is that our deepest personality traits shape our
perceptions and orientations as to how we interact with others. A popular model in
this category is the one on personality types proposed by Myers and Briggs (1976).

field dependent vs. field independent
One of the major distinctions in cognitive styles that has been incorporated in
most style models is the one between field dependent and field independent. Proposed
by Witkin (1962), the distinction was originally associated with visual perception.
People could be categorized in terms of the extent to which they are “dependent on
the structure of the prevailing visual field…[or] are free or independent of the
influence of the whole field when they look at the parts” (Dörnyei, 2005, p. 136).
Witkin (1962; see also Witkin, Goodenough, & Oltman, 1979) developed this
distinction between an analytic predisposition to the processing of information as
contrasted with a more global approach. Field dependents are more likely to deal with
information structures as a whole. In contrast, field independents tend to analyze
information into its component parts and to distinguish the essential from the
inessential. In other words, field dependent learners prefer to learn in context and
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holistically whereas field independent learners learn more effectively step by step,
beginning with analyzing facts and proceeding to ideas. Field dependents are sociable
and work well in groups while field independents are viewed as aloof, preferring to
find solutions to problems for themselves. The former is likely to engage in
communicative language use, but the latter is associated with a capacity to analyze
linguistic material and perhaps learn systematically.
The Group Embedded Figures Test (GEFT) was also developed to measure these
constructs. The test contains some simple forms that have been hidden in more
complex geometric forms. The subject’s task is to locate these simple forms.

a model of cognitive style
Riding and Cheema (1991; see also Riding, 2000a, 2000b) proposed a style
system consisting of two distinct style dimensions: holist-analytic and verbalimagery. The first dimension concerns whether individuals prefer to approach
information as a whole or in discrete parts of that whole. As the term suggests, holists
tend to deal with the situation as a whole, resist breaking it down into smaller
sections, and prefer to take over an overall perspective of the context. Analytic
individuals, in contrast, look for components and patterns in the situation and like to
analyze it into subsections. They also prefer to formulate rules and impose a structure
on the situation in order that they could work better. They are good at detecting
similarities and differences (Riding, 2000a).
Both holists and analytics may deal with a problem verbally or visually. Verbalimagery style dimension refers to whether individuals are willing to represent
information during thinking verbally or whether they are more inward and prefer to
think in mental pictures (Dörnyei, 2005). In other words, verbalizers understand and
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retain new material best when they can discuss either the subject they are learning or
the information presented during a meeting or a lecture. They remember more when
they can express themselves and engage in verbalizing through discussions. Imagers,
in contrast, understand and remember best by reading the written words. When they
close their eyes, they tend to recall information by seeing the words on the page in
their mind. They also find it easier to remember what they hear in meetings,
presentations, or lectures when handouts are used with graphics.
These two dimensions (i.e., holist-analytic and verbal-imagery) are further
subdivided into some learning style dichotomies. The holist-analytic dimension, for
example, includes such learning styles as field dependence-filed independence and
adaptors-innovators. The latter distinction refers to the way we approach a task.
Adaptors prefer conventional, established procedures whereas innovators favor
restructuring or new perspectives in problem solving. Riding’s taxonomy of styles has
been also reflected in the Cognitive Styles Analysis (CSA, 1991) questionnaire, which
is also available in a computer-based version.

experiential learning style model
Kolb (1984; see also Kolb, Boyatzis, & Mainemelis, 2001) drew on the work of
the Swiss psychologist Carl Gustav Jung who viewed learning styles as a result of
individuals’ preferred ways of adapting in the world. The model consists of distinct
learning styles based on a four-stage learning cycle. These stages include concrete
experience,

reflective

observation,

abstract

conceptualization,

and

active

experimentation. The model is working based on the logic that immediate concrete
experiences provide the learner with a starting point for observations and reflections.
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As these are understood and assimilated, they can be applied to abstract concepts that
can be further tested in new situations.
In other words, learning starts with concrete experience as a learner’s exposure to
the real world provides a basic for other modes of thinking. The learner, then,
observes systematically and reflects upon the observation to establish generalizations.
Afterwards, based on the reflection, he theorizes at an abstract level. This theorizing
enables the whole experience to be understood completely. It also provokes further
questions for whose answers a new cycle would be set in motion (Skehan, 1998). As
applied to language learning, this cycle was vividly exemplified by Dörnyei and
Skehan (2003) as follows:
One could consider the CE stage [i.e., concrete experience] to represent exposure to input,
which would be followed by observation and reflection (RO) [i.e., reflective observation].
If we were dealing with the past tense form in English, this could be the noticing of the
existence of a wide range of past tense forms indicated by the morphological “-ed”
ending. This observation and tentative generalization might lead to the conceptualization
that the past tense in English is invariably formed in this way (AC) [i.e., abstract
conceptualization]. Then, the conceptualization, reflecting its tentative status, might
provoke the learner to choose to use this form for the past tense while observing the
reactions of others (AE) [i.e., active experimentation]. In other words, the learner would
come back to concrete experience having transformed this experience in some way, with
the result that the experience itself would be different. In this case, highly idealized as it
is, the learner might overuse the regular past, and then, at a later RO stage, reflect on the
consistently raised eyebrows that its application to verbs such as “go” or “give” had
provoked. This, in turn, might lead to a new conceptualization of past tense formation,
and so on. (pp. 605-606)

According to Kolb’s model, learning style is a product of two opposing
dimensions represented as two continua: perception and processing (Dörnyei, 2005).
The first relates to how we perceive and grasp experiences and ranges from concrete
experience to abstract conceptualization. The second concerns how we approach,
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process, and transform experiences and ranges from reflective observation to active
experimentation. The combinations of these two modes make four learning style
groups (viz., converger, diverger, assimilator, and accommodator, see Table 2.1).
Table 2.1. Kolb’s Experiential Learning Style Dimensions

Style Dimension

Description

Converging

► strong

▼

Abstract Conceptualization
+
Active Experimentation
Diverging
▼

Concrete experience
+
Reflective Observation
Assimilating
▼

Abstract Conceptualization
+
Reflective Observation
Accommodating
▼

Concrete Experience
+
Active Experimentation

in practical application of ideas
focus on specific problems
► has narrow interests
► unemotional
► can

► sees

things from different perspectives
► strong in imaginative ability
► good at generating ideas
► broad cultural interests
► strong

ability to create theoretical models
► excels in formal learning situations
► concerned with abstract concepts
► excels in inductive reasoning

good at reacting to immediate situations
greatest strength is doing things
► solves problems intuitively
► more of a risk taker
►

►

Note. Adapted from M. Smith (2001).

As viewed in Table 2.1, the style dimensions have been recently renamed to
converging, diverging, assimilating, and accommodating (Kolb, 2000). They were
also reflected in Kolb’s (1984, 1999) Learning Style Inventory.

perceptual or sensory style preferences
Sensory, perceptual, or physiological preferences are primarily related to how we
take in information and include four areas: visual, auditory, kinesthetic (movementoriented), and tactile (touch-oriented). They are based on the work in the early 1970s
by Dunn and Dunn (1972) and Dunn, Dunn, and Price (1978) in the general area of
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education, rather than in English as a second language (ESL) domain. They have been
reflected in many models of learning style in one way or another. Such preferences
are related to the perceptual learning channels with which individuals are mostly
comfortable. They are more accessible as they relate to the observable actions of
learning, and are, consequently, easier to operationalize (Dunn & Dunn, 1979).
According to these preferences, people use all four channels to receive
information, but one or more of these can be dominant. Clark (2000) stated that
learners might prefer one style for a particular task and another for a different task.
Based on the biological aspects, Winebrenner (1996) also made a distinction between
visual and tactile/kinesthetic learners as contrasted with auditory learners. The former
are more global thinkers and may run into problems as they are not good with logical,
analytical and sequential tasks unless they can see the ‘big picture.’ On the other
hand, auditory learners are logical, analytical, and sequential thinkers. This type of
learners may be most successful in traditional classrooms since their style is
accommodated in most school tasks. What follows concerns the main characteristics
of learners with dominance in each of the perceptual preferences:
Visual. Visual learners learn well from seeing words in books, on the chalkboard,
and in workbooks. These learners grasp information most effectively if provided
through the visual channel. They remember and understand information and
instructions better if they read them. They prefer reading tasks and often use colorful
highlighting schemes to make certain information visually more salient. Visual
learners favor visual media such as films and videos. In lectures, their understanding
is considerably increased by a handout, aids such as overhead transparencies, or by
taking extensive notes (Dörnyei, 2005).
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Auditory. Auditory learners predominantly learn from hearing words spoken and
from oral explanation and other sources of auditory input such as lectures or
audiotapes. They may remember information by reading aloud or by moving their lips
as they read. Their learning is enhanced if they engage in discussions and group work
(Dörnyei, 2005). They could also gain benefit from making tapes to listen to, by
teaching other students, and by conversing with their teacher (Reid, 1987).
Kinesthetic. Kinesthetic learners learn best by being physically involved in
classroom experiences. They remember information well when they actively
participate in activities and role-playing in the classroom. A combination of stimuli
(e.g., an audiotape combined with an activity) will help them understand new material
better. However, they need frequent breaks; sitting motionless for hours is usually
difficult for them. They often tend to walk around while, for example, trying to
memorize something (Dörnyei, 2005).
Tactile. As a learning style, tactile differs from kinesthetic in that it involves
touching and manipulation of objects while the latter concerns whole-body movement
and involvement (Dörnyei, 2005). Tactile learners prefer a hands-on and touching
learning approach. Writing notes or instructions can help them remember information
better. They enjoy making posters, collages, and the like. Working with flashcards,
handling and building models, conducting a laboratory experiment, and touching and
working with new materials are among their favorites.
Reid (1987) developed the Perceptual Learning Style Preference Questionnaire
(PLSPQ) based on the extant research on the aforementioned sensory modalities
(especially drawing on the work done by the Dunns and associates). To better apply
the framework to L2 learning classrooms, she added two sociological or social styles:
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Individual. Those students with a strong individual learning style preference learn
best when they work alone. They think better when they study alone. They also
understand material best when they learn it alone and make better progress in learning
when they work by themselves.
Group. In sharp contrast to individual learners, those preferring group learning
style learn more easily when they study with at least one other student. They tend to
be more successful when they work cooperatively with others. They value group
interaction and class work with other students. The stimulation they receive from
group work helps them learn and understand new information better.

a model of personality type
Myers and her daughter (Myers & Briggs, 1976) classified learning styles in
accordance to personality types based on Carl Gustav Jung’s theory of psychological
types. There are four basic dimensions to the model: extroversion-introversion,
sensing-intuiting, thinking-feeling, and judging-perceiving. Originally, Jung offered
the first three dimensions, and the last one was added by Myers and Briggs. Jung’s
initial typology has survived because it seems to offer insights into some basic truths
about the structure of personality (Dörnyei, 2005). What follows concerns the main
features of each of these personality types:
Extroversion vs. Introversion. Extroverts gain their energy from the outer world.
They seek interaction with people and have many friendships. In contrast, introverts
derive their energy from the internal world. They are reflective thinkers and would
rather think than talk. They seek solitude and tend to have just a few, and often very
deep, friendships (Oxford, 2001b).
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Sensing vs. Intuiting. Sensing people are detail-orientated and rely on their
senses to perceive the world. They prefer organized, linear, and structured lectures.
They like facts rather than theories, want guidance and specific instructions from the
teacher, and look for consistency. Intuiting people, on the other hand, rely on their
hunches. They look for patterns and relationships in the information presented. They
also like to create theories and new possibilities, often have sudden insights, and
prefer to guide their own learning.
Thinking vs. Feeling. Thinkers make decisions based on logic and rules. They
rarely allow emotions to cloud their decisions. Conversely, feelers tend to make
decisions on personal and humanistic considerations. They value empathy and
harmony and often show them through words, not just behaviors (Oxford, 2001b).
Judging vs. Perceiving. Judging or closure-oriented people are decisive and
focus on completing a task. They are only concerned with what is essential and may
be at times hasty in taking action. On the contrary, perceivers or open individuals are
curious, adaptable, and spontaneous. They may start a task but often find it difficult to
complete it.
Based on this model, the MBTI was constructed, which is the most widely used
personality test in the world. The permutations of the preferences on the MBTI result
in 16 different personality types, usually indicated by a four-letter label. For example,
ESFP refers to the Extroversion-Sensing-Feeling-Perceiving personality type. All
resulting personality types appear to be valid since they are more than the sum of the
parts (Ehrman, 1996).
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Ehrman and Leaver model
Recently, Ehrman and Leaver (2003) proposed an elaborate model of cognitive
styles in the service of language learning featured by detailed theoretical
underpinnings. Supported by an extensive empirical body of research, the Ehrman
and Leaver model (E&L) has undergone extensive validation. According to the
researchers’ conceptualization, the model consists of two superordinate style
dimensions: ectasis and synopsis. The distinction between these two addresses the
degree of conscious control of learning desired or needed. The former refers to those
learners who need or want conscious control over the learning process while the latter
leaves more to preconscious or unconscious processing. In other words, ectasis “seeks
conscious control of processing and thus may result in perception of phenomena as
composites” whereas synopsis “relies on unconscious or preconscious and thus may
result in perception of phenomena as wholes” (Ehrman & Leaver, 2003, p. 404). Each
of these constructs subsumes ten subscales or style dichotomies (see Table 2.2 on the
next page).
Among these dichotomies, a rather novel distinction is the one between analog
and digital learners. Analog learners prefer stories, parables, analogies, and metaphors
and tend to use such deep strategies as association and elaboration. In contrast, digital
learners want to hear it as it is and without what may seem like extraneous or fanciful
embellishment. They rely mostly on surface strategies like memorizing or word lists.
To make their model operational, Ehrman and Leaver (2003; see also Ehrman,
2001) developed a questionnaire, consisting of three items for each of the ten
dichotomies. The instrument has undergone extensive validation at the Foreign
Service Institute in the US for several years.
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Field insensitivity: makes little or no use of the whole context and often
excludes ‘incidental’ learning.

Field sensitivity as learning style: prefers to address material as part of
context and often picks up material by ‘osmosis.’ It relates to everythingforeground and background together and can be compared to illumination by
a floodlight that shows the whole scene.
Field independence as learning style: prefers to separate what is considered
important from context, setting priorities and hierarchies. It can be compared
to a spotlight that focuses sharply on one thing, in contrast to field sensitivity.

Note. Adapted from Ehrman & Leaver (2003).

Impulsive: reacts quickly in acting or speaking with little or no conscious Reflective: ‘thinks it through’ before action; often does not trust ‘gut
‘thinking it through;’ acts on ‘gut;’ thought often follows action.
reaction;’ action usually follows thought.

Leveler: often does not notice disparities and may seek to reduce them; looks Sharpener: notices disparities and differences and seeks to explore and
for similarities.
account for them.

Concrete: interacts with the world directly, learns through application, often Abstract: interacts with the world through cognitive constructs, learns from
physical, of knowledge. Experiential.
formal rendition of knowledge. Theoretical.

Analog: qualitative or metaphoric approach to interpreting experience; an Digital: quantitative or literal approach to interpreting experience; a digital
analog clock represents time metaphorically through a circular image.
clock shows only numbers directly, not representing them as a metaphor.

Synthetic: comprehends through assembly of components into a constructed Analytic: comprehends through understanding componential structure;
whole; creates.
disassembles.

Inductive: goes from specific to the general, generalizes from experience, Deductive: goes from the general to specific, applies generalizations to
and begins with examples rather than rules or theories.
experience, starts with rules, theories rather than specific examples.

Global: attends to gestalts and ‘big picture,’ is aware of ‘forests’ (vs. trees), Particular: attends to discrete items and details, is aware of ‘trees’ (vs.
oriented toward processing from the ‘top down.’
forests), oriented towards processing from ‘bottom up.’

Random (non-linear): follow internally developed order of processing that Sequential (linear): follows externally provided order of processing, such as
may appear “random” to others.
that in a textbook.

Field dependence: treats foreground and background as the same and does
not select out what is important for focus.

Ectasis

Synopsis

Table 2.2. The E&L Subscale Definitions

2.2.4. Evaluation of style models
As noted, different authors have proposed and labeled their own system of
learning or cognitive styles, leading to numerous style dimensions. Among the
presented models, Riding and Cheema’s (1991), as a purely cognitive style system,
introduced two essential style dimensions. Empirical research testing the model has
revealed that the dimensions are independent of one another and are also independent
of, but interacting with, personality (Riding, 2000a). This is a model of choice for
many researchers, especially in psychology. Furthermore, the provision of an
easy-to-use computer-based version of the questionnaire measuring this model has
added to its currency.
As for Kolb’s (1984) model, it has gained acceptance as part of Kolb’s broader
experiential learning theory by researchers and practitioners alike (Dörnyei, 2005).
Nevertheless, some learning style researchers has cast doubt on the validity of its
underlying assumption in that the idea of a learning cycle is considered to be flawed,
especially in the sense that it is closed (Greenaway, 2006).
The model offered by Myers and Briggs (1976) is mainly a personality model,
which is very popular in L2 studies. However, different personality dimensions could
play a significant role in determining our learning styles (see also section 2.2.2). The
model has links with other models, especially with Kolb’s in that they both drew on
the work done by Jung. Although the research in the area of personality type seems
tempting, Ehrman (2008) warned that teachers should exercise caution when labeling
learners different personality types because “[they] should remember that statistics do
not predict individual achievement: they only suggest probabilities and directions for
assisting those who may not have natural predilections that promote high level of
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language learning” (p. 69). This assertion appears to hold true and needs to be
accounted for in most aspects of second or foreign language teaching and learning.
The E&L model is the most comprehensive and parsimonious model since it
integrates a number of influential and well-established style dimensions under two
novel superordinate constructs (Dörnyei, 2005). Among all the models presented, it is
the one holding great promise for the future of cognitive and learning styles.
Reid (1995) divided learning styles into three major categories: cognitive learning
styles, personality learning styles, and sensory learning styles. Her classification
subsumed some of the key dimensions in the models presented in the previous
section. Cognitive learning styles, for example, include field independent-field
dependent, analytic-global, and reflective-impulsive. Personality learning styles refer
to those dimensions presented by Myers and Briggs (1976).
Sensory learning styles in Reid’s (1995) taxonomy are subdivided into two
categories: perceptual learning styles and environmental learning styles. The former
includes auditory, visual, tactile, and kinesthetic learning. In the category of
environmental learning styles, there is a distinction between physical and sociological
aspects. The first dimension refers to those who learn more effectively when variables
such as temperature, sound, light, food, time, and classroom arrangement are
considered. Sociological learners, in contrast, learn more effectively when variables
such as group, individual, pair, and teamwork, and level of teacher authority are taken
into account.
All in all, it is not uncommon in the filed of cognitive and learning styles to come
across dimensions repeated across different models. For example, Riding and
Cheema’s dichotomy of holist-analytic borrowed Witkin’s filed dependence-filed
independence. The dichotomy was, in turn, incorporated in subsequent systems like
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the E&L. Similarly, kinesthetic and tactile learning style preferences were merged to
form haptic learning style (O’Brain, 1990). However, that several models have some
dimensions in common while claiming to measure them differently (as the empirical
research often supports) might suggest individuals’ subtle nuances of personality that
could, and should, be looked upon from almost endless angles.

2.2.5. Criticisms against learning styles
“Do learning styles really exist?” asked Dörnyei (2005) as he argued that the area
is a “real quagmire” in that there exists a “confusing plethora of labels and style
dimensions” (p. 120). By the same token, Curry’s (1983) metaphorical onion clearly
shows how multifaceted the learning style concept is as he later pointed out that
“there is a bewildering confusion of definitions surrounding learning style
conceptualizations” (1991, p. 249). Generally, the criticisms leveled at the whole field
could be viewed from two perspectives. The first one concerns the constructs,
especially those of field dependence and field independence. The second is related to
the measurement issues.
As one of the first distinctions in the field, field dependence-field independence
has come under severe criticisms so much so that some educators disregard any role
for these constructs. Ellis (1994), for example, stated that the research into the
relationship between these dimensions and L2 learning “has shed little light” (p. 506).
Moreover, in most studies only a low correlation between field dependence-field
independence and language learning achievement was detected. Some critics have
concluded that the distinction has failed to generate robust and impressive findings
because it does not translate well to the language domain. They also claimed that the
constructs correlate excessively with intelligence because when the scores on the
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latter measure were controlled for, the correlation indexes were lowered, resulting in
“the allegation that the [field dependence-field independence] interpretation of
cognitive style is simply a disguised measure of intelligence” (Dörnyei & Skehan,
2003, p. 603).
On the other hand, Chapelle (1992) argued that the relationship between field
dependence-field independence and second language learning has a logical
foundation, and this could be illustrated through careful examination of its
evaluational results. In addition, the appearance of these constructs in the recent
models of cognitive styles (e.g., Ehrman & Leaver, 2003) indicates that the distinction
is still worthy of further attention.
If we brush aside the criticisms over the constructs in the field, the way these
constructs are measured has also remained a contentious issue. Accordingly, Ellis
(2004) ascribed the partial failure of research on field dependence-field independence
to the measurement of the constructs and the methodological design of the studies
rather than the constructs themselves. A widely used measurement for assessing these
two constructs is the GEFT. The construct validity of this instrument has been called
into question as it merely relies on a visual interpretation of style (Dörnyei & Skehan,
2003). Another problem with the GEFT is that it is actually a measure of field
independence; in other words, subjects who score high on the GEFT are considered
field independent, and those scoring low are considered field dependent as there exists
no direct measure for the latter. This runs contrary to one of the features of most
cognitive and learning styles that they are not yes/no options, and the absence of one
style does not indicate the presence of its counterpart (see also section 2.2.2).
Moreover, the results of empirical studies revealed that significant positive
correlations were always in favor of the field independence despite the claims that
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each different style has its own advantages. H. D. Brown (1993) tried to resolve this
problem by claiming that although a high score on the GEFT indicates field
independence, a low score does not necessarily imply relatively high field
dependence. He also argued that field dependence and field independence are not in
complementary distribution, and students might exercise both in different situations.
As Dörnyei and Skehan (2003) asserted, the pitfalls in the measurement of
learning styles have improved considerably over the years. For example, the analyticholistic dimension of style on Riding’s (1991) CSA questionnaire could be regarded
as an adequate substitute for the GEFT. Practically, it is possible to score highly on
each pole of each dimension, so that, unlike with the GEFT, a holistic style is not
simply the absence of an analytic style. This implies that it is also possible to have
low scores on each dimension, suggesting that someone can be ‘low’ in style options.
There also exist two measures of the perceptual style preferences including Reid’s
(1987) PLSPQ and the perceptual component on Oxford’s (1993) Style Analysis
Survey (SAS). The former, as the instrument used in the current study, has recently
come under attack, and there have been a number of studies to shed more light on the
validity of its underlying constructs. In a series of studies (DeCapua & Wintergerst,
2005; Wintergerst, DeCapua, & Itzen, 2001; Wintergerst, DeCapua, & Verna, 2003),
the PLSPQ underwent exploratory factor analyses. The results raised doubt as to the
validity of the questionnaire. The authors claimed that the visual and auditory
subscales were not adequately accounted for and offered an alternative three-factor
model. Accordingly, they excluded some items on the original questionnaire and
regrouped the remaining items under three headings: Group Activity Orientation,
Individual Activity Orientation, and Project Orientation. This latter subscale included
items on both kinesthetic and tactile subscales. The new instrument was called the
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Learning Style Indicator (LSI). Later studies (e.g., DeCapua & Wintergerst, 2005),
which led to the deletion of some other items, provided further evidence for the
construct validity of the new questionnaire.
In the same vein, Isemonger and Sheppard (2007) applied a confirmatory factor
analysis to examine whether the six-component structure of the PLSPQ, hypothesized
by Reid (1978), was held. The finding rejected Reid’s model; that is, the existing
model covering visual, auditory, kinesthetic, tactile, individual, and group constructs
was not supported. A subsequent exploratory factor analysis led the authors to
propose a three-factor model including Social Learning, Private Learning, and Haptic
Learning. The haptic construct covered all items on kinesthetic and tactile subscales.
It is worth mentioning that Isemonger and Watanabe (2007) also cast doubt on the
validity of the perceptual component of Oxford’s (1993) SAS. However, in their
concluding remarks, the authors aptly stated that “these results pertain to the scores
derived in this particular administration of the instrument and are not a final judgment
[italics added] on the perceptual component of the SAS” (p. 143). As for the PLSPQ,
the same appears to be true.
In sum, as the main line of criticism against learning styles revolves around the
confusion over precise definitions, and, accordingly, the measurement problems,
Dörnyei (2005) ‘honestly’ responded to the question he had asked at the beginning of
this section:
The honest answer, I believe, is that we are not absolutely sure. We still do not know
enough about the exact psychological mechanisms that make up the process that we
usually conveniently refer to as ‘learning’ to be able to say that learning styles have
definite neuropsychological validity and relevance to this process. The problem is that
learning—and consequently the related concept of learning styles—is associated at the
same time with perception, cognition, affect, and behavior, and a term that cuts across
these psychologically distinct categories does not lend itself to rigorous definition. (p.124)
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2.2.6. Studies pertaining to learning styles
Tyacke (1998) pointed to several problems encountered while identifying learning
styles. The first refers to the complex nature of learning styles that makes it difficult
to analyze learners’ overall learning profiles. Another problem is that learners are
likely to use different learning styles in different learning contexts. The third problem
is related to the methodology that might be biased. In other words, it might be in favor
of one kind of learner over another (e.g., analytic over holistic). Nevertheless, despite
these problems, Reid (1987) argued that “most students do correctly identify their
learning strengths, particularly when an element is strongly preferred or rejected (p.
90).
This review is restricted to perceptual and sociological preferences, the focus of
this study, preceded by a very brief account of field dependence-field independence
distinction because it served as the initial line of research in the field.

studies on field dependence-field independence
Field dependence-field independence distinction has received a considerable
amount of attention in L2 studies. H. D. Brown (1993) argued for two main
hypotheses regarding the relationship of these constructs and L2 learning. Firstly,
field dependent learners will be relatively more successful in learning the
communicative aspects of language due to their empathy, social outreach, and the
perception of other people. Confirming this hypothesis, Johnson, Prior, and Artuso
(2000) reported that field dependents outdid field independents on L2 tasks that
emphasized communicative rather than formal aspects of language proficiency.
The second hypothesis proposed by H. D. Brown (1993) is that field independence
is closely associated with classroom learning that involves analysis, attention to
details, and mastering of drills and other focused activities. Results of several studies
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were in favor of field independent as almost always the preferable style in formal
learning since the learners functioning within this style appear to be better at
separating the essential from the inessential, selectively channeling attention, and
noticing important aspects of language (Dörnyei, 2005; Sternberg & Grigorenko,
2001).
While the contribution to L2 learning of the constructs seems tempting, Ellis
(2004), in a review of the two stated hypotheses, concluded:
Two hypotheses have been advanced regarding L2 learning. The first is that fielddependent learners will do better in informal language learning because of their greater
interpersonal skills. The second is that field-independent learners will be advantaged in
more formal learning because of their enhanced analytic skills. Early studies, based on the
GEFT…, produced no clear support for the first hypothesis and only weak support for the
second. They showed that measures of field independence (there being no separate
measure of field dependence) correlated weakly, often non-significantly, with measures of
communicative language use and performance on discrete-item tests. (p. 535)

studies on perceptual and sociological style preferences
Most of the studies into L2 learners’ perceptual leaning style preferences
employed Reid’s (1987) PLSPQ. The instrument yields scores on four perceptual
preferences (viz., visual, auditory, kinesthetic, and tactile) and two sociological
preferences (viz., individual and group). The scores are, then, categorized as major,
minor, or negligible (negative) learning style. Major is the most preferred learning
style, minor is the one in which learners can still function, and negligible or negative
means that they may have difficulty learning in that way.
Reid (1987) could be regarded as the first one measuring sensory preferences in
L2 field. She surveyed a sample of ESL learners and native English speakers to
explore their perceptual and sociological learning style preferences with respect to a
number of variables including the students’ age and gender, their scores on test of
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English as a foreign language (TOEFL), the length of time spent in the US, the major
field of study, and whether they were graduate or undergraduate students. The
participants represented 98 countries, 29 major fields of study, and 52 language
backgrounds. The overall result of Reid’s study showed that ESL learners strongly
preferred kinesthetic and tactile learning styles. Most groups, on the other hand,
showed a negative preference for group learning. Other findings of this impressive
study could be summarized as follows:
1. ESL learners’ learning styles significantly differed in several ways from native
speakers of English. Native speakers of English were less tactile in their learning style
preferences. In addition, they were significantly less kinesthetic than all non-native
speakers.
2. ESL learners’ learning styles from different cultural backgrounds sometimes differed
significantly from each other. For instance, Japanese learners, on the other hand,
appeared to be the least auditory of all learners and were significantly less auditory
than Arabic and Chinese learners. Among all the non-native speaker language groups,
Japanese speakers were significantly different in their preferences, not showing a
single major learning style. Arabic, Chinese, and Korean students appeared to have
multiple major learning style preferences. Spanish chose kinesthetic and tactile as
major learning styles and group learning as a negative style.
3. Reid did not find as many significant differences as anticipated with respect to major
field. Among students of all majors, kinesthetic learning was a major learning style
preference. Except for those in hard sciences, students in all fields chose individual
learning as a minor learning style. In addition, group learning was proved a negative
learning style in all major fields except for computer science. Visual learning was
selected as a major learning style only by students in hard sciences. Humanities
majors were the least oriented toward visual learning. They were also significantly
less tactile when compared to engineering and computer science majors. Furthermore,
students in four major fields (viz., computer science, hard sciences, business, and
medicine) strongly preferred auditory learning as a major learning style.
4. As for level of education, graduate students preferred visual and tactile learning.
Undergraduate participants were, in contrast, more auditory than their graduate
counterparts. Both groups strongly tended to learn kinesthetically and tactilely.
5. Males favored visual and tactile learning significantly more than females.
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6. No significant difference was found in terms of age. However, a trend was observed:
“The older the student, the higher the preference means for visual, auditory,
kinesthetic, and tactile learning” (p. 95).
7. No significant difference was found in terms of TOEFL score. However, the pattern of
learning styles preferences among students with higher TOEFL scores was similar to
that of native speakers of English.
8. The results also revealed that as ESL learners adapted to the US academic
environment, some changes and extensions of learning styles might take place. For
example, the longer the students had lived in the US, the more auditory their
preference became. Learners who had been in the US more than three years were
significantly more auditory in their learning style than those who had been in the US
for shorter periods of time. Therefore, it could be suggested that learners adapt their
learning style preferences to the learning environment in which they are involved.

Rossi-Le (1989) explored the relationship between perceptual learning styles and
learning strategies among 147 adult immigrants studying English in community
college settings. Regarding the learning styles, several findings similar to those
observed in Reid’s (1987) study were reported. For instance, the participants showed
a strong preference for tactile and kinesthetic learning styles. With respect to gender,
male subjects significantly preferred tactile learning compared to females.
In a study of 331 Chinese university students, Melton (1990) reported that
kinesthetic, tactile, and individual styles were favored by the participants, and group
learning was chosen as minor learning style. Moreover, humanities students preferred
kinesthetic and individual learning as major styles in comparison to science students.
Hyland (1993) examined the learning style pattern of 440 students at eight
universities in Japan. The result confirmed Reid’s (1978) finding that Japanese
learners appeared to have no strong learning style preference. In terms of gender,
there was a greater preference for the tactile modality in women. Hyland also
observed that exposure to foreign teachers influenced learning styles. For example,
students who had attended classes taught by native speakers for more than two years
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were significantly more kinesthetic, auditory, and group-oriented than those who had
attended for less than one year. The findings also showed that seniors were
significantly more kinesthetic and tactile than sophomores. The researcher concluded
that because the visual modality is a negative style for many Japanese, many students
are unable to take full advantage of an education system that emphasizes the
importance of reading texts, composition, and written grammar exercises.
In a replication study, Stebbins (1995) compared the learning style preferences of
ESL learners and native English speakers. The results lent support to the validity of
Reid’s (1978) main findings. For example, kinesthetic and tactile learning styles were
strongly preferred by ESL students when compared to native speakers. Group learning
was again chosen as the least preferred mode by most participants. Spanish speakers
showed a strong preference for kinesthetic mode of learning. Arabic and Korean
students also repeated their choice of multiple learning styles. And finally, Japanese
students did not strongly identify any style preference.
Cheng and Banya (1998) conducted a research with 140 male freshmen in China.
The participants completed seven questionnaires including the PLSPQ. On the whole,
the students in the study preferred auditory, tactile, and individual learning styles. The
researchers also provided further information based on the statistical analyses of the
obtained data as follows:
 Students who preferred kinesthetic learning have more confidence as well as more
positive attitudes and beliefs about foreign language learning than students with other
perceptual learning style preferences.
 Students with the individual preference style use more language learning strategies,
and they are less tolerant of ambiguity.
 Students who identify themselves as tactile learners seem to be more anxious about
learning English.
 Students with an auditory preference like to make friends with and speak with foreign
language speakers (in this case, English speakers). (p. 82)
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Wintergerst and DeCapua (1998) explored the learning style preferences of 32
undergraduate Russian-speaking learners studying ESL in the US. The preferred
major learning style was reported to be kinesthetic, followed by auditory. The
researchers, then, compared responses on the PLSPQ and the data obtained from the
oral interviews of a sample of the population. They concluded that the participants
reflected more their personal learning style preferences than the influence of cultural
traditions.
Peacock (2001b) investigated the match or otherwise between learning styles and
teaching styles in an English as a foreign language (EFL) setting among 206 students
and 46 teachers at a university in Hong Kong. The data were collected through the
PLSPQ, interviews, and tests. Peacock slightly modified the statements on the PLSPQ
to elicit the teachers’ language teaching styles that was defined as “natural, habitual,
and preferred way(s) of teaching new information and skills in the classroom” (p. 7).
The results uncovered that the students favored kinesthetic and auditory and
disfavored individual and group learning. The teachers, on the other hand, favored
kinesthetic, group, and auditory learning and disfavored tactile and individual styles.
There was, therefore, a mismatch regarding group and auditory styles. Interviews
revealed that about 72% of the students were discouraged by a mismatch between
teaching and learning styles. About 76% said it affected their learning, often seriously.
And, 81% of the teachers suggested that a mismatch between teaching and learning
styles might result in learning failure, frustration, and demotivation. This latter
concern was already echoed by several educators (e.g., Ehrman, 1996; Reid, 1987).
Based on this finding, Peacock concluded, “A better approach is to strive for a
balanced teaching style that does not excessively favor any one learning style—or
rather that tries to accommodate multiple learning styles” (2001b, p. 15).
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Peacock (2001b) also explored the relationship between the participants’ learning
style preferences and some other variables. For example, learners who preferred
working in groups had significantly lower EFL proficiency, measured by a standard
proficiency test. Second year students preferred kinesthetic style more significantly
than their first year counterparts. And finally, with reference to discipline, humanities
students had a significantly greater preference for auditory and individual styles than
students majoring in science. Individual learning was a minor style preference for
humanities students and a negative one for science students. In addition, group
learning was chosen as a negative preference for humanities students and a minor one
for science students.
Isemonger and Sheppard (2003) reported on the learning style preferences among
710 EFL students at a South Korean university with respect to a number of variables.
According to the findings, a strong preference for kinesthetic learning, followed by
auditory and tactile preferences, was observed. In contrast, individual learning style
was strongly disfavored by the participants. Female students indicated higher learning
style preferences for kinesthetic and group learning styles. Students who had studied
overseas had a higher preference for the auditory mode of learning. A significant
difference was also detected between first and fourth year students on the auditory
scale in favor of the latter. Moreover, the analyses showed no significant differences
in the students’ style preferences with reference to age and major field. Similarly, no
significant differences were noticed with respect to the participants’ scores on a
proficiency test as a predictor of English language ability.
Wintergerst, DeCapua, and Verna (2003) employed the PLSPQ to do a series of
investigations among graduate ESL and EFL students. The main purpose of their
study was to test the appropriateness of the items in each of the six learning style
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categories. Conducting oral interviews, it was found that ESL students’ answers were
influenced by the “word-level linguistic cues” (p. 89) on the PLSPQ. Based on the
results of factor analytic procedures, the researchers omitted seven statements on the
instrument and recategorized the rest to form the LSI with three subscales: Project
Orientation, Group Activity Orientation, and Individual Activity Orientation.
Measuring the participants’ learning styles with the revised questionnaire, the results
revealed that the preferred learning modality for Asian ESL students and Russian ESL
students was group activity orientation whereas the preferred learning style for
Russian EFL students was project orientation.
Riazi and Mansoorian (2008) explored the learning style preferences among 300
Iranian EFL learners equally split between males and females. According to the
results, auditory, visual, kinesthetic, and tactile learning styles were preferred as major
learning styles, and group and individual learning style preferences were reported as
minor. Furthermore, males preferred tactile, group, and kinesthetic learning styles
significantly more than females who were less interested in these learning styles,
especially group learning style.

2.3. Learning Strategies
The research into language learning strategies, which began with Rubin’s (1975)
seminal article, has offered invaluable insights into the nature of “an extremely
powerful tool” learners employ so as to facilitate and maximize their language
learning (O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, Küpper, & Russo, 1985, p. 43). In
addition, it became possible to help poor language learners enhance their learning
through teaching strategies.
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The concept of language learning strategies is associated with a lack of consensus
as to what actually strategies are and how they could be best defined. The field,
accordingly, abounds in “fuzzy synonyms” (Oxford & Cohen, 1992, p. 24), and since
its inception, such terms as techniques (Stern, 1975), tactics (Seliger, 1984), and
learning behaviors (Wesche, 1977) have been often used interchangeably. However,
the term ‘strategy’ has been employed by many researchers “since it was used in
perhaps the earliest study in this area [i.e., Rubin, 1975] and it enjoys the widest
currency today” (Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991, p. 199).
Surprisingly enough, there also exists no consensus as to what this core concept
(i.e., the term ‘strategy’ itself) should properly be labeled in the context of language
learning, and over the years some modifications are easily traceable: learner strategy
(Wenden & Rubin, 1987), learning strategy (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990), language
learning strategy (Oxford, 1990), language learner strategy (Cohen & Macaro,
2007).

2.3.1. Definition of learning strategies
The concept of learning strategies is “notoriously difficult to define” (Griffiths,
2008b, p. 83). However, since the inception of the field in the 1970s, researchers have
attempted to define strategies in several ways. Rubin (1975), as the pioneer of the
field, defined strategies as “the techniques or devices which a learner may use to
acquire knowledge” (p. 43). This broad definition marked the beginning of strategy
research. Later, Wenden described learner strategies as “language learning behavior
learners actually engage in to learn and regulate the learning of a second language”
(1987, p. 6).
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Tarone (1981) made a distinction between language learning strategies and skill
learning strategies. The former refers to the attempts made by learners to develop
linguistic and sociolinguistic competence. Skill learning strategies, on the other hand,
are learners’ attempts to become skilled listeners, speakers, readers, and writers. To
Tarone, language learning strategies are considered superior to skill learning strategies
in that they are executive processes responsible for skill management and
coordination. Other researches also attested the usefulness of considering strategies
for developing L2 skills (Griffiths, 2004a, 2004b; Oxford, 2002; Pavičić, 2008).
Building upon Rigney’s (1978) definition, O’Malley, Chamot, StewnerManzanares, Küpper, and Russo (1985) defined strategies as “any set of operations or
steps used by a learner that will facilitate the acquisition storage, retrieval, or use of
information” (p. 43). The first two researchers further made use of J. R. Anderson’s
(1983, 1985) theory of cognitive psychology and set their conceptualization of the
term within an information processing framework in which the strategic behavior is
developed and enhanced through the proceduralization of knowledge (O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990). This attempt could be regarded as the first one to put the strategy
concept within a framework of more or less rigorous theoretical underpinnings (see
section 2.3.5).
Oxford (1990) also drew on Rigney (1978) but extended the definition to
encompass “specific actions taken by the learner to make learning easier, faster, more
enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, and more transferable to new
situations” (p. 8). As it is evident, Oxford’s definition enjoys comprehensiveness in
comparison to the earlier ones. In other words, it is considered a landmark definition
in the field as it captures some of the main features of a strategy that either were in
vogue then or began to attract researchers’ attention subsequently. For example,
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similar to earlier definitions, Oxford’s took account of strategies as being learnerinitiated. The specificity of the concept of a strategy was also attested by most recent
scholars (Griffiths, 2008b; Macaro, 2006) whereas some had formerly argued for a
continuum of general to specific strategies (Perkins, 1985). As for the purpose of
strategy deployment, Oxford’s ‘self-directed’ function is now in researchers’ focus
under the term self-regulation (e.g., Zimmerman & Schunk, 2001). Moreover, the
transferability of strategies to new contexts is being researched under the label of
strategy instruction (see section 2.3.6). However, recent strategy experts tended to
favor the term ‘activities’ over Oxford’s ‘actions’ for describing strategies since the
former covers both physical and mental behaviors (Griffiths, 2008b; Macaro, 2006).
With time, as the field of strategies developed, the definitions also seemed to
become more fine-grained. Macaro (2001) juxtaposed some of the earlier definitions
of the construct and described strategies as conscious and self-directed efforts on the
part of the learners that, if systematically used, lead to learners’ autonomy. Likewise,
based on over thirty years of research and examining the available definitions,
Griffiths (2008b) offered a very concise but rather precise definition. To her, learning
strategies are “activities consciously chosen by learners for the purpose of regulating
their own language learning” (p. 87). As simple as it seems, this definition touches
some essential features of a strategy.

2.3.2. Features of learning strategies
Following disenchantment with offering an all-encompassing definition for
strategies, several attempts were made to outline features of a strategy (Cohen, 2007;
Ellis, 1994; Griffiths, 2008b; Oxford, 1990; Pavičić, 2008).
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Griffiths (2004a) pointed out that due to a lack of consensus pervading in the field
“whatever term may be used, and however it may be defined or classified, it is
inevitably going to come into conflict with one or other of the competing terms,
definitions, and classification systems” (p. 5). Therefore, a helpful way of coming to
grips with strategies is to know them by their distinguishing characteristics. That is, in
order to be called strategic, an activity should enjoy a number of essential features.
What follows is an outline of some of these features.
 Strategies are mostly employed consciously

The general consensus of opinion among strategy experts is that a strategy should
feature an element of consciousness (Bialystok, 1978; Cohen, 1998; Griffiths, 2008b;
Oxford, 1990). This means that learners are fully aware of their deployment of
strategies. As a result, strategies are “intentionally selected, consciously engaged in,
and consciously monitored and evaluated” (Gu, 2005, p. 8). This element also marks
the boundary between a ‘strategy’ and a ‘process’: If learners are no longer conscious
of the behavior they are engaged in, the behavior is better called a process rather than
a strategy (Cohen, 1998).
However, some researchers argued that it is more helpful to see strategies as part
of a subconscious to conscious continuum (Macaro, 2006; Purpura, 1999). Likewise,
Oxford and K. R. Lee (2007) acknowledged that consciousness should be part and
parcel of strategy conceptualization and commented, “Consciousness is a continuum,
not a mere ‘on-off’ switch” (p. 117).
 Strategies are mostly specific activities

Early strategy research focused primarily on general patterns of behavior
applicable to broad contexts (Naiman, Fröhlich, Stern, & Todesco, 1978; Rubin,
1975; Stern, 1975). Rubin (1975), for example, identified behaviors as general as
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having a strong drive to communicate. In contrast, recent studies have defined
strategies in the context of specific tasks and skills (e.g., Oxford, Cho, Leung, & H.-J.
Kim, 2004). In addition, Kaplan (1998) asserted that L2 area is generally
characterized by only a few general strategies, and that it is mostly governed by
domain-specific strategies. Cohen (1998), however, argued for the use of the term
‘strategy’ for both broad approaches to language learning and more specific instances.
He also called for more research into the specificity or otherwise of strategies (Cohen,
2007).
 Strategies are goal-directed and purposeful

A strategic component has been included in several models of communicative
competence (e.g., Bachman, 1990; Canale & Swain, 1980). It seems that the general
goal of deploying strategies is directed towards developing communicative
competence (Oxford, 1990). More specifically, learners employ strategies for the
purpose of gaining autonomy and regulating their own learning; that is, planning,
monitoring, and evaluating their own learning processes (Cotterall, 2008; Wenden,
1991).
Oxford (2001a) mentioned goal-directedness as one of the four main common
features of strategies, the others being autonomy, control, and self-efficacy. Learners
become autonomous by consciously controlling and monitoring their own language
processes, and this, in turn, enhance their self-efficacy or their perception that they
can complete a task successfully (Bandura, 1997).
 Strategies are value-neutral

Strategies are not inherently good or bad. Rather, they have the potential to be put
into effective use (Cohen, 1998; Grenfell & Macaro, 2007; Hsiao & Oxford, 2002;
McDonough, 1995). This feature calls into question the claims made by the earliest
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strategy studies collectively known as the Good Language Learner (GLL) studies
(Naiman et al., 1987; Rubin, 1975; Stern, 1975; see section 2.3.8). These studies were
inaugurated based on the assumption that successful language learners are equipped
with good strategies. The researchers, then, embarked on the task of identifying those
so-called ‘good strategies’ and tried to teach them to less successful learners. While
the core of the assumption is still held in the discussions on strategy instruction, the
‘good’ or ‘bad’ dichotomy is not now accepted by the majority of experts (Cohen,
1998, 2007).
 Strategies contribute to language learning both directly and indirectly

Oxford (1990) offered her taxonomy of language learning strategies under two
superordinate categories: direct and indirect. The former involves direct learning and
use of the subject matter. For example, the learner works directly on the material
when he takes notes. Indirect strategies, on the other hand, support and manage
language learning without working on the language itself. For example, in self-talk,
the purpose is to lower one’s anxiety and boost self-confidence without any direct
involvement in language learning.
Oxford (1990) resembled the direct strategies to the performers in a stage play and
the indirect ones to the director of the same play. While the performers work with the
language itself, they also work with the director who is responsible for the
organization, guidance, checking, corrections, and encouragement of the performers.
These two groups work hand in hand with each other and are, in effect, inseparable.
 Strategies are learner-initiated

Strategies are “optional [italics added] means for exploiting available information
to improve competence in a second language” (Bialystok, 1978, p. 71) rather than
activities imposed on learners. Put simply, learners themselves choose to employ
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strategies so as to solve a particular language problem or facilitate language learning
(Gu, 2005; Palmer & Goetz, 1988). Cook (1993) also argued for this point:
The concept of strategy...starts from the learner’s choice. The learner is a human being
with the free will to opt for one thing or the other; given that the learner is at a particular
moment of time in a particular situation, what can the learner choose to do?... [There are]
possibilities of choice open to the L2 learner in a dynamic situation. (p. 137)

The strategy choice on the learners’ part depends mainly on three factors: (1)
contextual factors including teaching and/or learning method, (2) the nature of the
learning goal, and (3) individual factors including gender, age, culture, belief,
motivation, and learning style (Griffiths, 2008b). This latter is an important area of
strategy research, to which we turn in section 2.3.8.
 Strategies are best used in clusters

According to Garner (1988), a strategy involves “a sequence of activities rather
than a single event” (p. 64). N. J. Anderson (2005) also pointed out that it is helpful to
view strategy use as an orchestra. That is, effective learners opt for strategies that
work well together (e.g., cognitive and metacognitive strategies) and, then, try to
gauge their strategy use to the task requirements (Oxford, 2002). Strategies are
flexible and could be used in various combinations and sequences. When a set of
related and mutually supportive strategies always turn out to be effective for a
particular task, they take the form of a strategy chain (Oxford, 2001a). Macaro (2006)
provided an example of a strategy chain a language learner might go through when
looking up a new L2 word in a bilingual dictionary in the process of writing a
composition:
Here such strategies as the following may be deployed: remember prior problems with
dictionary use; predict what problems I might encounter this time; think about what part
of speech I am looking for; compare all definitions given; compare collocations in L2 and
L1; evaluate predictions; remember to copy word correctly; check that it makes sense in
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the sentence generated. This cluster might, in turn, be combined with another cluster of
strategies…pertaining to memorizing the new word for future use. (p. 327, emphasis is
original)

When such a group of activities, as a strategy cluster, are performed in a sequence
again and again, they form a strategy chunk, thus taking less time and effort for later
reference. With time and practice, the strategy chunks are performed automatically
(Gu, 2005).
 Strategies are best used automatically

At the beginning stages of strategy deployment, strategies are performed within
learners’ conscious control. With practice and effective use of strategies, less time is
needed to process the information, and, accordingly, less working memory capacity is
taken up. As a consequence of this proceduralization of information, strategies are
used automatically. It is worth mentioning that automaticity in strategy application
does not necessarily preclude its conscious aspect. McLaughlin (1987) vividly argued
for this point:
The distinction between controlled and automatic processing is not based on conscious
experience. Both controlled and automatic processes can in principle be either conscious
or not. Since most automatic processes occur with great speed, their constituent elements
are usually, but not necessarily, hidden from conscious perception. (p. 153)

Beside the aforementioned defining features, language learning strategies have
some other characteristics that are outlined as follows (Oxford, 1990):
 They expand the role of teachers, making it more varied and creative.
 They could be taught.
 They are both observable and unobservable (e.g., looking up an L2 word in a
dictionary and making inferences, respectively).
 They are problem-oriented; they are used as a response to and for solving a particular
language problem (e.g., learners use guessing to better understand a reading passage).
 They include several aspects of learners’ involvement in language learning including
cognitive, metacognitive, social, and affective.
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2.3.3. Strategy taxonomies
Along with the myriad of definitions in the field, several classification systems for
language learning strategies have been also proposed so far by different strategy
experts (Bialystok, 1979; Cohen, 1998; Cohen & Weaver, 2005; Ellis, 1994;
O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Politzer, 1983; Rubin, 1981, 1987; Stern,
1992; Wenden, 1991). Bialystok (1979), for example, classified strategies based on
two aspects characterizing the occasions of language use: purpose (whether formal or
functional) and modality (whether oral or written). Politzer’s (1983) classification was
related to the context of strategy use; that is, whether in the classroom, in individual
study, or in interaction with others. Wenden (1991), on the other hand, classified
strategies according to their function: cognitive strategies include the functions of
selecting, comprehending, storing, and retrieving input while self-management
strategies include planning, monitoring, and evaluating language learning.
More recently, Cohen and Weaver (2005) proposed a classification of strategies
according to skill areas, which includes the receptive skills of listening and reading
and the productive skills of speaking and writing. There are also skill-related
strategies that cut across all four skill areas, such as vocabulary learning strategies.
Learners need to learn some words just to be able to understand them when they hear
them while others are needed for speaking or writing. Still other words are learned for
reading (e.g., academic terms or key newspaper vocabulary). Translation strategies
also cut across all four skills. For instance, learners may translate strategically when
they listen to someone talking or listen to a TV show. In this section, three
classification systems will be discussed: Rubin’s (1981), O’Malley and Chamot’s
(1990), and Oxford’s (1990).
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Rubin’s taxonomy
Rubin (1981), as the pioneer in the field, drew a distinction between strategies
directly contributing to learning and those contributing indirectly. She listed six types
of strategies used by learners that contribute directly to language learning:
Clarification/verification. This involves strategies learners employ to clarify or
verify their understanding of the L2. For example, they may ask for validation that
their production of words is consistent with the new language. Or, they may seek to
clarify the communication rules of the specific language variety (Rubin, 1987).
Guessing/inductive inferencing. This category concerns the strategy of using
previous linguistic or conceptual knowledge to derive explicit hypotheses about
linguistic forms or semantic meaning. In forming hypotheses, learners define what is
important in a sentence, phrase, or utterance and ignore irrelevant items. For example,
learners can use what they know about the communication process to infer the
meaning (e.g., the participants, the place, the topic, the register, and the like).
Inferencing while reading includes keeping the meaning of the passage in mind and
using it to predict meaning and guessing the meaning of unfamiliar words from
remaining words in a sentence.
Deductive reasoning. This involves a problem-solving strategy in which the
learner searches for and applies general rules while going about a language task. The
learner might draw on prior linguistic or conceptual knowledge to generate specific
hypotheses about the linguistic form or semantic meaning. This may involve such
logical procedures as analogy, analysis, and synthesis. The difference between
inductive and deductive reasoning is that with the former the learner looks for specific
meaning or rules whereas with the latter he looks for and uses more general rules
(Rubin, 1987).
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Practice. Strategies in this category contribute to language learning “while
focusing on accuracy of usage” (Rubin, 1987, p. 24, emphasis is original). Some
examples are repetition, application of rules, imitation, and attention to detail.
Memorization. This refers to strategies that focus on the storage and retrieval of
language. Mnemonic strategies including finding some types of association or
grouping (e.g., phonetic, semantic, visual, or auditory) and keyword technique (i.e.,
using one item to recall a number of others) are among memorization strategies.
Monitoring. This is related to “strategies in which the learner notices errors
(either linguistic or communicative), observes how a message is received and
interpreted by the addressee, and then decides what to do about it” (Rubin, 1987, p.
25).
Rubin (1981) also reported on two indirect strategies:
Creating opportunities for practice. Learners use these strategies in order to
create practice opportunities and increase their exposure to L2. They involve such
strategies as listening to radio, watching movies, and reading in the target language.
Production tricks. Strategies in this category focus on the process of maintaining
the flow of conversation by trying to get meaning across. They are deployed when the
speaker confronts difficulty or misunderstanding and for avoiding communication
breakdowns. Using prefabricated conversational patterns is among production tricks.
Later in 1987, Rubin’s direct strategies were subsumed under cognitive and
metacognitive strategies. As for indirect strategies, creating opportunities for practice
and production tricks were renamed to social and communication strategies,
respectively.

54

O’Malley and Chamot’s taxonomy
This classification is primarily based on a two-phase study (O’Malley, Chamot,
Stewner-Manzanares, Küpper, & Russo, 1985; O’Malley, Chamot, StewnerManzanares, Russo, & Küpper, 1985) in which 70 secondary school ESL students
and their 22 teachers in the US were observed and interviewed with respect to
learning strategies. Based on the results, learning strategies were subdivided into three
main categories: metacognitive strategies, cognitive strategies, and socioaffective or
social/affective strategies (see Table 2.3 on the next pages).
Metacognitive strategies. Such strategies involve “higher order executive skills
that may entail planning for, monitoring, or evaluating the success of a learning
activity” (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990, p. 44). Through these strategies, learners make
use of the knowledge of their own cognitive processes by thinking about the learning
process as it is taking place, monitoring their production or comprehension, and
evaluating learning after an activity is completed.
Cognitive strategies. They are more limited to specific learning tasks and operate
directly on incoming information through a more direct manipulation of the learning
material itself. This manipulation may be either mentally (e.g., making mental
images) or physically (e.g., grouping items to be learned in meaningful categories).
Socioaffective strategies. Acording to O’Malley and Chamot (1990, p. 44),
strategies in this category involve “either interaction with another person or ideational
control over affect.” Employing these strategies, learners use social interaction to
assist in the comprehension, learning, or retention of information. In addition, they
may try to reduce their anxiety while performing a speaking activity.
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Cognitive
Strategies

Metacognitive
Strategies

Category

Imitating a language model, including overt practice and silent rehearsal.
Classifying words, terminology, or concepts according to their attributes or meaning.
Applying rules to understand or produce the second language or making up rules based on language analysis.
Using visual images (either mental or actual) to understand or remember new information.

Repetition

Grouping

Deduction

Imagery

(table continues)

Using target language reference materials such as dictionaries, encyclopedias, or textbooks.

Checking the outcomes of one’s own language learning against a standard after it has been completed.

Checking one’s comprehension during listening or reading and checking the accuracy and/or appropriateness of
one’s oral or written production while it is taking place.

Deciding in advance to attend to specific aspects of input; often by scanning for key words, concepts and/or
linguistic markers.
Understanding the conditions that help one learn and arranging for the presence of these conditions.

Planning for and rehearsing linguistic components necessary to carry out an upcoming language task.

Previewing the main ideas and concepts of the material to be learnt, often by skimming the text for the
organizing principle.
Deciding in advance to attend in general to a learning task and to ignore irrelevant distracters.

Definition

Resourcing

Self-evaluation

Self-monitoring

Self-management

Selective attention

Functional planning

Directed attention

Advance organizers

Strategy

Table 2.3. O’Malley & Chamot’s (1990) Taxonomy of Language Learning Strategies
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Self-talk

Cooperation

Asking for clarification

Using mental control to assure oneself that an activity will be successful or to reduce anxiety about a task.

Working together or with one or more peers to solve a problem, pool information, check a learning task, model a
language activity, or get feedback on oral or written performance.

Eliciting from a teacher or peer more additional explanations, rephrasing, examples, or verification.

Using the first language as a base for understanding and/or producing second language.

Translation

Note. Adapted from O’Malley & Chamot (1990).

Socioaffective
Strategies

Constructing a meaningful sentence or larger language sequence by combining known elements in a new way.

Recombination

Note taking

Summarizing

Using available information to guess the meaning of new items, predict outcomes, or filling missing information.

Relating new information to prior knowledge, relating different parts of new information to each other or making
meaningful personal associations with the new information.
Using previous linguistic knowledge or prior skills to assist comprehension or production.

Remembering a new word in the second language by: (a) identifying a familiar word in the first language that
sounds like or otherwise resembles the new word and (b) generating easily recalled images of some relationship
with the first language homonyms and the new word in the second language.

Writing down key words and concepts in abbreviated verbal, graphic, or numerical form while listening or
reading.
Making a mental, oral, or written summary of new information gained through listening or reading.

Inferencing

Transfer

Elaboration

Keyword method

Auditory representation Planning back in one’s mind the sound of a word, phrase, or longer language sequence.

Cognitive
Strategies

Definition

Strategy

Category

Table 2.3. (continued)

Oxford’s taxonomy
Oxford (1990) classified language learning strategies into two major classes:
direct and indirect. Each of these was further subdivided into three groups. Direct
strategies include memory, cognitive, and compensation strategies. The indirect class
is composed of metacognitive, affective, and social strategies.
Memory strategies. These are techniques learners employ to help them store the
information in memory and retrieve it later. They are particularly useful in vocabulary
learning. Examples of memory strategies include using imagery, semantic mapping,
and keywords.
Cognitive strategies. Such strategies are described as “skills that involve
manipulation and transformation of the language in some direct way, e.g., through
reasoning, analysis, note taking, functional practices in naturalistic settings, formal
practice with structures and sounds” (Oxford & Crookall, 1989, p. 404). They are
used for structuring input and output.
Compensation strategies. They enable learners to use the new language for either
comprehension or production despite deficiencies in L2 knowledge. These are
intended to compensate for an inadequate repertoire of grammar and, especially, of
vocabulary.
Compensation strategies are not only manipulated in the comprehension of the
target language, but they are used in producing it (e.g., saying or writing expressions
in the target language without complete knowledge of it). Guessing unfamiliar words
while reading or listening and using a synonym or circumlocution while writing or
speaking are examples of strategies in this category.
Metacognitive strategies. They are “behaviors used for centering, arranging,
planning, and evaluating one’s learning” (Oxford & Crookall, 1989, p. 404).
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Metacognitive strategies go beyond the cognitive devices and provide a way for
learners to coordinate with their own learning processes.
Affective strategies. They are “techniques like self-reinforcement and positive
self-talk which help learners gain better control over their emotions, attitudes, and
motivations related to the language learning” (Oxford & Crookall, 1989, p. 404).
Negative feelings may hinder progress, but the control over such feelings is gained
through the manipulation of affective strategies such as lowering one’s anxiety and
encouraging oneself.
Social strategies. As a form of social behavior, language involves interaction
among people. Social strategies such as asking for clarification, verification, or
repetition and cooperating enable learners to learn with others.
On the whole, these six function-based strategy groups covered virtually every
strategy cited in the literature on learning strategies to that date and were further
subdivided into a total of 19 strategy sets and more subsets (see Tables 2.4 & 2.5 on
the next pages).
In addition, Oxford (1990) claimed that the six categories of strategies were by no
means discrete and that the strategy groups overlapped with each other to a great
extent:
For instance, the metacognitive category helps students to regulate their own cognition by
assessing how they are learning and by planning for future language tasks, but
metacognitive self-assessment and planning often require reasoning, which is itself a
cognitive strategy. (p. 16)
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Table 2.4. Oxford’s (1990) Classification of Direct Language Learning Strategies

Category

Strategy Set

Strategy Subset

Memory
Strategies

Creating mental
linkages

grouping
associating/elaborating
placing

Cognitive
Strategies

Compensation
Strategies

new words into a context

Applying images and
sounds

using

imagery
mapping
using key words
representing sounds in memory

Reviewing well

structured

Employing action

using

Practicing

repeating

semantic

reviewing

physical response or sensation
using mechanical techniques
formally practicing with sounds and writing
systems
recognizing and using formula and patterns
recombining
practicing naturalistically

Receiving and
sending messages

getting

the idea quickly
using resources for receiving and sending
messages

Analyzing and
reasoning

reasoning

Creating structure
for input and output

taking

Guessing intelligently

using

Overcoming
limitations in
speaking and writing

switching

deductively
expressions
analyzing contrastively (across languages)
translating
transferring
analyzing

notes
summarizing
highlighting
linguistic clues
using other clues
to the mother tongue
help
using mime or gesture
avoiding communication partially or totally
selecting the topic
adjusting or approximating the message
coining words
using a circumlocution or synonym
getting

Note. Adapted from Oxford (1990).
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Table 2.5. Oxford’s (1990) Classification of Indirect Language Learning Strategies

Category

Strategy Set

Strategy Subset

Metacognitive
Strategies

Centering your
learning

overviewing

and linking with already
known material
paying attention
delaying speech production to focus on
listening

Arranging and
planning your
learning

finding

Affective
Strategies

Social
Strategies

out about language learning

organizing
setting

goals and objectives
identifying the purpose of a language task
(purposeful listening /reading/speaking/
writing)
planning for a language task
seeking practice opportunities

Evaluating your
learning

self-monitoring

Lowering your
anxiety

using

progressive relaxation, deep
breathing, or meditation
using music
using laughter

Encouraging yourself

making

Taking your
emotional
temperature

listening

Asking questions

asking

Cooperating with
others

cooperating

self-evaluating

positive statements
taking risks wisely
rewarding yourself
to your body
using a checklist
writing a language learning diary
discussing your feelings with someone else
for clarification or verification
asking for correction

cooperating

with peers
with proficient users of the

new language
Empathizing with
others

developing
becoming

feelings
Note. Adapted from Oxford (1990).
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cultural understanding
aware of others’ thoughts and

2.3.4. Evaluation of strategy taxonomies
Oxford and Ehrman (1995) noted that “proliferation of strategy systems has
caused problems for those researchers who believe it is important to compare results
across studies” (p. 363). As it was observed, most of the attempts to classify strategies
reflect more or less the same categorization. Rubin’s (1981) list of strategies tended to
include “academic or study skills” (Grenfell & Macaro, 2007, p. 11) rather than what
is to be now regarded as strategies. Oxford’s (1990) taxonomy overlaped with that of
O’Malley and Chamot (1990) to a great extent. For instance, cognitive strategies in
the latter covered both cognitive and memory strategies in Oxford’s taxonomy.
Moreover, while O’Malley and Chamot put socioaffective strategies in one category,
Oxford dealt with them as two separate categories and assigned a relatively greater
role for the less-attended and often-ignored affective strategies, claiming that
language learning is a whole person phenomenon.
However, there also exist areas of difference. Unlike the other two taxonomies,
Rubin’s (1981) failed to take account of learners’ affective side at all. She also
included both cognitive and metacognitive strategies in the direct class (Rubin, 1987)
whereas Oxford (1990) cogently argued for the indirect contribution of metacognitive
strategies to the language learning. The same holds true for Rubin’s indirect
production tricks (i.e., communication strategies) as opposed to Oxford’s direct
compensation strategies. Moreover, the addition of compensation strategies is also
what distinguished Oxford’s system with the one proposed by O’Malley and Chamot
(1990).
Nevertheless, Ellis (1994) questioned the inclusion of compensation strategies in
Oxford’s (1990) taxonomy on the ground that she did not recognize the distinction
between strategies directed at learning the L2 and those directed at using it. Cohen
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(1998), for example, drew a distinction between language learning strategies and
language use strategies. Taken together, these two sets constitute second language
learner strategies that he defined as “the steps or actions consciously selected by
learners either to improve the learning of a second language, the use of it, or both” (p.
5, emphasis is original).
To Cohen (1998), language learning strategies are employed for identifying
learning materials, distinguishing them from other irrelevant materials, grouping them
for easier learning, maintaining contact with them, and storing the information for
later reference. Language use strategies, on the other hand, refer to those tools
learners deploy while using the language in real communication. While language
learning strategies have an explicit goal of helping learners improve their knowledge
in the target language, language use strategies deal primarily with employing the
language that learners have in their current interlanguage. They consist of four sets of
strategies: retrieval, rehearsal, cover, and communication. Retrieval strategies are
used to recall language material from storage (e.g. mnemonic strategies). Rehearsal
strategies are used for practicing target language structures. Cover strategies are a
special type of compensation strategy because they are used by learners in their
attempts to create the impression that they control the material when they, in fact, do
not. Finally, communication strategies include approaches to conveying informative
and meaningful messages. These include intralingual strategies such as generalizing a
grammar rule or meaning of a word and interlingual strategies such as topic avoidance
or abandonment, message reduction, code switching, and paraphrasing.
Although the distinction between language learning and language use strategies
seem tempting for theoretical purposes, it might be almost impossible to distinguish
the two in practice (Ellis, 1994). Moreover, McDonough (1995) argued that such a
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distinction between learning and use would imply that a learner ceases to learn when
reading in the target language or speaking with a native speaker. Rather, in such
situations, an attentive learner learns a lot. In other words, “Learning and use can take
place simultaneously with language learning strategies and language use strategies
overlapping” (Pavičić, 2008, p. 50).
Another point worth mentioning is that Oxford’s (1990) compensation strategies
resemble those belonging to one type of communication strategies. As it has been
stated, unlike learning strategies, communication strategies are concerned with the
production of L2 output, not its acquisition and internalization (Dörnyei & Scott,
1997; Nakatani, 2006).
Besides, Oxford (1990) argued for the importance of compensation strategies by
claiming that learners use such strategies to become more fluent in what they already
know and, accordingly, they might gain new information about what is appropriate or
permissible in the L2. To her, although such strategies might be used for language
use, they assist in language learning as well. She went on to claim that the term
‘compensation strategies’ is a suitable substitute for ‘communication strategies’ in her
book because:
The term communication strategies refers only to the speaking situation…. To avoid the
false split between communication strategies and learning strategies, as well as the overly
narrow (one-skilled) interpretation of communication embodied in most uses of the term
communication strategies, this book refers instead to compensation strategies. (p. 243,
emphasis is original)

By the same token, she drew a distinction between her compensation strategies
and what is referred to as compensatory strategies (e.g., Ellis, 1986). She argued that
her interpretation covers techniques used to make up for inadequate knowledge both
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in comprehension and production whereas compensatory strategies are restricted to
production-oriented activities.
All in all, as Ellis (1994) acknowledged, Oxford’s (1990) system of six basic
strategy types is “perhaps the most comprehensive classification of learning strategies
to date…. [Moreover,] the organization of specific strategies into a hierarchy of levels
and the breadth of the taxonomy is impressive” (p. 539). Empirical data also lent
support to this claim. Hsiao & Oxford (2002), for instance, conducted a comparative
study of the three classification systems presented in the previous section and found
that Oxford’s was superior in accounting for the variety of strategies reported by
language learners.
Instead of traditional taxonomies, Macaro (2001) argued for the usefulness of a
continuum for strategies (see Figure 2.1). The continuum, though seemingly simple,
reveals great insights into the elements of different strategy types. In other words, the
difference between strategies, as Macaro pointed out, is not of an either/or type.
Rather, what matters is the extent to which the interpretation of a strategy is closer to
one pole of the continuum.
Figure 2.1. Continuum of Strategies

cognitive

metacognitive/social/affective

subconscious

conscious

direct

indirect

difficult to articulate

easy to articulate

non-evaluative

evaluative

primary

support

natural

taught

Note. Adapted from Macaro (2001).
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By natural and taught strategies, Macaro (2001) meant strategies used both for the
L1 and L2 and those employed exclusively for the L2, respectively. Primary
strategies are used in direct relationship to the learning task and in immediate
response to written or spoken texts. On the other hand, support strategies are deployed
“in preparation for or subsequent to a learning task often at some distance removed
from direct input and with the learner more in control of [learning]” (p. 25). Such
strategies also include some elements of evaluating the effectiveness of direct
strategies being used.
Presenting such continua as Macaro’s (2001) is more applicable than a pre-set
strategy taxonomy. Some strategies could not be easily incorporated into existing
taxonomies, but they could be easily located somewhere on fine-tuned continua that
could take account of a whole range of defining features. By the same token, Macaro
argued that a continuum like this is beneficial since it can avoid the overlap between
such strategies as cognitive and metacognitive to a great extent. He added:
If we adopt the approach of only referring to them [i.e., strategies] as cognitive,
metacognitive, social, and affective, though this would be more anchored in a
recognizable theory of cognitive learning, the approach deprives the reader of
alternatively ways of representing these strategies. (p. 24)

2.3.5. Theoretical framework
In the mid 1960s, there was a shift of paradigm in educational psychology away
from the behaviorist stimulus-response approach to a cognitive approach with an
emphasis on the individual learners. This shift was not without its reverberations for
learning in general and second or foreign language learning in particular. Cognitive
theory, which is based on the information processing model of human learning, deals
with mental processes involved in learning; that is, the way the brain perceives,
processes, stores, and retrieves the information. In this theory, three fundamental
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cognitive aspects of language learning are of particular concern: (1) how knowledge is
developed, (2) how the knowledge becomes automatic, and (3) how the newly
acquired knowledge is integrated into the learner’s existing cognitive system
(O’Malley & Chamot, 1990).
Language learning strategy research has been theoretically placed within the
framework of the cognitive approach to language acquisition. Such an approach
recognizes strategies as one of the most significant cognitive aspects in L2
acquisition. Strategies involve special ways of processing the information to enhance
comprehension, storage, learning, retention, and retrieval of the relevant information.
Drawing on J. R. Anderson’s (1983, 1985) Adaptive Control of Thought model,
O’Malley and Chamot (1990) proposed one of the first theoretical frameworks for
learning strategies research. In this psychological model, second language acquisition
is best viewed as a complex cognitive skill. The core of the framework concerns a
distinction between two representations of information in memory: declarative and
procedural (Færch & Kasper, 1983; McLaughlin, 1987). The former refers to what we
know about; the static information in memory. Definition of words, facts, and rules
are among pieces of declarative knowledge. Procedural knowledge, on the other hand,
relates to what we know how to do; the dynamic information in memory.
Ellis (1994) saw the distinction between these two types of knowledge on three
grounds. First, whereas declarative knowledge is characterized by ‘all or nothing,’
procedural knowledge can be partial. Second, declarative knowledge is acquired
suddenly by receiving a message while procedural knowledge is acquired gradually
by performing the skill. And finally, declarative knowledge, unlike procedural, can be
communicated verbally.
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This proceduralization or skill acquisition process involves three stages: cognitive,
associative, and autonomous. Through these stages, control over acquired knowledge
is developed (J. R. Anderson, 1983, 1985). During the cognitive stage, the learner is
instructed how to do a particular task, observes how the task is performed, and/or
studies it himself. This requires the learner’s conscious activity and the acquired
knowledge is in declarative form. This knowledge is, however, inadequate by itself,
and the learner’s performance is full of errors since many errors in language
production could be attributed to the lack of procedural rather than declarative
knowledge. An example of performing in this stage is trying to memorize and use
vocabulary or the rules of grammar when learning to speak the target language
(O’Malley & Chamot, 1990).
The associative stage involves two major changes in the development of
proficiency in a particular skill. Firstly, with practice and several trials, errors in the
declarative representation of the stored information are gradually detected and
reduced. The performance is, nevertheless, slow and errors may still be evident.
Secondly, connections among different components of the given skill are
strengthened. In this stage, declarative form is beginning to turn gradually into
procedural. Nevertheless, the former is not entirely lost as fluent speakers, for
example, could remember the rules of grammar. In the final stage of skill acquisition,
the autonomous stage, the skill performance becomes automatic, and errors disappear.
Moreover, functioning in this stage requires much less demand on working memory.
The three-stage model of skill acquisition assumes that “individuals will learn the
rules underlying performance of a complex skill as a precursor to competent and
automatic skill execution” (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990, p. 26). This process of skill
acquisition is called knowledge compilation and may involve two components. In the
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first, learners create a propositional representation of a sequence of actions in the form
of a production system. In other words, cognitive skills including learning strategies
could be represented as production systems. Basically, a production system takes the
form of an IF-THEN statement of an action preceded by a condition or goal
(O’Malley & Chamot, 1990). Two examples of production systems as related to
learning strategies are as follows (p. 52):
IF the goal is to comprehend an oral or written text,
and I am unable to identify a word’s meaning,
THEN I will try to infer the meaning from context.
IF I have heard a complete oral passage expressed,
and I am unable to summarize the passage,
THEN I will ask the speaker to repeat the passage.

The second component of knowledge compilation involves combining several
production systems that have already become automatic into a single production set
that takes the form of a strategic plan. This plan is worked out in response to a
particular language learning problem by applying certain strategies in order to resolve
the problem and facilitate learning. However, if the learner does not know enough
about appropriate strategy application, he might either not perform the strategy or use
a more familiar one but less efficiently. For instance, he might guess the meaning
without making use of the available contextual clues.
The theoretical framework that was presented views the role of language learning
strategies as making explicit what otherwise may occur without learners’ awareness or
may occur inefficiently, resulting in incomplete storage of information into the longterm memory. Through employing strategies, learners select, acquire, organize, and
integrate the new knowledge (Weinstein & Mayer, 1986).
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This psychological perspective on language learning strategies involves the
individual learner and what occurs in his mind. Recently, researchers’ attention has
been directed towards a sociocultural view on learning strategies that covers the
broader context of society as the focus of inquiry. Primarily based on the work done
by the Russian theorist Lev Semeonovich Vygotsky, learning strategies in such a
perspective are defined as “a learner’s socially mediated plan or action to meet a goal,
which is related directly or indirectly to L2 learning” (Oxford & Schramm, 2007, p.
48).
According to Vygotsky’s (1978) dialogic model, strategies are regarded as higher
order mental functions (e.g., analysis, evaluation, and synthesis) that are developed in
a sociocultural context through social interactions in the form of dialogs with the help
and support of a more capable and knowledgeable one (e.g., teacher, parents, or a
more advanced peer). The problem-solving processes mediated in the dialogs become
part of the learner’s thinking as he actively ‘appropriates’ (i.e., internalizes or
transforms) the essential features of the dialogs. Put another way:
Learning starts out as ‘other-regulation’ (regulation by another person) but, through a
series of dialogs with more capable people, becomes self-regulation…. The more
knowledgeable person helps the learner traverse the ‘zone of practical development,’ the
area of potentiality made possible through help (or scaffolding), and removes the help or
scaffolding when it is no longer needed. (Oxford & Schramm, 2007, p. 53)

Vygotsky’s model could be viewed as covering four strategy sets. First, there are
task-involved strategies that include a range of both cognitive and metacognitive
strategies. Second, self-involved strategies include those for controlling emotion and
coping with motivation (e.g., affective strategies plus some metacognitive strategies
for refining goals). The third category includes social strategies and is referred to as
other-involved strategies. And finally, setting-involved or environment-organizing
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strategies deal with a subset of metacognitive strategies for regulating learning
(McCaslin & Hickey, 2001).
While the psychological perspective involves a search for certainty through
precise and objective observation of data and is associated with quantitative research,
the sociocultural view focuses on thick description based on detailed information
collected by participant observers in specific settings and is often linked with
qualitative research. In order to bridge the gap between these two seemingly
incompatible perspectives, Oxford and Schramm (2007, p. 49) argued for a synergic
relationship between the two since this “might lead to a more powerful and useful
theory and research on learner strategies…[in which] they can enrich and be enriched
by the other.”

2.3.6. Strategy instruction
Failure in language learning could be, in part, attributed to the learners’ lack of
awareness of the cognitive tools and strategies at their disposal (Dansereau, 1978).
The initial impetus behind the strategy research in the mid 1970s was to identify and
teach strategies employed by successful language learners to less successful ones,
hence improving the latter’s language learning. While the body of research was
primarily focused on the identification, description, and classification of strategies, the
field has recently witnessed more and more research efforts going into what is
referred to as strategy instruction or strategy-based instruction (Rubin, Chamot,
Harris, & N. J. Anderson, 2007). This interest was also due to the great potential of
strategies for being learned through the help and support of the teacher as a more
capable one.
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Strategy instruction has been simply defined as “the explicit teaching of how,
when, and why students should employ foreign language learning strategies to
enhance their efforts at reaching language program goals” (Y. Chen, 2007, p. 20). In
recent years, strategy instruction has grown in importance since it (1) develops
learners’ own personalized strategy systems, (2) promotes learner autonomy, selfdirection, and self-evaluation, and (3) encourages learners to take more responsibility
of their own language learning (Cohen, 1998; Rubin et al., 2007). It is also in line
with Nunan’s (1996) recommendation that “language classrooms should have a dual
focus, not only teaching language content but also on developing learning processes
as well” (p. 41).
Besides, empirical findings indicated that strategy instruction could result in
improved proficiency or achievement overall (Chamot & Küpper, 1989) or in specific
language areas including listening (Carrier, 2003), speaking (Dadour & Robbins,
1996), reading (Ikeda & Takeuchi, 2003), writing (Macaro, 2001), and vocabulary
learning (Cohen & Aphek, 1980). Accordingly, the number of publications
specifically designed to teach learning strategies is increasing (H. D. Brown, 2002;
Hewitt, 2008; Oxford, 1990; Rubin & Thompson, 1994; Scarcella & Oxford, 1992;
Silver, Strong, & Perini, 2007).
Several models of strategy instruction have been proposed (Chamot, 2005a;
Chamot, Barnhardt, El-Dinary, & Robbins, 1999; Cohen, 1998; Grenfell & Harris,
1999; Macaro, 2001; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990). Among these
models, the Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach (CALLA) offered by
O’Malley & Chamot (1990) has gained wider currency. Chamot (2005a) and Chamot
et al. (1999) also provided an update to the CALLA model. Table 2.6 (on the next
page) shows the steps involved in three recent models.
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Table 2.6. Models for Language Learning Strategy Instruction

CALLA (Chamot, 2005a)

Grenfell & Harris (1999)

Macaro (2001)

Preparation:
Teacher identifies students’
current learning strategies for
familiar tasks.

Awareness raising:
Students complete a task, and
then identify the strategies
they used.

Awareness raising &
strategy exploration:
Teacher asks students to talk
about the strategies they
employ for a particular task;
Students fill in a strategy
questionnaire.

Presentation:
Teacher models, names, and
explains the new strategy and
asks students if and how they
have used it.

Modeling:
Teacher models, discusses
value of new strategy, makes
checklist of strategies for
later use.

Modeling:
Teacher names and
demonstrates helpful
strategies, stressing the
potential benefits and their
possible links.

Practice:
Students practice new
strategy; in subsequent
strategy practice, teacher
fades reminders to encourage
independent strategy use.

General practice:
Students practice new
strategies with different
tasks.

Strategy combining &
application:
Students combine and deploy
related strategies appropriate
for the given task.

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

Action planning:
Students set goals and choose
strategies to attain those
goals.

Initial evaluation:
Students engage in a teacherled discussion on how they
went about the task and how
successfully the strategies
worked for them.

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

Focused practice:
Students carry out action
plan using selected strategies;
teacher fades prompts so that
students use strategies
automatically.

Scaffolding removal:
Periodically, before doing an
activity, students are asked to
list the strategies they want to
use.

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

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

Overview evaluation:
Both teacher & students
assess the effectiveness of
students’ strategy application
through, for example, a
discussion with feedback.
Monitoring strategy use:
Teacher monitors students’
strategy use over the longer
term.

Note. Adapted from Chamot (2008).
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As it is evident in the table, despite different labels for the steps, the models have
a number of features in common. They all involve the exploration of learners’ current
strategy repertoire, the teacher’s modeling of certain strategies while stressing their
value and purpose, learners’ practicing of the strategies, and the evaluation of strategy
application. However, as Chamot (2008) noted, the CALLA model is recursive rather
than linear; that is, if necessary, the teacher and learners could go back to the previous
phases. The model provided by Grenfell and Harris (1999) is cyclical in that learners
work through a cycle of six steps and then begin a new cycle. Learners also make
personal action plans by choosing strategies that work better for them and assess the
efficiency of their plans. Macaro’s (2001) model is also cyclical. In this model, the
scaffolding is gradually removed only after the teacher ensures that learners are able
to transfer and apply strategies to similar tasks. In addition, the extra final step (i.e.,
monitoring strategy use) could be regarded as part of the teacher’s continued
evaluation of learners’ strategy use after a longer span of time.
In implementing any model of strategy instruction, a number of choices have to be
faced with. The first choice is whether to integrate instruction into the regular
language curriculum or to teach strategies independent of the language course. Those
favoring integrated instruction argued that learning in context provides learners with
ample opportunities for practicing strategies with authentic learning tasks (e.g.,
Chamot, 2004, 2005b; Cohen, 1998; Grenfell & Harris, 1999; Harris, 2003; Macaro,
2001; Nunan, 1997; Oxford, 1990). There are, however, a smaller number of
educators arguing that strategies are generalizable to a variety of contexts (e.g., Gu,
1996; Weinstein & Mayer, 1986). In other words, they noted that it is easier to plan a
separate strategy course in which learners’ attention is focused only on developing
strategic behavior rather than trying to teach them content at the same time.

74

The next choice relates to whether the actual strategy instruction should be direct
or embedded. Direct or explicit instruction involves raising learners’ awareness of
their current strategies, the teacher’s explaining the strategies, learners’ practicing of
new strategies, and evaluating learners’ performance (i.e., the very steps involved in
the models in Table 2.6). In contrast, embedded or uninformed strategy instruction
provides learners with materials and activities designed to elicit the use of the
strategies in focus. The learners are not informed of the reasons behind adopting such
an approach or the name and value of specific strategies (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990).
Many strategy experts asserted the importance of explicitness of strategy instruction
for it raises learners’ metacognitive awareness and informs them of the purpose and
value of their strategy application (e.g., Chamot, 2008; Cohen, 1998; Graham &
Harris, 2000; Harris, 2003; Nunan, 1997; Oxford, 1990). Since embedded instruction
does not promote this metacognitive component, strategy use is not maintained over
time, and less strategy transfer takes place compared to the direct instruction
(O’Malley & Chamot, 1990).
Another choice in carrying out strategy instruction concerns the language of
instruction; that is, whether to teach strategies in learners’ first language or in the
target language. Despite the first two choices, the issue of language is far from
resolved. The beginning level learners, for example, do not have L2 proficiency
required for understanding the teacher’s explanations in the target language as to why
and how to use strategies. On the other hand, postponing strategy instruction in the L2
until upper levels might deprive them of this “extremely powerful learning tool”
(O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, Küpper, & Russo, 1985, p. 43). This could
lead to a lack of motivation for pursuing their study. There are, however, some
suggestions on the initial teaching of strategies in learners’ native language but giving
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them a target language name and also explaining them in simple L2 (Chamot et al.,
1999). This is, of course, applicable to classes in which learners speak the same
language and the teacher knows that language. Alternatively, some researchers have
made use of a combination of both first and second languages in strategy instruction
(e.g., Grenfell & Harris, 1999; Ozeki, 2000). For instance, Ozeki (2000) conducted
strategy instruction for Japanese learners in English. The questionnaires, journal
prompts, and checklists were in simple English, but the learners were also offered the
option of responding in Japanese.
On the whole, it seems that the explicit teaching of strategies in an integrated
fashion could facilitate the transfer of strategies to new tasks and situations. Y. Chen
(2007) reported on a research into the impact of strategy instruction. Sixty four junior
learners at a university in Taiwan participated in a program of explicit and integrated
teaching of listening strategies such as grasping the main idea, selective attention, and
using contextual clues. The instruction lasted for eight weeks, with a two-hour session
each week. The sources of data included weekly working journals kept by learners
during the instruction (they were free to write in English or Chinese, their native
language) and unstructured interviews conducted with each learner at the end of the
instruction.
Following a qualitative method of data analysis, a model of the impact of strategy
instruction was proposed (see Figure 2.2 on the next page). The model consisted of
four interrelated dimensions, each of which was in turn subdivided into two areas,
hence producing eight categories of change in learners’ learning processes.

76

Figure 2.2. A Model of Strategy Instruction Impact

Language
Proficiency

Attitude
Change

Materials

Strategy
Transfer

Dimension
Four

Dimension
Three

Dimension
One

Dimension
Two

Strategy
Practice

Strategy
Repertoire

Memory
Retention

Perceptual
Processing

Note. Adapted from Y. Chen (2007).

The first dimension relates to the exposure to the target language and involves
externally observable changes in the learners’ behavior. The instruction increased
some learners’ motivation to listen to authentic materials and to choose materials of
greater complexity. In addition, strategy practice expanded the opportunities for
employing listening strategies on the learners’ part. Dimension Two, which concerns
changes in the learners’ internal learning processes, includes more organization, better
concentration, and a clear direction. That is, learners in the study reported that
practicing listening strategies was helpful in making them more purposeful and
proactive. Moreover, they associated the use of comprehension strategies with longer
retention of the auditory input in memory and a deeper involvement with the input.
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Dimension Three covers strategy-specific changes in the learners’ approach to
language learning. The instruction motivated learners to develop their own
preferences in choosing listening strategies and prioritizing them to fit their particular
ways of language input processing and their individual learning styles. Furthermore,
learners were reported to transfer listening strategies to reading or speaking tasks. As
for the fourth dimension, the learners reported improvements in their English listening
comprehension skills. They also developed a liking for learning the target language
due to their satisfying experience in the program. Based on the these four dimensions
of change, Y. Chen (2007, p. 26) concluded, “The impact of strategy training on the
learner not only leads to the improvement of language proficiency, but, more
importantly, engages with the dynamic internal changes in the learning processes.”

2.3.7. Criticisms against learning strategies
Since the inception of the strategy field, so many criticisms have been leveled at
the entire body of research in a way that, as Griffiths (2008b) observed, many
educational psychologists have even come to abandon the term ‘strategy’ in favor of
the term ‘self-regulation’ (Dörnyei & Skehan, 2003). Moreover, some researchers
(e.g., Dörnyei, 2005) have cast doubt on the validity of the research results in the field
and suggested to dismiss the whole line of research due to a lack of consensus as to
how strategies should be described and classified. However, we could not simply set
aside the entire research efforts because the central concept in the field is still fuzzy.
As Gu (2007) colorfully put it, “While Pluto was recently removed from the list of
planets because astronomers voted for a new definition of ‘planet,’ no one is
dismissing astronomy because astronomers can’t agree on what a planet is” (p. vii).
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The main criticism concerns the confusion over the term ‘strategy’ as the unit of
analysis and the way it should be defined and categorized. Ellis (1986) linked this
problem to the researchers’ inability to explore the learners’ mind that is like
“stumbling blindfold around a room to find a hidden object” (p. 188). Stevick (1990,
p. 144) referred to a similar issue as “Outside-Inside Problem.” He argued that the
distinction between a strategy as a mental construct and its external representation
(i.e., a physical activity) is not clear-cut. Another concern voiced by Stevick, phrased
as “Size-Abstractness Dilemma,” assumed that some strategies are larger and more
global than others and that some are perceived to be more abstract than other
strategies. This dilemma, Stevick stated, would make any attempt to clearly define
and classify strategies fruitless.
Kellerman (1991) pointed to the confusing overlaps in strategy taxonomies.
Planning, for instance, as a metacognitive strategy could be also considered cognitive
since it requires reasoning. Furthermore, Rees-Miller (1993) questioned strategy
instruction and warned that devoting a considerable amount of precious classroom
time to teaching strategies might not prove successful due to the difficulty of
transferring strategies to new situations.
Several attempts were also made in response to the criticisms (e.g., Chamot &
Rubin, 1994; Grenfell & Macaro, 2007; Oxford & Cohen, 1992; Macaro, 2006).
However, the battle over definition has not been resolved yet. This seems quite natural
as “disagreement in academia is perhaps more of an indication of vitality than is
seemingly uniform conformity” (Cohen, 2007, p. 43).
Skehan (1989) considered the learning strategy field “a clear example of a
research-then-theory perspective” (p. 98). O’Malley and Chamot (1990) provided a
more or less rigorous theoretical framework for strategy research based on J. R.

79

Anderson’s (1983, 1985) cognitive psychology (see section 2.3.5). Strategies could
encompass more than mental operations (Oxford & Cohen, 1992). Accordingly, some
strategies are observable (e.g., looking up an L1 word in a dictionary), others are not
(e.g., inferencing). However, even observable strategies have some mental
components (Macaro, 2006). The general consensus is that most strategies are specific
(Griffiths, 2008b). Some educators also suggested using a classification system to
cover both general and specific strategies in a hierarchical fashion (Cohen, 1998).
As for strategy instruction, even Dörnyei (2005), a harsh critic of the field,
surprisingly supported the issue of teaching strategies to learners as a useful
classroom practice. It has been also stated that strategy transfer is practically
facilitated when the teacher adopts an explicit and integrated approach to strategy
instruction. This helps learners understand their own language learning processes and
raises their awareness of the value and purpose of strategy application (Chamot, 2004;
Chamot & Rubin, 1994; Y. Chen, 2007).
In recent years, as the fruitfulness of research into learning strategies is
increasingly winning wider acceptance, the critics have dramatically decreased in
number. Particularly, as mentioned earlier, the sharpest criticism comes from Dörnyei
(2005) who even questioned whether the notion of learning strategies exists as a
psychological construct. Over thirty years of research and practice in the field have,
however, rendered such a claim unsubstantiated so much so that it seems that Dörnyei
is treating the field as if he were “setting up a straw man in order to knock him down”
(Grenfell & Macaro, 2007, p. 26).
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2.3.8. Studies pertaining to language learning strategies
In this section, first, an overview of the GLL studies will be presented. Next, the
research on learners’ use of function-based strategies along with the factors influential
in the choice of strategies will be described. Finally, skill-based strategies will be
explored.

the good language learner studies
While Rubin’s (1975) report of four-year research efforts is regarded as the first
study in the filed of language learning strategies, others also contributed to the field at
the same time (e.g., Naiman et al., 1978; Stern, 1975). The related papers published
during the second half of the 1970s are collectively referred to as the GLL studies.
The assumption underlying this surge of research was straightforward. Put simply,
language learners showed differential success when going about the task of language
learning. This could be, in part, attributed to tools they utilize; that is, the range and
type of strategies. The strategies employed by successful language learners could be
identified and taught to less successful learners, hence helping improve the latter’s
language learning. This assumption, as simple as it seems, paved the way for much of
the later studies and also set the scene for strategy instruction as one of the main aims
of research in the field.
Based on the data collected using different methods including the analysis of daily
journal entries, classroom observations, and interviews in a variety of settings, Rubin
(1975) attributed successful language learners’ success to three variables: aptitude,
motivation, and opportunity. To her, the interaction of these variables dictated the
strategies that successful language learners deploy. Such strategies include guessing
willingly and accurately, having a strong desire to communicate or learn from
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communication, practicing a lot, attending to meaning, and monitoring one’s own and
others’ speech.
Almost at the same time, Stern (1975, p. 31) mainly drew on his own experience
as a teacher and listed a number of strategies used by successful language learners. He
identified ten strategies:
1. A personal learning style or positive learning strategies
2. An active approach to the task
3. A tolerant and outgoing approach to the target language and empathy its speakers
4. Technical know-how about how to tackle a language
5. Strategies of experimentation and planning with the object of developing the new
language into an ordered system and/or revising this system progressively
6. Constantly searching for meaning
7. Willingness to practice
8. Willingness to use language in real communication
9. Self-monitoring and critical sensitivity to language use
10. Developing the target language more and more as a separate reference system and
learning to think in it

Stern described this list as speculative and in need of confirmation and
modification. An interesting point in Stern’s list is his inclusion of learning style as a
learning strategy, adding to the confusion as to what actually constitutes a strategy.
Naiman et al. (1978, also 1996) based their work on the result of the interviews
with 34 successful language learners and also Stern’s (1975) list of strategies. They
offered strategies in five major categories. To them, successful language learners (1)
are actively involved in the language learning process, (2) develop an awareness of
language as a system, (3) develop an awareness of language as a means of
communication, (4) deal with the affective demands of the new language, and (5)
review, revise, and extend the new language system through inferencing and
monitoring.
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In addition to this set of general strategies, the researchers provided a
complementary list of techniques for specific aspects of language learning including
language learning skills. Some of these techniques, which are now referred to as skillbased strategies, are as follows:
 Listening (e.g., listening to the radio, TV, and movies and exposing oneself to
different accents and registers)
 Speaking (e.g., making contact with native speakers, asking for corrections,
memorizing dialogs, and not being afraid of making mistakes)
 Reading (e.g., reading something everyday, reading text at the beginner’s level,
reading things that are familiar, and looking for meaning from context without
consulting a dictionary)
 Writing (e.g., having pen pals, writing frequently, and frequent reading of what you
expect to write)
 Grammar (e.g., following rules given in texts, inferring grammar rules from texts,
comparing the L1 and L2, and memorizing structures)
 Vocabulary (learning words in context, learning words that are associated, using new
words in phrases, and using a dictionary when necessary)

Later empirical research revealed that even unsuccessful language learners are
mentally active when facing a language task and do have a repertoire of strategies but
could not deploy them as effectively as their successful counterparts do (e.g., Porte,
1988; Vann & Abraham, 1990). Furthermore, it was found out that, with a few
exceptions, strategies are value-neutral (see section 2.3.2), and the way of strategy
application determines their effectiveness (Hsiao & Oxford, 2002). These findings ran
counter to the main assumption underlying the GLL studies that only successful
language learners used strategies and that theirs were the most useful ones and should
be taught to less successful learners. Nevertheless, the GLL studies offered invaluable
insights into the way learners make use of learning strategies to facilitate and gain
control over their own language learning processes.
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function-based strategies
A great number of investigations exploring learners’ strategy use have based their
studies on the function of strategies as reflected in Oxford’s (1990) classification
system of six strategy categories (viz., memory, cognitive, compensation,
metacognitive, affective, and social). Quantitatively, the strategy use in such studies
was mainly measured by the SILL. Most of these studies showed that learners were
medium strategy users overall. What follows is a review of some of these studies with
a major focus on the type and range of the strategy use as reported by the participants.
Mullins (1992) reported on a study of the strategy use of 110 Thai university EFL
students. She found that the participants favored compensation, cognitive, and
metacognitive strategies highly. This was followed by the medium use of social,
memory, and affective strategies. In the same year, Oh (1992) found the highest use of
metacognitive strategies among 59 EFL students at a Korean university. The
participants also preferred compensation, affective, social, and cognitive strategies at
a medium level. In addition, they favored memory strategies at a low level.
Klassen (1994) found the highest use of compensation strategies among 228
freshman English language learners at a Taiwanese university. In order,
metacognitive, social, affective, cognitive, and memory strategy categories followed.
The highest use of compensation strategies was also reported in another study
including a sample of Taiwanese university students (N.-D. Yang, 1994).
In a research into the relationship between the frequency of strategy use and
several other variables among 262 English government employees studying different
foreign languages in the US, Ehrman and Oxford (1995) found that compensation
strategies were used most frequently, followed by social, cognitive, metacognitive
strategies, respectively. Memory and affective strategies were preferred the least.

84

In another study, Green and Oxford (1995) explored the frequency of strategy use
among 374 tertiary-level English learners at the University of Puerto Rico. The results
of this study were not dissimilar to those observed by Ehrman and Oxford (1995) in
that the participants reported high use of cognitive, compensation metacognitive, and
social strategies with the lowest preference for memory and affective strategy
categories.
Bedell and Oxford (1996) reported on the strategy use of 353 learners studying
English in China. The participants preferred compensation strategies the most.
Memory strategies were the least favored category. Ku (1997) studied the frequency
of strategy use among 335 college students in Taiwan. Compensation strategy
category ranked the first, followed by cognitive, metacognitive, memory, social, and
affective strategy categories, respectively.
Bremner (1999) carried out a research into the strategy use of 149 primary
education students at a university in Hong Kong. Based on the results, compensation
and metacognitive strategies were reported to be the most frequently used strategies.
Moreover, the participants preferred affective and memory strategies the least. Purdie
and Oliver (1999) also conducted a study into the strategy use of 58 language learners
from different cultural backgrounds. The participants were perceived as successful by
their teachers. The researchers constructed a 38-item questionnaire based on Oxford’s
(1990) and O’Malley and Chamot’s (1990) classification systems of learning
strategies but did not include any affective strategy category. The findings indicated
that, in order, compensation, cognitive, memory, social, and metacognitive strategies
were favored by the participants in the study.
Likewise, Sheorey (1999) developed a 35-item questionnaire to measure the
strategy use of 1,261 first year undergraduate Indian students. The questionnaire
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consisted of four strategy categories: metacognitive, cognitive-memory, social, and
functional practice (i.e., strategies for looking for opportunities to practice English
outside the class). According to the results, metacognitive strategies were preferred
most often, followed by cognitive-memory, social, and functional practice strategies,
respectively. In another study, Wharton (2000) surveyed 678 undergraduate bilingual
students learning Japanese or French at a university in Singapore. Based on the 80item SILL, the results indicated that the participants used social strategies most often
and affective strategies least often.
Tajeddin (2001) used a modified and translated version of the 80-item SILL to
measure the strategy use among 764 Iranian learners of English language. The results
revealed that the participants favored metacognitive, cognitive, social, and
compensation strategies, respectively. Memory and affective strategies were used
least often. In the same context, Akbari and Talebinezhad (2003) surveyed 128
Iranian English major university students. Responding to a Persian version of the
SILL, the participants reported the highest use of metacognitive strategies. Social,
compensation, memory, cognitive, and affective strategy categories followed,
respectively.
Peacock and Ho (2003) explored the strategy use of 1,006 Hong Kong university
learners from diverse disciplines in EAP classes. Among the six strategy categories on
the SILL, the participants used compensation strategies most often. In order of
learners’ preference, cognitive, metacognitive, social, memory, and affective strategy
categories followed. Shmais (2003) also reported on the strategy use of 99 Arabicspeaking EFL learners in Palestine. She observed that metacognitive strategies were
used most often and compensation strategies least often by the participants in the
study.
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In a study of the strategy use of 220 Iranian English major university students,
Riazi and Rahimi (2005) observed that the participants reported metacognitive
strategies as the most frequently used category followed by affective, compensation,
and cognitive strategy categories. Social and memory strategies were preferred at the
lowest frequency.
More recently, Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006) reported on a study into the strategy
use of 55 ESL learners in an intensive English program at a university in the US. The
results indicated that the participants preferred to use metacognitive strategies most
frequently, followed by social, compensation, and cognitive strategies, respectively.
Memory and affective strategies were used least often. In a research into the
relationship between strategy use and a number of variables (Magogwe & Oliver,
2007), 480 students at different levels of schooling in Botswana filled in a modified
version of the SILL. The sample reported using metacognitive strategies the most.
Among the other strategy categories, compensation category ranked the lowest.
In sum, in most surveys based on the function of strategies, the most frequently
used strategy categories were reported to be compensation, metacognitive, and
cognitive while the least used were social, memory, and affective irrespective of any
other learner characteristics including factors influencing strategy use. This indicates
most learners’ natural reliance on the use of strategies for making up for deficiencies
in their L2 knowledge and also strategies for regulating their own learning and giving
it some organization. Sadly, it also shows their lack of awareness of the great impact
of strategies for controlling emotional responses to language learning, cooperating
with others, and storing and retrieving the material effectively.
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factors affecting strategy use
There are a number of independent variables that affect the choice of language
learning strategies including motivation, language proficiency level, learning style,
personality type, age, gender, cultural background, and beliefs about language
learning (Ehrman & Oxford, 1995; Macaro, 2001; Oxford, 1990; Pavičić, 2008;
Takeuchi, Griffiths, & Coyle, 2007). The research into the influence of such factors
on strategy use is important in that strategy instruction should be specifically tailored
in such a way to take account of language learners’ individual and situational
differences (Takeuchi et al., 2007). What follows is an account of some of these
factors. The influence of learning styles on learning strategies will be discussed in
section 2.4.2.

Motivation
Motivation has been found to be the most influential and powerful factor
influencing learners’ choice of strategies. Most studies have reported a significant
positive relationship between learners’ level of motivation and their reported
frequency of strategy use. Accordingly, educators have identified a set of strategies
with motivational load that learners employ to get their motivation online and to help
keep themselves on track. These come under different labels: self-motivating
strategies (Dörnyei, 2001), anxiety management (Horwitz, 2001), affective learning
strategies (Oxford, 1990), motivational self-regulation (Ushioda, 2003), and efficacy
management (Wolters, 2003). Such strategies include setting concrete short-term
targets, engaging in positive short-talk, and motivating oneself with incentives and
self-rewards (Ushioda, 2008).
Oxford and Nyikos (1989) studied the strategy use of 1,200 college students in the
US. They deployed a 121-item version of the SILL as the instrument. As well as
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affective, memory, and social strategies, this version of the SILL included some
strategy categories as follows:
 general study (e.g., strategies for reading and study including previewing lessons and
scanning the reading passage)
 authentic language use or functional practice (e.g., seeking native speakers for
conversation and reading authentic, natural texts)
 searching for and communicating meaning (e.g., guessing when complete
information is not available and finding alternative ways to express meaning)
 resourceful, independent (e.g., strategies that can be used without involving anyone
else including reading aloud and listing related words)
 self-management (e.g., metacognitive strategies such as correcting own written errors
and planning for future language tasks)
 visualization (e.g., using mental images, linking sounds with visual images, and
visualizing spelling)
 formal model-building or formal rule-related practice (e.g., finding similarities
between languages, applying and revising grammar rules, and analyzing words into
component parts)
 conversational input elicitation (e.g., requesting slower speech, and asking for
pronunciation correction)

The results revealed that highly motivated learners employed four strategy
categories more often than their less motivated counterparts (viz., formal-rule related
practice, functional practice, general study, and conversational input elicitation
strategies). The researchers concluded that motivation, among other variables in the
study, was the most significant predictor of learners’ learning strategy choice.
Oxford and Ehrman (1995) examined the relationship between strategy use and a
number of variables including motivation, measured by the Affective Survey (AS,
Ehrman & Oxford, 1991). It was found that overall strategy use was strongly
associated with motivation. Moreover, most of strategy categories on the SILL in
general and cognitive strategies in particular were reported to be significantly and
positively correlated with the motivational subscales on the AS.
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Wharton (2000) studied the strategy use of 678 bilingual university students in
Singapore with reference to a number of variables including motivation. Motivation
was measured as to how important it was for the participants to become proficient in
the target language. The findings revealed that the students who reported that it was
very important or important to become proficient in the target language had a
significantly higher overall use of strategies compared to those for whom becoming
proficient was not so important. However, no significant difference was found in the
use of six strategy categories with respect to motivation.
In sum, motivation might be regarded as one of the strongest correlate of almost
all aspects of learning including the use of language learning strategies. However, the
crucial question remains as to whether high motivation leads to high strategy use on
the learners’ part or the other way round (Okada, Oxford, & Abo, 1996). This concern
calls for longitudinal studies into the link between motivation and strategy use so as to
ensure causality.

Discipline
Discipline or university major is also regarded as an influential factor in strategy
deployment. Politzer and McGroarty (1985) studied the strategic behavior of 37 ESL
graduate learners split between social science/humanities and engineering/science
majors. Using the Behavior Questionnaire developed by the researchers, they found
that social science/humanities majors reported a more frequent use of strategies
compared to their engineering/science counterparts. The results also revealed that the
students in engineering/science group avoided positive strategies, perceived as useful
by the researchers. However, as the engineering students were Asian and all of the
social science/humanities participants were Hispanic, the authors aptly stated that
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cultural background may have confounded the possible difference in discipline and
that the piece of finding should be treated as suggestive.
Discipline may be also linked with career status. Oxford and Ehrman (1989)
explored the strategy use among a sample of American military officers, language
instructors, and professional language trainers with graduate degrees in linguistics.
According to the findings, professional linguists, as the participants with the highest
career status, reported a greater number and a wider variety of strategies including
authentic language use, searching for and communicative meaning, formal modelbuilding, and affective strategies. The researcher concluded that career had a strong
influence on strategy choice.
In another study, Oxford and Nyikos (1989) found that university major had a
significant effect on strategy deployment as measured by a 121-item version of the
SILL. They investigated the strategy use among 1,200 undergraduate students
majoring in social sciences (education or humanities), technical fields (engineering,
computer, or physical sciences), and business or other subjects. The results indicated
that the students majoring in social sciences preferred functional practice strategies
(i.e., language practice outside classroom) and resourceful, independent strategies
(i.e., memorizing, planning, self-testing, and self-reward) significantly more than
students from other majors.
Mochizuki (1999) observed that Japanese university learners majoring in English
reported a significantly more frequent use of compensation, social, and metacognitive
strategies than science students. Almost a similar finding was reported by Rong
(1999) with a sample of Chinese students.
Peacock (2001a) studied the strategy use of 140 university students majoring in
science, mathematics, and engineering students. The results showed that the students
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majoring in mathematics and engineering used strategies more often than those in
physics. Moreover, mathematics students reported using fewer metacognitive
strategies compared to other students.
More recently, Peacock and Ho (2003) surveyed 1,006 Hong Kong university
learners from diverse disciplines including building and construction, business,
computer studies, engineering, English, mathematics, primary education, and science.
Overall, students majoring in English reported the most frequent use of strategies,
followed by the students in primary education, business, mathematics, science,
engineering, and building and construction majors, respectively. Computer studies
students had the lowest reported frequency of strategy use. English major students
also preferred more cognitive, metacognitive, and social strategies compared to other
students. On the other hand, computer studies students had the lowest use of
metacognitive strategies. And finally, as for individual strategies, English major
students reported a significantly higher use of 26 strategies.
In sum, most studies reported a higher strategy use in favor of humanities students
among the students in other majors. This difference was more notable when the
sample included students majoring in English language as they might be equipped
with a greater awareness of cognitive and metacognitive tools at their disposal.

Cultural background
Another variable affecting learners’ strategy use is cultural background, which is
sometimes referred to as ethnicity or nationality. Bedell (1993 as cited in Oxford &
Burry-Stock, 1995) presented 50-item SILL frequency data obtained from a number
of studies on a graph. It was found that students from different cultural groups
reported using particular kinds of strategies at different levels of frequency. By the
same token, Bedell and Oxford (1996) reviewed 36 studies on cross-cultural
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differences in the strategy use of learners from a wide variety of cultural and
educational backgrounds and concluded, “Learners often—though not always—
behave in certain culturally approved and socially encouraged ways as they learn” (p.
60).
Politzer (1983) found that Hispanic learners were more social and interactive in
learning than the Asian learners who had a greater reliance on rote memorization.
Similarly, Politzer and McGroarty (1985) studied 37 ESL graduate learners from
Hispanic and Asian backgrounds. They reported that students from Hispanic and
Asian backgrounds significantly differed in their strategy choice (communicative and
social vs. reliance on rote memorization). Asian learners’ preference for rote
memorization strategies has been asserted by several researchers (e.g., O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990). Moreover, O’Malley (1987) attributed Asian students’ reported lack
of success to the persistence of familiar strategies.
Huang and van Naerssen (1987) also stressed Chinese learners’ strong preference
for memorization strategies (as a subset of Asian learners) and ascribed it to the
traditional Chinese practice of memorizing wisdom as a way to gain knowledge.
Bedell and Oxford (1996) explored the strategy use of 353 Chinese EFL university
students. In contrast, they found the lowest use of memory strategies among the
participants, which was contrary to the popular belief about Chinese learners’ overreliance on rote memorization strategies. More recently, however, Jiang and R. Smith
(in press) conducted an interview-based study and found that memorization was a
popular learning strategy for their sample of Chinese learners.
Grainger (1997) surveyed 133 students learning Japanese language from various
cultural backgrounds including European and Asian students. No significant
difference was found in overall strategy use among European and Asian learners.
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However, it was indicated that rote memorization was the least popular strategy
category among the students of Asian background. They also preferred more
compensation and affective strategies than their European counterparts. Usuki (2000)
reported that Japanese students learning English language were typically passive
learners due to some psychological barriers to the adoption of effective strategies. The
researcher suggested that there should be more cooperation between the teachers and
their students in the language classroom.
Griffiths and Parr (2000) found that European students in their study reported
employing strategies significantly more frequently than students of other nationalities,
especially those strategies related to vocabulary, reading, interaction with others, and
the tolerance of ambiguity. In a similar study, Griffiths (2003) surveyed 348 students
at a private English language school for international students in New Zealand. The
participants came from 21 countries, the majority of which were Asian. According to
the results, European students reported using significantly more frequently than their
Asian counterparts.
Altan (2004) investigated the reported strategy use of 63 learners studying English
Language Teaching. The participants were equally split among three cultural
backgrounds: Turkey, Hungary, and China. Turkish learners preferred metacognitive
strategies the most and memory ones the least. As for the Hungarian learners, social
strategy category ranked the first with affective strategies the last. Chinese
participants showed the highest preference for compensation strategies and the lowest
for memory strategies. As Altan noted, it was contrary to general conception that
Chinese learners in the study reported the lowest use of memory strategies. However,
interestingly enough, even in this case, Chinese learners had a higher use of memory
strategies compared to their Turkish and Hungarian counterparts.
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In sum, learners from different cultural backgrounds appear to be comfortable
when using strategies in line with their cultural assumptions. Nevertheless, the
inconclusive results for some cultural groups (e.g., Chinese) lead us to welcome
Littlewood’s (2000) helpful comment about cultural background that “we still have a
long way to go in exploring the nature and extent of this influence” (p. 34).

Gender
Being male or female may play a role in strategy choice. The purpose of
investigating such a factor, as for other factors, is to find out workable strategies
rather than categorizing learners into “a gender-stereotyped set of strategies” (Oxford
& Ehrman, 1995, p. 379). However, gender-related differences are not as salient as
those of learning style and motivation (Green & Oxford, 1995), but “gender is a
significant, defining dimension of our humanity and as such has at least some
influence on the way we learn” (Nyikos, 2008, p. 75).
Most studies have reported that females used significantly more strategies
compared to males (Green & Oxford, 1995; Kaylani, 1996; Ku, 1997; K. O. Lee,
2003; Mochizuki, 1999; Sheorey, 1999; Sy, 2003). Females’ superiority was notably
significant in social (Dreyer & Oxford, 1996; Politzer, 1983) and affective strategies
(Hashim & Sahil, 1994; Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2006). This is in line with the
assertion that women generally have a greater desire for good grades, a stronger need
for social approval, a greater willingness to conform to existing norms, and a verbal
superiority over male learners (Oxford, Nyikos, & Ehrman, 1988). There are also a
number of studies finding no significant gender-related differences in strategy use
(Griffiths, 2003; Y. M. Kim, 1995; Nisbet, Tindall, & Arroyo, 2005; Rong, 1999).
And finally, a very few studies found that males used strategies more often than
females (e.g., Tran, 1988; Wharton, 2000).
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In a survey of 374 learners at the University of Puerto Rico, Green and Oxford
(1995) found that gender was a significant factor in strategy choice. Female
participants reported using more strategies than males. There were also significant
differences in the use of memory, metacognitive, affective, and social strategies in
favor of females. Moreover, females significantly outdid males in the use of such
individual strategies as using flashcards to remember words, reviewing English
lessons, connecting words and locations, making summaries, and skimming. On the
other hand, only one strategy was reported to be used significantly more frequently by
males: watching TV programs and video movies in English.
Y. M. Kim (1995) observed no gender-related difference in strategy use among
Korean ESL university learners. Similarly, Rong (1999) reported no significant
difference in strategy use by gender among a sample of Chinese tertiary-level
students.
Sheorey (1999) examined the strategy use of 1,261 Indian undergraduate students
learning English split almost equally between males and females. According to the
results, females outdid males in the reported use of all four strategy categories on the
questionnaire developed by the researcher. Moreover, there were significant
differences in the use of 21 out of 33 individual strategies in favor of females.
Wharton (2000) surveyed 678 bilingual university students learning Japanese or
French in Singapore. Unlike most studies, no significant difference was found in
overall strategy use with respect to gender; a finding that was “unexpected” (p. 233).
Moreover, the results of individual strategies showed significant differences in favor
of males.
K. O. Lee (2003) studied the strategy use of 325 Korean EFL learners and
reported that females preferred all six strategy categories more often than males. In a
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similar vein, Peacock and Ho (2003) found that female university learners in Hong
Kong reported using all strategy categories on the SILL significantly more often than
their male counterparts. Females also had a significantly higher use of nine individual
strategies, most of which were from among memory and metacognitive categories.
Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006) surveyed 55 ESL learners in the US. They found
that although females had higher mean differences in most strategy categories, only
the mean score of affective strategies was proved to be significantly different.
In sum, in most studies, where any significant difference in overall strategy use
was found, it favored females over males. Moreover, the quality of strategies
employed by both groups differed in most cases.

Age
Although the common belief is that children are better language learners
compared to adults and can attain native-like fluency, the effect of age on the
language learning process is generally “far from clear or conclusive” (Spolsky, 1989,
p.92). Griffiths (2008a) outlined the influential factors in language learning that
interact with age. These include maturational (e.g., critical period), socio-affective
(e.g., anxiety and identity), individual (e.g., belief and personality), cognitive (e.g.,
strategic awareness and existing knowledge) and situational factors (e.g., learning
target and teaching/learning method).
With reference to strategy use, Ehrman and Oxford (1989) pointed out that age did
not seem to be a major factor. However, it has been suggested that older learners use
more strategies of analytic type due to their greater contextual knowledge while
younger learners are more flexible in trying different types of strategies (Chamot &
El-Dinary, 1999; Vann & Abraham, 1990). Therefore, students of different ages could
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benefit from their own physical and psychological conditions with the use of different
learning strategies (Ehrman & Oxford, 1995).
Peacock and Ho (2003) explored the relationship between strategy use and age
among a sample of university learners in Hong Kong. They found that more mature
participants (i.e., aged 23 and over, 12% of the sample) reported significantly more
frequent use of memory, metacognitive, affective, and social strategies than their
younger counterparts. Moreover, older students showed a significantly higher
preference for 20 individual strategies including being uninhibited about making
mistakes in language learning, thinking about their progress, and seeing connections
and patterns in English language.
Victori and Tragant (2003) surveyed 766 learners consisting of three age groups
of 10, 14, and 17 years old. The results showed that the older two groups used
cognitively complex strategies significantly more often than their young counterparts.
In addition, the young learners reported a higher use of social strategies. However, in
a study of 348 ESL learners in New Zealand, Griffiths (2003) found no significant
difference in the participants’ strategy use by age.
Magogwe and Oliver (2007) explored the strategy use of 480 students learning
English in Botswana. Age was reflected in the participants’ levels of education on the
assumption that the stage of schooling generally correlates with age. The results were
mixed and no specific trend was noticed. The researchers called for more
investigations into the relationship between strategy use and age.
In sum, the studies into the effect of age on learning strategies have not generated
robust findings and only offered some tentative conclusions. This might be due to the
methodological issues that a few studies have isolated age as a focus of investigation
(Macaro, 2001).
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Beliefs
In the domain of language learning, the relevant aspects of beliefs include the
beliefs learners hold about themselves, language learning, and the contexts in which
they take part as language learners and language users (C. White, 2008). It has been
suggested that such beliefs are mainly influenced by learners’ previous experiences as
language learners and affected by their cultural background (Horwitz, 1987).
With reference to strategy use, learners’ beliefs about language learning as a
variable has been often measured by Horwitz’s (1987, 1988) the Beliefs About
Language Learning Inventory (BALLI). This questionnaire consists of five subscales:
difficulty of language learning, the nature of language learning, learning and
communication strategies, motivations, and expectations.
Using a modified version of the SILL and the BALLI, N.-D. Yang (1999)
explored the relationship between EFL learners’ frequency of strategy use and their
beliefs about language learning among 505 Taiwanese university students. She found
a positive link between the two variables. The results also suggested that, for instance,
a belief in the importance of the need to practice a lot was associated with the strategy
of paying attention when someone is speaking in the L2. Likewise, a belief in the
value of spoken language was accompanied by a more frequent use of formal oralpractice strategies.
In sum, learners’ beliefs provide a logic for their choice of strategies (Wenden,
1986) and could affect the variety and flexibility of strategy use (Abraham & Vann,
1987). Some preconceived beliefs might also restrict learners’ range of strategies
(Horwitz, 1988).

99

Learning context
The context or the situation in which learning occurs could have an effect on
learners’ strategy deployment. Takeuchi et al. (2007) outlined three main sources of
the influence of context. Firstly, the role of task and task difficulty in strategy use
(Ikeda & Takeuchi, 2000; Oxford et al., 2004). Oxford et al., for example, reported
the complex influence of task difficulty and proficiency on strategy deployment. They
pointed to the usefulness of task-based strategy assessment because it offers a
contextualized view of strategies in that strategy use was tailored to the context of
particular language tasks. They also recommended implementing such an assessment
along with continuing the use of non-task-based strategy questionnaires since they
both serve different but complementary purposes.
The second issue involves learning in the context of ESL or EFL that might exert
an influence on both quality and quantity of strategy deployment. Oxford and Ehrman
(1995) stated that the frequency of strategy use among ESL learners has been reported
to be higher than that of EFL learners. Riley and Harsch (1999) compared the strategy
use of 28 ESL Japanese learners in Hawaii with that of 28 EFL Japanese learners in
Japan. They found that the two groups employed different strategies. Takeuchi (2003)
also reported that the strategy pattern of EFL learners was characterized by an
emphasis on particular metacognitive and cognitive strategies not frequently preferred
by their ESL counterparts.
And finally, the social context of learning is considered to be another situational
variable that might affect the choice of strategies. Inspired by the work of Vygotsky
and others, strategies in such a view are associated with both the cognitive activities
within an individual learner and the complex systems of relationships developed
within social communities. Accordingly, the learner both defines and is defined by
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these relationships. Considering learning strategies in light of such a perspective
“extends beyond the individual learner and focuses on the classroom and the
interactions that constitute it” (Takeuchi et al., 2007).
In sum, the context in which language learning occurs might exert a significant
influence on language learning strategy choice. Moreover, setting strategy use in
wider social milieus seems promising.

Language proficiency
Language proficiency has been associated with strategy use far more than other
independent variables. In studies exploring strategy use, language proficiency, as a
research variable, has taken several forms: career status reflecting expertise in
language learning (Ehrman & Oxford, 1989), language course grades (Mullins, 1992),
language achievement or proficiency tests (Bremner, 1999; Dreyer & Oxford, 1996;
Green & Oxford, 1995; Park, 1997; Peacock & Ho, 2003; M.-N. Yang, 2007),
entrance and placement examinations (Griffiths, 2003), self-ratings (Hong-Nam &
Leavell, 2006; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Sheorey, 1999; Wharton, 2000), teachers’
judgment about their students (Magogwe & Oliver, 2007), or a combination of two or
more of these measures (Mochizuki, 1999; Shmais, 2003).
Green and Oxford (1995) reported on the strategy use of 374 English learners in
Puerto Rico. The measure of language proficiency was the participants’ scores on an
achievement test. They found that more proficient learners reported using
significantly more cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, and social strategies when
compared to their less proficient counterparts. In a study of 305 ESL university
learners in South Africa, Dreyer and Oxford (1996) observed that about 45% of the
total variance in language proficiency scores on TOEFL was explained by the
participants’ strategy use on the SILL.
101

Sheorey (1999) explored the relationship between the strategy use and proficiency
level of Indian learners. The participants were asked to rate their proficiency level on
a five-value scale. The researcher excluded the students at the middle point (i.e.,
Average) and used combined values of Poor and Below Average versus Above
Average and Excellent as low proficiency versus high proficiency groups,
respectively. The results of statistical analyses revealed that the students in the high
proficiency group had a significantly higher use of strategies compared to those in the
low proficiency group.
Wharton (2000) studied the strategy use of 678 university students learning
Japanese or French in Singapore. According to the results, those students who rated
themselves as good or fair language learners made a significantly higher use of
strategies than self-rated poor learners. Moreover, the frequency of strategies in four
categories (viz., affective, memory, cognitive, and metacognitive) increased as the
learners’ proficiency self-rating went up from poor to good.
Griffiths (2003) explored the relationship between language proficiency and
strategy use among 348 ESL learners in New Zealand. She used the participants’
scores on a placement test as the proficiency measure. According to the results, higher
level students made a highly frequent use of a large number of strategies relating to
interaction with others, vocabulary, reading, tolerance of ambiguity, learning systems,
management of feeling, management of learning, and utilization of available
resources.
Peacock and Ho (2003) surveyed a large sample of university learners in Hong
Kong. The measure of proficiency was the scores on the Hong Kong Advanced Level
Use of English examination, based on which the participants were divided into either
high-, mid-, or low-proficiency groups. According to the results, 27 individual
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strategies were significantly related to language proficiency. About 59% of these
strategies were from cognitive and metacognitive strategy categories and none from
affective strategies. In the use of these 27 strategies, “a sharp difference” (p. 186) was
observed in terms of proficiency. The students in high proficiency group always or
often used 13 strategies whereas the learners in mid- and low proficiency groups
always or often employed only two or three of these 27 strategies.
Shmais (2003) surveyed 99 Arabic-speaking EFL learners in Palestine. She used
three measures of proficiency: the students’ learning level (i.e., sophomore, junior,
senior), the students’ university average in English courses, and language self-efficacy
(i.e., how good the students perceived themselves as English learners). The results
indicated no significant difference in the use of strategies by proficiency.
Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006) studied the strategy use of 55 ESL university
learners in the US with reference to proficiency level. The participants rated their
proficiency level as either beginning, intermediate, or advanced. A curvilinear
relationship was found between proficiency and strategy use with students at
intermediate level reported using strategies significantly more often than their
advanced and beginning levels counterparts.
In another study, Magogwe and Oliver (2007) surveyed 480 Botswanan students
from primary, secondary, and tertiary levels of education. In terms of language
proficiency, the participants were grouped into three groups based on the teachers’
judgments about them. The results indicated that more proficient learners reported a
significantly greater use of strategies. This piece of finding was proved to be
consistent across all levels of education in the study.
And finally, M.-N. Yang (2007) surveyed 451 female junior college students in
Taiwan. The participants’ scores on the English reading and listening mid-term
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examinations were taken as the measure of proficiency level. The results indicated
that more proficient learners reported using strategies more often than their less
proficient counterparts. Moreover, the students at different proficiency levels
significantly differed in their use of cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, and
social strategies.
In sum, most studies have suggested a positive linear relationship between
proficiency and strategy use; that is, more proficient learners used greater number of
strategies than the less proficient learners. However, like the motivation factor, in
studies into the relationship between language proficiency and the frequency of
strategy use, causality could not be claimed because it is not clear whether a higher
level of language proficiency leads to a greater use of strategies or students’ higher
use of strategies is partially responsible for a higher proficiency level. The answer to
this “age-old chicken-and-the-egg question” may reside in more longitudinal research
to complement the results found in the cross-sectional studies (Griffiths, 2003, p.
381).

skill-based strategies
The basic line of strategy research, especially in the early years, concerned the
identification, description, and classification of strategies. Subsequently, the
researchers attempted to relate strategy use to a host of factors such as language
proficiency, learning styles, and motivation. After the researchers came to recognize
strategies as an important aspect of language learning, the investigation of the impact
of teaching strategies in the context of different language skills (i.e., listening,
speaking reading, and writing) and the areas of grammar and vocabulary gained
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considerable momentum (Chamot, 2008; Oxford, 2001a). After all, one primary goal
of learners’ strategy deployment is language skills development (Ehrman et al., 2003).
To the best of the researcher’s knowledge, there exist few studies into the skillbased strategies while taking account of a number of skills at the same time. In one of
these attempts and in order to measure the reported skill-based strategy use of 32
learners at a private international institute in New Zealand, Griffiths (2004b)
developed a 40-item questionnaire, consisting of ten items for each language skill.
She also collected relevant data from semi-structured interviews and classroom
observations. According to the results, listening and speaking strategies were
reportedly the most frequently used strategies. In terms of individual strategies, the
reading strategy of using a dictionary was the most and the writing strategy of keeping
a diary as the least frequently employed strategies. The relationship between reported
strategy use and end-of-course results did not prove to be statistically significant.
Moreover, the interviewees regarded reading strategies as a valuable source for
developing oral/aural skills and increasing vocabulary knowledge. Finally, classroom
observations suggested that more successful learners employed interactive and
communicative strategies more effectively than their less successful counterparts (see
also Griffiths & Jordan, 2005).
By the same token, the strategy instruction research has often focused on a single
skill rather than a number of them. This is, in part, related to the methodological
problems that such studies may entail. However, O’Malley and Chamot (1990)
reported on a research attempt to teach 75 high school ESL students how to apply
learning strategies to three types of tasks (i.e., tasks related to vocabulary, listening
comprehension, and speaking from prepared notes). The program was conducted over
a two-week period, and the participants’ performance in the instruction group was
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compared to that of the students in a control group. The participants were posttested
on the same types of tasks. The main findings of the study were as follows:
 Vocabulary learning strategies were effective only for students who had not already
developed alternative effective strategies.
 Listening comprehension improved for students instructed in learning strategies on
texts that were accessible, not on those that were too difficult and/or for which
students lacked relevant prior knowledge.
 Oral reports (presented from written notes) given by strategy-instructed students were
judged to be significantly more comprehensible and organized than those of control
group students. (Chamot, 2005b, p. 117)

This section will briefly review studies into skill-based strategies together with
research on vocabulary, grammar, and translation strategies as important areas that cut
across all four language skills. This may include either studies to explore learners’
skill-based strategies or those to assess the effectiveness of teaching particular
strategies.
Listening strategies
The research on listening strategies was so poor about ten years ago that
Vandergrift (1997a) talked about this area as “the Cinderella of strategies.” After over
a decade, however, listening has still come to be “arguably the least understood and
most overlooked of the four skills” in the classroom (Nation & Newton, 2009, p. 37).
This is in striking contrast to the claim that listening should receive special attention
since over 50 percent of the time learners spend functioning in a foreign language is
devoted to listening, which is the primary means of acquiring the target language
(Nunan, 1998; Rost, 2005; Vandergrift, 2004).
There are several problems and difficulties faced by L2 learners in real-time
listening. Learners may have problems with recognizing word forms and keeping up
with what is coming in, making out individual words in a stream of speech, having
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enough time to turn perceived form into an appropriate message, and dealing
adequately with the speed of text delivery (Goh, 2000; Graham, 2006). Lynch (2002)
attributed this to the complexities involved in listening. Likewise, most learners
ascribed such difficulties to their own perceived low ability in the skill or to the
difficulty of the listening tasks and texts “with little awareness shown regarding the
role played by ineffective listening strategies or skill application” (Graham, 2006, p.
165).
G. White (2008) claimed that effective listeners generally draw on three different
areas of knowledge: linguistic, schematic, and contextual. Linguistic knowledge is
related to the system of language including phonology, stress, intonation, lexis, and
syntax. Using this type of knowledge, listeners perceive the incoming sounds, store
them in working memory, and separate the information into manageable segments.
Schematic knowledge refers to the knowledge of how discourse is organized, how
language is used in a particular society, and the topic being talked about. Finally,
contextual knowledge concerns the physical setting in which the message is produced,
the participants, their relationship, and the like.
Numerous studies indicated that conscious and effective use of strategies could
enhance the chance of success in L2 listening (e.g., Carrier, 2003; Goh, 1997;
Graham, Santos, & Vanderplank, 2008; Ozeki, 2000; Ross & Rost, 1991; Thompson
& Rubin, 1993, 1996; Vandergrift, 1997a, 1997b, 2002, 2003). A number of such
studies have focused on whether more successful learners can be differentiated from
the less successful ones by their strategy use. Some strategies were found to be
common among more proficient listeners (e.g., listening to chunks of language rather
than focusing on individual words and avoiding direct translation while listening).
Such strategies were mostly metacognitive ones such as comprehension monitoring,
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applying an advance organizer, deciding on the purpose of listening, and trying to pay
attention to main/specific points (Macaro, Graham, & Vanderplank, 2007). By the
same token, Rost (2002) reported on five strategies that appeared to be associated
with success more than other listening strategies:
 Predicting information or ideas prior to listening
 Inferring from incomplete information
 Monitoring comprehension
 Asking for clarification
 Providing a personal response to what has been heard

Thompson and Rubin (1996) taught a wide range of listening strategies to 24 third
year Russian learners at a university in the US. The program that lasted an academic
year included instructing cognitive (e.g., listening to familiar words and resourcing)
and metacognitive strategies (e.g., defining goals and monitoring listening). Students
in the experimental group showed significant improvement on a video comprehension
posttest compared to the students in the control group. Moreover, the former
displayed a metacognitive awareness through their ability to select and manage the
strategies that would help them comprehend the videos.
Building on Ross and Rost (1991), Ozeki (2000) based the listening strategy
instruction on the strategies students had reported using least frequently. The
participants were Japanese college women learning English. The instruction was
provided during twelve 90-minute classes distributed over a 20-week semester. The
comparison of pretest and posttest scores of the students in the experimental group
revealed their development of listening comprehension ability, increased use of
learning strategies, positive attitudes towards strategy instruction, the transfer of
strategies to new tasks, and the durability of strategy use after the completion of
strategy instruction.
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Vandergrift (2002) reported on a metacognitive strategy awareness study with 420
children learning French in different Grade 4-6 classes in Canada. Three tasks were
employed in the study: listening for what to feed animals, listening to descriptions of
five families and matching the descriptions with pictures, and listening to answering
machine messages and matching activities on the checklist with the name of the
person who suggested it. The learners responded to at least one of these three tasks
and a guided reflection activity. After doing each task, teachers engaged the students
in reflective exercises to determine how they approached the tasks. The results
indicated that the participants had a high level of awareness of their strategies for
listening to materials in French. They were able to successfully identify the strategies
they deployed while engaged in the listening tasks. Their use of metacognitive
strategies of planning, monitoring, and evaluation during the listening was, in
particular, clear.
Reflection on the process of listening can raise awareness and help L2 learners
develop the strategic knowledge for successful L2 listening (Vandergrift, 2008). One
way to raise this awareness and positively influence the students’ attitudes and
perceptions of the listening process is completing questionnaires such as the
Metacognitive Awareness Listening Questionnaire (Vandergrift, Goh, Mareschal, &
Tafaghodatari, 2006).
In another study of French as a second language university students, Vandergrift
(2003) tried to raise the awareness of the listening processes through tasks designed to
develop effective listening strategies. He employed a multiple choice listening test to
divide 36 French learners into more and less skilled listeners. The results revealed that
more skilled listeners used significantly more comprehension monitoring and
metacognitive strategies in general compared to less skilled ones, who used direct
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translation more often. This suggested that the former group were more in control of
their listening processes by effectively employing metacognitive strategies (see also
Vandergrift, 1997b). This piece of finding, which was also reflected in the analysis of
think-aloud protocols, suggested that more skilled listeners employed an effective
combination of cognitive and metacognitive strategies, and they could also construct
more meaning from what they hear because of more linguistic knowledge.
Carrier (2003) undertook listening strategy instruction with a sample of high
school ESL students. The study involved academic listening tasks during a six-week
instruction of selective attention to various aspects of the text and note taking. Pretest
and posttests showed significant improvements in the learners’ listening
comprehension.
In a longitudinal study, Graham, Santos, and Vanderplank (2008) investigated the
listening strategy use of two lower-intermediate learners of French in England over a
period of six months. Based on the results of a recall protocol completed after
listening to short passages, one learner was considered a high scorer and the other one
a low scorer. Data were collected from verbal self-reports on the strategies used by
these participants when answering multiple-choice questions on a French listening
comprehension passage at two time points, six months apart. The researchers sought
answer to the question, “How does strategy use develop over time in students who
score differently on a listening test?” (p. 55).
According to the findings, there were differences in strategy use at both time
points between the high scorer and the low scorer in the listening proficiency test. The
former was willing to acknowledge the provisional nature of his interpretations when
he was in doubt. He also used a number of metacognitive strategies such as
comprehension monitoring and double-checking, questioned his interpretations, and
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displayed a great ability to identify the key information. The low scorer, in contrast,
used strategies consisted largely of prediction of lexis, writing visual prompts, and
selective attention, which for her meant listening out for particular words. She also
showed an infrequent use of comprehension monitoring. Moreover, both students
remained fairly consistent in their strategy use over the six-month period.
Speaking strategies
Interest in the speaking skill as a form of oral communication is not new, and the
development of speaking abilities in the L2 has long been in focus. However,
communicative approach brought the speaking skill into prime focus (Littlewood,
1981; Widdowson, 1978). Speaking is the most challenging language modality for
strategy instruction because the deliberate use of a strategy could hamper the flow of
natural speech (Chamot, 2005b). Speaking strategies, often referred to as
communication strategies, were regarded as a key interlanguage process (Selinker,
1972). Speakers use communication strategies to resolve difficulties they encounter in
expressing an intended meaning. Such strategies are more common in communication
between individuals who do not share proficiency in the same language, probably
because there are more referential difficulties in such conversations (Tarone, 2005).
Several studies showed that strategy instruction could improve performance in
speaking skill, especially when metacognitive and awareness-raising strategies are the
focus of instruction (e.g., Cohen & Olshtain, 1993; Cohen, Weaver, & Li, 1998;
Dadour & Robbins, 1996; Dörnyei, 1995; Kawai, 2008; McCarthy & O’Keeffe, 2004;
Nakatani & Goh, 2007; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990).
Cohen and Olshtain (1993) videotaped 15 learners taking part in role play
situations with a native speaker of English. Six speech act situations were offered for
each learner (viz., two apologies, two complaints, and two requests). Then, the
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participants were asked to think aloud retrospectively in their L1 as to how they
assess, plan, and execute their spoken utterances. The results showed that the learners
employed four main strategies: planning to use specific vocabulary and grammatical
structures, thinking in two languages, trying a variety of ways in searching for
language forms, and not paying much attention to grammar or to pronunciation.
Dadour and Robbins (1996) conducted explicit strategy instruction in Egypt. The
measure of oral proficiency was role-plays conducted as pretest and posttest. The
participants also filled in an Arabic version of the SILL. The results indicated that the
students in the experimental group outdid those in the control group on the oral
proficiency tests. In addition, the former reported using more strategies than the
control group.
Cohen et al. (1998) explored the impact of strategy instruction on college foreign
language students over a ten-week period. The intervention group received instruction
in learning strategies for speaking tasks. Students were pretested and posttested on
speaking tasks and on the SILL. Moreover, a sample of students provided think-aloud
data as they were completing task checklists. On the whole, the results indicated that
integrating strategy instruction into the language course was beneficial to students.
Furthermore, a comparison was made between the results from the checklists and
those obtained from the SILL. While the strategy checklist proved itself effective as
an instrument for linking task-specific strategies with improved task performance, the
SILL performed more as a general measure of the patterns of strategy use. However,
certain items on the SILL (e.g., the use of idioms, previewing lessons, attention to
language form, avoiding the use of translation, and remembering words by their
image) were proved to be sensitive enough to correlate significantly with increases on
ratings scales for the various tasks.
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Nakatani (2006) surveyed the oral communication strategy use of 400 female
Japanese university students. He developed and employed a questionnaire, called the
Oral Communication Strategy Inventory (OCSI), for assessing strategies for coping
with speaking problems and with listening problems during communication. The
participants were subdivided into high and low oral proficiency groups based on their
scores on an oral communication test. The results indicated that there was a
significant difference in the students’ awareness of strategy use with reference to their
oral proficiency level. When compared to lower level learners, those in the high
proficiency group reported using negotiation for meaning strategies on the OCSI such
as making comprehension checks and paying attention to the listener’s reactions. The
higher level learners also made a greater use of strategies for maintaining
conversational flow such as paying attention to the speaker’s pronunciation, rhythm,
and intonation and also strategies for controlling affective factors such as enjoying the
conversation. Based on these findings, Nakatani concluded that “it is important to
introduce for future curriculum development specific strategy training that focuses on
raising learners’ awareness of such positive strategies” (p. 162).
And finally, Kawai (2008) listed three groups of strategies often employed by
more proficient speakers:
 strategies to facilitate the development of underlying oral skills such as the rules of
intonation and turn taking.
 strategies to facilitate the completion of particular speaking tasks such as rehearsing
particular communication situations.
 strategies to facilitate better oral communication skills such as learning useful
vocabulary and formulaic expressions.

The importance of the latter group (i.e., social functions in speaking such as
apologizing, complaining, making requests, refusing invitations, and complimenting)
has been repeatedly highlighted (e.g., Cohen, 2008).
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Reading strategies
L2 reading has captured “unprecedented research attention” (Koda, 2005, p. vi).
This lies in the fact that reading can serve as an invaluable source of authentic
language that is “always meaningful, often in fully grammatical form, and that
includes every feature of the target language but pronunciation” (Eskey, 2005, p.
563).
Successful readers often employ strategies that are cognitive, metacognitive, and
compensation in nature. They engage in predicting and guessing, access background
knowledge related to the topic of the text, guess the meaning of unknown words,
reread the entire passage, identify main ideas, and monitor comprehension. Poor
readers, on the other hand, tend to process text in a word-for-word fashion and focus
on grammatical structure, sound-letter correspondences, individual words meaning,
and text details (Eskey, 2005; Gascoigne, 2008; Grabe, 2002; Hosenfeld, 1977; Ikeda
& Takeuchi, 2006; Schramm, 2008; Zhang & Wu, 2009).
Hosenfeld (1977) investigated the reading strategies of a sample of successful and
unsuccessful learners of French, Spanish, and German. The participants’ success or
otherwise was determined by their scores on a standardized reading test. Analyzing
think-aloud protocols, Hosenfeld found that more successful readers employed the
strategy of contextual guessing based on the inductive reasoning. Moreover, it was
found out that successful readers (pp. 120-121):
 keep the meaning and context in mind as they read.
 read or translate in broad phrases.
 skip words that they views as unimportant to total phrase meaning.
 skip unknown words and use the remaining words in the sentence as clues to their
meaning.
 look up words only as a last resort.
 have a positive self-concept as readers.
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In contrast, unsuccessful readers:
 lose the meaning of sentences as soon as they decode them.
 read or translates in short phrases.
 seldom skip words as unimportant since they view words as “equal” in terms of their
contribution to total phrase meaning.
 have a negative self-concept as readers.

N. J. Anderson (1991) explored the individual differences in strategy use among
ESL university students while engaged in two reading tasks: taking a standardized
reading comprehension test and reading academic texts. The results indicated that
there was not any single set of processing strategies that significantly contributed the
success of the two reading measures. Both groups of readers who scored high and low
seemed to use similar strategies while reading and answering the comprehension
questions in the tests. N. J. Anderson concluded that “strategic reading is not only a
matter of knowing what strategy to use, but also the reader must know how to use a
strategy successfully and orchestrate its use with other strategies” (pp. 468-469).
Based on the data, N. J. Anderson (1991) also identified 47 strategies in five
categories of supervising, support, paraphrase, coherence, and test taking. Both topdown (e.g., skimming a text before reading and formulating specific questions that the
text might be expected to answer) and bottom-up strategies (e.g., reading without
stopping to look up words in the dictionary) emerged in all five categories, lending
support to an interactive conceptualization of reading (Urquhart & Weir, 1998).
Sheorey and Mokhtari (2001) constructed the Survey of Reading Strategies
(SORS) to measure the metacognitive reading strategies of L2 readers engaged in
reading academic materials. The instrument consisted of three subsections including
cognitive, metacognitive, and support strategies (i.e., support mechanisms intended to
aid the readers in comprehending the text such as using a dictionary and taking notes).
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Using the SORS, the researchers surveyed 150 native English-speaking and 152 ESL
students. The results showed that ESL students reported a higher use of strategies than
native speakers. The former also reported using a greater number of support reading
strategies. Moreover, no significant difference was reported between male and female
readers. And finally, students who had a higher self-reported reading rating reported
using a higher frequency of reading strategies than those readers who gave themselves
a lower rating (see also Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002).
Building on Ikeda and Takeuchi (2003), Oxford et al. (2004) explored the effect of
task difficulty in reading comprehension and the use of strategies among ESL college
students. Having done two reading tasks (one easy, one difficult), the participants
were classified as either more or less proficient readers based on their scores on the
tasks. All the students also responded to a questionnaire about their strategy use for
the two readings. Based on the results, little difference in strategy use for the easy
reading task between more and less proficient readers was noticed. As for the more
difficult reading task, however, less proficient students actually used more strategies
than their more proficient counterparts. This finding was ascribed to the fact that the
difficult reading task was actually not much of a challenge for the higher proficiency
students, and they did not need to use many learning strategies.
Zhang and Wu (2009) explored the reading strategy use of 270 senior high school
students in China. The participants responded to a later version of the SORS
(Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002). The instrument included three subsections: global
reading strategies (e.g., metacognitive strategies such as having the purpose in mind
and previewing the text), problem-solving strategies (e.g., cognitive strategies such as
adjusting reading speed and rereading the text), and support strategies (e.g., strategies
such as using a dictionary and taking notes) The results indicated that the students
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preferred to use the three strategy categories on the SORS at a high-frequency level.
The high proficiency group outdid both the intermediate and the low proficiency
groups in both global and problem-solving reading strategies. In terms of individual
strategies, guessing and predicting the content and using contextual clues were chosen
most frequently. Moreover, translating from English into the L1 and thinking about
information in both English and the L1 were used least often.

Writing strategies
Writing in a second or foreign language is the most difficult of the skills in which
to achieve communicative competence (Chamot, 2005b). Successful language writers
tend to plan the content and organization of the text, struggle to find a way to express
the intended meaning, evaluate and refine their lexical and syntactic choices, and
monitor the writing process throughout (Bloom, 2008; Hedgcock, 2005; Manchón,
Roca de Larios, & Murphy, 2007). Several studies reported on the positive and often
long-lasting effect of strategy instruction on how students go about writing tasks, how
confident and autonomous they become, and the quality of the essays produced (e.g.,
Aziz, 1995; Cresswell, 2000; Macaro, 2001; Sasaki, 2004; Silva & Brice, 2004).
Macaro (2001) conducted a writing strategy instruction with six classes of
secondary students of French in England over a period of five months. The instruction
involved various writing strategies including the metacognitive strategies of advance
preparation,

monitoring,

and

evaluating.

Pretests

and

posttests

included

questionnaires, writing tasks, and think-aloud interviews during a French writing task.
Based on the results, the students in the experimental group made significant gains in
the grammatical accuracy of their writing. Moreover, their approach to writing
changed; in other words, they reported becoming less reliant on the teacher, more
selective in their dictionary use, and more careful about their written work.
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Olivares-Cuhat (2002) found that the use of cognitive and memory strategies
could account for 44% of variation in the participants’ composition grade. Aziz
(1995) also emphasized the importance of cognitive strategies in developing writing
proficiency. However, she found that those students who used both cognitive and
metacognitive strategies in their L2 writing outperformed those who used cognitive
strategies alone, lending support to the claim that learners with control over a wider
variety of strategies are more successful (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990).
You and Joe (2002) investigated the strategies nine EFL learners in Taiwan used
in solving problems of incoherence in their writing. Having written a composition, the
participants were interviewed concerning their writing strategies in sections of the
essay that were not coherent. Based on the responses, three reasons were identified.
First, the subjects failed to apply the writing strategies that they were aware of for
handling difficulties in writing. Second, the writers had a limited number of strategies
that they deployed during their writing. Finally, given the limited amount of time for
the writing task, writers did not feel that they had sufficient time to monitor their
strategies and produce the required composition. The researchers concluded that the
participants lacked such metacognitive strategies as planning (e.g., preparing for a
writing task), monitoring (e.g., being aware of strategy use during writing), and
evaluating (e.g., assessing the effectiveness of the strategies being used with respect to
the writing goal).
Using a modified version of the SILL, Baker and Boonkit (2004) surveyed 149
second year undergraduate students at a university in Thailand in terms of their
reading and writing strategies. A small number of the participants were also
interviewed regarding their responses on the questionnaire, and some others were
requested to complete language learning journals. In terms of writing strategies, using
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background knowledge and using a dictionary to check things before or when writing
were favored most frequently. The analysis of journal entries and interview scripts
also provided support for the learners’ frequent recourse to the dictionary while
writing. On the other hand, making a timetable for doing writing and writing a draft in
the L1 first and then translating it into English were chosen least often.
Gordon (2008) conducted informal interviews with two successful language
writers at a private tertiary educational institute in New Zealand. Acknowledging that
the results could not be generalized, she found out that “students who learn to write
successfully in a new language share several common characteristics” (p. 253). The
learners used a wide variety of strategies for developing their writing skills such as
reading a lot in the target language, attending to vocabulary and grammatical patterns
while reading, creating ample opportunities to write outside the classroom, and
planning, monitoring, and revising the passage for relevance and clarity.

Vocabulary learning strategies
Vocabulary knowledge plays a pivotal role in both receptive and productive skills,
and this recognition has gained considerable momentum since the early 1990s (e.g.,
Carter, 1998; Coady & Huckin, 1997; Klapper, 2008; Moir & Nation, 2008; Nation,
1990, 2001, 2005; Nation & Meara, 2002; Pavičić, 2008; Read, 2004; Schmitt, 2000;
Schmitt & McCarthy, 1997).
Vocabulary learning is the area where strategic instruction would be particularly
beneficial for learners (Ellis, 1994; Nation, 2001). Based on the results of studies into
vocabulary learning strategies, Schmitt (1997) made three general conclusions:
 most learners are aware of the importance of vocabulary learning, and they use more
strategies for learning vocabulary than for other linguistic aspects.
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 mechanical strategies such as memorization and repetition are used more often than
strategies that involve deep processing, such as guessing, imagery, and the keyword
technique.

 successful learners use a wide variety of strategies and take the initiative to manage
their own vocabulary learning.

Moir and Nation (2008) suggested that learners need to become comfortable using
a few important vocabulary learning strategies including using flash cards, using word
parts (i.e., knowing common affixes), using mnemonic techniques (especially the
keyword technique), using a dictionary, and guessing from context. The last three
strategies deserve special attention.
Concerning guessing, Nation (2001) advised that “in any list of vocabulary
learning strategies, guessing from context would have to come at the top of the list….
It deserves teaching time and learning time” (p. 262). Ninety-eight percent of the
running words in the texts that are used for guessing should be already familiar to
learners. This means that there should be a substantial amount of comprehensible
supportive context for each unfamiliar word, on average about 50 familiar words
(Nation, 2005).
Dictionary use is one of the most popular vocabulary learning strategies. Training
in the use of dictionaries can have benefits both for receptive and productive
vocabulary knowledge (Fan, 2003; Nation, 2001, 2005; Nyikos & Fan, 2007; Schmitt,
2000). However, few learners actually master the required skills to look up words
efficiently, and learners often make the least of dictionary use. Nation (2001) stated
that there are three distinct components in knowing a word. They include form (e.g.,
pronunciation, spelling, word parts), meaning (e.g., word meaning, synonyms,
antonyms) and use (e.g., examples, register, collocations, grammatical patterns).
Empirical evidence suggested that learners often devote much attention to form and
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meaning to the exclusion of the use component. Harvey and Yuill (1997) investigated
learners’ reasons for looking up words in a monolingual dictionary. The participants
chose checking on the spelling and confirming the meaning as the most frequently
reasons. In contrast, the least majority of look-ups were related to finding the
collocations, checking on the register, and finding about the grammar of the word.
Keyword technique, as a type of mnemonic association, is a deep approach that
links the form of a word to its meaning. A mother tongue word is chosen (i.e., the
keyword) that sounds like the L2 item to be learned and allows the learner to make an
association between the two (Klapper, 2008). The studies of the effectiveness of the
keyword technique indicated its superiority over mechanical rote learning. Studies
suggested that the technique is quick and efficient and that results are typically 25%
higher than for ordinary rote learning (Nation & Meara, 2002). This strategy is rarely
used unless it has been trained.
Cohen and Aphek (1981, see also 1980) studied the effectiveness of mnemonic
associations in the retention of vocabulary over time. They detected eleven categories
of associations employed by the students that seemed to facilitate vocabulary
retention. They also found out that poor deployment of memory techniques, inductive
inferencing, and deductive reasoning hindered vocabulary learning and retention over
time. The researchers concluded that deep processing proved to be more effective than
rote repetition strategies in vocabulary learning (see also Hulstijn, 1997; Schmitt,
2000).
Gu and Johnson (1996) examined the relationship between vocabulary size and L2
English proficiency and the reported use of strategies among 850 learners. The results
showed that a focus on word form, on written repetition, and on memorization
strategies did not correlate well with either of the language measures used in the
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study. Moreover, significant correlations were found for strategy groupings such as
selective attention (i.e., knowing which words to focus on), self-initiation (i.e.,
seeking out vocabulary for oneself), contextual guessing, and dictionary look-up.
Schmitt (1997) explored the vocabulary learning strategies used by English
learners in Japan. The participants were asked to complete a questionnaire, mark
which strategies they used, and add any other strategy that came to their mind. They
were also asked to evaluate the helpfulness of each strategy regardless of whether they
actually used it or not. The results indicated that the most frequently reported strategy
was the use of a bilingual dictionary, followed by guessing the meaning of words
from textual context. The least popular among the participants was the strategy of
comparing English with Japanese words (i.e., checking for L1 cognates), which was
not surprising given the fact that the two languages are so different that cognates are
virtually nonexistent in Japanese. Schmitt also proposed a taxonomy of vocabulary
learning strategies under two main categories: discovery and consolidation. Strategies
in the former group are used for initial discovery of the meaning of words (e.g.,
guessing from textual context). On the other hand, consolidation strategies are used
for remembering words (e.g., connecting the word to its synonyms and antonyms).
Fan (2003) surveyed 1,067 students learning English in Hong Kong using a
vocabulary learning strategies questionnaire developed by the researcher. The
participants were also asked to rate the perceived usefulness of strategies. In addition,
a vocabulary test was conducted to determine learners in low and high proficiency
groups with respect to vocabulary knowledge. On the whole, the results showed that
although the students considered vocabulary learning strategies as useful, they only
sometimes used them. Strategies used most often and perceived as most useful were
among the strategies for reviewing and consolidating the knowledge of known words
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(e.g., recalling the meaning of the word already learned to help understand the context
while reading). The participants also expressed a strong preference for dictionary
strategies (e.g., using a dictionary to find out the meaning of new words and the
grammatical pattern of the word).
In contrast, strategies used least often and perceived as least useful were related to
rote memorization (e.g., studying wordlists at the back of course books and readers)
and association strategies (e.g., using sound and meaning associations and linking the
word to an L1 word with similar sounds). Moreover, compared to low proficient
learners, those in high proficiency group reported using significantly more often a
wide range of strategies including guessing and dictionary strategies even when they
did not perceive them as useful. However, memorization strategies including
repetition, grouping, and association were totally absent among their strategies.
Based on the findings, Fan (2003) concluded that an effective approach to
vocabulary teaching should include “helping students see the relevance of strategy use
in learning L2 vocabulary, introducing them to the strategies used often by proficient
vocabulary learners and, most important, encouraging them to develop their own
effective strategies for learning” (p. 235).

Grammar strategies
While attending to grammatical patterns was regarded as one characteristic of
successful language learners (Naiman et al., 1978; Rubin, 1975), the area of strategies
used for developing grammatical knowledge has been the most neglected area in dire
need of further research (A. D. Cohen, personal communication, July 31, 2007). This
led Oxford and K. R. Lee (2007) to call grammar strategies the “Second Cinderella,”
the first being listening strategies. By the same token, Larsen-Freeman (2001) referred
to grammaring as a fifth skill area to underscore its importance that deserves the
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researchers’ closer attention. However, there is a dearth of studies that specifically
target the identification of the learning strategies that L2 learners use to learn and
understand the elements of grammar (N. J. Anderson, 2005; Broady & Dwyer, 2008).
Some grammar strategies include writing grammar rules and examples on note
cards/flash cards, reviewing such cards often, making visual aids like a chart or tree to
help memorize grammatical rules, repeating and memorizing new grammatical rules,
and using a dictionary or grammar book to find out about a particular grammatical
point. Such strategies have been often subsumed under cognitive strategies (Bade,
2008; Oxford & K. R. Lee, 2007).
The importance of grammar-focused strategies was first highlighted in the GLL
studies. Successful language learners are characterized by their ability to combine
attention to language both as communication and as a system. They approach
language learning both inductively and deductively. They ask for a correct form,
consciously apply grammatical rules when speaking, practice corrected forms, and
extend them to other contexts (Naiman et al., 1978; Rubin, 1975, 1981).
Griffiths (2003) explored the strategy use of 348 students at a private English
language school in New Zealand. She identified nineteen strategies as “plus
strategies”; that is, those strategies reportedly used highly frequently by advanced
students in addition to the high frequency strategies used across all levels. Griffiths
categorized these strategies into eight subgroups: interaction with others, vocabulary,
reading, the toleration of ambiguity, the management of feelings, the management of
learning, utilizing available resources, and language systems. The inclusion of the last
grouping, consisting of strategies such as trying to find patterns in English, highlights
more proficient learners’ awareness of the efficiency of grammar strategies.
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Translation strategies
Translation strategies have been often subsumed under cognitive or compensation
strategies in most strategy taxonomies. Like grammar and vocabulary learning
strategies, translation strategies cut across all four skills (Cohen & Weaver, 2005). For
example, learners may translate strategically when they listen to someone talking or
listen to a TV show. They may just translate certain words or phrases to help in
comprehension rather than attempting to translate everything. A strategic use of
translation in reading would also mean not embellishing the text with translations, but
rather finding the words and phrases that must be translated for basic comprehension.
Likewise, translation strategies may help in effective speaking and writing. Many
students prefer to think in the target language and to translate as little as possible from
their native language. In writing, in fact, a percentage of learners may prefer to write
out their text in their native language first and then translate it into the target
language.
The use of the L1 as a strategy is particularly useful in the writing skill. In the
writing process, the first language is often used as a compensation strategy in early
stages of learning to deal with problems and to assist in producing texts in L2. As
proficiency in L2 writing develops, the reliance on the first language is gradually
reduced (Manchón et al., 2007). The L1 may be used to translate key words or phrases
(Sasaki, 2000) or to think through L2 writing process (Cohen & Brooks-Carson,
2001). One important use of strategic translation in writing is using an L1 word or
phrase as a placeholder in the text. This allows the writer to focus on the flow of ideas
rather than their lexical and grammatical accuracy. The writer may come back to that
phrase at a later time and use another cognitive strategy, such as a resource or the
development of substitutes, to solve the language issue (Bloom, 2008). Nevertheless,
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the overuse of strategic translation and relying too much on the L1 may hamper L2
written fluency, organization, clarity, syntactic complexity, and vocabulary use
(Cohen & Brooks-Carson, 2001; Sasaki, 2000).
Some studies have found that lower L2 proficiency language writers could benefit
from composing the essay in the L1 and then translating it into the L2. This piece of
finding highlights the importance of using L1 composing strategies for lower L2
proficiency writers. By the same token, Jones and Tetroe (1987) reported on the effect
of L1 use during L2 writing. They found that lower L2 proficiency writers who did
not use their L1 were less effective in their planning. Language writers who did use
their L1 produced more details during the planning stage of L2 writing. Furthermore,
the L1 facilitated more abstract thought during planning.
Cohen and Brooks-Carson (2001) explored the effect of translation from the L1 as
a learning strategy on the quality of essays produced in French by a sample of
university students. Students were provided with prompts in the target language and
instructed to write the essay either directly in French or first in their L1 and then to
translate it to French. Strategy checklists completed after students wrote the essays
showed that students writing directly in French reported less thinking in English
during the composing process, and their essays were also rated higher than those who
had gone through the translation process.

2.4. Learning Styles and Strategies
Several researchers have argued that learning styles and learning strategies are
especially viewed intertwining with each other (e.g., Ehrman et al., 2003; Ehrman &
Oxford, 1990; Leaver, Ehrman, & Shekhtman, 2005; Oxford, 1989, 2001b; Reid,
1995, 1998; Rossi-Le, 1989, 1995).

126

Schmeck (1988) argued that learning styles and learning strategies are closely
related, as a learning style refers to a habitual, cross-situational use of a set of learning
strategies. Reid (1987) pointed out that “unconscious or subconscious learning styles
can become conscious learning strategies” (p. 101).
Ehrman (1996) also stated that “just as situations determine which hand to use
(write with one hand, grip jars to open with the other), so they also have considerable
influence on choice of learning strategies associated with one learning style or
another” (p. 53). By the same token, Flowerdew and Miller (2005) advocated a
strategy-based approach to language teaching in which the students’ learning styles
are also taken into account.
Empirical studies have also shown the results that students with different learning
styles would choose different learning strategies that are consistent with or similar to
their habitual learning modes (e.g., Rossi-Le, 1989). As Yamamori, Isoda, Hiromori,
and Oxford (2003) reported, it is not sufficient to only understand the individuals’
overall strategy use; the differences among each individual should be take into
consideration. However, it is not easy for teachers to distinguish every student as a
totally different learner from others and to prepare the best lessons to fit each of them.
Skehan (1998) proposed an introductory model of individual differences in
language learning. In this model, four classes of individual differences have been
highlighted: modality preferences, foreign language aptitude, learning styles, and
learning strategies (see Figure 2.3 on the next page).
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Figure 2.3. A Model of Learner Differences and Language Learning

Modality
preferences
- visual
- auditory
- kinesthetic

Foreign
language
aptitude

Learning styles

Learning
strategies

analytic vs.
holistic
visual vs.
verbal
active vs.
passive

- cognitive
- metacognitive
- social-affective

Language
Learning

components
- phoneme
coding
- language
analytic
- memory
aptitudinal
preference
-analytic vs.
memory

Note. Adapted from Skehan (1998).

According to Skehan (1998), modality preferences, as a subcategory of learning
styles, concerns the preferred input channel; that is, visual, auditory or kinesthetic.
The next class of individual differences, language aptitude, involves the ability of
phonemic coding, language analytic capacity, and memory, suggesting that the learner
can have either an analytic or a memory predisposition. Learning styles are related to
a range of cognitive dimensions including holistic versus analytic processing and
visual versus verbal representations. In addition, the learners’ personality aspect of
style may be either passive or active. And finally, the fourth class of individual
differences is related to learning strategies. Skehan adopted O’Malley and Chamot’s
(1990) classification of learning strategies into three categories of metacognitive,
cognitive, and socioaffective.
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What is important in the model is the left-to-right movement that implies
“progressively greater degrees of malleability for the learner difference concerned”
(Skehan, 1998, p. 267); that is, the extent to which individual differences are
amenable to change through instruction. It suggests that language aptitude and
modality preferences are rather stable features. However, learners can learn how to
exploit and stretch them to the best degree possible. Likewise, individuals can often
modify their range of learning styles. On the other hand, learning strategies are the
most amenable to change of all classes in the model. In other words, instruction can
affect their development and use. Such an instruction should also take into
consideration less amenable aspects of individuals including learning styles.

2.4.1. Styles- and strategies-based instruction
In line with the close relationship between learning styles and learning strategies,
it has been argued that the positive effect of strategy instruction is maximized if
teaching is specifically tailored to students’ style preferences. This has come under the
label of SSBI, which has been defined as “a learner-focused approach to language
teaching that explicitly combines styles and strategy instructional activities with
everyday classroom language instruction” (Cohen & Weaver, 2005, p. 5; see also
Cohen, 2002; Cohen & Dörnyei, 2002). In this approach, the teacher helps learners
develop an awareness of their own preferred learning styles, determines the nature of
their current learner strategy repertoire, and complement their strategy repertoire with
additional strategies that suit their styles. There are five components or steps to SSBI:
1. Strategy Preparation
2. Awareness Raising
3. Strategy Instruction
4. Strategy Practice
5. Personalization of Strategies
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In the first step, learners’ current repertoire of strategies is identified. Learners
often know a good deal of strategies, but they might not use them systematically or
well. Next, through the use of various tasks, learners’ general awareness of several
areas is explicitly raised. These areas include what the learning process may consist,
learners’ learning style preferences, the kinds of strategies they already used as well
as those suggested by the teacher or classmates, and the amount of responsibility that
they take on for their learning.
The third step, strategy instruction, involves explicit teaching of how, when, and
why certain strategies (whether alone, in sequence, or in clusters) can be used to
facilitate language learning. Accordingly, the teacher describes, models, and gives
examples of strategies. After knowing about strategies, learners should be provided
with ample opportunities to try it out in various activities. In these activities, there
should be an explicit reference to the strategies in focus. This could be achieved by
either planning the strategies that learners will use for an activity, directing their
attention to the use of particular strategies while being used, or debriefing learners’
use of strategies and their effectiveness after doing the activity.
And finally, strategies become personalized for each learner by evaluating how
particular strategies were used and looking for ways of deploying them in other
contexts. On the whole, “the future looks bright for SSBI work” (Cohen, 2002, p. 59)
since it tries to cater to two important learning aspects (i.e., styles and strategies) at
the same time. The interested reader is referred to Cohen and Weaver (2005) for a
wealth of materials and activities for conducting such an approach.
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2.4.2. Studies pertaining to learning styles and strategies
As Oxford (1989) claimed, the relationship between learning style preferences and
strategies has not received due attention. In the extant literature, nevertheless, learning
strategies have been related to different representations of learning styles including
personality types and sensory preferences. The nature of such a relationship suggests
that “students with different learning styles (e.g., visual, auditory, and hands-on;
reflective and impulsive; analytic and global; extroverted and introverted) often
choose strategies that reflect their style preferences” (Green & Oxford, 1995, p. 292).
Using the MBTI and an earlier version of the SILL, Ehrman and Oxford (1989)
surveyed 79 highly educated language learners and teachers in an intensive training
setting in the US. The results revealed significant relationships between personality
types and learning strategies. According to the findings, extroverts used affective and
visualization strategies more than their introvert counterparts, who preferred searching
for and communicating meaning strategies relatively more. In contrast to sensing-type
participants, intuitive-type people had a significantly frequent use of a wide range of
strategies including searching for and communicating meaning, formal modelbuilding, and managing emotions. Feeling-type learners, when compared to their
counterparts, the thinkers, displayed greater use of general study strategies. And
finally, judging-type individuals reported using more general study strategies while
perceivers were more interested in searching for and communicating meaning.
Rossi-Le (1989) investigated the relationship between perceptual learning styles
and learning strategies among 147 adult immigrants studying English in community
college settings. The participants completed the PLSPQ and an earlier version of the
SILL. A significant relationship between sensory preferences and overall strategy use
on the SILL was noticed. The results indicated that visual learners tended to use
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visualization strategies and that auditory learners used memory strategies more
frequently than did the other learners. Tactile learners showed a more significantly
frequent use of strategies for searching for and communicating meaning and selfmanagement strategies. Moreover, kinesthetic learners did not make use of general
study or self-management strategies as frequently as others did.
Ehrman and Oxford (1990) explored the strategy use of a sample of adult learners
in the US with reference to their personality types. They found out that extroverts
preferred more social strategies. This was quite expected since extroverts are open
about their thoughts and feelings and try to build social and interpersonal relationships
more than their introvert counterparts. Moreover, sensing learners liked memory
strategies while intuitive learners liked compensation strategies. Thinkers favored
metacognitive strategies while feelers rejected them and liked social strategies.
Finally, perceivers or open learners chose affective strategies, which judgers or
closure-oriented learners rejected.
Oxford (1991 as cited in Oxford, 1995) conducted a study into the relationship
between strategy use and sensory preferences. The results indicated that visual
learners had a tendency to use strategies involving reading alone and in a quiet place
or paying attention to blackboards, movies, computer screens, and other forms of
visual stimulation. Auditory learners were found to be at ease without visual input and
often manipulated strategies that encouraged conversation in a noisy environment
with numerous sources of aural stimulation. Kinesthetic students were reported being
in need of movement strategies, and tactile learners needed strategies that require the
manipulation of real objects in the learning environment. However, both kinesthetic
and tactile learners were found to need to take frequent breaks while reading or
working on something.
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Oxford and Ehrman (1995) conducted a research into the relationship between
strategy use and a number of variables including personality types among a sample of
learners in the US. The findings revealed that extroverts used social strategies more
than their introvert counterparts. In addition, judging-type learners reported a
significantly greater use of metacognitive strategies than sensing-type participants
who showed a tendency to be orderly, organized, and closure-oriented.
More recently, Littlemore (2001) investigated the relationship between cognitive
styles and communication strategies among 82 French-speaking Belgian university
students specializing in English. The participants were asked to perform a concrete
picture description task adapted from Poulisse (1990). The results showed that holistic
learners used a significantly higher proportion of holistic conceptual strategies than
analytic learners who chose more analytic strategies. Both groups used conceptual
strategies significantly more than linguistic ones. Littlemore concluded that cognitive
styles helped learners determine communication strategy preferences.
In another study, Carson and Longhini (2002) reported on the former’s experience
of learning Spanish during an eight-week stay in Argentina through the analysis of her
diary entries and responses to the SAS and the SILL. The diary was focused on the
use of learning strategies during the language learning period. The results showed that
Carson’s learning styles (viz., visual, introvert, intuitive/random) often affected her
use of strategies. The point was also reflected in her diary corpus.
And finally, M.-L. Chen (in press) employed the PLSPQ and SILL to explore the
relationship between learning style preferences and learning strategies among 390
junior high school students in Taiwan. The findings indicated that those with a visual
preference had a significantly greater use of memory, cognitive, metacognitive,
affective, and social strategies. Auditory learners reported using cognitive,
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metacognitive, and affective strategies the most. Moreover, significant links were
detected between kinesthetic, tactile, and group learning style preferences and all six
learning strategy categories on the SILL. Based on these results, M.-L. Chen
concluded:
It is critical for classroom teachers to be more aware of the differences in their students….
If [they] help their students be more aware of their perceptual preferences, namely their
strengths, and employ strategies that match with their strengths, [students] may become
more effective language learners. (p. 4)
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Chapter Three

Introduction
Literature Review

Methodology
Results & Discussion
Conclusion

In this chapter, the methodology of the study will be
explicated. First, the design will be stated. Second, the
participants involved in the study, their general
characteristics, and the how and why of their selection
will be explained. Next, detailed information concerning
the instruments employed in the study together with
related issues such as reliability and validity will be
discussed. Finally, the procedures followed for data
collection and analysis will be explored.

3.1. Design
The present study is designed as a correlational type of research. In correlational
research, there is usually no manipulation of the variables, and the purpose is to
investigate the extent to which the variables are related and the direction of the
relationship. In the current study, the strength and direction of the relationship
between the participants’ self-report responses to learning style preferences and those
to learning strategy categories are examined.
Correlational research is, therefore, different from ex post facto research in that it
“relates two (or more) variable measures from the same group of subjects, whereas
[the latter] compares two (or more) groups on the same variable measure” (Ary,
Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorenson, 2006, p. 377, emphasis is original). Another area of
difference concerns the issue of causality; in other words, unlike ex post facto
research, a correlational study does not seek to establish a cause and effect
relationship between the variables.

3.2. Participants
The participants involved in this study were 138 graduate students at Shahid
Beheshti University, Tehran, Iran. They included both first and second year students
from among six diverse faculties. The participants were also asked to rate their
English proficiency level as they perceived it. Moreover, the information regarding
their age was elicited in the form of five different age categories. Table 3.1 on the
next page presents the participants’ distribution based on the background variables in
the study.
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Table 3.1. Participants’ Distribution by Gender, Age, Faculty, Year of Study, and Self-rated English
Proficiency Level (N = 138)

Faculty
Education & Psychology
Law
Architecture & Urban Planning
Nuclear Engineering
Management & Accounting
Sciences

Self-rated Proficiency Level
Very Low
Low
Intermediate

Relatively Good
Good
Excellent

n
29
22
15
27
27
18

%
21
16
10
20
20
13

Gender

n
3
23
58
35
14
5

%
2
17
42
25
10
4

Age

Male
Female

Year of Study
First
Second

23 or below
24-27
28-31
32-35
36 or above

n
75
63

%
54
46

n
88
50

%
64
36

n
34
93
8
1
2

%
25
67
6
1
1

The reason why graduate students were selected as the participants was the
assumed higher level of their exposure to the English language in comparison to their
undergraduate counterparts. Needless to say, an adequate knowledge of the English
language is essential for those graduate students who intend to pursue their academic
career. This motive makes them suitable candidates for inclusion in such a study that
needs participants who should, at least, demonstrate an ongoing and continued
commitment to learning the English language.
The sampling procedure employed for the selection of the participants was
two-stage random sampling (Wallen & Fraenkel, 2001). At first, six faculties were
randomly drawn from among all the faculties at the university (i.e., each faculty was
treated as a cluster). At the second stage, from among each of the very six faculties,
one or more departments, depending on the faculty, were randomly selected. All the
active students of the given departments were regarded as the sample in the current
study (see also Appendix A). Active students were those who took courses and,
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accordingly, attended the classes on a regular basis at the time of data collection.
Those students who were working on their theses and did not take any other courses
were not considered active.
It is worth mentioning that for answering the second, fourth, and seventh research
questions, changes were made to two of the variables in the study. Firstly, in order to
come to a reasonable number of cases in each discipline-related subsample, those
cases from the three faculties of Education and Psychology, Law, and Management
and Accounting versus the three faculties of Architecture and Urban Planning,
Nuclear Engineering, and Sciences were combined to form students coming from
social sciences (n = 78, 57%) versus technical fields (n = 60, 43%), respectively
(Oxford & Nyikos, 1989).
Secondly, in order to come to a clearer picture of English proficiency level, the
students at the middle point who rated their proficiency level as intermediate were
excluded from the analysis. Moreover, to have a reasonable number of cases in each
subsample, the values of Very low and Low versus Relatively Good, Good, and
Excellent were combined to represent low proficiency group (n = 26, 33%) versus
high proficiency group (n = 54, 67%), respectively (Sheorey, 1999).

3.3. Instruments
In this study, two self-report questionnaires were employed to collect quantitative
data. The PLSPQ was used to identify the major, minor, and negligible learning style
preferences of the students. On the other hand, the LSUS was used to identify the
pattern of learning strategies (both skill- and function-based strategies) deployed by
the participants.
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3.3.1. Perceptual Learning Style Preference Questionnaire (PLSPQ)
Developed by Reid (1984), the PLSPQ measures the students’ preferred learning
styles (see Appendix B). This is one of the first learning style measures widely known
in the ESL/EFL field. It consists of 30 randomly ordered statements for six learning
style preferences (five statements on each learning style):
 Visual (e.g., “I learn better by reading than by listening to someone”)
 Auditory (e.g., “I learn better in class when the teacher gives a lecture”)
 Kinesthetic (e.g., “I prefer to learn by doing something in class”)
 Tactile (e.g., “I learn more when I make something for a class project”)
 Individual (e.g., “When I study alone, I remember things better”)
 Group (e.g., “I learn more when I study with a group”)

The questionnaire is based on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). As reported by Reid (1987), the PLSPQ was
normalized on non-native speakers, and the “validation of the questionnaire was done
by the split-half method. Correlation analysis of an original set of 60 statements (ten
per learning style) determined which five statements should remain within each
subset” (p. 92). Later, in order to “[wash] the dirty laundry of [her] learning styles
research,” Reid (1990, p. 336) offered a more detailed account of the procedures
adopted for constructing and validating the questionnaire. Reid (1995) also classified
styles as either major, minor, or negligible (or negative). Major is a preferred learning
style, minor is one in which learners can still function, and negligible means they may
have difficulty learning in that way. She set cut off points for each of these categories
in the scoring sheet of the questionnaire: major, 13.5 and above; minor, 11.5 to 13.49;
and negligible, 11.49 or less.
An available Persian version of the PLSPQ, translated by Modabberi (2001), was
taken as a base. For the purpose of the current study, the wording of most items
underwent necessary modifications by the researcher. An expert in language
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education, then, checked the items to ensure their clarity. The researcher decided that
one expert sufficed because the translated version had already been employed and
checked by some experts in the earlier study (i.e., Modabberi, 2001).
The translated version of the questionnaire was pretested with a convenience
sample consisting of 40 graduate students (23 males, 17 females) at Shahid Beheshti
University, Tehran, Iran (see Appendix C for the translated version of the PLSPQ).
The respondents were asked to mark unclear statements, phrases, or words. Based on
the students’ responses to the items, the Cronbach’s alpha for the whole questionnaire
was .71. However, as J. D. Brown (2001) pointed out, for questionnaires involving
orthogonal subscales (i.e., questionnaires whose subscales are mutually exclusive), the
reliability of each subscale is far more important than that of all items on the
questionnaire. Further analysis revealed that the Cronbach’s alpha values for the
visual, auditory, kinesthetic, tactile, individual, and group subscales were .68, .73, .78,
.70, .89, and .85, respectively (see also Appendix D). According to Nunnally and
Bernstein (1994), alpha values reaching .70 could be considered acceptable. As it can
be noted, except for the visual subscale, which fell just short of .70, all other subscales
met the criterion.
In addition, a close examination of the participants’ comments led to the revision
of four items (i.e., items 7, 8, 16, and 22). In item 7, “When someone tells me how to
do something in class, I learn it better,” the word ‘someone’ was ambiguous for most
respondents, so it was replaced by ‘teacher.’ Likewise, the phrase ‘do things’ in item
8, “When I do things in class, I learn better,” was rephrased to “When I engage in
practical activities, I learn better.” Next, in item 16, “I learn better when I make
drawings as I study,” the phrase ‘like tables and diagrams’ was parenthetically added
immediately after the word ‘drawings’ for further clarification. Finally, as for item 22,
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“When I build something, I remember what I have learned better,” the concept of ‘to
build something’ evoked diverse interpretations by students from different majors.
Therefore, the ambiguous item was reworded to “When I practically apply the
instructional material, I remember what I have learned better.”
A common comment voiced by respondents concerned the repetition of the
statements. In the same vein, Reid (1990) reported a respondent’s interesting written
complaint during the piloting stage of the questionnaire that “this this this this this
questionnaire questionnaire questionnaire questionnaire questionnaire is is is is is
repetitive repetitive repetitive repetitive repetitive” (p. 330). This repetitive aspect is,
however, inevitable since it is embedded in the questionnaire in order both to ensure
the consistency of the responses and to tap multiple facets of the given construct.
3.3.2. Language Strategy Use Survey (LSUS)
Developed by Cohen, Oxford, and Chi (2002), the LSUS measures skill-based
strategies (see Appendix E). It consists of 90 items covering strategies used in six
different areas:
 Listening (26 items, e.g., “I use the speaker’s tone of voice as a clue to meaning”)
 Vocabulary (18 items, e.g., “I sometimes use rhyming to remember new words”)
 Speaking (19 items, e.g., “I tend to plan out in advance what I want to say”)
 Reading (11 items, e.g., “I make it a point to read extensively in the target language”)
 Writing (10 items, e.g., “I frequently take class notes in the new language”)
 Translation (6 items, e.g., “I make every effort to put my native language out of my
mind and think only in the target language”)

The questionnaire is based on a three-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (I use this
strategy and find it useful) to 3 (I have never tried this strategy). In a study conducted by

Paige, Cohen, and Shively (2004, p. 264), the LSUS underwent an exploratory factor
analysis with a sample of 300 students “producing a five-factor model that was a
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reasonable approximation of the original conceptual structure, and confirmatory factor
analysis demonstrated that the model represented a fair, if not robust, fit with the
data.” The proposed factors included Learning Structure and Vocabulary, Speaking,
Listening, Reading, and Asking for Clarification. In order, their reliability coefficients
were .85, .77, .83, .67, and .79.
It is worth pointing out that the questionnaire was originally constructed as a
practical classroom tool, rather than a research instrument, to raise students’
awareness of the strategies they use. There was, accordingly, “no attempt to have
cumulative rating scales and the inventory [was] intended to serve as a checklist and
index” (Dörnyei, 2005, p. 184). However, as Paige et al. (2004) asserted, the LSUS is
a reliable and valid measure and “can be used fruitfully in future research studies”
(p. 271). In order to narrow this gap, the researcher decided to use the LSUS with the
rating scale on Oxford’s (1990) SILL, a well-known strategy assessment instrument.
Oxford developed scale ranges based on mean scores for determining the degree of
strategy use. Those obtaining a mean score within the range of 3.5-5.0 are considered
high, 2.5-3.4 medium, and 1.0-2.4 low strategy users.
Before translating the questionnaire, the researcher closely inspected the original
items and made some modifications. Firstly, for the reason stated above, the existing
three-point scale was replaced with a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). This change necessitated the modification of some
items to suit the new scale. Secondly, slight changes were made to some statements to
keep them simple and short. For example, all the instances of ‘the target language’
and ‘the native language’ were substituted with ‘English’ and ‘Persian,’ respectively.
Thirdly, most of the subheadings were omitted in order not to confuse the respondents
and also so as to shorten the length of the questionnaire. However, those subheadings
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essential to understanding the items were either embedded within the respective
statements or retained in their original form. And finally, one item was excluded and
another was curtailed. Item 3, “If I am in a restaurant or store where the staff speak
the target language, I usually ask questions in it so I can practice listening to nativespeaker talk,” was deleted because it is representative of an ESL context and is less
likely to be applicable in an EFL context (i.e., the context of the current study).
Moreover, item 60, “When I can’t think of a word or expression, I use words from my
native language, but I add vowels or consonants so that they seem like words in the
target language,” was shortened to “When I can’t think of a word or expression, I use
equivalent words from Persian” because of the difference between Persian and
English orthography (see Appendix F for the modified version of the LSUS).
The modified version of the questionnaire was translated into Persian by the
researcher. For some of the items that were the same as those in Oxford’s (1990)
SILL, the available Persian version, translated by Tajeddin (2001), was adopted. The
end result was, then, checked for clarity, relevance, and content adequacy by three
experts in language education. Accordingly, some items underwent modifications.
In order to further identify the problematic areas, the translated version was
delivered to a convenience sample of 44 graduate students (25 males, 19 females) at
Shahid Beheshti University, Tehran, Iran (see Appendix G for the translated version).
The respondents were asked to mark any unclear word, phrase, or statement. After the
analysis of the responses and taking account of the respondents’ comments, the
researcher made changes to some items. What follows is the description of these
changes classified by the questionnaire subscales (see also Appendix H). It should be
noted that item numbers mentioned below are related to the items on the modified
version of the questionnaire rather than those on the original version.
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Listening subscale. In this subscale, five items underwent revision (i.e., items 2,
4, 5, 12, and 17). The respondents voiced concern about item 2, “I try to watch movies
and TV programs and to listen to the radio in English,” that “they always watch
English movies but seldom listen to the radio in English.” This double-barreled item
was, thus, divided into two items. In item 4, “I practice all the sounds in English until
I am comfortable with them,” and item 5, “I look for associations between the sound
of a word or phrase in English with the sound of a familiar word,” the word ‘sound’
was unclear for the majority of the respondents, and it was replaced with
‘pronunciation,’ which seemed more tangible. In a similar vein, the word ‘stress’ in
item 12, “When I listen in English, I listen for word and sentence stress,” led to
ambiguities. Therefore, a simple and concise definition of the given word was
parenthetically provided immediately after the statement. Finally, to reduce the
vagueness of the word ‘context’ in item 17, “When I listen in English, I pay attention
to the context of what is being said,” an explanatory note was added in parentheses:
‘in terms of topic, place, time, the relationship between the listener and the speaker,
and ….’ The calculated Cronbach’s alpha for this subscale was as high as .88.
Vocabulary subscale. Only one item seemed problematic in this subscale. The
Persian translation of the word ‘structure’ in item 36, “To memorize the new word, I
pay attention to the structure of it,” was not clear for most respondents. To clarify the
point, the phrase ‘such as the root, the prefix, or the suffix’ was parenthetically added
immediately after the word ‘structure.’ The calculated Cronbach’s alpha was .87.
Reading subscale. In this subscale, no change was made. The Cronbach’s alpha
for the subscale was .74.
Speaking subscale. Based on the respondents’ comments, one item in this
subscale was deleted. Item 72, “When I can’t think of a word or expression, I make up
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new words,” raised questions such as “how could I make up a new word?” on the part
of the respondents. Ideally, the item should have been excluded prior to pretesting the
instrument. Further statistical analysis of the item also lent support to this decision;
that is, the item had a negative correlation with the total subscale. Moreover, the
deletion of the item raised the Cronbach’s alpha for the speaking subscale to .78. The
alpha would be .76 if the item were included.
Writing subscale. “I don’t think I do such a thing any more,” wrote one of the
respondents about item 74, “I practice writing the alphabet of English.” Clearly, the
English level of most respondents obviated the need for practicing the English
alphabet, which is a common practice at elementary levels. Further analysis also
revealed that the exclusion of the item would raise the Cronbach’s alpha to .74. If the
item were retained the alpha would be only .70.
Translation subscale. The Cronbach’s alpha for this subscale was as low as .41.
This was expected because most of the strategies in this subscale are not deployed
with the learners’ full awareness (e.g., items 85, “I translate when reading in order to
keep my train of thought and basically make the text more comprehensible to me,”
and item 86, “While I am listening, I translate parts of what they have said into
Persian to help store the concepts in my mind”). This is also inconsistent with the
majority of strategy definitions that include an element of consciousness (see section
2.3.2). However, the researcher decided to retain the items in this subscale and added
the phrase ‘in my mind’ to them to underscore their mental dimension, which stands
in contrast to most of other conscious strategies.
Taking Nunnally and Bernstein’s (1994) criterion of acceptable alpha (i.e., .70)
into account, all subscales, with the exception of translation subscale, showed that
they were internally consistent and reliable. Moreover, the Cronbach’s alpha for the
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whole questionnaire reached a high index of .94. Consequently, the final Persian
version of the questionnaire was prepared for the study proper. On the whole, this
version consisted of 88 items on six strategy categories (listening, 26 items;
vocabulary learning, 18 items; reading, 11 items; speaking, 18 items; writing, 9 items;
and translation, 6 items).
It is worth pointing out that, in order to answer the sixth, seventh, and eighth
research questions, the questionnaire items were reclassified according to Oxford’s
(1990) taxonomy to form function-based strategies. However, as there was no
affective strategy item on the questionnaire, the reclassified version included five
strategy categories of memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, and social
(see Appendix I).

3.3.3. Reliability of the instruments in the main study
The participants’ responses to both questionnaires in the main study were
subjected to analysis to check whether and to what extent the questionnaires generated
reliable results and also to determine to what extent the interpretations derived from
the data are warranted. On the whole, the analyses revealed that the results of the
visual and auditory subscales on the PLSPQ together with those of the translation
subscale on the LSUS were open to question and should be treated with caution. What
follows is a detailed account of the results.
Perceptual Learning Style Preference Questionnaire
As seen earlier, the results of pretesting the PLSPQ indicated that all subscales in
the questionnaire had acceptable Cronbach’s alpha values, and the items were all
internally reliable. However, the analysis of responses in the main study revealed that
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the values for four out of the six subscales fell short of Nunnally and Bernstein’s
(1994) criterion of acceptable alpha (i.e., .70).
The calculated Cronbach’s alpha values for the visual, auditory, kinesthetic,
tactile, individual, and group subscales were .50, .62, .64, .67, .82, and .79,
respectively. Reid (1990) attributed the low alpha indexes for the subscales to the
small number of the items and the function they serve. However, the extremely low
index for the visual subscale (i.e., .50) cannot be justified by any standard.
It seems wise to compare the related Cronbach’s alpha values in other studies to
see where the problem lies. Table 3.2 illustrates the alpha indexes in some studies
together with those obtained in the current study.
Table 3.2. Comparison of the Cronbach’s Alpha Values in Different Studies

Style Preference
Study

N

Visual Auditory Kinesthetic Tactile Individual Group

Itzen (1995)

126

.54

.56

.63

.72

.80

.87

Yamashita (1995)

582

.51

.48

.68

.72

.81

.82

Liversidge (1996)

237

.36

.35

.75

.67

.75

.80

Wintergerst et al. (2001)

100

.37

.39

.69

.59

.75

.87

Isemonger & Sheppard (2007) 691

.37

.39

.76

.67

.84

.83

The current study

.50

.62

.64

.67

.82

.79
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Note. Adapted from Isemonger & Sheppard (2007).

A quick glance at the values reveals a trend: In most of the studies, the alpha
values for the visual and auditory subscales did not even reach .60. However, other
four scales showed acceptable alpha values. This is in line with concerns about the
reliability of the PLSPQ as a measure of learning styles (see section 2.2.5 for relevant
discussions).
However, as it is evident, although the visual and auditory constructs on the
PLSPQ might not generate valid scores, the underlying assumptions of the other four
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constructs (i.e., kinesthetic, tactile, individual, and group) were reasonably supported.
In order to prove this, the researcher reclassified the questionnaire items according to
the subscales proposed by Isemonger and Sheppard (2007) and also the one by
Wintergerst et al. (2001). The results showed that the proposed models produced a
very good fit with the data; that is, the suggested subscales–including the items from
the kinesthetic, tactile, individual, and group subscales on the PLSPQ–indicated
acceptable indexes of Cronbach’s alpha. Therefore, for the case of the present study
and other studies employing the PLSPQ, it is advisable that the results obtained from
the two subscales of visual and auditory learning be interpreted with extreme caution
unless there are other sources of data collection in the study by which these results
could be corroborated.

Language Strategy Use Survey
Based on the analysis of the participants’ responses to the LSUS in the main
study, the Cronbach’s alpha values for listening, vocabulary, reading, speaking,
writing, and translation subscales were .87, .85, .75, .83, .65, and .49, respectively. In
addition, the alpha value for the whole questionnaire was as high as .94.
Unfortunately, except for the alpha values calculated during the pretesting stage of the
questionnaire (see section 3.3.2), no other studies using this questionnaire were found
to compare the reliability indexes.
The comparison of the Cronbach’s alpha indexes for stages of the pretesting and
the main study showed that the values were rather similar, and those for the whole
questionnaire were even identical (i.e., .94). The only point of concern was, however,
the translation subscale whose alpha values (i.e., .41 in the pretesting and .49 in the
main study) were remarkably low. As it was mentioned earlier, this is, in part, due to
the nature of the items in this subscale. Put another way, employing most of the
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translation strategies involves a mental and subconscious element, and it comes as no
surprise that the participants had difficulty self-reporting on these strategies (this point
was also raised in participants’ comments). As a consequence, using self-report
questionnaires for eliciting translation strategies seems inadequate, and other methods
such as think-aloud protocols should be deployed so as to probe deeper into the
participants’ mental thoughts.
Taking account of this special nature of translation strategies and based on the
statistical information, it was found out that three items had negative correlations with
other items in the translation subscale. These items were item 86, “I try to put my
Persian out of my mind and think only in English,” item 87, “I try to understand what
I have heard or read without translating it word-for-word into Persian,” and item 88,
“I am cautious about transferring words or concepts directly from Persian to English.”
It was revealed that the exclusion of these items would produce a spuriously high
mean score for the translation subscale. Accordingly, they were included in
calculating the mean score of the translation subscale. The results of this subscale
should, thus, be interpreted with caution.
Furthermore, the results of reliability analysis on the new function-based strategy
categories revealed that the resulting subscales were also internally reliable. Put
statistically, the Cronbach’s alpha indexes for memory, cognitive, compensation,
metacognitive, and social strategy categories were found to be .77, .88, .80, .73, and
.64, respectively. This indicated that the reclassified items correlated well with each
other, and the new strategy categorization also appeared to be reliable. However, the
last lower value may be related to the small number of items in the social subscale.
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3.4. Questionnaire Layout
In designing the questionnaire1 layout, several steps were taken to increase both
the return rate and the credibility of the participants’ responses because “producing an
attractive and professional design is half the battle in eliciting reliable and valid data”
(Dörnyei, 2003, p. 19). Firstly, there was an effort to make the layout of the
questionnaire as attractive as possible. Following Dörnyei’s (2003) advice, the
questionnaire was prepared in booklet format using color paper. Secondly, the box
containing the biodata information was placed at the end of the questionnaire items
(Dörnyei, 2003), and the related information was also kept to a minimum so that the
respondents could easily tick the appropriate box. Finally, the respondents were
presented with a choice to receive the information regarding the whole project as well
as their own strategies and style preferences (J. D. Brown, 2001). There was a
highlighted note mentioning this point at the beginning of the questionnaire and also a
place at the end for providing their email addresses if they wanted to receive feedback
on the results. About 62% of all respondents wrote their email addresses and this was,
in a way, indicative of the point that they had responded with some degree of care and
attention (see Appendix J for the final format of the questionnaire as used in the
study).

3.5. Data Collection Procedures
Data collection in the current study started on Saturday, May 18, 2008. About a
week earlier, the researcher had gone to the specified faculties and obtained the
required information on the schedule of the courses. About 240 copies of the
questionnaire were distributed (exactly twice more than the required sample size). The
researcher himself attended the classes, submitted the questionnaire, and asked the
1

The word “questionnaire” here covers both the PLSPQ and the LSUS.
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students to return them the next session they came to the class. The students were also
requested to respond with care and honesty. Moreover, the researcher ensured the
participants that the elicited data would remain confidential. Although the
questionnaire’s return rate was high during the first days of data collection, the
process was not complete until about one month after the starting date. Finally, 148
questionnaires were received. Having examined them, the researcher found that ten
questionnaires either were incomplete or contained inconsistent data, so they were
excluded. As a consequence, 138 questionnaires comprised the final dataset of the
study and were subjected to analysis.
Taking into account the length of the questionnaire along with the fact that the
data were collected during the last weeks of the semester when most of the students
were busy getting ready for the final examinations, the return rate of 58% was a bit
beyond the researcher’s expectations and could be regarded as acceptable. This was,
in part, attributable to the design and layout of the questionnaire.

3.6. Data Analysis
Having calculated the descriptive statistics on the two questionnaires (e.g.,
means, standard deviations, and frequency counts), the researcher checked the dataset
for instances of outliers. Furthermore, he made sure that the assumptions underlying
the statistical tests used in the study were met.
For answering the first, third, and sixth research questions, one-way repeated
measures analysis of variances (ANOVAs) were applied. Moreover, for these three
research questions, comparison-based Bonferroni post hoc tests were calculated to
determine the areas of significant difference.
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For answering the second, fourth, and seventh research questions, independent
samples t tests were run to see whether learning style preferences and learning
strategy categories are affected by background variables. And finally, for the eighth
research question, the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation (r) was applied to
determine the strength of the relationship between the students’ preferred learning
styles and strategy categories. All the statistical analyses were completed using
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 15.0.
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Chapter Four

Introduction
Literature Review
Methodology

Results & Discussion
Conclusion

In this chapter, there are two main parts. The first
includes the statistical information based on the analyses
of the participants’ responses to the Perceptual Learning
Styles Preference Questionnaire and the Language
Strategy Use Survey. Then, the relationship between the
mean scores of learning style preferences and those of
the language learning strategy categories will be
reported. In the second part, the results will be discussed
in light of the related literature.

4.1. Results
In this section, the results obtained from the participants’ responses to the
questionnaires will be outlined.

4.1.1. Learning styles
The results of the analyses conducted on the data obtained from the PLSPQ are as
follows:
Research Question 1: What is the participants’ pattern of learning style
preferences?
When the participants’ responses were analyzed, based on the cut off points
stated in Reid (1995), it was found out that the mean scores of the learning style
preferences of kinesthetic (M = 14.49), tactile (M = 14.36), and auditory (M = 13.71)
fell into the major category (see Table 4.1). This means that the participants strongly
preferred active involvement in language learning and also favored auditory-oriented
materials as a source of input.
Table 4.1. Descriptive Statistics of Learning Style Preferences (N = 138)

Style Preference

Mean

Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum

Type

Visual

13.04

2.38

7

18

Minor

Auditory

13.71

2.44

8

19

Major

Kinesthetic

14.49

2.49

9

20

Major

Tactile

14.36

2.58

9

20

Major

Individual

12.17

4.00

4

20

Minor

Group

10.99

4.03

1

20

Negligible

Note. 11.49 or less = Negligible; 11.5 to 13.49 = Minor; 13.5 and above = Major.

Moreover, the students’ visual (M = 13.04) and individual (M = 12.17) learning
style preferences were minor; in other words, students could still function within these
preferences. And finally, group learning (M = 10.99) fell into negative or negligible

152

category, meaning that the students found it difficult or undesirable to engage in
activities requiring group work.
In order to assess significant differences between learning style preferences, a
one-way repeated measures ANOVA was run. The results revealed that there were
significant differences among the six learning style variables, Wilks’ Lambda = .45,
F(5, 685) = 32.66, p < .001. The effect size was moderate (η2 = .55). Bonferroni post
hoc test showed that the participants significantly preferred tactile and kinesthetic
learning styles to visual, individual, and group learning styles (see Table 4.2).
Table 4.2. Bonferroni Post Hoc Test for Differences in Learning Style Preferences

Source

Difference

Difference

p
**

Visual (V)

K>V

.00

Auditory (A)

K>A

.05*

Individual (I)

K>I

Group (G)

K>G

p

Difference

p

Difference

p

V>G

.00**

**

T>V

.00

.00**

T>I

.00**

A>I

.01**

.00**

T>G

.00**

A>G

.00**

Kinesthetic (K)
Tactile (T)

*

p < .05. ** p < .01.

As shown in the table, the participants also preferred kinesthetic learning style to
auditory one. On the other hand, they favored auditory learning style to individual and
group learning styles. Finally, they showed the least preference for group learning.
Research Question 2: What is the relationship between the participants’ learning
style preferences and their gender, age, discipline, and selfrated English proficiency level?
For answering this question, a series of independent samples t tests were run for
finding any significant difference by gender, age, discipline, and self-rated proficiency
level. In each analysis, one of the aforementioned factors was regarded as the
independent variable and the participants’ mean scores of the learning style categories
were treated as dependent variables. The significance level was set at p < .05.
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Gender
Two significant differences were noticed. First, it was found that males in the
sample significantly preferred individual learning style compared to the females,
t(136) = 2.87, p < .01. The effect size of the difference was small (see Table 4.3).
Table 4.3. Independent Samples T Tests for Learning Style Preferences for Gender Differences (N =
138)

Style Preference

Male (n = 75)

Female (n = 63)
t(136)

p

Effect Sizea

M

SD

M

SD

Visual

13.16

2.37

12.90

2.41

0.63

.53

0.00

Auditory

13.69

2.55

13.73

2.32

-0.09

.93

0.00

Kinesthetic

14.28

2.42

14.78

2.57

-1.10

.28

0.01

Tactile

14.27

2.44

14.48

2.75

-0.47

.64

0.00

4.01

**

.01

0.06

*

.05

0.03

Individual
Group
*

13.04
10.37

3.81
3.72

11.13
11.73

4.29

2.87

-1.99

p < .05, two-tailed. ** p < .01, two-tailed. a Eta squared.

In contrast, females favored group learning style more than their male
counterparts, indicating their stronger preference for involving in group activities and
social interaction, t(136) = -1.99, p < .05, but the magnitude of the effect size was
rather small.

Age
Only one learning style category appeared to be favored differently by students in
different age groups (see Table 4.4 on the next page). Younger students reported
being significantly more auditory-oriented than their older counterparts (i.e., aged 24
or over), t(136) = 2.46, p < .01. The magnitude of the effect size was proved to be
small.
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Table 4.4. Independent Samples T Tests for Learning Style Preferences for Age Differences (N = 138)

Style Preference
Visual

23 or below (n = 34)

24 or over (n = 104)

M

SD

M

SD

12.74

2.18

13.14

t(136)

p

Effect Sizea

2.45

-0.87

.39

0.01

*

Auditory

14.59

2.22

13.42

2.45

2.46

.02

0.04

Kinesthetic

14.65

2.46

14.44

2.51

0.42

.70

0.00

Tactile

14.06

2.50

14.46

2.61

-0.79

.43

0.00

Individual

12.06

3.85

12.20

4.07

-0.18

.86

0.00

Group

10.79

4.13

11.06

4.02

-0.33

.74

0.00

*

p < .05, two-tailed. a Eta squared.

Discipline
In terms of discipline, two significant differences were found in the participants’
learning style preferences. As revealed in Table 4.5, participants majoring in technical
fields showed stronger tactile and touch-oriented tendencies, t(136) = -2.11, p < .05.
In addition, students in social sciences were more individual-oriented compared to
those in technical fields, t(136) = 2.13, p < .05. The effect sizes were small in both
cases.
Table 4.5. Independent Samples T Tests for Learning Style Preferences for Discipline Differences (N =
138)

Social Sciences
(n = 78)

Technical Fields
(n = 60)

M

SD

M

SD

Visual

12.72

2.38

13.47

Auditory

13.78

2.46

Kinesthetic

14.23

Tactile

Style Preference

t(136)

p

Effect Sizea

2.33

-1.85

.07

0.02

13.62

2.43

0.40

.70

0.00

2.51

14.83

2.44

-1.41

.16

0.01

13.96

2.55

14.88

2.54

-2.11

.04*

0.03

Individual

12.79

4.25

11.35

3.52

2.13

.04*

0.03

Group

10.54

4.42

11.58

3.40

-1.57

.12

0.02

*

p < .05, two-tailed. a Eta squared.
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Self-rated English proficiency level
Concerning self-rated proficiency level, no significant difference was found in
learning style preferences. This indicates that the participants’ perception of their
English proficiency level did not appear to have any effect on their learning style
preferences (Table 4.6).
Table 4.6. Independent Samples T Tests for Learning Style Preferences for Self-rated Proficiency
Level Differences (N = 80)

Low (n = 26)

High (n = 54)

M

SD

M

SD

Visual

12.77

2.27

13.36

Auditory

14.04

2.34

Kinesthetic

14.12

Tactile

Style Preference

t(78)

p

Effect Sizea

2.49

-1.04

.30

0.01

13.65

2.73

0.63

.53

0.00

2.37

14.80

2.63

-1.12

.27

0.02

14.38

2.47

14.26

2.88

0.19

.85

0.00

Individual

12.15

3.92

12.59

4.08

-0.46

.65

0.00

Group

10.19

3.75

10.69

4.34

-0.50

.62

0.00

a

Eta squared.

4.1.2. Learning strategies
The results of the analyses conducted on the data obtained from the LSUS are as
follows:

Research Question 3: What is the participants’ pattern of skill-based strategies?
Based on Oxford’s (1990) cut off points in the frequency of strategy use, the
analysis of the students’ responses indicated that the mean scores of all strategy
categories, including overall, fell into the medium level of use (see Table 4.7 on the
next page). This means that the sample tended to use strategies moderately.
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Table 4.7. Descriptive Statistics of Overall and Skill-based Strategy Categories (N = 138)

Strategy Category

Mean

Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum Rank

Type

Listening

3.28

0.42

2.23

4.38

2

Medium

Vocabulary

3.14

0.49

1.94

4.22

6

Medium

Reading

3.44

0.42

2.45

4.45

1

Medium

Speaking

3.16

0.45

1.94

4.28

5

Medium

Writing

3.27

0.43

2.22

4.22

3

Medium

Translation

3.25

0.53

1.67

4.33

4

Medium

Overall

3.23

0.37

2.17

4.01

–

Medium

Note. 2.4 or less = Low; 2.5 to 3.4 = Medium; 3.5 and above = High.

As viewed in the table, the most preferred strategy category was reading (M =
3.44). The next three categories had very close mean scores: listening (M = 3.28),
writing (M = 3.27), and translation (M = 3.25). Speaking strategy category (M = 3.16)
ranked the fifth, and finally, the least preferred strategies were those related to
vocabulary learning (M = 3.14).
A one-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to assess the significant
differences between the strategy categories. The results of ANOVA showed that the
participants used the six learning strategy categories differently, Wilks’ Lambda =
.62, F(5, 685) = 16.28, p < .001. The effect size of the difference was small (η2 = .38).
The following Bonferroni post hoc test indicated that the participants used reading
strategies significantly more often than all other strategies (see Table 4.8).
Table 4.8. Bonferroni Post Hoc Test for Differences in Skill-based Strategy Categories

Source

Difference

p

Difference

p

Difference

p

**

Listening (L)

R>L

.00

Vocabulary (V)

R>V

.00**

L>V

.01**

W>V

.02*

Speaking (S)

R>S

.00**

L>S

.03*

W>S

.03*

Writing (W)

R>W

.00**

Translation (T)

R>T

.00**

Reading (R)

*

p < .05. ** p < .01.
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Furthermore, as evident in the table, it was shown that they significantly
employed listening and writing strategies more frequently than speaking and
vocabulary strategies.

Research Question 4: What is the relationship between the participants’ skill-based
strategies and their gender, age, discipline, and self-rated
English proficiency level?
For answering this question, a series of independent samples t tests were run for
finding any significant difference by gender, age, discipline, and self-rated proficiency
level. In each analysis, one of the aforementioned factors was regarded as the
independent variable and the participants’ mean scores of the skill-based strategy
categories, including overall, were treated as dependent variables. The significance
level was set at p < .05.

Gender
The results showed that there was no statistically significant difference in the
strategy use in terms of gender because all the significant values obtained were far
above the significant value p < .05 (see Table 4.9).
Table 4.9. Independent Samples T Tests for Overall and Skill-based Strategy Categories for Gender
Differences (N = 138)

Male (n = 75)

Female (n = 63)

M

SD

M

SD

Listening

3.29

0.43

3.26

Vocabulary

3.15

0.52

Reading

3.45

Speaking

Strategy Category

t(136)

p

Effect Sizea

0.42

0.47

.64

0.00

3.12

0.46

0.41

.68

0.00

0.45

3.44

0.38

0.22

.83

0.00

3.17

0.46

3.17

0.43

0.05

.96

0.00

Writing

3.25

0.44

3.31

0.43

-0.78

.44

0.00

Translation

3.30

0.61

3.19

0.43

1.23

.22

0.01

Overall

3.23

0.41

3.23

0.33

0.01

.99

0.00

a

Eta squared.
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Age
With respect to age, only one significant difference was found (see Table 4.10).
Younger learners appeared to use vocabulary learning strategies significantly more
than their older counterparts, t(136) = -2.38, p < .05. The effect size was small.
Table 4.10. Independent Samples T Tests for Overall and Skill-based Strategy Categories for Age
Differences (N = 138)

Strategy Category
Listening

23 or below (n = 34)

24 or over (n = 104)
t(136)

p

Effect Sizea

M

SD

M

SD

3.19

0.46

3.30

0.41

-1.33

.19

0.01

*

Vocabulary

2.96

0.50

3.19

0.48

-2.38

.02

0.04

Reading

3.38

0.43

3.46

0.41

-0.97

.33

0.01

Speaking

3.16

0.43

3.16

0.45

-0.05

.96

0.00

Writing

3.21

0.43

3.29

0.44

-0.95

.35

0.01

Translation

3.29

0.53

3.24

0.54

0.54

.59

0.00

Overall

3.16

0.39

3.25

0.37

-1.16

.25

0.01

*

p < .05, two-tailed. a Eta squared.

Discipline
No significant differences by discipline were found in the participants’ reported
skill-based and overall strategy use (see Table 4.11).
Table 4.11. Independent Samples T Tests for Overall and Skill-based Strategy Categories for
Discipline Differences (N = 138)

Social Sciences
(n = 78)

Technical Fields
(n = 60)

M

SD

M

SD

Listening

3.25

0.43

3.32

Vocabulary

3.16

0.51

Reading

3.47

Speaking

Strategy Category

t(136)

p

Effect Sizea

0.42

-0.94

.35

0.01

3.11

0.47

0.55

.59

0.00

0.44

3.41

0.40

0.75

.45

0.00

3.18

0.47

3.14

0.42

0.56

.57

0.00

Writing

3.27

0.45

3.28

0.42

-0.05

.96

0.00

Translation

3.26

0.62

3.21

0.41

0.36

.72

0.00

Overall

3.23

0.39

3.22

0.35

0.12

.90

0.00

a

Eta squared.
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It could be, therefore, stated that the students from different disciplines did not
appear to employ strategies differently.

Self-rated English proficiency level
As Table 4.12 reveals, the mean scores on five out of six strategy categories as
well as that of overall strategy use were significantly different in terms of self-rated
proficiency level. In other words, those participants who perceived their proficiency
level as high reported using significantly more strategies from different strategy
categories including listening, t(78) = -2.71, p < .01, vocabulary, t(78) = -3.41, p <
.001, reading, t(78) = -2.91, p < .01, writing, t(78) = -5.49, p < .001, translation, t(78)
= -2.04, p < .05, and overall, t(78) = -4.73, p < .001. The magnitude of the effect sizes
ranged from small to moderate.
Table 4.12. Independent Samples T Tests for Overall and Skill-based Strategy Categories for Self-rated
Proficiency Level Differences (N = 80)

Low (n = 26)

High (n = 54)

M

SD

M

SD

Listening

3.14

0.38

3.40

0.40

-2.71** .01

0.09

Vocabulary

2.83

0.45

3.24

0.51

-3.41*** .00

0.13

Reading

3.22

0.45

3.51

0.41

-2.91** .01

0.10

Speaking

3.02

0.40

3.23

0.44

Writing

3.00

0.37

3.45

0.34

Translation

3.02

0.64

3.31

0.56

Overall

2.96

0.39

3.35

0.32

Strategy Category

*

t(78)

-1.98

p

Effect Sizea

.05

0.05

-5.49*** .00

0.28

-2.04*

.05

0.05

-4.73*** .00

0.22

p < .05, two-tailed. ** p < .01, two-tailed. *** p < .001, two-tailed. a Eta squared.

As for the category of speaking strategies, although more proficient learners
reported using more speaking strategies, the difference fell short of the significance
level.
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Research Question 5: What are the participants’ five most and least frequently
used strategies?
Based on their mean scores, the five most followed by the five least frequently
used strategies are presented in Table 4.13. As viewed, the mean scores of all top
strategies fell into the high level (i.e., M = 3.5 and above).
Table 4.13. The Five Most and Least Frequently Used Strategies

Strategy Items (ranked in descending order of mean score)
55. Using dictionary to find the meaning of unfamiliar words (R, Cog)

M

SD

3.96 1.06

79. Using dictionary to find or verify the meaning or spelling of words (W, Cog) 3.88 0.88
51. Paying attention to the text organization (headings & subheadings) (R, Cog) 3.79 0.80
25. Using prior knowledge if I don’t understand what someone says (L, Com)

3.75 0.76

12. Paying attention to keywords (while listening) (L, Met)

3.72 0.75

60. Trying to start conversations in English (S, Cog)

2.70 1.08

41. Using flash cards in order to memorize new words (V, Mem)

2.66 1.02

11. Remembering the unfamiliar sound and asking about it later (L, Soc)

2.59 1.02

40. Physically acting out new words in order to memorize them (V, Mem)

2.54 1.08

3. Listening to the radio in English (L, Cog)

2.35 0.99

Note. R = reading; W = writing; L = listening; S = speaking; Cog = Cognitive; Com = Compensation;
Met = Metacognitive; Mem = Memory; Soc = Social.
Note. Items are abbreviated.

Item 55, “Using dictionary to find the meaning of unfamiliar words,” a cognitive
reading strategy, was reported most frequently by the participants. The next mostly
employed strategy was item 79, “Using dictionary to find or verify the meaning or
spelling of words.” This strategy is from the writing category and, like item 55, deals
with referencing and using dictionaries as an aid to learning. Two strategies for
paying attention to the learning material were also among the top list.
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In contrast, only the mean score of the least used strategy fell into the low level of
use (i.e., M = 2.4 and below). The next four strategies in this table were used at a
medium level (M = between 2.5 and 3.4). The least employed individual strategy was
a cognitive listening strategy (i.e., item 3, “Listening to the radio in English”).
Research Question 6: What is the participants’ pattern of function-based
strategies?
The mean scores of all function-based strategy categories fell into the medium
level of use (see Table 4.14). The most preferred strategy category was compensation
(M = 3.32). In order, metacognitive (M = 3.26), cognitive (M = 3.23), and social
strategies (M = 3.21) followed. And finally, the least preferred strategy category was
memory (M = 3.01).
Table 4.14. Descriptive Statistics of Function-based Strategy Categories (N = 138)

Strategy Category

Mean

Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum Rank

Type

Memory

3.01

0.49

1.92

4.17

5

Medium

Cognitive

3.23

0.44

1.88

4.15

3

Medium

Metacognitive

3.26

0.44

2.18

4.35

2

Medium

Compensation

3.32

0.37

2.29

4.18

1

Medium

Social

3.21

0.52

2.25

4.38

4

Medium

Note. 2.4 or less = Low; 2.5 to 3.4 = Medium; 3.5 and above = High.

In order to find out the significant differences between strategy categories, a oneway repeated measures ANOVA was applied. The five strategy categories were
treated as independent variables and the mean scores of the categories as dependent
variables. The results showed that the participants used learning strategy categories
differently, Wilks’ Lambda = .75, F(4, 548) = 11.30, p < .001. The effect size of the
difference was small (η2 = .25). Furthermore, Bonferroni post hoc test indicated that
the participants used compensation strategies significantly more often than memory,
cognitive, and social strategies (see Table 4.15 on the next page).
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Table 4.15. Bonferroni Post Hoc Test for Differences in Function-based Strategy Categories

Source

Difference

Difference

p
**

Memory (Mem)

Com > Mem .00

Cognitive (Cog)

Com > Cog .02*

Difference

p

Difference

p

**

**

Met > Mem .00 Cog > Mem.00

p

Soc > Mem .01**

Metacognitive (Met)
Compensation (Com)
Social (Soc)
*

Com > Soc .04*

p < .05. ** p < .01.

In contrast, the participants reported using significantly less memory strategies
than all other strategy categories.
Research Question 7: What is the relationship between the participants’ functionbased strategies and their gender, age, discipline, and selfrated English proficiency level?
For answering this question, a series of independent samples t tests were run for
finding significant differences by gender, age, discipline, and self-rated proficiency
level. In each analysis, one of factors was regarded as the independent variable and
the participants’ mean scores of the function-based strategy categories were treated as
dependent variables. The significance level was set at p < .05.
Gender
Based on gender, no significant difference was detected (see Table 4.16).
Table 4.16. Independent Samples T Tests for Function-based Strategy Categories for Gender
Differences (N = 138)

Male (n = 75)

Female (n = 63)

M

SD

M

SD

Memory

3.05

0.53

3.07

Cognitive

3.24

0.48

Metacognitive

3.26

Compensation
Social

Strategy Category

a

t(136)

p

Effect Sizea

0.45

-0.18

.86

0.00

3.22

0.39

0.27

.79

0.00

0.45

3.27

0.43

-0.14

.89

0.00

3.31

0.39

3.32

0.36

-0.17

.87

0.00

3.17

0.50

3.27

0.53

-1.10

.27

0.01

Eta squared.
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Age
Like the gender variable, age did not seem to have an effect on function-based
strategy use as the difference in the participants’ strategy mean scores did not reach
significance level (see Table 4.17).
Table 4.17. Independent Samples T Tests for Function-based Strategy Categories for Age Differences
(N = 138)

Strategy Category

23 or below (n = 34)

24 or over (n = 104)
t(136)

p

Effect Sizea

M

SD

M

SD

Memory

2.94

0.49

3.10

0.49

-1.61

.11

0.02

Cognitive

3.16

0.38

3.25

0.46

-0.97

.34

0.01

Metacognitive

3.21

0.51

3.28

0.42

-0.80

.42

0.00

Compensation

3.34

0.32

3.31

0.39

0.47

.64

0.00

Social

3.14

0.63

3.24

0.47

-0.79

.43

0.00

a

Eta squared.

Discipline
Like the previous two variables, discipline differences did not seem to exert a
significant influence on the frequency of function-based strategies the participants
reported using (see Table 4.18).
Table 4.18. Independent Samples T Tests for Function-based Strategy Categories for Discipline
Differences (N = 138)

Social Sciences
(n = 78)

Technical Fields
(n = 60)

M

SD

M

SD

Memory

3.10

0.51

3.01

Cognitive

3.21

0.46

Metacognitive

3.26

Compensation
Social

Strategy Category

a

t(136)

p

Effect Sizea

0.48

1.01

.31

0.01

3.25

0.41

-0.46

.65

0.00

0.47

3.26

0.40

0.06

.95

0.00

3.34

0.36

3.29

0.39

0.85

.40

0.01

3.20

0.52

3.24

0.51

-0.47

.64

0.00

Eta squared.
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Self-rated English proficiency level
Despite other variables, the participants’ self-rated proficiency level had a
significant effect on strategy use (see Table 4.19).
Table 4.19. Independent Samples T Tests for Function-based Strategy Categories for Self-rated
Proficiency Level Differences (N = 80)

Strategy Category
Memory

Low (n = 26)

High (n = 54)

M

SD

M

SD

2.78

0.40

3.11

0.53

-2.85** .01

0.09

***

t(78)

p

Effect Sizea

Cognitive

2.92

0.42

3.41

0.43

-4.87

.00

0.23

Metacognitive

3.04

0.44

3.41

0.44

-3.80*** .00

0.16

Compensation

3.15

0.37

3.32

0.33

-2.11*

.04

0.05

Social

2.96

0.49

3.28

0.54

-2.55*

.01

0.08

*

p < .05, two-tailed. ** p < .01, two-tailed. *** p < .001, two-tailed a Eta squared.

As the table shows, a higher perception of language proficiency level was
associated with a significantly higher use of a wide range of strategies including
memory, t(78) = -2.85, p < .01, cognitive , t(78) = -4.87, p < .001, metacognitive,
t(78) = -3.80, p < .001, compensation, t(78) = -2.11, p < .05, and social, t(78) = -2.55,
, p < .05. The effect sizes of the differences ranged from small to moderate.
4.1.3. Learning styles and strategies
Research Question 8: Is there any significant relationship between the
participants’ learning style preferences and their
reported use of leaning strategies?
The Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was computed to determine whether
there were statistically significant relationships between the learning style preferences
and both skill-based and function-based strategy categories. It was found out that the
correlation indexes ranged from weak to moderate.
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Learning styles and skill-based strategies
As shown in Table 4.20, the results indicated that visual learning style was
significantly correlated with reading (r = .20), listening (r = .18), and writing strategy
categories (r = .17) at p < .05. As it could be noted, the correlation coefficients for
these relationships accounted for only 3% of the variance.
Table 4.20. Correlations between Learning Style Preferences and Overall and Skill-based Strategy
Categories

Style Preference

Strategy Category
Listening Vocabulary Reading Speaking Writing Translation Overall

Visual

.18*

.14

.20*

.14

.17*

.13

.16

Auditory

.15

.01

.07

.06

.08

.07

.10

.32**

.23**

.30**

.24**

.23**

.27**

.32**

Tactile

.13

.14

.11

.12

.17*

.12

.15

Individual

.09

.15

.03

.05

.06

.06

.09

Group

.15

.01

.16

.16

.13

-.05

.16

Kinesthetic

*

p < .05, two-tailed. ** p < .01, two-tailed.

Kinesthetic learning style was significantly related to all learning strategy
categories, including overall (p < .01). This means that those participants who
preferred an active involvement in learning appeared to use a wider range of strategies
significantly more often than those favoring other learning styles. However, the
correlation coefficients of kinesthetic learning style preference and strategy categories
of vocabulary (r = .23), writing (r = .23), speaking (r = .24), translation (r = .27),
reading (r = .30), listening (r = .32), and overall (r = .32) explained only 5% to 10%
of the variation. And finally, there was a significant relationship between tactile
learning style and writing strategy category (r = .17), with which as little as 3% of the
variance was accounted for.
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Learning styles and function-based strategies
As Table 4.21 shows, visual learners tended to use cognitive (r = .17) and
metacognitive strategies (r = .28). The effect sizes of the correlations were 3% and
8%, respectively.
Table 4.21. Correlations between Learning Style Preferences and Function-based Strategy Categories

Style Preference

Strategy Category
Memory

Cognitive
*

Visual

.07

.17

Auditory

.06

.08

Kinesthetic

.20*

Tactile

Metacognitive Compensation
**

.07

.12

.15

.10

.12

.27**

.32**

.22**

.27**

.12

.17*

.17*

.06

.10

Individual

.09

.05

.11

.06

.02

Group

.02

.13

.14

.15

.26**

*

.28

Social

p < .05, two-tailed. ** p < .01, two-tailed.

Kinesthetic learning style was significantly associated with all function-based
strategy categories including memory (r = .20), compensation (r = .22), cognitive (r =
.27), social (r = .27), and metacognitive (r = .32). The amount of variance explained
by these relationships ranged from 4% to 10%. Next, tactile learning style was weakly
related to the use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies (r = .17). And finally, as
expected, group learning styles significantly correlated with social strategy category (r
= .26), indicating that the participants who favored group learning would use more
strategies for cooperating with others. Nevertheless, the amount of shared variance
was as little as 7%.
An important point to bear in mind in correlational analysis, which was addressed
by J. D. Brown (1988), is that restricted range may make any correlation coefficient
lower, and this could, in effect, affect the results. A cursory glance at the descriptive
statistics of the variables in this study (see Tables 4.1, 4.7, and 4.14) reveals that the
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mean scores of the learning style preferences were from 10.99 to 14.49, those of skillbased strategy categories were only from 3.14 to 3.44, and those related to functionbased strategies were from 3.01 to 3.32. In other words, the range of the mean scores–
especially that of learning strategy categories–was not large. This restricted range
might, thus, lower the correlation coefficients in this study.

4.2. Discussion
In this section, the results obtained from the participants’ responses to the
questionnaires will be discussed in light of the relevant literature.
4.2.1. Learning styles
The Iranian graduate participants expressed a preference for kinesthetic and
tactile modes that involve a practical and experiential approach to learning. They
preferred a style of learning that engaged them in the totality of the language learning
experience. This piece of finding is consistent with the results obtained in Isemonger
and Sheppard (2003), Melton (1990), Reid (1987), Rossi-Le (1989), and Stebbins
(1995). It also reveals that graduate students in the study learned best through a handson approach, actively exploring the physical world around them. They might become
distracted easily and find it hard to sit still for long periods. Their potentials for
learning are maximized if they take an active part in the tasks they are engaged in.
Moreover, the participants favored individual and group style preferences the
least, the latter falling into negligible type. In other words, they found it difficult
working with one or more partners in a learning activity. This was in line with studies
such as Peacock (2001b), Reid (1987), Riazi and Mansoorian (2008), and Stebbins
(1995). The finding that group learning style was preferred less often than almost all
other style preferences shows that graduate students need more interaction with
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teachers and classmates to practice and use the language in the classroom because an
important element for language learning is using the language and communicating
with it. For example, questions and answers and dialogs are helpful activities in this
regard since they need two or more peers to participate in most of the time.

Variables affecting learning styles
Gender
In terms of gender, females found it hard working individually when compared to
their male counterparts. In contrast, males disfavored engaging in group activities.
This is in line with Isemonger and Sheppard’s (2003) observation of females’ stronger
preference for group learning style. It seems that women tend to build relationships
and use social networks with greater consistency than men. Accordingly, men should
be encouraged to be involved in group activities and to share their views since
cooperation and mutual support play an important role in language learning. The
finding is, however, dissimilar to studies that found no gender-related differences in
this regard (e.g., Hyland, 1993; Reid, 1987; Riazi & Mansoorian, 2008; Rossi-Le,
1989). The contradictory results present themselves as an area of further inquiry.
Age
Regarding age, it was found that younger learners were more auditory-oriented
than older participants (i.e., aged 24 or over). This is in line with Dybvig’s (2004)
suggestion that learning style may change over time. The finding also contradicts
Isemonger and Sheppard (2003) and Reid (1987) who found no age-related
differences.
This finding may be viewed in light of the nature of auditory-related items on the
learning style questionnaire. In other words, they try to tap whether or not the students
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are mainly dependant on the teacher’s explanations and comments for their language
learning. On the other hand, it appears that as the students pass through their
education, the role of the teacher’s explanations as the primary source of auditory
input is gradually decreased. They see the teacher more as a guide that can help them
find their own paths to learning rather than one they could rely solely on as they often
did during their undergraduate courses and previous stages of schooling. Therefore,
older students, in contrast to their younger counterparts, may tend to rely less on the
teacher and become more self-directed as they carry on their graduate course of study.
This could be also generalized to language learning and, viewed in this light, the
finding was not unexpected. However, so many other factors may be at work as well.
It is worth mentioning that because this study focused on university graduate
students, the age range was very narrow. Therefore, the difference seems to be simply
suggestive. A study with a broader age range would be required to draw stronger
conclusions on this issue.

Discipline
Concerning major field, students in technical fields were significantly more
tactile than those in social sciences; a result consistent with the one reported in Reid
(1987) and dissimilar to that of Isemonger and Sheppard (2003), which revealed no
difference. This may be related to the greater skills of students in technical fields in
activities such as model building, collage making, and working in laboratories as an
essential part of their academic career. This tendency is in sharp contrast with the
greater reliance of the students majoring in social sciences on abstract ideas rather
than concrete experience.
On the other hand, research suggested that social sciences and humanities majors
usually favor an individual-oriented learning experience while students in technical
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fields disfavor working alone (e.g., Melton, 1990; Peacock, 2001b). This difference,
which was corroborated in this study, may lie in the fact that the students in technical
fields are usually used to engaging in projects that require the contribution of
members of a team for achieving a common purpose. Put another way, they usually
engage in group-oriented activities based on cooperation and mutual support.

Self-rated English proficiency level
Most studies examining learning style preferences by proficiency reported no
difference (e.g., Isemonger & Sheppard, 2003; Reid, 1987). The results of the current
study, using proficiency self-ratings, also bore this out. In other words, proficiency
did not seem to influence or be related to learning styles. However, Peacock (2001b)
reported in his study that less proficient learners were more group-oriented than their
more proficient counterparts. More research employing multiple measures of
proficiency is, thus, needed to resolve the inconsistencies in this area.

4.2.2. Learning strategies
The finding of this study is consistent with several previous studies that
investigated the strategy use in EFL contexts and found that learners’ strategy use fell
into medium use (e.g., Akbari & Talebinezhad, 2003; Bedell & Oxford, 1996;
Bremner, 1999; Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2006; Klassen, 1994; Peacock & Ho, 2003;
Riazi & Rahimi, 2005; Tajeddin, 2001). This indicates that learners are generally
unaware of the importance of learning strategies.
Reading and compensation strategies were reported to be used more frequently
than other strategies by the Iranian graduate students in this study. Concerning skillbased strategies, the high use of reading strategies is partially in line with the results
obtained in Griffiths (2004b). In that study, although the students favored speaking
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and listening strategies the most, they acknowledged the usefulness of reading
strategies in the interviews. This result was not unexpected as the participants are used
to dealing with reading passages since the early years of learning English, and the
amount of printed input they receive is considerable. In their graduate study, they also
have to pass courses in which they read many technical texts and articles in English.
Reading is also an invaluable source of authentic input. It is the first and most
tangible way in which EFL learners may become familiar with English language.
Available in the market, there are also a wealth of English stories and readers
designed specifically for students at any reading ability level. Moreover, for those
deciding to pursue their education, developing English language skills in general and
reading skill in particular becomes of paramount importance. On the other hand,
reading comprehension questions are an integral part of most university entrance
examinations for PhD course. Another evidence for the importance of reading and,
consequently, the greater use of reading strategies on the participants’ part is that most
students outperform the reading section on the TOEFL examination (the internetbased version) compared to other skills.
The students, therefore, have to develop their reading abilities. One way for them
is to make use of a host of reading strategies such as using resources, reading
materials for pleasure, note taking while reading, skimming for general ideas, and
scanning for specific details. Some of these strategies need to be instructed to work
efficiently. Therefore, the extent to which such strategies are put into effective use by
the students should be an area of further investigation.
Dictionary use, a popular reading strategy among the sample in this study, is
usually used least effectively. As Harvey and Yuill (1997) reported, learners use
dictionaries mostly for checking on the spelling and confirming the meaning of L2
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words rather than for other important reasons such as finding its collocations, or
checking on its grammar. As for Iranian university students, they do not often check
the pronunciation of the words they learn. In other words, they know lots of L2 words
only in print; on hearing the very words, especially those without a sound-letter
correspondence, they often fail to recognize them. Therefore, the instruction of such a
popular strategy could help learners develop their reading abilities, resulting in a
significant increase in their L2 achievement and overall proficiency.
As for function-based strategies, compensation strategies were used more often
than the strategies in most other categories. This finding, as a characteristic of EFL
contexts, is not dissimilar to the results of studies such as Bedell and Oxford (1996),
Bremner (1999), Ku (1997), and Mullins (1992). When learning English, the
participants often used compensation strategies to help them overcome limitations in
existing knowledge. They may draw on prior knowledge or experience of similar
situations and use such strategies as guessing the meaning of unknown words while
reading or listening, using gestures in speaking to get the intended meaning across,
and using synonyms in writing.
It is natural for Iranian students to make a greater use of compensation strategies
as these can allow them to guess the meaning of what they have heard or read or to
remain in the conversation despite their limited grammatical and vocabulary
knowledge. This piece of finding bears evidence to Bedell and Oxford’s (1996)
tentative conclusion that “the high use of compensation strategies might be typical of
Asian students” (p. 58).
In contrast to reading and compensation strategies, speaking, vocabulary learning,
and memory strategies were reported to be used least often. The low use of speaking
strategies came as no surprise since the context of this study is an EFL one in which
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there is almost no natural opportunities for the learners to practice their English orally.
On the contrary, in an ESL context (e.g., Griffiths, 2004b; Griffiths & Jordan, 2005),
strategies related to listening and speaking skills are usually among popular strategies
due to the availability of a rich authentic aural/oral input. Moreover, in Iranian
educational system, speaking, as a productive skill, often receives least attention and
its treatment is limited to mechanical repetition drills.
On the other hand, students feel no need to develop speaking abilities; they
usually lack confidence to practice and put their English knowledge into use by, for
example, initiating conversations or related strategies. One important way to enhance
speaking abilities and boost confidence is to make use of formulaic expressions.
However, learners do not often pay much attention to them. Such expressions may be
memorized and used mechanically at first stages, but they would reach flexibility and
automaticity only with practice and repeated use (Cohen, 2008). Students should be
instructed as to the appropriate application of such valuable expressions.
It was surprising to find the participants’ least reported use of vocabulary learning
strategies among other strategies. Memory strategies, usually associated with
vocabulary learning, were also among the least favored function-based strategies. This
is consistent with the results obtained in Bremner (1999), Green and Oxford (1995),
Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006), Riazi and Rahimi (2005), and Tajeddin (2001). This
finding also contradicts the stereotypical description of Asian learners as showing a
strong preference for strategies involving rote memorization of language words and
rules as apposed to more communicative strategies (e.g., Huang & Naerssen, 1987;
O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Politzer & McGroarty, 1985). On the other hand, Oxford
(1990) regarded memory strategies as a powerful tool in language learning. The
contradictory results about the Asian learners’ memory strategy use deserve further
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attention and remind us of Littlewood’s (2000) comment that we should not jump to
conclusions when it comes to the effect of cultural background.
The researcher suspected the participants’ lack of awareness of how to apply
vocabulary learning and memory strategies in English as the reason for their lowest
use of such strategies and asked a small number of them about their most common
ways of memorizing L2 words. Surprisingly enough, they rarely mentioned a
systematic and organized technique. Usually, they wrote only the meaning of a new
L2 word on the margin of the page. Given the gradual and incremental nature of
vocabulary learning, such mechanical learning strategies often fail. In contrast, deep
processing strategies such as using keywords and trying to guess meaning could lead
to more effective learning and longer retention (Cohen & Aphek, 1981). Moreover,
the common reliance on word-meaning relationship to the exclusion of some other
important components such as pronunciation, collocations, and practical usage of L2
words may make learners less successful in the long run in terms of language learning
in general and vocabulary learning in particular.
Using flashcards was also disfavored by all participants. This result, which is in
line with the one obtained from another sample of Iranian university learners (i.e.,
Riazi & Rahimi, 2005), may be related to the participants’ lack of awareness of the
benefits of such a strategy and/or its appropriate application. The reported infrequent
use of such a strategy could deprive learners from the opportunity of multiple
exposures to L2 words, resulting in ineffective earning.
As Riazi and Rahimi (2005) noted, Asian learners often employ traditional rote
memorization strategies that might differ from the specific memory techniques
reported on the SILL or LSUS, which was employed in the current study. In other
words, the participants may know little about making a mental picture of the situation
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in which the word might be used, using rhymes to remember new words, using flash
cards, physically acting out new English words, and grouping new words into
synonyms, antonyms, nouns, and verbs. Some of these strategies, which the
participants did not report using often, are sophisticated ones and need to be
instructed.

Variables affecting learning strategies
Gender
In the current study, gender did not appear to be an influential factor on the
students’ strategy use. Studies such as Griffiths (2003), Y. M. Kim (1995), Nisbet et
al. (2005), and Rong (1999) reported no significant differences in this regard. Green
and Oxford (1995) also asserted that gender-related differences are not as salient as
other factors. This finding is, however, inconsistent with the results of studies that
found a difference in favor of females (e.g., K. O. Lee, 2003; Mochizuki, 1999;
Peacock & Ho, 2003; Shoerey, 1999).
The absence of any gender-related significant difference in this study is an issue
that needs further pursuit. One explanation for this is the absence of affective
strategies on the questionnaire used in the present study. Such strategies are usually
favored by females as Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006) found that only these strategies
were more frequently used by females.
Age
Although vocabulary learning strategies were used least often by the participants
as a whole group, older students reported using significantly more of such strategies
than their younger counterparts (i.e., aged 23 or below). Moreover, the difference in
the mean scores of most strategy categories were in favor of older students. This is in
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line with previous studies showing that older students usually used a greater number
and a wider variety of strategies (Chamot & El-Dinary, 1999; Vann & Abraham,
1990). It seems that older learners feel more in need of learning English, put much
more effort into learning it and dealing with the materials, and, as a consequence, tend
to use more strategies
In terms of vocabulary learning strategies, older students who often decide to
carry on their education are more in need of increasing their vocabulary knowledge
for achieving success in PhD or TOEFL examinations. They try to memorize and
learn as many words as possible to help them better deal with reading passages (e.g.,
academic articles), write course works or scientific papers, and understand movies in
English. They also make an attempt to expand their knowledge of L2 words through
memorizing synonyms of new L2 words.

Discipline
Students from diverse disciplines tended to use strategies almost similarly; that is,
the participants in no one discipline felt the need to use strategies higher than those in
the other discipline included in this study. This is inconsistent with studies that found
a higher strategy use among students majoring in social sciences and humanities in
comparison to those in technical fields (e.g., Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Politzer &
McGroarty, 1985). Nevertheless, in the current study, the difference in the mean
scores of overall strategy use was in favor of students majoring in social sciences but
did not reach the threshold of significance.

Self-rated English proficiency level
Proficiency level affected almost all strategy categories. Such a finding indicates
that more proficient students were well aware of their needs and look for more
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opportunities to practice the language in almost all skill areas. Because the measure of
proficiency in this study was the participants’ self-ratings, it seems that greater
strategy use is associated with perceptions of higher proficiency (Oxford & Nyikos,
1989). The finding is in line with most of studies including various measures of
language proficiency as a variable (Green & Oxford, 1995; Griffiths, 2003; HongNam & Leavell, 2006; Magogwe & Oliver, 2007; Peacock & Ho, 2003; Sheorey,
1999; Wharton, 2000; M.-N. Yang, 2007). However, it also contradicts Griffiths
(2004b) and Shmais (2003) who found no difference in strategy use by proficiency.
On the whole, although more proficient learners were often associated with a
greater strategy use, research of a longitudinal type is needed before we can make
strong claims about the effect of proficiency level on strategy use.

4.2.3. Learning styles and strategies
There were statistically significant relationships between the learning style
preferences and learning strategy categories. Firstly, kinesthetic learning style was
related to strategies from all categories. Secondly, tactile learning was associated with
strategies from writing, cognitive, and metacognitive strategies. Thirdly, visual
learners opted for reading, writing, listening, cognitive, and metacognitive strategies.
And finally, group learning was correlated with social strategies. These results seem
to be partly congruent with the findings of the studies conducted by Carson and
Longhini (2002), M.-L. Chen (in press), Oxford (1991 as cited in Oxford, 1995), and
Rossi-Le (1989), in which it was revealed that there were significant relationships
between the learners’ sensory preferences and their learning strategy use.
Kinesthetic learners reported using a wide variety of strategies when learning the
English language. This is in agreement with previous studies finding such a link
between an active mode of learning and the application of a wide range of strategies
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(M.-L. Chen, in press; Rossi-Le, 1989). This link indicates that in any form of
learning, including language learning, total involvement in the learning process leads
learners to engage actively in the learning materials and pay greater attention to the
material, hence calling for a greater and a more varied repertoire of strategies.
Learners favoring kinesthetic learning style found it enjoyable to use strategies from
all categories including reading, listening, writing, speaking, vocabulary learning,
cognitive, metacognitive, memory, social, and compensation. Engaging in the
application of such a wide array of strategies makes these learners more flexible in
their language learning. Therefore, in face of language learning problems, this
flexibility provides the learners with the opportunity for actively trying out many
solutions (i.e., through strategy application) from among the available alternatives to
achieve the best possible outcome.
Equipped with a touch-oriented mode of learning, tactile learners in this study
tended to deploy more writing strategies such as writing different types of texts in
English and revising a passage several times after writing the first draft. A tendency
for touching and manipulating objects (in this case, pen and paper) is necessary for
application of such strategies, and tactile learners seem to be equipped with such a
tendency. For instance, they may favor making an outline of what they are going to
write in the pre-writing stage and editing the passage after writing the first draft. In
addition, tactile learners preferred more cognitive and metacognitive strategies.
However, the association was very weak.
Visual learners reported employing more reading, writing, and listening
strategies. It should be stated that the essential component of the first two strategy
categories is visual input. In other words, they are text-oriented with which Iranian
students are familiar and feel comfortable from the early days of learning English.
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Visual learners usually read extensively in the L2, try to be adept at skimming and
scanning, and make attempts to write different types of texts in English.
As for the relationship between visual learning and listening strategies, it could be
stated that visual input is often associated with sound. As a popular source of input,
there are readers with accompanying cassettes and CDs available in the market. Most
learners are used to listening to the audio tracks while following the text on the
printed page. Doing so, they may make use of such listening strategies as trying not to
translate word for word, paying attention to the rise and fall of speech, and making
inferences and guesses about the meaning of certain words and structures. Moreover,
as the results indicated, the learners in this study also chose watching English movies
as a favorite strategy. This suggests that, watching movies, the learners strain their
ears for comprehending what they hear. In such a case, they are trying out strategies
such as remembering the unfamiliar sounds and words and asking about them later,
paying attention to keywords, practicing skim listening, and making guesses about the
meaning of certain words and phrases.
Visual learning style was also correlated weakly with cognitive and moderately
with metacognitive strategies. This was expected since these two categories include
mostly strategies from reading, writing, and listening categories such as reading for
pleasure in English, planning how to approach a reading passage, writing different
kinds of texts in English, revising the writing passage, watching movies and TV
programs in English, and listening for keywords. This shows that visual learners in the
study found it favorable to use strategies for manipulating the input and exerting
control on their language learning processes.
And finally, the association of group learning style with social strategies stands to
reason. Those learners inclined to learning with other learners naturally tend to
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employ more interactive strategies such as asking for repetition, correction, or
clarification. Such learners like to ask questions for a variety of purposes without any
hesitation. They are also good at cooperating with others. It can also be added that
they can empathize with others.
Two points are worth noting regarding the results related to the relationship
between learning styles and strategies. The first point concerns auditory learning style
as one of the major preferences among the participants. Interestingly enough, auditory
learners did not show a significant preference in using any one strategy category over
others. The reason for this may lie in the fact that Iran is considered an EFL context in
which there does not exist rich authentic input. In such an environment, the only
sources of auditory input may include cassettes and CDs specifically designed for
language learning and L2 movies, which are often exploited outside the language
classroom. Although these types of input may provide learners with authentic
instances of how English language is actually used, they do not necessarily lead to
acquisition. Therefore, the fact that auditory learning was not significantly correlated
with any strategy category may be related to the insufficient auditory input that
prevents learners from employing effective strategies to solve their language learning
problems. For example, EFL learners are naturally deprived from using interactive
listening strategies such as asking for clarification or repetition and asking the speaker
to slow down if they do not understand what he says.
The second point relates to the participants’ use of compensation strategies, as the
most frequently used strategies. Except for kinesthetic mode of learning, other
learning style preferences failed to significantly correlate with compensation
strategies. This suggests that learners functioning in these learning styles were not
aware of the importance of compensation strategies or did not feel comfortable with
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using them. Therefore, they did not report using such strategies along with other
strategies. Compensation strategies are said to equip students with the necessary
techniques to understand and produce the language despite the limitations in their
knowledge of the new language. On the other hand, students favoring kinesthetic
learning style, as the dominant mode of learning in this and most other studies, often
report making effective use of compensation strategies such as using mimes and
gestures, using a synonym or a circumlocution, switching to mother tongue when
necessary, guessing intelligently by making use of linguistic or other clues, and
getting help from others in order to make up for their deficiencies in L2 knowledge.
On the whole, it should be stressed once more that learning styles and strategies
are two important variables in language learning often interacting with one another.
They are also affected by some other learner factors, making the picture more
complicated. This study was an attempt to shed some light on the nature of the
relationship between these two constructs. However, as seen, there were also some
inconsistencies between the findings of this study and those obtained from past
research. This might be attributed to factors such as the discrepancy between what the
learners reported doing and what they actually do while learning the L2, the construct
validity of the questionnaires used in the study, the tight distribution of the graduate
learners that led to narrow-ranged mean scores and low correlation coefficients, and
other methodological issues.

182

Chapter Five

Introduction
Literature Review
Methodology
Results & Discussion

Conclusion

In this chapter, first a brief summary of the study will be
offered. Then, the limitations of the study will be
outlined. Next, the implications of the findings for
research and practice will be stated. Finally, the
recommendations for further research will be presented.

4.1. Summary of the Study
The results of this study supported and contributed to research on the perceptual
learning style preferences of graduate students and their use of skill-based and
function-based strategies in learning English as a foreign language. The most
significant contribution of the study lied in the analysis of the relationships that exist
among learner characteristics (i.e., gender, age, discipline, self-rated English
proficiency level), perceptual learning style preferences, and skill-based and functionbased strategies. The study aimed to answer the following research questions:
1. What is the pattern of learning style preferences among graduate students of
different disciplines at Shahid Beheshti University?
2. What is the relationship between the participants’ learning style preferences
and their gender, age, discipline, and self-rated English proficiency level?
3. What is the participants’ pattern of skill-based strategies?
4. What is the relationship between the participants’ skill-based strategies and
their gender, age, discipline, and self-rated English proficiency level?
5. What are the participants’ five most and least frequently used strategies?
6. What is the participants’ pattern of function-based strategies?
7. What is the relationship between the participants’ function-based strategies and
their gender, age, discipline, and self-rated English proficiency level?
8. Is there any significant relationship between the participants’ learning style
preferences and their reported use of leaning strategies?

The participants involved in the study were 138 graduate students majoring in
diverse disciplines at Shahid Beheshti University, Tehran, Iran. They were randomly
selected based on a two-stage sampling procedure and were asked to respond to two
translated and pretested questionnaires: (1) Reid’s (1984) PLSPQ for measuring
learning style preferences and (2) Cohen, Oxford, and Chi’s (2002) LSUS for
measuring skill-based strategies and also function-based strategies (i.e., through
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reclassifying the questionnaire items). The analysis of the data obtained from the first
questionnaire revealed that:
1. Regarding Iranian graduate students’ learning style preferences, kinesthetic, tactile,
and auditory modes were preferred as major learning styles. Visual and individual
learning preferences were chosen as minor. Finally, group learning fell in the negative
type. In addition, the participants significantly preferred kinesthetic and tactile
learning styles to almost all other modalities. On the other hand, group learning style
was preferred less often than almost all other style preferences.
2. Concerning the background variables, firstly, females were more group-oriented than
males who, in turn, showed a stronger individual orientation. Secondly, younger
learners were more auditory-oriented than their older counterparts. Thirdly, students
in technical fields had a stronger tactile preference when compared to those in social
sciences who were, in turn, more individual-oriented. Finally, the participants’ ratings
of their English proficiency level did not seem to exert any influence on their learning
style.

The analysis of the results obtained from the LSUS offered answers to the next
three research questions. It was found out that:
3. The frequency of the overall strategy use and the use of the six skill-based strategy
categories all fell in the medium range. Graduate students were found to use reading
strategies significantly more often than strategies in all other categories. On the other
hand, they reported using speaking and vocabulary learning strategies less often than
reading, listening, and writing strategies.
4. Concerning the background variables, firstly, no significant difference was found in
the participants’ strategy use by gender and discipline. Secondly, older students
reported using more vocabulary learning strategies than their younger counterparts.
Finally, the participants’ perceptions of their English proficiency level significantly
and positively affected their skill-based strategies with more proficient learners using
more strategies in all categories including overall.
5. As for the individual strategy items, using dictionary to find or verify the meaning or
spelling of unfamiliar words was among the top strategies, and strategies such as
physically acting out new words in order to memorize them and listening to the radio
in English were preferred the least.
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The items on the LSUS were reclassified to answer the next two research
questions regarding function-based strategies. The results indicated that:
6. The frequency of the use of function-based strategy categories all fell in the medium
range. The participants reported using compensation strategies significantly more
often than memory, cognitive, and social strategies. On the other hand, they were
found to use memory strategies less often than strategies in all other categories.
7. Concerning the background variables, firstly, no significant difference was found in
the participants’ strategy use by gender, age, and discipline. Secondly, the participant’
perceptions of their English proficiency level significantly and positively affected
their function-based strategies with more proficient learners reported using more
strategies in all categories.

The analysis of the relationship between the data obtained from both
questionnaires provided an answer to the last research question. It was revealed that:
8. Regarding the relationship between the participants’ learning style preferences and
their skill-based and function-based strategies, firstly, kinesthetic modality was found
to be significantly correlated with all strategy categories including overall. Secondly,
tactile learning was associated with strategies from writing, cognitive, and
metacognitive categories. Thirdly, visual learners opted for reading, writing, listening,
cognitive, and metacognitive strategies more often. Finally, group learning was
correlated with social strategies.

4.2. Limitations of the Study
The picture painted in this study is far from complete. It suffers from certain
limitations. First of all, the population of the graduate students was all from Shahid
Beheshti University in central Iran, and the results may not be generalized to represent
all graduate students in Iran.
As stated earlier, the descriptive statistics regarding the data obtained from
graduate learners’ learning styles and learning strategies questionnaires showed that
the distribution of the mean scores of the subscales on the two questionnaires was not
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wide, and, according to J. D. Brown (1988), tight distribution will tend to influence
the correlation coefficients. This possibly affected the result of the lower correlation
coefficients in the correlation model in the present study.
Regarding the instruments, the LSUS was a new questionnaire specifically
translated and pretested for the purpose of this study. Although attempts were made to
somewhat address the reliability-related issues, the questionnaire needs to be more
refined for further studies. Moreover, the collected data were restricted to self-report
questionnaires. As it has been stated, self-report learning strategy questionnaires are
also seen to have three potential limitations. Firstly, learners may not understand or
interpret accurately the strategy description in each item. Secondly, they may claim to
use strategies they do not actually use. And finally, they may fail to recall strategies
they have used in the past (C. White, Schramm, & Chamot, 2007). Therefore, the data
on self-report questionnaire should be triangulated with those obtained from, for
example, structured interviews in order to come to a clearer picture of learners’
strategy use.
As for the other questionnaire, the PLSPQ, the same problem holds true as there
are educators who do not even recognize questionnaire as a safe measure of learning
styles. This instrument has itself come under criticism concerning its construct
validity. However, it is worth noting that, despite the criticisms, the questionnaire is
still widely in use as a main source of collecting data on EFL/ESL learners’ learning
style preferences.
In terms of the background variables, age and English proficiency level were not
attended adequately. In other words, the age range was not wide enough to generate
valid data because the participants were all graduate university students. The findings
are, therefore, restricted to the sample in the study and may not be generalizable to
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students of other educational levels including undergraduate or high school levels.
Regarding the other variable, the students’ English proficiency level was reflected in
their own perception of their English language ability. As Mochizuki (1999) asserted,
self-ratings may not be a reliable indicator of proficiency level.

4.3. Implications for Theory Development and Research
The theoretical implications of this study relate primarily to factors that influence
the process of learning a second or foreign language. As the findings demonstrated,
graduate students from different fields of study and with differential perceptions of
their English ability vary in their strategic approaches to language learning in part due
to diversity in their perceptual learning style preferences. In addition, learner
characteristics such as gender and age appeared to interact with learning styles to
shape learning behaviors.
A complex system of variables is, thus, constantly at work influencing the
learning strategies individual learners choose as well as their success or failure as
language learners. On the other hand, the different ways in which stimuli are
perceived and processed as individuals are exposed to a new language system help
determine the strategies that will become the basis for the language learning process.
The pattern of perceptual learning style preferences and skill-based strategies should
be considered as an important element when constructing a theoretical model of
language learning and individual differences.
Moreover, for eliciting information regarding learners’ learning strategies, most
of the available and widespread questionnaires are designed based on function-based
strategies (i.e., memory, cognitive, etc.). This study supplied the less researched field
of skill-based strategy use (i.e., listening, reading, etc.) and its relationship with
learning style preferences. These two constructs were also viewed in light of learner
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variables including gender, age, discipline, and self-rated proficiency level, thus
providing a clearer picture of language learning in general and individual differences
in particular.

4.4. Implications for Curriculum Developers and Material Producers
Concerning the implication related to curriculum developers and material
producers, it can be stated that they should definitely work in cooperation with both
teachers and students. Together with teachers, they should decide what aspects of
learning styles they need to identify and what instruments should be used to identify
students’ learning styles and strategies. It should be the curriculum developers’
responsibility to allocate enough time in the curriculum for teachers to conduct styles
and strategies research in their classrooms.
With respect to material producers, they should produce materials that teachers
will use throughout their class time. That is, the phases of the lessons should be well
designed starting with a warm-up activity and ending with an appropriate follow-up
task related to the topic dealt with. What is more, the materials they produce should be
congruent with the students’ common learning styles and they should be appealing to
the students’ needs and interests so that they could opt for and employ appropriate
strategies most efficiently. The fact that students from different disciplines tend to
function well within differential learning styles, and accordingly, use diverse
strategies could greatly help producers in their way to develop suitable learning
materials.
The outcomes of the study can, too, contribute to materials and syllabus design by
indicating which activities or areas of language are most likely to meet with students’
approval. Hence, the pivotal role of the students in the actual processes of materials
and syllabus design must not be ignored.
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This process requires continuous evaluation of every single stage of the materials
produced. For this reason, curriculum developers and material producers should
collect feedback from teachers and students in order to identify the weaknesses and
strengths of their products. All in all, curriculum developers and material producers
should work cooperatively with teachers and students so that they can design better
programs, appropriate materials, and diversified activities that will promote a more
suitable language learning atmosphere.

4.5. Implications for Pedagogical Practice
The first implication is for EFL students. The findings of this study are helpful to
students in demonstrating the importance of learning style identification. Students
should also learn to recognize the strategies that they are using. They are
recommended to identify the best ways through which they can learn the language
more fruitfully. Knowledge of one’s learning styles and strategies may be beneficial
in that the learner will be aware of his strengths and weaknesses in terms of learning
experiences and can use the information to facilitate and compensate for his
shortcomings in language learning. Future learning could be enriched if learners
maintain their strengths and improve on their weaknesses.
An awareness of learning styles and strategies can also help EFL students,
particularly self-directed adults, take control of their learning, make appropriate
strategy choices, and maximize the potential for learning. Aside from that, this
knowledge improves one’s self esteem because the students will feel more
comfortable and prepared to take on the learning challenge and also gives students the
confidence needed to achieve their goals.
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On the other hand, teachers should help students discover their own learning style
preferences and strategy repertoire and provide constructive feedback about the
advantages and disadvantages of various styles. In addition, teachers should respect
the learners’ present preferences and encourage their development, while at the same
time creating opportunities for students to try different ways of learning. In fact, a
teacher who truly understands culture and learning styles and believes that all students
can learn will offer opportunities for success to all students.
Measuring and understanding students’ learning styles and strategies in English
classrooms, the teacher can take advantage of this information and design more
appropriate lessons for his students. In other words, he needs to understand learners’
learning styles first and start teaching from the most familiar learning ways for
students because their first learning strategy use usually extends from their habitual
modes. The frequency of the use of the six learning strategy categories provides a
basic understanding of how often the graduate learners employ them in their English
learning. The students’ learning style preferences and strategy use and the amount of
their variation based on background factors can also serve as a reference point for
teaching. This information can be of great help to faculty members and instructors in
planning and designing materials and choosing activities for Iranian graduate learners
in English classrooms.
To cater the often diverse learning styles of all students, the teacher should not
stick to the textbooks. Supplementary materials such as short stories, films, tapes,
handouts should be used. Furthermore, EFL institutions should install modern
language laboratories. Students would also like to see more television programs and
video films that make language learning more exciting and meaningful.
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Although expected, the finding that group learning was a negative style
preference for this sample of graduate learners appears to be a warning for language
teachers. It is strongly recommended that teachers do their best to encourage students
to form groups and share ideas. They ought to be aware that students are eager to be
actively engaged in classroom debates and to get familiar with interactive skills. Some
efforts should be made to encourage the students to work in groups. For example, they
can take advantage of small-group learning and design it as one of the activities in the
classroom; hence, each learner will have more time and more opportunities to perform
in his own group.
In addition to all these, the teacher should be equipped with the knowledge of a
good deal of strategies that he will be able to propose to students so that they can deal
with difficult academic tasks. If, for instance, one strategy does not work, they should
be able to apply an alternative. What is more, the teacher should design activities that
will require learners to make use of a variety of strategies. After the completion of the
task, a discussion session with students should be held talking about the strategies
they made use of and whether or not these strategies proved to be useful. In this way,
while the teacher will have the opportunity to see to what extent each of the students
is successful in the orchestration of the strategies, the students will be able to hear or
see what strategies their peers used. Thus, they will be given the opportunity to make
self-evaluation, decide which is better for them, or learn an alternative way of doing a
particular task.
An area of concern in the results was the participants’ low use of vocabulary
learning and memory strategies despite their paramount importance. It is a good idea
that the teacher encourages the students to use vocabulary learning strategies such as
putting the new words in a meaningful sentence and trying to infer the meaning of the
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new vocabulary. Students should be made aware that dictionary should be used as a
last resort. Moreover, they should come to know that learning a word is not just
knowing its Persian equivalent. Rather, they need to learn other related components
such as pronunciation, grammatical points, and common collocations of the new word
in order to be able to function efficiently in the target language. To this end, learning
to use a monolingual dictionary effectively may help them progress in their
knowledge of L2 words.
Learners’ unfamiliarity with effective strategy application may be one reason for
the low use of vocabulary learning strategies. In such a case, integrated and explicit
strategy instruction will be of great help. Instruction of sophisticated strategies such as
using flash cards and mnemonic devices could provide learners with the opportunity
to learn words more efficiently yet more enjoyably. In some other cases, strategy
instruction can also be implemented to compensate for styles that interfere with the
efficient development of language proficiency.
And finally, the teacher should take over the role of a researcher as well in order
not only to identify his students’ individual differences but also to know how to cater
their language learning needs. What is meant here is not administrating some
questionnaires haphazardly, but being aware of each step taken and having a rationale
for taking it. In other words, the teacher should choose the right tools to identify the
students’ learning styles and strategies, and, then, the findings should not be put aside.
On the contrary, he should make use of such findings to adopt the most appropriate
teaching style. Of course, adopting teaching techniques that will accomodate the
needs of all the students might be difficult. However, only if the teacher becomes
more sensitive to the students’ learning styles and tries to strike a balance in his
instruction by making use of a wide variety of tasks in the classroom, he is able to
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treat the students equally and fairly. In addition to using questionnaires, the teacher
should constantly observe the students very closely so that he can diagnose any
changes in their learning profiles. Doing so, many possible mismatches between the
teacher’s teaching style and the students’ learning styles and strategies are gradually
reduced, hence improving the latter’s language learning.

4.6. Suggestions for Further Research
In order to more fully understand the combined role of learning styles and
strategies in language learning, additional research efforts are needed. Triangulated
procedures, such as classroom observation, think-aloud protocols, or interviews
should be used to collect data on graduate learners’ learning styles and strategies so as
to add to or support the data obtained from questionnaires. This would provide a more
profound understanding of how learners manipulate the learning strategies with their
learning preferences.
The effect of variables such as gender, age, discipline, and proficiency should be
attended adequately in further research attempts. In this study, the finding that gender
had no significant effect on strategy use ran contrary to the results obtained in most
other studies. This inconsistency should be an area of further inquiry. Age effect, in
particular, should be isolated and explored through more expanded age ranges in order
to be able to draw valid conclusions.
As for discipline, lager subsamples of students from among a wider variety of
fields of study should be employed in future research. More specifically, research is
needed to sample students from different majors (e.g., financial management vs. civil
engineering) rather than the common use of combined forms (e.g., social
sciences/humanities vs. engineering/physical sciences). The small size of the
subsamples in this study precluded the possibility of such comparisons.
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Regarding English proficiency level, various measures of proficiency (e.g., selfrated and TOEFL scores) should be used at the same time in a longitudinal study.
Only in this way can one make claims about the possible causal effect of proficiency
level on strategy use.
Further research on the relationship between learning styles and strategies might
also focus on the other factors such as motivation, task performance, and the length of
exposure to the language that might exert an influence on language learners’ learning
styles and, especially, learning strategy use. In addition, the ways in which language
learners adapt their styles and strategies over time to meet the challenges of different
learning environments might become the basis of a longitudinal study.
Follow-up research efforts might focus on further validating the questionnaires
used in this study. Recently, the construct validity of the PLSPQ has been called into
question. A large-scale factor analytic investigation is needed to check the validity of
the questionnaire’s underlying factors hypothesized by Reid (1984). This is also in
line with Isemonger and Sheppard’s (2007) call to do validity- and reliability-related
analyses on different translations of this popular instrument. Besides, learning styles
could be assessed using other measures including validated inventories extracted from
the items on the PLSPQ (e.g., the LSI) or independent learning style measures (e.g.,
the SAS).
As for the second questionnaire used in this study, the LSUS might be employed
in other educational settings including undergraduate or high school levels to see what
pattern of skill-based strategy use would emerge. The instrument should also be
retested and refined with a larger sample. Moreover, its concurrent validity might be
established with the SILL, as a valid measure of strategy use.
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Further investigations into Iranian graduate learners’ learning strategy use could
specifically focus on each of the language skills (e.g., reading or writing). Future
studies could, thus, focus on strategies learners deploy while performing tasks related
to specific skills. The respective subscale on the LSUS could be used to corroborate
the results obtained from other sources of data elicitation such as retrospective
protocols.
Finally, the learning environment of the foreign language learner should be
studied to assess the relationships that might exist among perceptual learning style
preferences, learning strategies, instructional contexts, and teaching methods. In other
words, research efforts should be aimed at creating a fully integrated profile of the
language learner in terms of the affective, cognitive, perceptual, and educational
influences governing foreign language development.
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Appendix A
Sampling Procedure (Two-Stage Cluster Sampling)

Appendices

Appendix B
PLSPQ (original version)

Directions
People learn in many different ways. For example, some people learn primarily with
their eyes (visual learners) or with the ears (auditory learners); some people prefer to
learn by experience and/or by "hands-on" tasks (kinesthetic or tactile learners); some
people learn better when they work alone while others prefer to learn in groups.
This questionnaire has been designed to help you identify the way(s) you learn best-the way(s) you prefer to learn.
Read each statement on the following pages. Please respond to the statements AS
THEY APPLY TO YOUR STUDY OF ENGLISH. Decide whether you agree or
disagree with each statement. For example, if you strongly agree, mark:

Strongly Disagree (SD)

Disagree (D)

Undecided (U)

Agree (A)

Strongly agree (SA)
X

Please respond to each statement quickly, without too much thought. Try not to
change your responses after you choose them. Please answer all the questions. Please
use a pen to mark your choices.
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Item

SA

1. When the teacher tells me the instructions I understand better.
2. I prefer to learn by doing something in class.
3. I get more work done when I work with others.
4. I learn more when I study with a group.
5. In class, I learn best when I work with others.
6. I learn better by reading what the teacher writes on the
h lkb d
7. When someone tells me how to do something in class, I learn it
b
8. When I do things in class, I learn better.
9. I remember things I have heard in class better than things I have
d
10. When I read instructions, I remember them better.
11. I learn more when I can make a model of something.
12. I understand better when I read instructions.
13. When I study alone, I remember things better.
14. I learn more when I make something for a class project.
15. I enjoy learning in class by doing experiments.
16. I learn better when I make drawings as I study.
17. I learn better in class when the teacher gives a lecture.
18. When I work alone, I learn better.
19. I understand things better in class when I participate in rolel i

221

A

U

D

SD

Item

SA

20. I learn better in class when I listen to someone.
21. I enjoy working on an assignment with two or three classmates.
22. When I build something, I remember what I have learned
b
23. I prefer to study with others.
24. I learn better by reading than by listening to someone.
25. I enjoy making something for a class project.
26. I learn best in class when I can participate in related activities.
27. In class, I work better when I work alone.
28. I prefer working on projects by myself.
29. I learn more by reading textbooks than by listening to lectures.
30. I prefer to work by myself
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Appendix C
)PLSPQ (translated version for pretesting

 -1وﻗﺘﻲ ﻣﻌﻠﻢ ﻧﻜﺎت درﺳﻲ را ﺗﻮﺿﻴﺢ ﻣﻲدﻫﺪ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.
 -2ﺗﺮﺟﻴﺢ ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺑﺎ اﻧﺠﺎم ﻓﻌﺎﻟﻴﺖ ﻫﺎي ﻋﻤﻠﻲ در ﻛﻼس ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ را ﻳﺎد ﺑﮕﻴﺮم.
 -3وﻗﺘﻲ ﺑﻪﻃﻮر ﻣﺸﺘﺮك ﺑﺎ دﻳﮕﺮان ﻛﺎري را اﻧﺠﺎم ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﻛﺎر ﺑﻴﺸﺘﺮي اﻧﺠﺎم ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ.
 -4وﻗﺘﻲ ﻫﻤﺮاه ﺑﺎ ﻳﻚ ﮔﺮوه ﻣﻄﺎﻟﻌﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺑﻴﺸﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.
 -5در ﻛﻼس وﻗﺘﻲ ﺑﺎ دﻳﮕﺮان ﻛﺎر ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.
 -6ﺑﺎ ﺧﻮاﻧﺪن آﻧﭽﻪ ﻣﻌﻠﻢ ﺑﺮ روي ﺗﺎﺑﻠﻮ ﻣﻲﻧﻮﻳﺴﺪ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.
 -7وﻗﺘﻲ ﻛﺴﻲ ﺑﻪ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻲﮔﻮﻳﺪ ﭼﻄﻮر ﻛﺎري در ﻛﻼس اﻧﺠﺎم ﺑﺪﻫﻢ آن ﻛﺎر را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.
 -8وﻗﺘﻲ ﻛﺎرﻫﺎ را در ﻛﻼس اﻧﺠﺎم ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.
 -9آﻧﭽﻪ را ﻛﻪ در ﻛﻼس درس ﺷﻨﻴﺪهام ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﻣﻲﺳﭙﺎرم ﺗﺎ آﻧﭽﻪ را ﻛﻪ در ﻛﻼس ﺧﻮاﻧﺪهام.
 -10وﻗﺘﻲ ﺗﻮﺿﻴﺤﺎت را ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻧﻢ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ آﻧﻬﺎ را ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﻣﻲﺳﭙﺎرم.
 -11وﻗﺘﻲ ﻣﺪﻟﻲ از ﭼﻴﺰي ﻣﻲﺳﺎزم ﻧﻜﺘﻪ آﻣﻮزﺷﻲ را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.
 -12وﻗﺘﻲ ﺗﻮﺿﻴﺢ ﻧﻜﺎت درﺳﻲ را ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻧﻢ آن ﻫﺎ را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.
 -13وﻗﺘﻲ ﺑﻪ ﺗﻨﻬﺎﻳﻲ ﻣﻄﺎﻟﻌﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﭼﻴﺰﻫﺎ را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﻣﻲﺳﭙﺎرم.
 -14وﻗﺘﻲ ﭘﺮوژهاي را ﺑﻪﻋﻨﻮان ﻛﺎر ﻛﻼﺳﻲ اﻧﺠﺎم ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺑﻴﺸﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.
 -15ﺑﺎ اﻧﺠﺎم ﻛﺎرﻫﺎي ﻋﻤﻠﻲ از ﻳﺎدﮔﻴﺮي در ﻛﻼس ﻟﺬت ﻣﻲﺑﺮم.
 -16وﻗﺘﻲ ﻣﻄﺎﻟﻌﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺑﺎ اﻳﺠﺎد اﻟﮕﻮﻫﺎﻳﻲ ﺗﺼﻮﻳﺮي از ﻧﻜﺘﻪﻫﺎي درﺳﻲ آن ﻫﺎ را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.
 -17ﺑﺎ ﺷﻨﻴﺪن ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺒﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻣﻌﻠﻢ ﺑﻪﺻﻮرت ﮔﻔﺘﺎري ﺗﻮﺿﻴﺢ ﻣﻲدﻫﺪ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.
 -18وﻗﺘﻲ ﺑﻪ ﺗﻨﻬﺎﻳﻲ ﻛﺎري را اﻧﺠﺎم ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.
 -19وﻗﺘﻲ در ﻛﻼس ﻧﻘﺸﻲ را ﺑﺎزي ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ )ﻣﺜﻼً ﻧﻘﺸﻲ در ﻳﻚ ﻣﻜﺎﻟﻤﻪ و (...ﭼﻴﺰﻫﺎ را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻣﻲﻓﻬﻢ.
 -20در ﻛﻼس درس وﻗﺘﻲ ﺑﻪ ﻛﺴﻲ ﮔﻮش ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.
 -21وﻗﺘﻲ ﺗﻜﻠﻴﻔﻲ را ﺑﺎ دو ﻳﺎ ﺳﻪ ﻫﻤﻜﻼس اﻧﺠﺎم ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺑﻴﺸﺘﺮ از آن ﻟﺬت ﻣﻲﺑﺮم.
 -22وﻗﺘﻲ ﭼﻴﺰي را ﻣﻲﺳﺎزم ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ آﻣﻮزﺷﻲ را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﻣﻲﺳﭙﺎرم.
 -23ﺗﺮﺟﻴﺢ ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺑﺎ دﻳﮕﺮان ﻣﻄﺎﻟﻌﻪ ﻛﻨﻢ.
 -24ﺑﺎ ﺧﻮاﻧﺪن ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم ﺗﺎ اﻳﻨﻜﻪ ﺑﻪ ﻛﺴﻲ ﮔﻮش ﻛﻨﻢ.
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 -25ﻟﺬت ﻣﻲﺑﺮم ﻛﻪ ﺑﺮاي ﭘﺮوژه ﻛﻼﺳﻲ ﭼﻴﺰي درﺳﺖ ﻛﻨﻢ.
 -26زﻣﺎﻧﻲ ﺑﻪ ﺑﻬﺘﺮﻳﻦ وﺟﻪ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم ﻛﻪ ﺑﺘﻮاﻧﻢ در ﻓﻌﺎﻟﻴﺘﻬﺎي ﻣﺮﺗﺒﻂ ﺑﺎ درس در ﻛﻼس ﺷﺮﻛﺖ ﻛﻨﻢ.
 -27در ﻛﻼس وﻗﺘﻲ ﺑﻪ ﺗﻨﻬﺎﻳﻲ ﻛﺎر ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻛﺎر ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -28ﺗﺮﺟﻴﺢ ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺑﻪ ﺗﻨﻬﺎﻳﻲ روي ﭘﺮوژهﻫﺎ ﻛﺎر ﻛﻨﻢ.
 -29ﺑﺎ ﺧﻮاﻧﺪن ﻛﺘﺎب ﻫﺎي درﺳﻲ ﺑﻴﺸﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم ﺗﺎ ﺑﺎ ﮔﻮش ﻛﺮدن ﺑﻪ ﺳﺨﻨﺎن ﻣﻌﻠﻢ.
 -30ﺗﺮﺟﻴﺢ ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺑﻪﺗﻨﻬﺎﻳﻲ ﻛﺎر ﻛﻨﻢ.
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Appendix D
Results of Pretesting the PLSPQ

Subscale

Item Numbers

Cronbach’s α

Visual

6, 10, 12, 24, 29

Auditory

1, 7, 9, 17, 20

Kinesthetic

2, 8, 15, 19, 26

Tactile

11, 14, 16, 22, 25

Individual

13,18, 27, 28, 30

Group

3, 4, 5, 21, 23

Total

1-30

.680
.733
.782
.704
.891
.849
.705

Case Processing Summary

Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4
Q5
Q6
Q7
Q8
Q9
Q10
Q11
Q12
Q13
Q14
Q15
Q16
Q17
Q18
Q19
Q20
Q21
Q22
Q23
Q24
Q25
Q26
Q27
Q28
Q29
Q30

N
37
40
40
40
40
39
31
39
35
40
39
39
39
39
40
39
38
38
39
37
40
32
40
39
39
40
38
39
39
38

Included
Percent
92.5%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
97.5%
77.5%
97.5%
87.5%
100.0%
97.5%
97.5%
97.5%
97.5%
100.0%
97.5%
95.0%
95.0%
97.5%
92.5%
100.0%
80.0%
100.0%
97.5%
97.5%
100.0%
95.0%
97.5%
97.5%
95.0%

N
3
0
0
0
0
1
9
1
5
0
1
1
1
1
0
1
2
2
1
3
0
8
0
1
1
0
2
1
1
2

a

Cases
Excluded
Percent
7.5%
.0%
.0%
.0%
.0%
2.5%
22.5%
2.5%
12.5%
.0%
2.5%
2.5%
2.5%
2.5%
.0%
2.5%
5.0%
5.0%
2.5%
7.5%
.0%
20.0%
.0%
2.5%
2.5%
.0%
5.0%
2.5%
2.5%
5.0%

a. Limited to first 100 cases.
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Total
N
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40

Percent
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

Visual
6. I learn better by reading what the teacher writes on the chalkboard.
10. When I read instructions, I remember them better.
12. I understand better when I read instructions.
24. I learn better by reading than by listening to someone.
29. I learn more by reading textbooks than by listening to lectures.
. ﺑﺎ ﺧﻮاﻧﺪن آﻧﭽﻪ ﻣﻌﻠﻢ ﺑﺮ روي ﺗﺎﺑﻠﻮ ﻣﻲﻧﻮﻳﺴﺪ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم- 6
. وﻗﺘﻲ ﺗﻮﺿﻴﺤﺎت را ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻧﻢ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ آﻧﻬﺎ را ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﻣﻲﺳﭙﺎرم-10
. وﻗﺘﻲ ﺗﻮﺿﻴﺢ ﻧﻜﺎت درﺳﻲ را ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻧﻢ آن ﻫﺎ را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم-12
. ﺑﺎ ﺧﻮاﻧﺪن ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم ﺗﺎ اﻳﻨﻜﻪ ﺑﻪ ﻛﺴﻲ ﮔﻮش ﻛﻨﻢ-24
 ﺑﺎ ﺧﻮاﻧﺪن ﻛﺘﺎب ﻫﺎي درﺳﻲ ﺑﻴﺸﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم ﺗﺎ ﺑﺎ ﮔﻮش ﻛﺮدن ﺑﻪ ﺳﺨﻨﺎن-29
.ﻣﻌﻠﻢ
Statistics
N

Q6
39
1
3.49
.942
.888

Valid
Missing

Mean
Std. Deviation
Variance

Q10
40
0
3.88
.723
.522

Q12
39
1
4.05
.605
.366

Case Processing Summary
Cases

N
37
3
40

Valid
Excluded a
Total

%
92.5
7.5
100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all
variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha
.680

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Standardized
Items
.691
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N of Items
5

Q24
39
1
3.62
1.016
1.032

Q29
39
1
3.28
.887
.787

Item-Total Statistics

Q6
Q10
Q12
Q24
Q29

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted
14.84
14.46
14.24
14.70
15.05

Scale
Variance if
Item Deleted
5.973
6.089
6.356
4.159
5.275

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
.247
.415
.449
.668
.475

Squared
Multiple
Correlation
.222
.231
.331
.504
.367

Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted
.719
.640
.637
.500
.610

Auditory
1. When the teacher tells me the instructions I understand better.
7. When someone tells me how to do something in class, I learn it better.
9. I remember things I have heard in class better than things I have read.
17. I learn better in class when the teacher gives a lecture.
20. I learn better in class when I listen to someone.
. وﻗﺘﻲ ﻣﻌﻠﻢ ﻧﻜﺎت درﺳﻲ را ﺗﻮﺿﻴﺢ ﻣﻲدﻫﺪ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم-1
. وﻗﺘﻲ ﻛﺴﻲ ﺑﻪ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻲﮔﻮﻳﺪ ﭼﻄﻮر ﻛﺎري در ﻛﻼس اﻧﺠﺎم ﺑﺪﻫﻢ آن ﻛﺎر را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم-7
. آﻧﭽﻪ را ﻛﻪ در ﻛﻼس درس ﺷﻨﻴﺪهام ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﻣﻲﺳﭙﺎرم ﺗﺎ آﻧﭽﻪ را ﻛﻪ در ﻛﻼس ﺧﻮاﻧﺪهام-9
. ﺑﺎ ﺷﻨﻴﺪن ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺒﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻣﻌﻠﻢ ﺑﻪﺻﻮرت ﮔﻔﺘﺎري ﺗﻮﺿﻴﺢ ﻣﻲدﻫﺪ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم-17
. در ﻛﻼس درس وﻗﺘﻲ ﺑﻪ ﻛﺴﻲ ﮔﻮش ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم-20
Statistics
N
Mean
Std. Deviation
Variance

Valid
Missing

Q1
37
3
4.03
.799
.638

Q7
31
9
3.00
1.125
1.267
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Q9
35
5
3.54
.980
.961

Q17
38
2
3.39
.946
.894

Q20
37
3
3.05
.848
.719

Case Processing Summary
Cases

N
23
17
40

Valid
Excluded a
Total

%
57.5
42.5
100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all
variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Standardized
Items
.767

Cronbach's
Alpha
.733

N of Items
5

Item-Total Statistics

Q1
Q7
Q9
Q17
Q20

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted
12.70
14.04
13.48
13.39
13.87

Scale
Variance if
Item Deleted
8.858
9.498
7.443
7.613
8.573

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
.686
.188
.592
.589
.601

Squared
Multiple
Correlation
.582
.142
.395
.630
.433

Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted
.646
.820
.646
.648
.656

Kinesthetic
2. I prefer to learn by doing something in class.
8. When I do things in class, I learn better.
15. I enjoy learning in class by doing experiments.
19. I understand things better in class when I participate in role-playing.
26. I learn best in class when I can participate in related activities.
. ﺗﺮﺟﻴﺢ ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺑﺎ اﻧﺠﺎم ﻓﻌﺎﻟﻴﺖ ﻫﺎي ﻋﻤﻠﻲ در ﻛﻼس ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ را ﻳﺎد ﺑﮕﻴﺮم-2
. وﻗﺘﻲ ﻛﺎرﻫﺎ را در ﻛﻼس اﻧﺠﺎم ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم-8
. ﺑﺎ اﻧﺠﺎم ﻛﺎرﻫﺎي ﻋﻤﻠﻲ از ﻳﺎدﮔﻴﺮي در ﻛﻼس ﻟﺬت ﻣﻲﺑﺮم-15
.( ﭼﻴﺰﻫﺎ را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻣﻲﻓﻬﻢ... وﻗﺘﻲ در ﻛﻼس ﻧﻘﺸﻲ را ﺑﺎزي ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ )ﻣﺜﻼً ﻧﻘﺸﻲ در ﻳﻚ ﻣﻜﺎﻟﻤﻪ و-19
. زﻣﺎﻧﻲ ﺑﻪ ﺑﻬﺘﺮﻳﻦ وﺟﻪ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم ﻛﻪ ﺑﺘﻮاﻧﻢ در ﻓﻌﺎﻟﻴﺘﻬﺎي ﻣﺮﺗﺒﻂ ﺑﺎ درس در ﻛﻼس ﺷﺮﻛﺖ ﻛﻨﻢ-26
Statistics
N
Mean
Std. Deviation
Variance

Valid
Missing

Q2
40
0
3.63
.979
.958

Q8
39
1
3.33
.869
.754

228

Q15
40
0
3.88
1.090
1.189

Q19
39
1
3.62
.935
.874

Q26
40
0
3.73
.847
.717

Case Processing Summary
Cases

N
38
2
40

Valid
Excluded a
Total

%
95.0
5.0
100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all
variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha
.782

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Standardized
Items
.780

N of Items
5

Item-Total Statistics

Q2
Q8
Q15
Q19
Q26

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted
14.55
14.92
14.37
14.61
14.50

Scale
Variance if
Item Deleted
8.362
9.210
6.617
7.975
7.500

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
.493
.336
.699
.543
.746

Squared
Multiple
Correlation
.355
.197
.550
.362
.571

Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted
.761
.806
.687
.745
.682

Tactile
11. I learn more when I can make a model of something.
14. I learn more when I make something for a class project.
16. I learn better when I make drawings as I study.
22. When I build something, I remember what I have learned better.
25. I enjoy making something for a class project.
. وﻗﺘﻲ ﻣﺪﻟﻲ از ﭼﻴﺰي ﻣﻲﺳﺎزم ﻧﻜﺘﻪ آﻣﻮزﺷﻲ را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم-11
. وﻗﺘﻲ ﭘﺮوژهاي را ﺑﻪﻋﻨﻮان ﻛﺎر ﻛﻼﺳﻲ اﻧﺠﺎم ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺑﻴﺸﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم-14
. وﻗﺘﻲ ﻣﻄﺎﻟﻌﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺑﺎ اﻳﺠﺎد اﻟﮕﻮﻫﺎﻳﻲ ﺗﺼﻮﻳﺮي از ﻧﻜﺘﻪﻫﺎي درﺳﻲ آن ﻫﺎ را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم-16
. وﻗﺘﻲ ﭼﻴﺰي را ﻣﻲﺳﺎزم ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ آﻣﻮزﺷﻲ را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﻣﻲﺳﭙﺎرم-22
. ﻟﺬت ﻣﻲﺑﺮم ﻛﻪ ﺑﺮاي ﭘﺮوژه ﻛﻼﺳﻲ ﭼﻴﺰي درﺳﺖ ﻛﻨﻢ-25
Statistics
N
Mean
Std. Deviation
Variance

Valid
Missing

Q11
39
1
4.00
1.000
1.000

Q14
39
1
3.90
.852
.726
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Q16
39
1
3.97
.959
.920

Q22
32
8
3.59
.875
.765

Q25
39
1
3.21
1.080
1.167

Case Processing Summary
Cases

N
31
9
40

Valid
Excluded a
Total

%
77.5
22.5
100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all
variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha
.704

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Standardized
Items
.696

N of Items
5

Item-Total Statistics

Q11
Q14
Q16
Q22
Q25

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted
14.74
14.77
14.87
15.16
15.55

Scale
Variance if
Item Deleted
7.065
8.514
7.183
6.340
5.656

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
.427
.196
.376
.674
.666

Squared
Multiple
Correlation
.300
.188
.198
.669
.626

Individual
13. When I study alone, I remember things better.
18. When I work alone, I learn better.
27. In class, I work better when I work alone.
28. I prefer working on projects by myself.
30. I prefer to working by myself.
. وﻗﺘﻲ ﺑﻪ ﺗﻨﻬﺎﻳﻲ ﻣﻄﺎﻟﻌﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﭼﻴﺰﻫﺎ را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﻣﻲﺳﭙﺎرم-13
. وﻗﺘﻲ ﺑﻪ ﺗﻨﻬﺎﻳﻲ ﻛﺎري را اﻧﺠﺎم ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم-18
. در ﻛﻼس وﻗﺘﻲ ﺑﻪ ﺗﻨﻬﺎﻳﻲ ﻛﺎر ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻛﺎر ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ-27
. ﺗﺮﺟﻴﺢ ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺑﻪ ﺗﻨﻬﺎﻳﻲ روي ﭘﺮوژهﻫﺎ ﻛﺎر ﻛﻨﻢ-28
. ﺗﺮﺟﻴﺢ ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺑﻪﺗﻨﻬﺎﻳﻲ ﻛﺎر ﻛﻨﻢ-30
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Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted
.670
.746
.691
.569
.555

Statistics
N

Q13
39
1
3.97
.903
.815

Valid
Missing

Mean
Std. Deviation
Variance

Q18
38
2
3.63
.852
.725

Q27
38
2
3.05
.985
.970

Q28
39
1
3.38
1.016
1.032

Q30
38
2
3.39
.887
.786

Case Processing Summary
Cases

N
37
3
40

Valid
Excluded a
Total

%
92.5
7.5
100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all
variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha
.891

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Standardized
Items
.893

N of Items
5

Item-Total Statistics

Q13
Q18
Q27
Q28
Q30

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted
13.41
13.76
14.30
14.00
13.95

Scale
Variance if
Item Deleted
10.637
10.356
9.381
9.556
10.330

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
.643
.792
.803
.731
.721

Squared
Multiple
Correlation
.499
.645
.676
.612
.594

Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted
.887
.857
.851
.870
.870

Group
3. I get more work done when I work with others.
4. I learn more when I study with a group.
5. In class, I learn best when I work with others.
21. I enjoy working on an assignment with two or three classmates.
23. I prefer to study with others.
. وﻗﺘﻲ ﺑﻪﻃﻮر ﻣﺸﺘﺮك ﺑﺎ دﻳﮕﺮان ﻛﺎري را اﻧﺠﺎم ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﻛﺎر ﺑﻴﺸﺘﺮي اﻧﺠﺎم ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ-3
. وﻗﺘﻲ ﻫﻤﺮاه ﺑﺎ ﻳﻚ ﮔﺮوه ﻣﻄﺎﻟﻌﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺑﻴﺸﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم-4
. در ﻛﻼس وﻗﺘﻲ ﺑﺎ دﻳﮕﺮان ﻛﺎر ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻳﺎد ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم-5
. وﻗﺘﻲ ﺗﻜﻠﻴﻔﻲ را ﺑﺎ دو ﻳﺎ ﺳﻪ ﻫﻤﻜﻼس اﻧﺠﺎم ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺑﻴﺸﺘﺮ از آن ﻟﺬت ﻣﻲﺑﺮم-21
. ﺗﺮﺟﻴﺢ ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺑﺎ دﻳﮕﺮان ﻣﻄﺎﻟﻌﻪ ﻛﻨﻢ-23
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Statistics
N

Q3
40
0
3.43
1.107
1.225

Valid
Missing

Mean
Std. Deviation
Variance

Q4
40
0
2.83
1.279
1.635

Q5
40
0
3.25
.927
.859

Q21
40
0
3.28
1.012
1.025

Q23
40
0
2.45
1.061
1.126

Case Processing Summary
Cases

N
40
0
40

Valid
Excluded a
Total

%
100.0
.0
100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all
variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha
.849

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Standardized
Items
.850

N of Items
5

Item-Total Statistics

Q3
Q4
Q5
Q21
Q23

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted
11.80
12.40
11.98
11.95
12.78

Scale
Variance if
Item Deleted
12.164
10.451
13.410
11.844
12.846

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
.634
.749
.591
.777
.567
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Squared
Multiple
Correlation
.624
.663
.423
.621
.557

Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted
.824
.793
.835
.788
.841

Appendix E
LSUS (original version)
The following is a survey of strategies that you may use frequently or perhaps not at
all in your efforts to learn or enhance your language skills. See if you can identify the
strategies you actually tend to use both in learning material for the first time (for
example, sounds, words or phrases, and structures) and those strategies that you have
not used or use only rarely. There are no “right” or “wrong” answers. It is simply an
opportunity for you to see what kind of a language learner and language user you are.
Read the description of the strategies in each category and for each strategy, mark in
the left column in the space provided your use or non-use of each strategy:
1
2
3

I use this strategy and find it useful.
I have tried this strategy, but welcome learning more about it.
I have never tried this strategy.

Listening Strategy Use
Strategies I use to increase my exposure to the new language:
________ 1. I regularly attend out-of-class events where the new language is spoken.
________ 2. I make an ongoing effort to listen to talk shows on the radio, watch TV shows,
or go see movies in the new language.
________ 3. If I am in a restaurant or store where the staff speak the target language, I
usually ask questions in it so I can practice listening to native-speaker talk.
________ 4. If I encounter people in public having a conversation in the target language, I
generally listen in to see if I can get the gist of what they are saying.
Strategies I use to become more familiar with the sounds in the new language:
________ 5. I keep practicing all the sounds in the new language until I am comfortable
with them.
________ 6. I am constantly looking for associations between the sound of a word or phrase
in the new language with the sound of a familiar word.
________ 7. I do my best to imitate the way native speakers talk.
________ 8. I generally make an effort to remember unfamiliar sounds I hear, and ask a
native speaker later.
Strategies I use for better understanding the new language in conversation:
Before I listen to the language:
________ 9. I sometimes decide to pay special attention to specific language aspects; for
example, the way the speaker pronounces certain sounds.
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________ 10. I often prepare myself by predicting what the other person is going to say
based on what has been said so far.
________ 11. I sometimes prepare for a guest lecture or special talk I will hear in the target
language by reading up on it beforehand.
When I listen in the language:
________ 12. I usually listen for those keywords that seem to carry the bulk of the meaning.
________ 13. I listen for word and sentence stress to see what natives emphasize when they
speak.
________ 14. I pay attention to where pauses tend to come and how long they last.
________ 15. I pay attention to the rise and fall of speech by native speakers – the music of
it.
________ 16. I practice “skim listening” by paying attention to some parts and ignoring
others.
________ 17. I make every effort to understand what I have heard without translating it
word-for-word into my native language.
________ 18. I generally pay attention to the context of what is being said.
________ 19. I listen for specific details to see whether I can understand them.
If I do not understand some or most of what someone says in the language:
________ 20. I may well ask the speaker to repeat if the message isn’t clear to me.
________ 21. I ask the speaker to slow down if I think s / he is speaking too fast for me.
________ 22. I usually ask for clarification if I haven’t understood it the first time around.
________ 23. I use the speaker’s tone of voice as a clue to meaning.
________ 24. I make educated guesses and inferences about the topic based on what has
already been said.
________ 25. I usually draw on my general background knowledge in an effort to get the
main idea.
________ 26. I look to the speaker’s gestures and general body language as clues to meaning.
Vocabulary Strategy Use
To memorize new words:
________ 27. I often pay attention to the structure of part of the word or all of it.
________ 28. I often analyze words to identify the meaning of a part or several parts of them.
________ 29. I group the words according to the part of speech (e.g., nouns, verbs,
adjectives).
________ 30. I tend to associate the sound of the new word with the sound of a familiar
word.
________ 31. I sometimes use rhyming to remember new words.
________ 32. I often make a mental image of new words whose meaning can be depicted.
________ 33. I sometimes learn a new word by listing it along with other words related to it
by topic.
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________ 34. I almost always write the new word in a meaningful sentence.
________ 35. I may well practice new action verbs by acting them out.
________ 36. I have a system for using flash cards to learn new words.
In order to review vocabulary:
________ 37. I go over new words often at first to make sure I know them.
________ 38. I go back periodically to refresh my memory of words I learned earlier.
In order to recall vocabulary:
________ 39. I remind myself of a word meaning by first thinking of meaningful parts of the
word (e.g., the prefix or the suffix).
________ 40. I will usually make an effort to remember the situation where I heard or saw
the word, and if written, may even remember the page or sign it was written
on.
________ 41. I sometimes visualize the spelling of the new word in my mind.
As a way of making use of new vocabulary:
________ 42. I use words just learned in order to see if they work for me.
________ 43. I use familiar words in different combinations to make new sentences.
________ 44. I make a real effort to use idiomatic expressions in the new language.

Speaking Strategy Use
In order to practice for speaking:
________ 45. I may well say new expressions repeatedly to myself in order to practice them.
________ 46. I am likely to practice new grammatical structures in different situations to
check out my confidence level with the structures.
________ 47. I ask myself how a native speaker might say something and I attempt to
practice saying it that way.
In order to engage in conversations:
________ 48. I regularly seek out people with whom I can speak the new language.
________ 49. I initiate conversations in the new language as often as I can.
________ 50. I frequently direct the conversation to topics for which I know vocabulary.
________ 51. I tend to plan out in advance what I want to say.
________ 52. I frequently ask questions as a way to be sure I am involved in conversation.
________ 53. I anticipate what the other person is going to say based on what has been said
so far.
________ 54. I usually avoid topics I don’t have language for.
________ 55. I often look to others to correct my errors in speaking and welcome the
feedback.
________ 56. I frequently use expressions that call for both language and cultural
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knowledge, such as requesting, apologizing, or complaining in the target
language.
________ 57. If I don’t know how to perform culturally-based language expressions such as
apologizing, I sometimes ask natives what they do.
When I can’t think of a word or expression:
________ 58. I often ask the person I’m talking with to help me out.
________ 59. I will look for a different way to express the idea; for example, I use a
synonym or describe the idea or object I want to talk about.
________ 60. I use words from my native language, but I add vowels or consonants so that
they seem like words in the target language.
________ 61. On occasion I may make up new words if I do not know the right ones.
________ 62. Whenever necessary I use gestures as a way of conveying my meaning.
________ 63. I am likely to switch back to my own language momentarily if I know my
conversation partner can understand what I am saying.

Reading Strategy Use
With regard to reading habits in the target language:
________ 64. I make it a point to read extensively in the target language.
________ 65. I often read for pleasure in the target language.
________ 66. I make a real effort to find reading material that is at or near my level.
As basic reading strategies:
________ 67. I often plan how I am going to read a text, monitor to see how my reading is
going, and then check to see how much of it I understood.
________ 68. I first skim an academic text to get the main idea and then go back and read it
more carefully.
________ 69. I will usually read a story or dialog several times until I can understand it.
________ 70. I often look for how the text is organized and pay attention to headings and
subheadings.
________ 71. It is common for me to make ongoing summaries either in my mind or in the
margins of the text.
________ 72. I usually make predictions as to what will appear next.
When I encounter words and structures I do not understand:
________ 73. I usually guess the approximate meaning by using clues from the surrounding
context.
________ 74. I generally use a dictionary so that I can get a detailed sense of what individual
words mean.
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Writing Strategy Use
As basic writing strategies:
________ 75. I usually practice writing the alphabet of the new language.
________ 76. I plan how I am going to write an academic essay, monitor to see how my
writing is going, and then check to see how well I wrote what I wanted to.
________ 77. I often make an effort to write different kinds of texts in the target language
(e.g., personal notes, messages, letters, and course papers).
________ 78. I frequently take class notes in the new language.
While I am writing an essay:
________ 79. When I cannot think of the correct expression to write, I usually find a
different way to express the idea; for example, I use a synonym or describe the
idea.
________ 80. I am likely to review what I have already written before continuing to write
new material in an essay.
________ 81. It is common for me to use reference materials such as a glossary, a dictionary,
or a thesaurus to help me find or verify words in the target language.
________ 82. I postpone editing my writing until I have gotten my ideas down.
Once I have written a draft essay:
________ 83. I often revise the essay once or twice to improve the language and content.
________ 84. I usually look for ways to get feedback from others, such as having a native
writer put the text in his / her own words, and then I compare it to my original
version.
Strategic Use of Translation
In order to enhance language learning and use:
________ 85. I often plan out what I want to say or write in my native language and then
translate it into the target language.
________ 86. I tend to translate when reading in order to keep my train of thought and
basically make the text more comprehensible to me.
________ 87. While I am listening to someone, I often translate parts of what they have said
into my own language to help store the concepts in my mind.
To work directly in the target language as much as possible:
________ 88. I make every effort to put my native language out of my mind and think only
in the target language.
________ 89. I do all I can to understand what I have heard or read without translating it
word-for-word into my own language.
________ 90. I am cautious about transferring words or concepts directly from my language
to the target language.
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Appendix F
LSUS (modified version)
Listening Strategies
1. I attend out-of-class events where English is spoken.
2. I try to watch movies and TV programs and to listen to the radio in English.
3. If I encounter people in public having a conversation in English, I listen in to see if
I can get the gist of what they are saying.
4. I practice all the sounds in English until I am comfortable with them.
5. I look for associations between the sound of a word or phrase in English with the
sound of a familiar word.
6. I try to imitate the way native speakers talk.
7. Before I listen, I decide to pay special attention to specific language aspects; for
example, the way the speaker pronounces certain sounds.
8. Before I listen, I prepare myself by predicting what the other person is going to say
based on what has been said so far.
9. Before I listen, I prepare for a special talk I will hear in English by reading up on it
beforehand.
When I listen in English,…

10. I try to remember unfamiliar sounds I hear, and ask a native speaker (an
English teacher or a friend who knows English) later.
11. I listen for those keywords that seem to carry the bulk of the meaning.
12. I listen for word and sentence stress.
13. I pay attention to where pauses tend to come and how long they last.
14. I pay attention to the rise and fall of speech by native speakers.
15. I practice “skim listening” by paying attention to some parts and ignoring
others.
16. I try to understand what I have heard without translating it word-for-word into
Persian.
17. I pay attention to the context of what is being said.
18. I listen for specific details to see whether I can understand them.

 If I don’t understand some of what someone says in English,…
19. I ask the speaker to repeat if the message isn’t clear to me.
20. I ask the speaker to slow down if I think he is speaking too fast.
21. I ask for clarification if I haven’t understood it the first time.
22. I use the speaker’s tone of voice as a clue to meaning.
23. I make educated guesses and inferences about the topic based on what has
already been said.
24. I draw on my general background knowledge in an effort to get the main idea.
25. I look to the speaker’s gestures and general body language as clues to meaning.
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Vocabulary Learning Strategies
26. I go over new words to make sure I know them.
27. I write new words in a meaningful sentence.
28. I learn a new word by listing it along with other words related to it by topic.
29. I make a mental image of new words.
30. I group words according to the part of speech (e.g., nouns, verbs, adjectives).
31. I use rhyming to remember new words.
32. I use words just learned in order to see if they work for me.
33. I use familiar words in different combinations to make new sentences.
34. I try to use idiomatic expressions in English.
35. I go back periodically to refresh my memory of words I learned earlier.
To memorize the new word,…

36. I pay attention to the structure of it.
37. I analyze the word to identify the meaning of a part or several parts of it (e.g.,
the root, the prefix, or the suffix).
38. I associate the sound of the new word with the sound of a familiar word.
39. I practice the new word by acting it out.
40. I have a system for using flash cards.
To recall the new word,…

41. I remind myself of a word meaning by first thinking of meaningful parts of the
word (e.g., the prefix or the suffix).
42. I try to remember the situation where I heard or saw the word, and if written,
may even remember the page or sign it was written on.
43. I visualize the spelling of the new word in my mind.
Reading Strategies
44. I make it a point to read extensively in English.
45. I read for pleasure in English.
46. I try to find reading material that is at or near my level.
47. I plan how I am going to read a text, monitor to see how my reading is going, and
then check to see how much of it I understood.
48. I first skim a text to get the main idea and then go back and read it more carefully.
49. I read a story or dialog several times until I can understand it.
50. I look for how the text is organized and pay attention to headings and
subheadings.
51. I make ongoing summaries either in my mind or in the margins of the text.
52. I make predictions as to what will appear next.
53. When I encounter words and structures I don’t understand, I guess the
approximate meaning by using clues from the surrounding context.
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54. When I encounter words and structures I don’t understand, I use reference
materials such as a dictionary or a grammar book so that I can get a detailed sense
of what individual words mean.
Speaking Strategies
55. In order to practice for speaking, I say new expressions repeatedly to myself.
56. In order to practice for speaking, I ask myself how a native speaker might say
something and I attempt to practice saying it that way.
57. I practice new grammatical structures in different situations to check out my
confidence level with the structures.
58. I seek out people with whom I can speak English.
59. I initiate conversations in English.
60. I direct the conversation to topics for which I know vocabulary.
61. I plan out in advance what I want to say.
62. I ask questions as a way to be sure I am involved in conversation.
63. I anticipate what the other person is going to say based on what has been said so
far.
64. I avoid topics I don’t have language for.
65. I look to others to correct my errors in speaking.
66. I use expressions that call for both language and cultural knowledge, such as
requesting, apologizing, or complaining in English.
67. If I don’t know how to perform culturally-based language expressions such as
apologizing, I ask for help.
68. I switch back to Persian momentarily if I know my conversation partner can’t
understand what I am saying.
When I can’t think of a word or expression,…

69. I ask the person I’m talking with to help me out.
70. I look for a different way to express the idea; for example, I use a synonym or
describe the idea or object I want to talk about.
71. I use equivalent words from Persian.
72. I make up new words.
73. Whenever necessary I use gestures as a way of conveying my meaning.
Writing Strategies
74. I practice writing the alphabet of English.
75. I try to write different kinds of texts in English (e.g., personal notes, messages,
letters, or emails).
76. I plan how I am going to write an essay and then check to see how well I wrote
what I wanted to.
77. I take class notes in English.
78. I review what I have already written before continuing to write new material in an
essay.
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79. When I can’t think of the correct expression to write, I find a different way to
express the idea; for example, I use a synonym or describe the idea.
80. I use reference materials such as a dictionary to help me find or verify words in
English.
81. I postpone editing my writing until I have gotten my ideas down.
82. After writing the first draft, I revise the essay once or twice to improve the
language and content.
83. After writing the first draft, I look for ways to get feedback from others, such as
having a native writer (an English teacher or a friend who knows English) put the
text in his own words, and then I compare it to my original version.
Translation Strategies
84. I plan out what I want to say or write in Persian and then translate it into English.
85. I translate when reading in order to keep my train of thought and basically make
the text more comprehensible to me.
86. While I am listening, I translate parts of what they have said into Persian to help
store the concepts in my mind.
87. I try to put Persian out of my mind and think only in English.
88. I try to understand what I have heard or read without translating it word-for-word
into Persian.
89. I am cautious about transferring words or concepts directly from Persian to
English.
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Appendix G
)LSUS (translated version for pretesting
راﻫﺒﺮدﻫﺎي ﻣﻬﺎرت ﮔﻮش دادن
 -1ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ در ﻣﻮﻗﻌﻴﺖﻫﺎي ارﺗﺒﺎﻃﻲ ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ در ﺧﺎرج از ﻛﻼس ﺷﺮﻛﺖ ﻛﻨﻢ.
 -2ﺑﺮﻧﺎﻣﻪﻫﺎ و ﻓﻴﻠﻢﻫﺎي اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ را ﻣﻲﺑﺒﻴﻨﻢ و ﺑﻪ ﺑﺮﻧﺎﻣﻪﻫﺎي اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ رادﻳﻮ ﮔﻮش ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ.
 -3ﻫﻨﮕﺎﻣﻲ ﻛﻪ اﻓﺮاد ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻨﺪ ،ﺑﺮاي ﻓﻬﻤﻴﺪن ﻣﻮﺿﻮع ﺻﺤﺒﺖﺷﺎن ﺑﻪ ﺣﺮف آنﻫﺎ ﮔﻮش ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ.
 -4ﺗﻤﺎم ﺻﺪاﻫﺎي زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ را ﺗﺎ زﻣﺎﻧﻲ ﻛﻪ ﺑﻪ آنﻫﺎ ﺗﺴﻠﻂ ﭘﻴﺪا ﻛﻨﻢ ﺗﻤﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -5ﺑﻴﻦ ﺻﺪاي ﻛﻠﻤﻪي ﺟﺪﻳﺪ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ و ﺻﺪاي ﻛﻠﻤﺎت آﺷﻨﺎ ارﺗﺒﺎط ﺑﺮﻗﺮار ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺗﺎ ﺑﺘﻮاﻧﻢ آن ﻛﻠﻤﻪي ﺟﺪﻳﺪ را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﺑﺴﭙﺎرم.
 -6ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺷﻴﻮهي ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﻛﺮدن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ زﺑﺎﻧﺎن را ﺗﻘﻠﻴﺪ ﻛﻨﻢ.
 -7ﻗﺒﻞ از ﮔﻮش دادن ﺑﻪ ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ،ﺑﻪ ﺟﻨﺒﻪﻫﺎي ﺧﺎﺻﻲ از زﺑﺎن ،ﻣﺜﻞ ﺷﻴﻮهي ﺗﻠﻔﻆ ﺑﺮﺧﻲ ﺻﺪاﻫﺎ ،ﺗﻮﺟﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -8ﻗﺒﻞ از ﮔﻮش دادن ﺑﻪ ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ،ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺳﺨﻨﺎن ﮔﻮﻳﻨﺪه را ﺑﺮ اﺳﺎس ﻣﻮﺿﻮع ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ ﭘﻴﺶﺑﻴﻨﻲ ﻛﻨﻢ.
 -9ﻗﺒﻞ از ﮔﻮش دادن ﺑﻪ ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ،ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺑﺎ ﻣﻄﺎﻟﻌﻪ در ﻣﻮرد آن ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ ،ﺧﻮدم را ﺑﺮاي درك ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻣﺘﻦ آﻣﺎده ﻛﻨﻢ.

 در ﺣﻴﻦ ﮔﻮش دادن ﺑﻪ ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ…،

 -10ﺻﺪاﻫﺎي ﺟﺪﻳﺪي را ﻛﻪ ﻣﻲﺷﻨﻮم ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﻣﻲﺳﭙﺎرم و ﺑﻌﺪاً از ﻳﻚ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ زﺑﺎن )ﻣﻌﻠﻢ ﻳﺎ ﻳﻚ دوﺳﺖ ﻣﺴﻠﻂ ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن
اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ( ﻣﻲﭘﺮﺳﻢ.
 -11ﺑﻪ ﻛﻠﻤﺎت ﻛﻠﻴﺪي ﻣﺘﻦ ﻛﻪ ﺑﻴﺸﺘﺮﻳﻦ ﻛﻤﻚ را ﺑﻪ درك ﻣﺤﺘﻮاي ﻣﺘﻦ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻨﺪ ،ﺗﻮﺟﻪ ﻛﻨﻢ.
 -12ﺑﻪ ﺗﻜﻴﻪ )اﺳﺘﺮس( ﻛﻠﻤﺎت و ﺟﻤﻼت ﺗﻮﺟﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -13ﺑﻪ ﺟﺎﻫﺎﻳﻲ ﻛﻪ ﮔﻮﻳﻨﺪه ﺑﻪ ﻣﻨﻈﻮر ﺧﺎﺻﻲ ﻣﻜﺚ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﺪ و ﺑﻪ ﻣﺪت زﻣﺎن اﻳﻦ ﻣﻜﺚ ﺗﻮﺟﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -14ﺑﻪ اﻓﺖ و ﺧﻴﺰ ﻟﺤﻦ ﻛﻼم ﺗﻮﺟﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -15ﺑﻪ ﺻﻮرت اﻧﺘﺨﺎﺑﻲ ﺑﻪ ﻧﻜﺎت ﻣﻬﻢ ﺗﻮﺟﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ و ﺟﺰﺋﻴﺎت را ﻧﺎدﻳﺪه ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.
 -16ﺑﺪون ﺗﺮﺟﻤﻪي ﻛﻠﻤﻪ ﺑﻪ ﻛﻠﻤﻪي ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ﺑﻪ ﻓﺎرﺳﻲ در ذﻫﻦ ﺧﻮد ،آنﻫﺎ را ﻣﺴﺘﻘﻴﻤﺎً ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ درك ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -17ﺑﻪ ﻣﻮﻗﻌﻴﺖ ﻛﺎرﺑﺮد ﻣﻄﻠﺒﻲ ﻛﻪ ﺑﻪ آن ﮔﻮش ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺗﻮﺟﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -18ﺑﺮاي درك ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻣﻄﻠﺐ ،ﺑﻪ ﺟﺰﺋﻴﺎت ﺧﺎص ﺗﻮﺟﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 اﮔﺮ ﺑﺨﺸﻲ از ﭼﻴﺰي را ﻛﻪ ﻛﺴﻲ ﻣﻲﮔﻮﻳﺪ ﻣﺘﻮﺟﻪ ﻧﺸﻮم…،

 -19از ﮔﻮﻳﻨﺪه ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻫﻢ آن را ﺗﻜﺮار ﻛﻨﺪ در ﺻﻮرﺗﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻣﻄﻠﺐ ﺑﺮاي ﻣﻦ ﻧﺎﻣﻔﻬﻮم ﺑﺎﺷﺪ.
 -20از ﮔﻮﻳﻨﺪه ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻫﻢ آرامﺗﺮ ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﻛﻨﺪ در ﺻﻮرﺗﻲ ﻛﻪ اﺣﺴﺎس ﻛﻨﻢ ﺧﻴﻠﻲ ﺗﻨﺪ ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﺪ.
 -21از ﮔﻮﻳﻨﺪه ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻫﻢ ﺑﻴﺸﺘﺮ ﺗﻮﺿﻴﺢ دﻫﺪ در ﺻﻮرﺗﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻣﻄﻠﺐ را ﺑﺮاي ﺑﺎر اول ﻣﺘﻮﺟﻪ ﻧﺸﻮم.
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 -22ﺑﺮاي درك ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻣﻄﻠﺐ ،از ﻟﺤﻦ ﺻﺪاي ﮔﻮﻳﻨﺪه ﻛﻤﻚ ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.
 -23ﺑﺮ اﺳﺎس ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺒﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻗﺒﻼً ﮔﻔﺘﻪ ﺷﺪه ،ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ ﺑﻌﺪي را ﺣﺪس ﻣﻲ زﻧﻢ.
 -24ﺑﺮاي درك ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻣﻄﻠﺐ ،از داﻧﺴﺘﻪ ﻫﺎي ﺧﻮد ﻛﻤﻚ ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.
 -25ﺑﺮاي درك ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻣﻄﻠﺐ ،از ﺣﺎﻻت ﭼﻬﺮه و اﻳﻤﺎ و اﺷﺎرهﻫﺎي ﮔﻮﻳﻨﺪه ﻛﻤﻚ ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.

راھبردھاي استفاده از کلمات
 -26ﻛﻠﻤﺎت ﺟﺪﻳﺪ را ﺑﺎرﻫﺎ ﺗﻜﺮار ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺗﺎ ﻣﻄﻤﺌﻦ ﺷﻮم آنﻫﺎ را ﻳﺎد ﮔﺮﻓﺘﻪام.
 -27ﻛﻠﻤﺎت ﺟﺪﻳﺪ را داﺧﻞ ﺟﻤﻠﻪاي ﻣﻲﮔﺬارم ﺗﺎ ﺑﺘﻮاﻧﻢ آنﻫﺎ را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﺑﺴﭙﺎرم.
 -28ﻛﻠﻤﺎت ﺟﺪﻳﺪ را ﺑﺮ اﺳﺎس ﻣﻮﺿﻮع دﺳﺘﻪﺑﻨﺪي ﻛﺮده و ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﻣﻲﺳﭙﺎرم.
 -29ﻛﻠﻤﺎت ﺟﺪﻳﺪ را ﺑﺎ اﻳﺠﺎد ﺗﺼﻮﻳﺮ ذﻫﻨﻲ از آنﻫﺎ ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﻣﻲﺳﭙﺎرم.
 -30ﻛﻠﻤﺎت ﺟﺪﻳﺪ را ﺑﺮ اﺳﺎس ﻧﻮع ﻛﻼم )اﺳﻢ ،ﻓﻌﻞ ،ﺻﻔﺖ ،ﻳﺎ ﻗﻴﺪ( دﺳﺘﻪﺑﻨﺪي ﻛﺮده و ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﻣﻲﺳﭙﺎرم.
 -31ﻛﻠﻤﺎت ﻣﺸﺎﺑﻪ ﻫﻢﻗﺎﻓﻴﻪ را ﻛﻨﺎر ﻫﻢ ردﻳﻒ ﻛﺮده و ﺳﭙﺲ آنﻫﺎ را ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﻣﻲﺳﭙﺎرم.
 -32ﻛﻠﻤﺎﺗﻲ را ﻛﻪ ﺑﻪ ﺗﺎزﮔﻲ ﻳﺎد ﮔﺮﻓﺘﻪام در ﺟﻤﻼت و ﻣﻮﻗﻌﻴﺖﻫﺎي ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻒ ﺑﻪ ﻛﺎر ﻣﻲﺑﺮم.
 -33ﻛﻠﻤﺎﺗﻲ را ﻛﻪ ﻓﺮا ﮔﺮﻓﺘﻪام در ﺗﺮﻛﻴﺐﻫﺎي ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻒ اﺳﺘﻔﺎده ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺗﺎ ﺟﻤﻠﻪﻫﺎي ﺟﺪﻳﺪي ﺑﺴﺎزم.
 -34ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ اﺻﻄﻼﺣﺎت زﺑﺎن ﺟﺪﻳﺪ را ﻧﻴﺰ ﻓﺮا ﮔﺮﻓﺘﻪ و ﺑﻪ ﻛﺎر ﺑﺒﺮم.
 -35ﻛﻠﻤﺎﺗﻲ را ﻛﻪ ﻗﺒﻼً ﻳﺎد ﮔﺮﻓﺘﻪام ﻣﺮﺗﺒﺎً ﻣﺮور ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.

 ﺑﺮاي ﺣﻔﻆ ﻛﺮدن ﻛﻠﻤﻪي ﺟﺪﻳﺪ…،

 -36ﺑﻪ ﺳﺎﺧﺘﺎر آن ﻛﻠﻤﻪ ﺗﻮﺟﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -37آن ﻛﻠﻤﻪ را ﺑﻪ اﺟﺰاﻳﺶ )ﻣﺎﻧﻨﺪ رﻳﺸﻪ ،ﭘﺴﻮﻧﺪ ،ﻳﺎ ﭘﻴﺸﻮﻧﺪ( ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻛﺮده ﺗﺎ ﻣﻌﻨﺎي آن را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﺑﺴﭙﺎرم.
 -38ﺑﻴﻦ ﺻﺪاي )ﺗﻠﻔﻆ( آن ﻛﻠﻤﻪ و ﺻﺪاي ﻛﻠﻤﺎت آﺷﻨﺎ ارﺗﺒﺎط ﺑﺮﻗﺮار ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -39ﻛﺎري ﻛﻪ آن ﻛﻠﻤﻪ ﺑﻴﺎﻧﮕﺮ آن اﺳﺖ را ﻋﻤﻼً اﻧﺠﺎم ﻣﻲدﻫﻢ ﺗﺎ ﺑﺘﻮاﻧﻢ ﻛﻠﻤﻪ را ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﺑﺴﭙﺎرم.
 -40از ﻛﺎرتواژه اﺳﺘﻔﺎده ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ )ﻛﻠﻤﻪ را روي ﺑﺮﮔﻪاي ﻛﻮﭼﻚ ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻪ و ﺗﻌﺮﻳﻒ ﻳﺎ دﻳﮕﺮ ﻣﺸﺨﺼﺎت آن را ﭘﺸﺖ ﺑﺮﮔﻪ ﻣﻲﻧﻮﻳﺴﻢ(.
 -41ﺑﺮاي ﺑﻪ ﻳﺎد آوردن ﻣﻌﻨﻲ ﻛﻠﻤﺎت ،اﺑﺘﺪا ﺑﻪ ﺑﺨﺶ ﻣﻌﻨﺎداري از آنﻫﺎ ﺗﻮﺟﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ )ﻣﺜﻞ ﭘﺴﻮﻧﺪ ﻳﺎ ﭘﻴﺸﻮﻧﺪ(.
ﻼ اﻳﻦ ﻛﻪ
 -42ﺑﺮاي ﺑﻪ ﻳﺎد آوردن ﻣﻌﻨﻲ ﻛﻠﻤﺎت ،ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺟﺎﻳﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻧﺨﺴﺘﻴﻦ ﺑﺎر آنﻫﺎ را ﺷﻨﻴﺪه ﻳﺎ دﻳﺪهام ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﺑﺴﭙﺎرم )ﻣﺜ ً
ﻛﻠﻤﻪ در ﻛﺠﺎي ﺻﻔﺤﻪ و ﻳﺎ در ﻛﺪام ﻛﺘﺎب ﺑﻪ ﻛﺎر رﻓﺘﻪ اﺳﺖ(.
 -43ﺑﺮاي ﺑﻪ ﻳﺎد آوردن ﻣﻌﻨﻲ ﻛﻠﻤﺎت ،اﻣﻼي آنﻫﺎ را در ذﻫﻦ ﺧﻮد ﻣﺠﺴﻢ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
راﻫﺒﺮدﻫﺎي ﻣﻬﺎرت ﺧﻮاﻧﺪن
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 -44ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﻓﺮﺻﺖ ﻛﺎﻓﻲ ﺟﻬﺖ ﺧﻮاﻧﺪن ﻫﺮ ﭼﻪ ﺑﻴﺸﺘﺮ ﻣﺘﻮن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ را ﻓﺮاﻫﻢ آورم.
 -45ﻣﺘﻮن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ را ﺑﺮاي ﻟﺬت و ﺳﺮﮔﺮﻣﻲ ﻧﻴﺰ ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻧﻢ.
 -46ﻓﻘﻂ ﻣﺘﻮﻧﻲ را ﻛﻪ در ﺳﻄﺢ زﺑﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﻦ اﺳﺖ ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻧﻢ.
 -47اﺑﺘﺪا ﺑﺮﻧﺎﻣﻪرﻳﺰي ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﻛﻪ ﭼﻄﻮر ﻣﺘﻦ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ را ﺑﺨﻮاﻧﻢ ،در ﺣﻴﻦ ﺧﻮاﻧﺪن ﻛﻨﺘﺮل ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ درك ﻣﻄﻠﺐ ﭼﮕﻮﻧﻪ ﭘﻴﺶ ﻣﻲرود ،و
ﭘﺲ از ﺧﻮاﻧﺪن ﻧﻴﺰ ﺑﺮرﺳﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﻛﻪ ﭼﻪ ﻗﺪر از ﻣﺘﻦ را ﻓﻬﻤﻴﺪهام.
 -48ﻧﺨﺴﺖ ﻣﺘﻦ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ را ﺑﺮاي درك ﻛﻠﻲ آن ﻳﻚ ﺑﺎر ﻣﺮور ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ و ﺳﭙﺲ ﺑﺎ دﻗﺖ ﺑﻴﺸﺘﺮي آن را دوﺑﺎره از اﺑﺘﺪا ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻧﻢ.
 -49ﺑﺮاي درك ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻣﺘﻦ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ،آن را ﭼﻨﺪﻳﻦ ﺑﺎر ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻧﻢ.
 -50ﺑﺮاي درك ﻛﻠﻲ ﻣﺘﻦ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ،از ﺳﺎﺧﺘﺎر ﻣﺘﻦ ﻧﻴﺰ ﻛﻤﻚ ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم؛ ﻣﺜﻼً ﺑﻪ ﻋﻨﺎوﻳﻦ و ﺳﺮﻓﺼﻞﻫﺎي ﻣﺘﻦ ﺗﻮﺟﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -51در ﺣﻴﻦ ﺧﻮاﻧﺪن ،از ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ ﺧﻼﺻﻪﺑﺮداري ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ )ﻳﺎ در ذﻫﻦ ﺧﻮد و ﻳﺎ در ﺣﺎﺷﻴﻪي ﻣﺘﻦ(.
 -52در ﺣﻴﻦ ﺧﻮاﻧﺪن ،ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ ﺑﻌﺪي را ﭘﻴﺶﺑﻴﻨﻲ ﻛﻨﻢ.
 -53زﻣﺎﻧﻲ ﻛﻪ ﺑﻪ ﻛﻠﻤﻪاي ﻧﺎآﺷﻨﺎ ﺑﺮﻣﻲﺧﻮرم ،ﻧﺰدﻳﻚﺗﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻌﻨﺎي آن ﻛﻠﻤﻪ را ﺑﺎ اﺳﺘﻔﺎده از ﻧﺸﺎﻧﻪﻫﺎي ﻣﻮﺟﻮد در ﻣﺘﻦ ﺣﺪس ﻣﻲزﻧﻢ.
 -54زﻣﺎﻧﻲ ﻛﻪ ﺑﻪ ﻛﻠﻤﺎت و ﺳﺎﺧﺘﺎرﻫﺎي ﻧﺎآﺷﻨﺎ ﺑﺮﻣﻲﺧﻮرم ،از ﻛﺘﺐ ﻣﺮﺟﻊ ﻣﺎﻧﻨﺪ ﻛﺘﺎبﻫﺎي دﺳﺘﻮر زﺑﺎن و ﻳﺎ ﻓﺮﻫﻨﮓ ﻟﻐﺖ )دﻳﻜﺸﻨﺮي(
اﺳﺘﻔﺎده ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.

راﻫﺒﺮدﻫﺎي ﻣﻬﺎرت ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﻛﺮدن
 -55ﺑﺮاي ﺗﻤﺮﻳﻦ ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﻛﺮدن ،ﻛﻠﻤﺎت و ﻋﺒﺎرات ﺟﺪﻳﺪ را ﺑﺎرﻫﺎ ﺗﻜﺮار ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺗﺎ ﻣﻄﻤﺌﻦ ﺷﻮم آنﻫﺎ را ﻳﺎد ﮔﺮﻓﺘﻪام.
 -56ﺑﺮاي ﺗﻤﺮﻳﻦ ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﻛﺮدن ،از ﺧﻮد ﻣﻲﭘﺮﺳﻢ ﻳﻚ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ زﺑﺎن ﭼﮕﻮﻧﻪ ﻣﻄﻠﺐ ﺧﺎﺻﻲ را ﺑﻴﺎن ﻣﻲﻛﻨﺪ و ﺳﭙﺲ ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ آن را
ﻫﻤﺎنﮔﻮﻧﻪ ﺑﻴﺎن ﻛﻨﻢ.
 -57ﺑﺮاي آزﻣﻮدن ﺳﻄﺢ داﻧﺶ ﺧﻮد ﻧﺴﺒﺖ ﺑﻪ ﻗﻮاﻋﺪ ﮔﺮاﻣﺮي ،آنﻫﺎ را در ﺟﻤﻠﻪ ﻫﺎ و ﻣﻮﻗﻌﻴﺖﻫﺎي ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻒ ﺑﻪ ﻛﺎر ﻣﻲﺑﺮم.
 -58ﺑﻪ دﻧﺒﺎل اﻓﺮادي ﻣﻲﮔﺮدم ﻛﻪ ﺑﺘﻮاﻧﻢ ﺑﺎ آنﻫﺎ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﻛﻨﻢ.
 -59ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺷﺮوع ﻛﻨﻨﺪهي ﻣﻜﺎﻟﻤﻪ ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ﺑﺎﺷﻢ.
 -60ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ در ﻣﻮرد ﻣﻮﺿﻮﻋﺎﺗﻲ ﻛﻪ ﺑﺎ ﻛﻠﻤﺎت ﻣﺮﺑﻮط ﺑﻪ آن آﺷﻨﺎ ﻫﺴﺘﻢ ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﻛﻨﻢ.
 -61ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺧﻮدم را از ﻗﺒﻞ در ﻣﻮرد آﻧﭽﻪ ﻛﻪ ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻫﻢ ﺑﮕﻮﻳﻢ آﻣﺎده ﻛﻨﻢ.
 -62در ﺣﻴﻦ ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﺑﺎ اﻓﺮادي ﻛﻪ ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻨﺪ ،ﺳﺌﻮال ﻣﻲﭘﺮﺳﻢ ﺗﺎ ﻧﺸﺎن دﻫﻢ در ﮔﻔﺘﮕﻮ ﺷﺮﻛﺖ دارم.
 -63ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺳﺨﻦ ﺑﻌﺪي ﮔﻮﻳﻨﺪه را ﺑﺮ اﺳﺎس ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ ﺑﻴﺎن ﺷﺪه ﭘﻴﺶﺑﻴﻨﻲ ﻛﻨﻢ.
 -64از ﺻﺤﺒﺖ درﺑﺎرهي ﻣﻮﺿﻮﻋﺎﺗﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻧﻤﻲﺗﻮاﻧﻢ ﺑﻪ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ﺑﻴﺎن ﻛﻨﻢ ،ﺧﻮدداري ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -65از دﻳﮕﺮان ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻫﻢ اﺷﺘﺒﺎﻫﺎﺗﻢ را در اﺳﺘﻔﺎده از زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ اﺻﻼح ﻛﻨﻨﺪ.
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 -66ﺑﺮاي ﺑﻴﺎن ﻣﻨﻈﻮري ﺧﺎص )ﻣﺜﻞ درﺧﻮاﺳﺖ ﻛﺮدن ،ﻋﺬرﺧﻮاﻫﻲ ﻛﺮدن ،ﻳﺎ ﺷﻜﺎﻳﺖ ﻛﺮدن( از ﻛﻠﻤﺎت و ﻋﺒﺎراﺗﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻧﺸﺎندﻫﻨﺪه زﺑﺎن و
ﻓﺮﻫﻨﮓ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ اﺳﺖ اﺳﺘﻔﺎده ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -67اﮔﺮ ﺑﺮاي ﺑﻴﺎن ﻣﻨﻈﻮري ﺧﺎص )ﻣﺜﻞ ﻋﺬرﺧﻮاﻫﻲ ﻛﺮدن( ﻛﻠﻤﺎت و ﻋﺒﺎرات ﻣﻮرد ﻧﻴﺎز را ﻧﺪاﻧﻢ ،از ﻓﺮد ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﻛﻤﻚ ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم.
 -68در ﺣﻴﻦ ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ،ﭼﻨﺎﻧﭽﻪ ﻣﺘﻮﺟﻪ ﺷﻮم ﻓﺮد ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﻣﻨﻈﻮر ﻣﻦ را ﻧﻤﻲ ﻓﻬﻤﺪ ،ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن ﻓﺎرﺳﻲ ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.

 زﻣﺎﻧﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻧﺘﻮاﻧﻢ ﻛﻠﻤﻪ ﻳﺎ ﻋﺒﺎرت ﻣﻨﺎﺳﺐ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ را ﭘﻴﺪا ﻛﻨﻢ…،

 -69از ﻓﺮد ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﻛﻤﻚ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻴﺮم.
 -70از راﻫﻲ دﻳﮕﺮ آن ﻣﻔﻬﻮم را ﺑﻴﺎن ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ؛ ﺑﺮاي ﻣﺜﺎل از ﻛﻠﻤﻪي ﻣﺘﺮادف اﺳﺘﻔﺎده ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ و ﻳﺎ آن ﻣﻔﻬﻮم را ﺗﻌﺮﻳﻒ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -71از ﻣﻌﺎدل ﻓﺎرﺳﻲ آن ﻛﻠﻤﻪ ﻳﺎ ﻋﺒﺎرت اﺳﺘﻔﺎده ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -72ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺧﻮدم ﻛﻠﻤﻪي ﺟﺪﻳﺪي اﺑﺪاع ﻛﻨﻢ.
 -73در ﺻﻮرت ﻟﺰوم ،ﻣﻔﻬﻮم ﻣﻮرد ﻧﻈﺮ را ﺑﺎ اﻳﻤﺎ و اﺷﺎره ﺑﻴﺎن ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.

راﻫﺒﺮدﻫﺎي ﻣﻬﺎرت ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻦ
 -74ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻦ اﻟﻔﺒﺎي اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ را ﺗﻤﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -75ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻦ اﻧﻮاع ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻒ ﻣﺘﻦ را ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ﺗﻤﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ )ﻣﺎﻧﻨﺪ ﻳﺎدداﺷﺖﻫﺎي ﺷﺨﺼﻲ ،ﭘﻴﻐﺎم ،ﻧﺎﻣﻪ ،و ﻳﺎ اﻳﻤﻴﻞ(.
 -76ﻗﺒﻞ از ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻦ ،ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺒﻲ را ﻛﻪ ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻫﻢ روي ﻛﺎﻏﺬ ﺑﻴﺎورم ﻣﺮور ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ و در ﭘﺎﻳﺎن ﻣﺘﻦ را ﺑﺮاي اﺻﻼح اﺷﺘﺒﺎﻫﺎت ﺑﺮرﺳﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -77در ﻛﻼس زﺑﺎن ،ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ﻳﺎدداﺷﺖﺑﺮداري ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -78ﭘﻴﺶ از ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻦ ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ ﺟﺪﻳﺪ ،ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺒﻲ را ﻛﻪ ﻗﺒﻼً ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻪام ﺑﺎزﺑﻴﻨﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -79در ﺣﻴﻦ ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻦ ،ﭼﻨﺎﻧﭽﻪ ﻧﺘﻮاﻧﻢ ﻛﻠﻤﻪي ﻣﻨﺎﺳﺐ را ﭘﻴﺪا ﻛﻨﻢ ،از راﻫﻲ دﻳﮕﺮ آن ﻣﻔﻬﻮم را ﺑﻴﺎن ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ )ﻣﺎﻧﻨﺪ اﺳﺘﻔﺎده از ﻛﻠﻤﻪي
ﻣﺘﺮادف و ﻳﺎ ﺗﻌﺮﻳﻒ آن ﻣﻔﻬﻮم(.
 -80در ﺣﻴﻦ ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻦ ،ﺑﺮاي ﭘﻴﺪا ﻛﺮدن ﻣﻌﻨﺎي ﻛﻠﻤﺎت و ﻳﺎ اﻃﻤﻴﻨﺎن از درﺳﺘﻲ اﻣﻼي آنﻫﺎ ،از ﻓﺮﻫﻨﮓ ﻟﻐﺖ )دﻳﻜﺸﻨﺮي( اﺳﺘﻔﺎده ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -81ﺗﻨﻬﺎ ﭘﺲ از ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻦ ﺗﻤﺎم ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ ،ﻣﺘﻦ را ﺑﺎزﺧﻮاﻧﻲ و وﻳﺮاﻳﺶ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -82ﭘﺲ از ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻦ ﻧﺴﺨﻪي اوﻟﻴﻪ ،ﺑﺮاي اﺻﻼح اﺷﺘﺒﺎﻫﺎت ،ﻣﺘﻦ را ﭼﻨﺪﻳﻦ ﺑﺎر ﺑﺎزﺧﻮاﻧﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -83ﭘﺲ از ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻦ ﻧﺴﺨﻪي اوﻟﻴﻪ ،از دﻳﮕﺮان ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻫﻢ اﺷﺘﺒﺎﻫﺎﺗﻢ را اﺻﻼح ﻛﻨﻨﺪ؛ ﻣﺜﻼً از ﻳﻚ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ زﺑﺎن )ﻣﻌﻠﻢ ﻳﺎ ﻳﻚ دوﺳﺖ
ﻣﺴﻠﻂ ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ( ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻫﻢ ﻛﻪ ﻣﺘﻦ را دوﺑﺎره ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن ﺧﻮدش ﺑﻨﻮﻳﺴﺪ و ﺳﭙﺲ آن ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻪ را ﺑﺎ ﻣﺘﻦ اﺻﻠﻲ ﺧﻮدم ﻣﻘﺎﻳﺴﻪ
ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.

راﻫﺒﺮدﻫﺎي ﺗﺮﺟﻤﻪ
 -84اﺑﺘﺪا آﻧﭽﻪ را ﻛﻪ ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻫﻢ ﺑﮕﻮﻳﻢ ﻳﺎ ﺑﻨﻮﻳﺴﻢ ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن ﻓﺎرﺳﻲ آﻣﺎده ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ و ﺳﭙﺲ آن را ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ﺗﺮﺟﻤﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
244

 -85در ﺣﻴﻦ ﺧﻮاﻧﺪن ﻣﺘﻦ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ،ﺑﺮاي درك ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻣﻄﻠﺐ ،اﺑﺘﺪا ﻣﺘﻦ را ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن ﻓﺎرﺳﻲ ﺗﺮﺟﻤﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -86در ﺣﻴﻦ ﮔﻮش دادن ،ﺑﺨﺶﻫﺎﻳﻲ از آﻧﭽﻪ ﻛﻪ ﮔﻔﺘﻪ ﻣﻲﺷﻮد را در ذﻫﻦ ﺧﻮد ﺑﻪ ﻓﺎرﺳﻲ ﺗﺮﺟﻤﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺗﺎ رﺷﺘﻪ ﻛﻼم را از دﺳﺖ
ﻧﺪﻫﻢ.
 -87در ﺣﻴﻦ اﺳﺘﻔﺎده از زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ،ﻣﺴﺘﻘﻴﻤﺎً ﺑﺎ اﺳﺘﻔﺎده از ﻛﻠﻤﺎت اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ﺑﻪ ﺗﻔﻜﺮ ﻣﻲﭘﺮدازم و ﺟﻤﻼت را در ذﻫﻦ ﺧﻮد ﻧﺨﺴﺖ از
ﻓﺎرﺳﻲ ﺑﻪ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ﺗﺮﺟﻤﻪ ﻧﻤﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -88ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﻣﻄﻠﺒﻲ را ﻛﻪ ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻧﻢ ﻳﺎ ﻣﻲﺷﻨﻮم ﺑﺪون ﺗﺮﺟﻤﻪي ﻛﻠﻤﻪ ﺑﻪ ﻛﻠﻤﻪ ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن ﻓﺎرﺳﻲ درك ﻛﻨﻢ.
 -89در ﻣﻮرد اﻧﺘﻘﺎل ﻣﺴﺘﻘﻴﻢ واژهﻫﺎ و ﻣﻔﺎﻫﻴﻢ زﺑﺎن ﻓﺎرﺳﻲ ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ﺑﺎ اﺣﺘﻴﺎط ﻋﻤﻞ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
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Appendix H
Results of Pretesting the LSUS

Subscale

Item Numbers

Cronbach’s α

Listening

1-25

Vocabulary

26-43

Reading

44-54

Speaking

55-73

Writing

74-83

Translation

84-89

Overall

1-89

.880
.870
.737
.758
.697
.406
.944

Language Learning Strategies Survey
Gender
Male

Female

Total

N
Mean
Std. Deviation
N
Mean
Std. Deviation
N
Mean
Std. Deviation

Listening
28
3.4253
.50441
16
3.4494
.49013
44
3.4341
.49366

Vocabulary
28
2.8952
.48777
16
3.0903
.72913
44
2.9661
.58639

Reading
28
3.3448
.56324
16
3.6000
.57802
44
3.4376
.57547

Speaking
28
3.2250
.47418
16
3.4276
.44447
44
3.2987
.46884

Writing
28
3.1619
.49456
16
3.3375
.70315
44
3.2258
.57736

Items with more than 3% missing value
Missing
Q1
Q4
Q12
Q17
Q36
Q80

N
42
42
42
42
42
42

Mean
3.31
3.10
3.21
3.55
3.12
3.88

Std. Deviation
.975
1.185
1.138
1.017
1.109
.942
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Count
2
2
2
2
2
2

Percent
4.5
4.5
4.5
4.5
4.5
4.5

Translation
28
3.3845
.49254
16
3.4479
.74714
44
3.4076
.58992

Listening

25. If I don’t understand some of what someone says in English, I look to the
speaker’s gestures and general body language as clues to meaning.
. از ﺣﺎﻻت ﭼﻬﺮه و اﻳﻤﺎ و اﺷﺎرهﻫﺎي ﮔﻮﻳﻨﺪه ﻛﻤﻚ ﻣﻲﮔﻴﺮم، ﺑﺮاي درك ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻣﻄﻠﺐ-25

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's
Alpha
.880

N of Items
25

Item-Total Statistics

Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4
Q5
Q6
Q7
Q8
Q9
Q10
Q11
Q12
Q13
Q14
Q15
Q16
Q17
Q18
Q19
Q20
Q21
Q22
Q23
Q24
Q25

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted
82.30
82.48
81.91
82.58
82.45
81.73
82.36
82.24
82.67
82.73
81.70
82.36
82.45
82.06
82.30
82.42
82.12
82.64
82.06
81.97
81.85
82.24
82.03
81.88
81.73

Scale
Variance if
Item Deleted
165.843
164.133
162.648
157.189
161.256
163.267
160.801
165.189
164.229
161.142
164.468
164.801
159.193
159.434
168.593
154.752
159.860
164.051
163.996
165.843
167.820
165.127
168.780
170.297
172.642
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Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
.394
.456
.513
.608
.472
.524
.504
.363
.333
.572
.582
.363
.530
.590
.253
.622
.630
.461
.418
.343
.341
.453
.344
.287
.195

Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted
.877
.875
.874
.871
.875
.874
.874
.878
.879
.872
.873
.878
.873
.871
.881
.870
.871
.875
.876
.878
.878
.875
.878
.879
.880

Vocabulary
42. To recall the new word, I try to remember the situation where I heard or
saw the word, and if written, may even remember the page or sign it was
written on.
 ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺟﺎﻳﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻧﺨﺴﺘﻴﻦ ﺑﺎر آنﻫﺎ را ﺷﻨﻴﺪه ﻳﺎ، ﺑﺮاي ﺑﻪ ﻳﺎد آوردن ﻣﻌﻨﻲ ﻛﻠﻤﺎت-42
دﻳﺪهام ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﺑﺴﭙﺎرم )ﻣﺜﻼً اﻳﻦ ﻛﻪ ﻛﻠﻤﻪ در ﻛﺠﺎي ﺻﻔﺤﻪ و ﻳﺎ در ﻛﺪام ﻛﺘﺎب ﺑﻪ ﻛﺎر رﻓﺘﻪ
.(اﺳﺖ

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's
Alpha
.870

N of Items
18

Item-Total Statistics

Q26
Q27
Q28
Q29
Q30
Q31
Q32
Q33
Q34
Q35
Q36
Q37
Q38
Q39
Q40
Q41
Q42
Q43

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted
50.32
50.54
50.98
50.29
50.98
51.27
50.46
50.71
50.32
50.56
50.51
50.61
50.78
51.24
51.39
50.71
50.46
50.49

Scale
Variance if
Item Deleted
109.672
108.155
104.624
102.812
103.774
103.151
104.405
103.462
105.372
105.952
106.906
105.694
103.326
107.889
104.344
108.412
112.905
108.506
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Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
.407
.419
.516
.577
.596
.549
.548
.640
.540
.480
.451
.502
.555
.468
.505
.395
.177
.394

Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted
.867
.866
.862
.860
.859
.861
.861
.858
.862
.864
.865
.863
.861
.864
.863
.867
.875
.867

Reading
46. I try to find reading material that is at or near my level.
. ﻓﻘﻂ ﻣﺘﻮﻧﻲ را ﻛﻪ در ﺳﻄﺢ زﺑﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﻦ اﺳﺖ ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻧﻢ-46

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's
Alpha
.737

N of Items
11

Item-Total Statistics

Q44
Q45
Q46
Q47
Q48
Q49
Q50
Q51
Q52
Q53
Q54

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted
34.61
34.68
34.68
34.93
34.39
34.56
33.93
34.88
34.85
34.27
33.73

Scale
Variance if
Item Deleted
32.394
30.072
35.172
34.370
30.794
33.602
33.020
33.460
30.428
34.201
32.601
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Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
.463
.523
.122
.306
.500
.374
.496
.254
.549
.323
.402

Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted
.708
.696
.759
.728
.700
.720
.707
.739
.693
.726
.715

Speaking
64. I avoid topics I don’t have language for.
68. I switch back to Persian momentarily if I know my conversation
partner can’t understand what I am saying.
72. When I can’t think of a word or expression, I may make up new
words.
73. When I can’t think of a word or expression, whenever necessary I use
gestures as a way of conveying my meaning.
. ﺧﻮدداري ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ، از ﺻﺤﺒﺖ درﺑﺎرهي ﻣﻮﺿﻮﻋﺎﺗﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻧﻤﻲﺗﻮاﻧﻢ ﺑﻪ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ﺑﻴﺎن ﻛﻨﻢ-64
 ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن ﻓﺎرﺳﻲ، ﭼﻨﺎﻧﭽﻪ ﻣﺘﻮﺟﻪ ﺷﻮم ﻓﺮد ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﻣﻨﻈﻮر ﻣﻦ را ﻧﻤﻲ ﻓﻬﻤﺪ، در ﺣﻴﻦ ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ-68
.ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ
. ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺧﻮدم ﻛﻠﻤﻪي ﺟﺪﻳﺪي اﺑﺪاع ﻛﻨﻢ، زﻣﺎﻧﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻧﺘﻮاﻧﻢ ﻛﻠﻤﻪ ﻳﺎ ﻋﺒﺎرت ﻣﻨﺎﺳﺐ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ را ﭘﻴﺪا ﻛﻨﻢ-72
 ﻣﻔﻬﻮم ﻣﻮرد ﻧﻈﺮ را ﺑﺎ اﻳﻤﺎ و اﺷﺎره، در ﺻﻮرت ﻟﺰوم، زﻣﺎﻧﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻧﺘﻮاﻧﻢ ﻛﻠﻤﻪ ﻳﺎ ﻋﺒﺎرت ﻣﻨﺎﺳﺐ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ را ﭘﻴﺪا ﻛﻨﻢ-73
.ﺑﻴﺎن ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's
Alpha
.758

N of Items
19

Item-Total Statistics

Q55
Q56
Q57
Q58
Q59
Q60
Q61
Q62
Q63
Q64
Q65
Q66
Q67
Q68
Q69
Q70
Q71
Q72
Q73

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted
58.74
58.79
59.00
59.00
59.24
58.55
58.64
59.26
59.12
58.93
58.43
58.48
58.71
58.81
58.48
58.36
59.07
60.31
59.10

Scale
Variance if
Item Deleted
70.881
69.733
68.390
66.146
64.771
67.620
64.967
65.905
69.961
72.068
66.544
70.304
67.965
71.865
67.182
68.723
69.922
77.585
77.844
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Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
.297
.339
.357
.406
.472
.460
.610
.590
.336
.155
.560
.297
.422
.161
.409
.477
.280
-.134
-.141

Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted
.751
.748
.746
.742
.735
.739
.727
.729
.748
.762
.732
.751
.741
.762
.742
.739
.752
.776
.786

Writing
74. I practice writing the alphabet of English.
. ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻦ اﻟﻔﺒﺎي اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ را ﺗﻤﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ-74

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's
Alpha
.697

N of Items
10

Item-Total Statistics

Q74
Q75
Q76
Q77
Q78
Q79
Q80
Q81
Q82
Q83

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted
29.17
29.17
28.73
28.85
29.08
28.63
28.20
29.03
28.60
28.78

Scale
Variance if
Item Deleted
31.276
23.584
27.743
23.926
26.789
27.112
29.856
28.487
27.067
29.153
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Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
.012
.592
.379
.472
.517
.419
.209
.335
.437
.247

Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted
.736
.624
.671
.651
.650
.664
.697
.679
.661
.692

Translation
87. I try to put Persian out of my mind and think only in English.
88. I try to understand what I have heard or read without translating it word-for-word into
Persian.
 ﻣﺴﺘﻘﻴﻤﺎً ﺑﺎ اﺳﺘﻔﺎده از ﻛﻠﻤﺎت اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ﺑﻪ ﺗﻔﻜﺮ ﻣﻲﭘﺮدازم و ﺟﻤﻼت را، در ﺣﻴﻦ اﺳﺘﻔﺎده از زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ-87
.در ذﻫﻦ ﺧﻮد ﻧﺨﺴﺖ از ﻓﺎرﺳﻲ ﺑﻪ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ﺗﺮﺟﻤﻪ ﻧﻤﻲﻛﻨﻢ
. ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﻣﻄﻠﺒﻲ را ﻛﻪ ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻧﻢ ﻳﺎ ﻣﻲﺷﻨﻮم ﺑﺪون ﺗﺮﺟﻤﻪي ﻛﻠﻤﻪ ﺑﻪ ﻛﻠﻤﻪ ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن ﻓﺎرﺳﻲ درك ﻛﻨﻢ-88

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's
Alpha
.406

N of Items
6

Item-Total Statistics

Q84
Q85
Q86
Q87
Q88
Q89

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted
17.20
17.15
16.80
17.49
17.05
17.00

Scale
Variance if
Item Deleted
9.311
8.328
9.911
10.856
11.598
10.850
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Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
.261
.368
.357
.033
.026
.182

Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted
.316
.231
.281
.474
.455
.371

Overall
Reliability Statistics
N of Items
89

Cronbach's
Alpha
.944

Items with the least correlation with the total index
Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted
.944
.945
.945
.944
.946
.945
.945
.945
.945
.944
.944
.944
.945
.945
.945

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
.170
.072
.103
.133
-.212
.060
-.050
-.014
-.096
.012
.201
.206
-.017
-.061
-.175

Scale
Variance if
Item Deleted
1607.146
1615.914
1612.426
1613.686
1642.455
1618.345
1627.502
1624.480
1632.814
1623.342
1607.725
1605.478
1624.985
1629.545
1637.126

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted
291.12
291.08
291.12
290.62
290.85
291.23
292.31
291.00
291.58
290.31
291.27
291.04
290.77
290.77
290.38

Q12
Q46
Q64
Q66
Q68
Q71
Q72
Q73
Q74
Q80
Q81
Q83
Q84
Q85
Q86

 -12ﺑﻪ ﺗﻜﻴﻪ )اﺳﺘﺮس( ﻛﻠﻤﺎت و ﺟﻤﻼت ﺗﻮﺟﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -46ﻓﻘﻂ ﻣﺘﻮﻧﻲ را ﻛﻪ در ﺳﻄﺢ زﺑﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﻦ اﺳﺖ ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻧﻢ.
 -64از ﺻﺤﺒﺖ درﺑﺎرهي ﻣﻮﺿﻮﻋﺎﺗﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻧﻤﻲﺗﻮاﻧﻢ ﺑﻪ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ﺑﻴﺎن ﻛﻨﻢ ،ﺧﻮدداري ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -66ﺑﺮاي ﺑﻴﺎن ﻣﻨﻈﻮري ﺧﺎص )ﻣﺜﻞ درﺧﻮاﺳﺖ ﻛﺮدن ،ﻋﺬرﺧﻮاﻫﻲ ﻛﺮدن ،ﻳﺎ ﺷﻜﺎﻳﺖ ﻛﺮدن( از ﻛﻠﻤﺎت و ﻋﺒﺎراﺗﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻧﺸﺎندﻫﻨﺪه زﺑﺎن و
ﻓﺮﻫﻨﮓ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ اﺳﺖ اﺳﺘﻔﺎده ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -68در ﺣﻴﻦ ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ،ﭼﻨﺎﻧﭽﻪ ﻣﺘﻮﺟﻪ ﺷﻮم ﻓﺮد ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﻣﻨﻈﻮر ﻣﻦ را ﻧﻤﻲ ﻓﻬﻤﺪ ،ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن ﻓﺎرﺳﻲ ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -71زﻣﺎﻧﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻧﺘﻮاﻧﻢ ﻛﻠﻤﻪ ﻳﺎ ﻋﺒﺎرت ﻣﻨﺎﺳﺐ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ را ﭘﻴﺪا ﻛﻨﻢ ،از ﻣﻌﺎدل ﻓﺎرﺳﻲ آن ﻛﻠﻤﻪ ﻳﺎ ﻋﺒﺎرت اﺳﺘﻔﺎده ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -72زﻣﺎﻧﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻧﺘﻮاﻧﻢ ﻛﻠﻤﻪ ﻳﺎ ﻋﺒﺎرت ﻣﻨﺎﺳﺐ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ را ﭘﻴﺪا ﻛﻨﻢ ،ﺳﻌﻲ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺧﻮدم ﻛﻠﻤﻪي ﺟﺪﻳﺪي اﺑﺪاع ﻛﻨﻢ.
 -73زﻣﺎﻧﻲ ﻛﻪ ﻧﺘﻮاﻧﻢ ﻛﻠﻤﻪ ﻳﺎ ﻋﺒﺎرت ﻣﻨﺎﺳﺐ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ را ﭘﻴﺪا ﻛﻨﻢ ،در ﺻﻮرت ﻟﺰوم ،ﻣﻔﻬﻮم ﻣﻮرد ﻧﻈﺮ را ﺑﺎ اﻳﻤﺎ و اﺷﺎره ﺑﻴﺎن ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -74ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻦ اﻟﻔﺒﺎي اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ را ﺗﻤﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -80در ﺣﻴﻦ ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻦ ،ﺑﺮاي ﭘﻴﺪا ﻛﺮدن ﻣﻌﻨﺎي ﻛﻠﻤﺎت و ﻳﺎ اﻃﻤﻴﻨﺎن از درﺳﺘﻲ اﻣﻼي آنﻫﺎ ،از ﻓﺮﻫﻨﮓ ﻟﻐﺖ )دﻳﻜﺸﻨﺮي( اﺳﺘﻔﺎده ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -81ﺗﻨﻬﺎ ﭘﺲ از ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻦ ﺗﻤﺎم ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ ،ﻣﺘﻦ را ﺑﺎزﺧﻮاﻧﻲ و وﻳﺮاﻳﺶ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -83ﭘﺲ از ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻦ ﻧﺴﺨﻪي اوﻟﻴﻪ ،از دﻳﮕﺮان ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻫﻢ اﺷﺘﺒﺎﻫﺎﺗﻢ را اﺻﻼح ﻛﻨﻨﺪ؛ ﻣﺜﻼً از ﻳﻚ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ زﺑﺎن )ﻣﻌﻠﻢ ﻳﺎ ﻳﻚ دوﺳﺖ ﻣﺴﻠﻂ ﺑﻪ
زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ( ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻫﻢ ﻛﻪ ﻣﺘﻦ را دوﺑﺎره ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن ﺧﻮدش ﺑﻨﻮﻳﺴﺪ و ﺳﭙﺲ آن ﻧﻮﺷﺘﻪ را ﺑﺎ ﻣﺘﻦ اﺻﻠﻲ ﺧﻮدم ﻣﻘﺎﻳﺴﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -84اﺑﺘﺪا آﻧﭽﻪ را ﻛﻪ ﻣﻲﺧﻮاﻫﻢ ﺑﮕﻮﻳﻢ ﻳﺎ ﺑﻨﻮﻳﺴﻢ ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن ﻓﺎرﺳﻲ آﻣﺎده ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ و ﺳﭙﺲ آن را ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ﺗﺮﺟﻤﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -85در ﺣﻴﻦ ﺧﻮاﻧﺪن ﻣﺘﻦ اﻧﮕﻠﻴﺴﻲ ،ﺑﺮاي درك ﺑﻬﺘﺮ ﻣﻄﻠﺐ ،اﺑﺘﺪا ﻣﺘﻦ را ﺑﻪ زﺑﺎن ﻓﺎرﺳﻲ ﺗﺮﺟﻤﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ.
 -86در ﺣﻴﻦ ﮔﻮش دادن ،ﺑﺨﺶﻫﺎﻳﻲ از آﻧﭽﻪ ﻛﻪ ﮔﻔﺘﻪ ﻣﻲﺷﻮد را در ذﻫﻦ ﺧﻮد ﺑﻪ ﻓﺎرﺳﻲ ﺗﺮﺟﻤﻪ ﻣﻲﻛﻨﻢ ﺗﺎ رﺷﺘﻪ ﻛﻼم را از دﺳﺖ ﻧﺪﻫﻢ.
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Appendix I
Function-Based Strategies
(reclassified version of the items on the LSUS)
Memory Strategies
6. I look for associations between the sound of a word or phrase in English with the
sound of a familiar word.
27. I write new words in a meaningful sentence.
29. I learn a new word by listing it along with other words related to it by topic.
30. I make a mental image of new words.
31. I group words according to the part of speech (e.g., nouns, verbs, adjectives).
32. I use rhyming to remember new words.
36. I go back periodically to refresh my memory of words I learned earlier.
39. To memorize the new word, I associate the sound of the new word with the sound
of a familiar word.
40. To memorize the new word, I practice the new word by acting it out.
41. To memorize the new word, I have a system for using flash cards.
43. To recall the new word, I try to remember the situation where I heard or saw the
word, and if written, may even remember the page or sign it was written on.
44. To recall the new word, I visualize the spelling of the new word in my mind.
Cognitive Strategies
1. I attend out-of-class events where English is spoken.
2. I try to watch movies and TV programs in English.
3. I try to listen to the radio in English.
5. I practice all the sounds in English until I am comfortable with them.
7. I try to imitate the way native speakers talk.
17. When I listen in English, I try to understand what I have heard without translating
it word-for-word into Persian.
28. I go over new words to make sure I know them.
33. I use words just learned in order to see if they work for me.
34. I use familiar words in different combinations to make new sentences.
35. I try to use idiomatic expressions in English.
37. To memorize the new word, I pay attention to the structure of it.
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38. To memorize the new word, I analyze the word to identify the meaning of a part
or several parts of it (e.g., the root, the prefix, or the suffix).
42. To recall the new word, I remind myself of a word meaning by first thinking of
meaningful parts of the word (e.g., the prefix or the suffix).
45. I make it a point to read extensively in English.
46. I read for pleasure in English.
49. I first skim a text to get the main idea and then go back and read it more carefully.
50. I read a story or dialog several times until I can understand it.
51. I look for how the text is organized and pay attention to headings and
subheadings.
52. I make ongoing summaries either in my mind or in the margins of the text.
55. When I encounter words and structures I don’t understand, I use reference
materials such as a dictionary or a grammar book so that I can get a detailed sense
of what individual words mean.
56. In order to practice for speaking, I say new expressions repeatedly to myself.
57. In order to practice for speaking, I ask myself how a native speaker might say
something and I attempt to practice saying it that way.
58. I practice new grammatical structures in different situations to check out my
confidence level with the structures.
60. I initiate conversations in English.
67. I use expressions that call for both language and cultural knowledge, such as
requesting, apologizing, or complaining in English.
74. I try to write different kinds of texts in English (e.g., personal notes, messages,
letters, or emails).
76. I take class notes in English.
79. I use reference materials such as a dictionary to help me find or verify words in
English.
83. I plan out what I want to say or write in Persian and then translate it into English.
84. I translate when reading in order to keep my train of thought and basically make
the text more comprehensible to me.
85. While I am listening, I translate parts of what they have said into Persian to help
store the concepts in my mind.
86. I try to put Persian out of my mind and think only in English.
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87. I try to understand what I have heard or read without translating it word-for-word
into Persian.
88. I am cautious about transferring words or concepts directly from Persian to
English.
Compensation Strategies
9. Before I listen, I prepare myself by predicting what the other person is going to say
based on what has been said so far.
23. If I don’t understand some of what someone says in English, I use the speaker’s
tone of voice as a clue to meaning.
24. If I don’t understand some of what someone says in English, I make educated
guesses and inferences about the topic based on what has already been said.
25. If I don’t understand some of what someone says in English, I draw on my general
background knowledge in an effort to get the main idea.
26. If I don’t understand some of what someone says in English, I look to the
speaker’s gestures and general body language as clues to meaning.
47. I try to find reading material that is at or near my level.
53. I make predictions as to what will appear next.
54. When I encounter words and structures I don’t understand, I guess the
approximate meaning by using clues from the surrounding context.
61. I direct the conversation to topics for which I know vocabulary.
64. I anticipate what the other person is going to say based on what has been said so
far.
65. I avoid topics I don’t have language for.
69. I switch back to Persian momentarily if I know my conversation partner can’t
understand what I am saying.
70. When I can’t think of a word or expression, I ask the person I’m talking with to
help me out.
71. When I can’t think of a word or expression, I look for a different way to express
the idea; for example, I use a synonym or describe the idea or object I want to
talk about.
72. When I can’t think of a word or expression, I use equivalent words from Persian.
73. When I can’t think of a word or expression, whenever necessary I use gestures as
a way of conveying my meaning.
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78. When I can’t think of the correct expression to write, I find a different way to
express the idea; for example, I use a synonym or describe the idea.
Metacognitive Strategies
4. If I encounter people in public having a conversation in English, I listen in to see if
I can get the gist of what they are saying.
8. Before I listen, I decide to pay special attention to specific language aspects; for
example, the way the speaker pronounces certain sounds.
10. Before I listen, I prepare for a special talk I will hear in English by reading up on
it beforehand.
12. When I listen in English, I listen for those keywords that seem to carry the bulk of
the meaning.
13. When I listen in English, I listen for word and sentence stress.
14. When I listen in English, I pay attention to where pauses tend to come and how
long they last.
15. When I listen in English, I pay attention to the rise and fall of speech by native
speakers.
16. When I listen in English, I practice “skim listening” by paying attention to some
parts and ignoring others.
18. When I listen in English, I pay attention to the context of what is being said.
19. When I listen in English, I listen for specific details to see whether I can
understand them.
48. I plan how I am going to read a text, monitor to see how my reading is going, and
then check to see how much of it I understood.
59. I seek out people with whom I can speak English.
62. I plan out in advance what I want to say.
75. I plan how I am going to write an essay and then check to see how well I wrote
what I wanted to.
77. I review what I have already written before continuing to write new material in an
essay.
80. I postpone editing my writing until I have gotten my ideas down.
81. After writing the first draft, I revise the essay once or twice to improve the
language and content.
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Social Strategies
11. When I listen in English, I try to remember unfamiliar sounds I hear, and ask a
native speaker (an English teacher or a friend who knows English) later.
20. If I don’t understand some of what someone says in English, I ask the speaker to
repeat if the message isn’t clear to me.

21. If I don’t understand some of what someone says in English, I ask the speaker to
slow down if I think he is speaking too fast.
22. If I don’t understand some of what someone says in English, I ask for clarification
if I haven’t understood it the first time.
63. I ask questions as a way to be sure I am involved in conversation.
66. I look to others to correct my errors in speaking.
68. If I don’t know how to perform culturally-based language expressions such as
apologizing, I ask for help.
82. After writing the first draft, I look for ways to get feedback from others, such as
having a native writer (an English teacher or a friend who knows English) put the
text in his own words, and then I compare it to my original version.
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Appendix J
Questionnaires as Used in the Study
(on the next pages)
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Appendix K
Descriptive Statistics of the Items on the PLSPQ

M

Item

SD

1. When the teacher tells me the instructions I understand better.

3.97 0.73

2. I prefer to learn by doing something in class.

3.76 1.03

3. I get more work done when I work with others.

3.54 1.02

4. I learn more when I study with a group.

2.97 1.07

5. In class, I learn best when I work with others.

3.38 1.00

6. I learn better by reading what the teacher writes on the chalkboard.

3.77 0.79

7. When someone tells me how to do something in class, I learn it better.

3.51 0.87

8. When I do things in class, I learn better.

4.12 0.71

9. I remember things I have heard in class better than things I have read.

3.54 0.98

10. When I read instructions, I remember them better.

3.59 0.75

11. I learn more when I can make a model of something.

3.99 0.74

12. I understand better when I read instructions.

3.80 0.70

13. When I study alone, I remember things better.

3.86 0.86

14. I learn more when I make something for a class project.

3.93 0.85

15. I enjoy learning in class by doing experiments.

3.76 0.94

16. I learn better when I make drawings as I study.

4.01 0.77

17. I learn better in class when the teacher gives a lecture.

3.90 0.71

18. When I work alone, I learn better.

3.49 0.89

19. I understand things better in class when I participate in role-playing.

3.75 0.88

20. I learn better in class when I listen to someone.

3.70 0.75

21. I enjoy working on an assignment with two or three classmates.

3.25 0.93

22. When I build something, I remember what I have learned better.

4.01 0.80

23. I prefer to study with others.

2.77 1.10
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Item

SD

24. I learn better by reading than by listening to someone.

3.60 0.86

25. I enjoy making something for a class project.

3.37 0.92

26. I learn best in class when I can participate in related activities.

3.80 0.79

27. In class, I work better when I work alone.

3.32 0.94

28. I prefer working on projects by myself.

3.28 0.95

29. I learn more by reading textbooks than by listening to lectures.

3.28 0.99

30. I prefer to work by myself.

3.22 1.03

268

Appendix L
Descriptive Statistics of the Items on the LSUS

M

Item (abbreviated)

SD

1. Attending out-of-class events in English

3.20 0.96

2. Watching movies and programs in English

3.33 1.00

3. Listening to the radio in English

2.35 0.99

4. Paying attention to someone speaking English

3.59 0.88

5. Practicing the sounds of English

3.17 1.01

6. Thinking of relationships between the sounds of a new word and a familiar one

3.17 1.00

7. Trying to talk like native speakers

3.38 1.10

8. Planning to attend to specific language aspects before listening

3.24 0.98

9. Trying to predict what the speaker will say before listening

3.20 1.02

10. Getting prepared before listening by reading about the material

2.91 0.99

11. Remembering the unfamiliar sounds and asking about them later (while listening)

2.59 1.02

12. Paying attention to keywords (while listening)

3.72 0.75

13. Paying attention to words and sentences stress (while listening)

3.19 0.99

14. Paying attention to the speaker’s pauses (while listening)

3.01 1.06

15. Paying attention to the rise and fall of speech (while listening)

3.21 1.01

16. Practicing skim listening (listening for important points) (while listening)

3.22 0.81

17. Trying not to translate word for word (while listening)

3.33 1.08

18. Paying attention to the (situational) context (while listening)

3.44 0.85

19. Practicing scan listening (listening for specific details) (while listening)

3.04 0.92

20. Asking for repetition if I don’t understand what someone says

3.56 0.94

21. Asking the speaker to slow down if I don’t understand what he says

3.56 0.92

22. Asking for clarification if I don’t understand what someone says

3.58 0.83

23. Paying attention to the speaker’s tone of voice if I don’t understand what he says

3.22 0.92
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Item (abbreviated)

SD

24. Making inferences and guesses if I don’t understand what someone says

3.35 0.89

25. Using prior knowledge if I don’t understand what someone says

3.75 0.76

26. Looking to the speaker’s gestures and body language if I don’t understand what he says

3.51 0.90

27. Placing the new word in a meaningful sentence

3.09 0.97

28. Saying or writing new words several times

3.48 0.91

29. Grouping new words based on topic

2.99 0.97

30. Making mental images in order to remember new words

3.51 0.95

31. Grouping new words based on part of speech

2.77 1.03

32. Using rhymes in order to remember new words

2.86 1.08

33. Using the words I know in different sentences and contexts

3.18 0.93

34. Using the words I know in different combinations

3.04 0.97

35. Trying to learn idiomatic expressions

3.37 0.89

36. Reviewing the words I have learned before

3.26 0.90

37. Paying attention to the structure of the new words in order to memorize them

3.22 1.05

38. Dividing the new words into parts I understand in order to memorize them

3.09 1.06

39. Associating the sound of new words with the familiar ones in order to memorize them

3.21 0.89

40. Physically acting out new words in order to memorize them

2.54 1.08

41. Using flash cards in order to memorize new words

2.66 1.20

42. Thinking of the meaningful parts of the word in order to recall the meaning

3.09 1.02

43. Using location of the word in order to recall the meaning

3.07 0.96

44. Visualizing the spelling of the word in order to recall the meaning

3.50 0.94

45. Looking for opportunities to read in English

3.36 0.91

46. Reading for pleasure in English

3.09 1.00

47. Reading materials at my level more

3.46 0.85

48. Planning, monitoring, and evaluating the reading process

3.23 0.95

49. Skim reading before reading carefully

3.35 1.02
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SD

50. Reading the material several times to understand better

3.36 0.90

51. Paying attention to the text organization (e.g., headings and subheadings)

3.79 0.80

52. Making ongoing summaries

3.12 1.10

53. Predicting what will come next

2.92 0.97

54. Guessing the approximate meaning of unfamiliar words using contextual clues

3.52 0.92

55. Using a dictionary to find the meaning of unfamiliar words

3.96 1.06

56. Practicing saying new words and expressions several times

3.11 0.94

57. Practicing expressing ideas in the same way a native speaker does

2.93 1.00

58. Practicing using new grammatical structures in different situations

2.92 0.93

59. Seeking out people I can talk to in English

2.96 1.01

60. Trying to start conversations in English

2.70 1.08

61. Trying to talk about topics for which I know the vocabulary

3.33 0.93

62. Planning out what to say in advance

3.51 0.91

63. Asking questions as a way of showing involvement in the conversation

2.95 0.92

64. Predicting what the speaker will say next

2.91 0.86

65. Avoiding talking about topics for which I don’t have the language

3.35 1.07

66. Asking for correction when I am talking

3.46 1.00

67. Practice using culturally-based language expressions (e.g., apology and request)

3.22 0.99

68. Asking for help in using culturally-based language expressions

3.14 0.98

69. Switching back to Persian if the listener can’t understand

3.17 1.06

70. Asking for help from the other person when I can’t think of a word

3.35 0.89

71. Using other ways to convey meaning (e.g., synonyms) when I can’t think of a word

3.51 0.82

72. Using the Persian equivalent when I can’t think of a word

2.98 0.96

73. Using gestures (and body language) when I can’t think of a word

3.14 0.96

74. Writing notes, letters, memos, and emails in English

2.85 1.04

75. Planning out and checking the writing process

3.38 0.98
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SD

76. Taking class notes in English

3.11 1.19

77. Reviewing what I have already written before writing new materials

3.04 0.89

78. Finding other ways to express the word I can’t think of (e.g., using synonyms)

3.49 0.87

79. Using a dictionary to find or verify the meaning or spelling of a word

3.88 0.88

80. Editing the writing only after writing the whole essay

3.18 0.93

81. Checking and revising the essay several times after writing the first draft

3.45 0.88

82. Trying to get others’ feedback on my writing

2.95 1.02

83. Mentally planning out what to say/write in Persian and then translating it into English

3.24 1.06

84. Mentally translating what I am reading into Persian to understand better

3.16 1.05

85. Mentally translating parts of what I am listening to so as to keep my train of thought

3.28 1.09

86. Trying to think only in English and put Persian out of my mind

2.96 1.12

87. Trying to understand what I am reading/listening to without translating it word for word

3.42 1.00

88. Exercising caution in transferring words directly from Persian to English

3.41 0.93
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