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“This inspiring, innovative volume will captivate both strategy experts and
newcomers. Oxford’s profound theoretical explanations of strategic
self-regulation are supported by real-life scenarios, comprehensive reviews of
research, and beautifully painted mental images and metaphors. Oxford explains
complex ideas in a clear, down-to-earth manner. Readers, prepare yourselves for
lively excursions of the mind and plenty of ‘aha’ moments.”

Carmen M. Amerstorfer, Alpen-Adria-Universität Klagenfurt, Austria

Now in its second edition, Teaching and Researching Language Learning
Strategies: Self-Regulation in Context charts the field systematically
and coherently for the benefit of language learning practitioners, students, and
researchers. This volume carries on the author’s tradition of linking theoretical
insights with readability and practical utility and offers an enhanced Strategic
Self-Regulation Model. It is enriched by many new features, such as the first-ever
major content analysis of published learning strategy definitions, leading to a
long-awaited, encompassing strategy definition that, to a significant degree, brings
order out of chaos in the strategy field. Rebecca L. Oxford provides an intensive
discussion of self-regulation, agency, and related factors as the “soul of
learning strategies.” She ushers the strategy field into the twenty first
century with the first in-depth treatment of strategies and complexity theory.

A major section is devoted to applications of learning strategies in all language
skill areas and in grammar and vocabulary. The last chapter presents innovations for
strategy instruction, such as ways to deepen and differentiate strategy instruction
to meet individual needs; a useful, scenario-based emotion regulation questionnaire;
insights on new research methods; and results of two strategy instruction
meta-analyses. This revised edition includes in-depth questions, tasks, and projects
for readers in every chapter. This is the ideal textbook for upper-level
undergraduate and graduate courses in TESOL, ELT, education, linguistics, and
psychology.

Rebecca L. Oxford is Professor Emerita and Distinguished Scholar-Teacher at the University
of Maryland and Adjunct Professor and Program Evaluator at two branches of the University
of Alabama. She currently co-edits two book series, Transforming Education for the Future and
Spirituality, Religion, and Education.




“I welcome this masterly work from a renowned scholar. It is fresh, comprehensive,
scholarly and readable. Oxford explores the quagmire of definitions of strategies leading
to an integrated definition, and links strategies to self-regulation, autonomy and agency,
giving us new ways of viewing this construct. Once again she moves the field forward.”

— Marion Williams

“This book advances our understanding of the complexities of language learning strategies,
their diverse theoretical underpinnings, and the individual variations and shifting shapes
that characterize them. Rebecca Oxford discusses how complexity theory relates to
language learning strategies, develops her S2R Model, and provides numerous practical
applications for language teachers.”

— Anna Uhl Chamot, The George Washington University, USA

“This long-awaited book presents an excellent linkage between theoretical insights with
practical applications, and brings strategy research into a new era. A particular strength
is the range of topics it covers: an enhanced Strategic Self-Regulation Model, complexity
theory, agency, autonomy, skill-based strategies, and strategy instruction. It also provides
an encompassing strategy definition. I commend this comprehensive book highly.”

— Osamu Takeuchi, Kansai University, Japan

“Rebecca Oxford‘s new book takes language learning strategies to a new level. It enhances
her 2011 S2R Model with a wealth of theoretical insights. Her freeing of strategies from
rigid categories while assigning to them multiple roles creates a new perspective that
revolutionalises the strategy field. It is definitely a book for teachers, researchers and
students looking for practical teaching and researching ideas, and up-to-date references.”

— Angeliki Psaltou-Joycey, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, Greece

“I’m speechless at the breadth and depth of all that is included in Rebecca Oxford’s new
strategy volume. This is the most in-depth, comprehensive, and original book ever written
on L2 learning strategies. It looks at this important construct from affective, cognitive,
and social perspectives; emphasizes the dynamism of strategies in context; and makes clear
the power of strategies in learning and teaching. I love everything about the book – the
way it is written, the references, and the wonderful questions in each chapter. It is a mustread
for researchers and teachers all over the world.”

— Ana Maria F. Barcelos, Federal University of Viçosa, Brazil

 

 

A Note about the Cover Photo from the Author:

In the cover photo, which I photographed in Nepal, the boats represent vehicles intended to
take learners across the vast lake of language learning. Language learners without strategic selfregulation
row unsound boats aimlessly and confusingly and sometimes capsize, but strategically
self-regulated learners row sound boats effectively toward learning goals. Excellent strategy
instruction and assessment can add to the power and direction of every boat on the lake.

(Color editing by Rebecca L. Oxford, Josephine E. Cox, and John Maloney at Routledge.)
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I dedicate this book to my husband, Clifford Stocking, and to Rhea.

I also dedicate this book to the goal of peace and mutual understanding. That is the aim of my work in language learning and teaching.

Finally, I dedicate this volume to all language learners, especially those who are refugees and immigrants, and anyone else undergoing transition.
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Note from Routledge: Christopher Candlin and David Hall were founding editors of the
Applied Linguistics in Action series when Pearson Education Limited was the
series’ publisher. After David passed away in February 2014, Christopher
continued as general editor of the series for Routledge until his passing away in
May 2015. To honor their invaluable work for and involvement in books that they
commissioned for the series, we are retaining their original series preface for this
volume.

Applied Linguistics in Action, as its name suggests, is a series
which focuses on the issues and challenges to teachers and researchers in a range of
fields in Applied Linguistics and provides readers and users with the tools they
need to carry out their own practice-related research.

The books in the series provide the reader with clear, up-to-date, accessible, and
authoritative accounts of their chosen field within applied linguistics. Starting
from a map of the landscape of the field, each book provides information on its main
ideas and concepts, competing issues and unsolved questions. From there, readers can
explore a range of practical applications of research into those issues and
questions, and then take up the challenge of undertaking their own research, guided
by the detailed and explicit research guides provided. Finally, each book has a
section which provides a rich array of resources, information sources and further
reading, as well as a key to the principal concepts of the field.

Questions the books in this innovative series ask are those familiar to all teachers
and researchers, whether very experienced, or new to the fields of applied
linguistics.

• What does research tell us, what doesn’t it tell us, and what
should it tell us about the field? How is the field mapped and
landscaped? What is its geography?

• How has research been applied and what interesting research possibilities
does practice raise? What are the issues we need to explore and
explain?

• What are the key researchable topics that practitioners can undertake?
How can the research be turned into practical action?

• Where are the important resources that teachers and researchers need? Who
has the information? How can it be accessed?

Each book in the series has been carefully designed to be as accessible as possible,
with built-in features to enable readers to find what they want quickly and to home
in on the key issues and themes that concern them. The structure is to move from
practice to theory and back to practice in a cycle of development of understanding
of the field in question.

Each of the authors of books in the series is an acknowledged authority, able to
bring broad knowledge and experience to engage teachers and researchers in following
up their own ideas, working with them to build further on their own
experience.

The first editions of books in this series have
attracted widespread praise for their authorship, their design, and their content,
and have been widely used to support practice and research. The success of the
series, and the realization that it needs to stay relevant in a world where new
research is being conducted and published at a rapid rate, have prompted the
commissioning of this second edition. This new edition has been thoroughly updated,
with accounts of research that has appeared since the previous edition and with the
addition of other relevant material. We trust that students, teachers and
researchers will continue to discover inspiration in these pages to underpin their
own investigations.

Chris Candlin
 David Hall
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Perhaps the notion of strategies for language learning is as obvious as the notion
that a carpenter needs tools. Yet the concept of strategies has been surprisingly
controversial. In our book Capitalizing on Language Learners’
Individuality, we describe the pursuit of a precise definition of
strategies as “elusive” because the difficult work of harmonizing the
many available definitions had not been done. With the present text, we are happy to
say the work is done now.

This is Oxford’s fourth book on learning strategies and arguably her best. It
is comprehensive, fresh, exciting, and informative. This volume carries on the
author’s tradition of linking theoretical insights with readability and
practical utility and offers an enhanced Strategic Self-Regulation Model. Oxford
adds many new features, such as the first-ever major content analysis of published
learning strategy definitions, leading to a long-awaited, encompassing strategy
definition. This work represents some of the heavy lifting required to move forward
with strategy research so that teachers and learners alike can benefit from knowing
what strategies are, how to use them, and how to evaluate their effectiveness. Each
chapter in the whole book has extensive questions, tasks, and activities that help
make the ideas their own.

Oxford provides an intensive discussion of self-regulation, agency, and autonomy as
the “soul of learning strategies.” She not only presents the information
in a lively, narrative fashion, but she also presents her own mini-study with tables
that compare various language learning theorists’ ideas of self-regulation,
agency, and autonomy and show how these connect with strategies. Intriguingly, she
draws upon closely related themes such as mindsets and hope that have rarely, if
ever, been the focus of learning strategy research; she clearly links them with
strategies and calls for empirical studies.

Oxford brings the strategy field into the modern age with the first in-depth
treatment of strategies and complexity theory. We find it amazing that the language
learning strategy field and the field of complexity in language learning have not
yet had an in-depth, joint treatment before this. Oxford has done the job. In
several chapters Oxford tackles the complexity of strategies head-on. Oxford’s
discussion will undoubtedly assist teachers and learners in better understanding not
only what they are doing when thinking strategically, but also in understanding why,
in spite of best efforts, strategies sometimes do not work exactly as envisioned.
Perhaps it is a sign of maturity when a person comes to realize that things are
never as simple as they seem, or as predictable one might initially think. Along
similar lines, Oxford uses a complexity perspective to show, in an engaging,
approachable, and personal way, how complexity can be a guiding metaphor for the
field of strategies and how it foster our understanding of self-regulation, agency,
and autonomy in relation to strategies.

Two important chapters depict the “multiple self” of the learner in
cognitive, motivational, social, and emotional domains. These chapters offer a
background on the domains and also present expertly organized examples of
self-regulation strategies in each of the domains. Oxford is wisely averse to the idea of a strategy taxonomy because a
given strategy can have multiple roles across domains, but she presents a
fascinating, structured way to look at strategies while continually reminding
readers about strategy flexibility.

A major section of this book is devoted to applications of learning strategies in all
language skill areas and in grammar and vocabulary. Readers will find a highly
contextualized presentation of the issues faced by teachers and learners as shown in
representative research from around the world. Oxford’s writing is delightful
in this section, just as in the entire book. Grammar and vocabulary learning
strategies can be a daunting subject, but Oxford makes them manageable and even
entertaining. For instance, she says the “grammar learning strategy weather
report” is “cloudy but clearing,” and she uses humor and a light
touch in describing a vocabulary study and presenting some of the end-of-chapter
questions, tasks, and projects for readers. The chapter on strategies for reading
and writing is masterful in conveying potentially difficult themes, theories, and
studies in a straightforward and appealing way. Oxford’s treatment of
listening and speaking goes far beyond what might be expected. It treats not just
the former “Cinderella” of strategies (listening strategies), but also
presents an overview of strategy studies in phonology, phonetics, oral
communication, and pragmatics. In this section, Oxford not only summarizes
foundational research but makes sure to introduce some of the most recent studies,
always in a meaningful and useful way. The quality of Oxford’s current
thinking emerges clearly in the writing.

The final chapter presents potential innovations for strategy instruction, such as
ways to deepen and differentiate it to meet individual needs. That chapter
additionally presents results of two meta-analyses on effects of strategy
instruction, includes a new, scenario-based emotion-regulation questionnaire, and
suggests promising strategy research methods.

This book is a serious move in a new direction for strategies, one that is centered
on harmonizing the field and moving it forward. Oxford does not shy away from the
issues and controversies that have emerged in the field over the years, but rather
she deals with them in a principled manner. The result is a book that pushes the
strategy field in new and valuable directions, even as this project itself reflects
the complexity of the work.There is a great deal to recommend this book and we trust
that readers will be as inspired by it as we are.

Peter MacIntyre
 Cape Breton University

Tammy Gregersen
 University of Northern Iowa
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This is the second edition of Teaching and Researching Language
Learning Strategies, originally published in 2011. It offers
new ways of understanding, teaching, and investigating second and foreign
language (L2) strategies. Unlike other books on this topic, it integrates
two diverse though complementary theories – self-regulated learning
(SRL) theory and complexity theory – and systematically uses these
important theories to shed light on the teaching and researching of L2
learning strategies.










Who Are This Book’s Readers? 

This book will be valuable to L2 teachers who want to help K-12,
university-level, and adult students learn more effectively by means of
learning strategies. In addition, L2 learning theorists, researchers, and
university teachers in various areas (L2 instructional methods, second
language acquisition, learning strategies, cross-cultural studies,
educational psychology, and other subjects) will gain much from this book.
All readers are likely to be interested in the Strategic Self-Regulation
(S2R) Model, as well as related concepts (agency, autonomy,
hope, self-efficacy, resilience, and mindsets) included in this book. The
discussion of strategies and complexity theory will capture the imagination
of many readers due to the many L2 learning strategy examples that are
included. Readers will want to know about different types of learning
strategies contained in this book and will benefit from all-new information
on strategy instruction, assessment, and research.










What Are the Goals of the Second Edition, and How Is It Different from
the First Edition? 

This book is dramatically new and different. The goals of this second edition
build on those of the prior edition, but new goals were added. Every chapter
has been rewritten, and new chapters have been added. This book’s
goals and their descriptions are as follows.


Goal 1. Take Strong Leadership on Strategy Definitions 

This volume aims toward clarity and strength in defining
strategies. There have historically been dozens of
conflicting definitions of learning strategies, leading to chaos and to
some condemnations of the field. This book presents the first-ever
content analyses of these definitions, with the goal of bringing order
out of chaos. The result is an encompassing, integrated strategy
definition for the first time and a call for discussion and general
consensus.




Goal 2. Highlight SRL and Related
Themes 

This volume makes SRL, agency, autonomy, and mindsets highly
prominent. The first edition highlighted the use of L2
learning strategies for self-regulation in cognitive, affective, and
social areas and mentioned various approaches to self-regulated
learning, but the second edition is much more systematic in carrying
self-regulation into all parts of the volume.




Goal 3: Emphasize Context 

This book expands the definition of L2 learning strategies so as
to emphasize context. The first edition mentioned context
numerous times but did not present it theoretically. This edition
illuminates the important contextual base of L2 learning strategies in a
theoretically and practically meaningful way.




Goal 4: Interweave Strategies, Context, and Complexity Theory 

This book introduces complexity theory, in which context plays a
major role, and shows how its tenets can shed light on
strategies. Complexity theory, which highlights dynamism
(change), nonlinear relationships, and context, helps explain many
aspects of L2 learning. Complexity theory might well help us understand
sociocultural identities and imbalances of power, misrecognition of the
individual, and different trajectories of various strategy-using L2
learners. This book might start a new, complexity-related movement in
strategy assessment, instruction, and research.




Goal 5: Look at Strategies in New Ways 

This book emphasizes that strategies are not bound by traditional
categories. For instance, a student employs a traditionally
cognitive strategy, such as analyzing, to understand how to adjust his
emotional state (see Arnold’s story in Chapter 3). Reading strategies affect not only
reading competence but also writing competence. Strategies for L2
learning cannot be divorced from strategies for L2 use (see Chapter 4). Many examples are
given.




Goal 6: Seriously Synthesize Knowledge about Strategies for Specific
Skills and Areas 

This book provides intensive treatments of L2 learning strategy
research related to various L2 skills and areas, e.g.,
reading, listening, writing, speaking, pragmatics, pronunciation,
phonology, vocabulary, and grammar. This is a major
expansion as well as an update.




Goal 7: Offer Powerful, New Ideas for Strategy Instruction,
Assessment, and Research 

This book presents innovations and potential innovations related
to strategy instruction, assessment, and research. One of
these ideas is differentiation of strategy instruction, reflecting the
fact that L2 learners are not all alike in their learning needs.
Deepening strategy instruction to make it more personally valuable for
autonomy could be transformative for learners. Scenario-based strategy
assessment, such as the work led by Christina Gkonou and me, makes the
measurement of strategies much more authentic, as does actual task-based
assessment. A new scenario-based, emotion-regulation questionnaire is
included. Complexity theory opens new doors for potentially important
research methods, such as retrodictive qualitative modeling and the
idiodynamic method, both of which could help us understand strategy
change over time and in great detail and which enable us to grasp
two-way influences. Parts of the book also emphasize narrative methodology, which has been used
for strategy research in the past and which coordinates well with the
new complexity methods.

















How Is This Book Organized? 

The book is organized as follows. Section A, Focusing: Greater
Clarity for Definitions and Theories, contains
Chapters 1 through 3. It brings order out of intellectual chaos concerning
strategy definitions and features; emphasizes how strategies relate to
self-regulation, agency, autonomy, and associated factors; and squarely
addresses the crucial triad of context, complexity, and learning
strategies.

Section B,?Flexibility and Function: Understanding L2 Learning
Strategies According to Their Roles in Context,
includes Chapters 4 through 6. These chapters present
strategies and metastrategies according to specific categories within four
domains: cognitive, motivational, social, and affective (emotional).
However, the chapters tell us – and this may be a new message to many
readers – that strategies and metastrategies cannot be pinned down to
any given category for all time; from moment to moment, strategies and
metastrategies operate more fluidly than researchers in the past ever
thought possible. Section B also uses extensive evidence to caution against
the duality of language learning strategies and language use strategies.

Chapters 7, 8, and 9 in Section C,?Live Applications:
Strategies in the Skill Areas and the Language Subsystems
draw on extensive research to present the state of the
art in strategies for grammar, vocabulary, reading, writing, listening,
phonology, pronunciation, speaking/oral communication, and pragmatics in
context.

Section D, Innovations: Strategy Instruction, Assessment, and
Research, contains one chapter, Chapter 10, which centers on
innovations and potential innovations in the named realms (strategy
instruction, strategy assessment, and strategy research). Although the whole
book is innovative, this section and chapter are among the most
eye-opening.

The not-to-be-missed postscript summarizes the entire S2R Model,
elements of which have been included throughout the book. Terminology issues
are addressed in Appendix A, while Appendix B provides sources of some
quotations.















How Can This Book Be Used? 

Some readers, including those with a concrete-sequential learning style or
those for whom the book’s subject is very new, might like to start at
the beginning of the book and work their way systematically to the end.
Other readers, who come to the book with an intuitive-random learning style
or with a strong background in the area, might start at the back, dip into
the middle, jump to the front, then go to the back again, using a
self-designed reading path that meets their interests.

I suggest that all readers should read the beginning and the summary of a
given chapter and at least skim over the titles of the parts of a chapter.
Each chapter contains a valuable set of annotated further readings. The
questions, tasks, and projects at each chapter’s close are rich
activities that will extend readers’ understanding of the chapter.
Many of these options encourage holding discussions with others, because
nascent ideas often become more developed when shared with others. These
questions, tasks, and projects can be adapted for use with classes and
discussion groups, although they are equally valuable to individuals working
by themselves.









Section A
Focusing

Greater Clarity for Definitions and Theories


 

 

 


Section A presents the basics necessary for understanding foreign and second
language (L2) learning strategies. Chapter
1 reports on a major content-analytic study of definitions of
learning strategies and related terms, including those from the L2 field and
from outside. The chapter also presents a new definition of language learning
strategies and discusses factors in reaching (or failing to reach) consensus on
strategy definitions. Because strategies are intimately involved with
self-regulation, agency, autonomy, and associated concepts, Chapter 2 explores these
relationships with a scope and a lucidity that have not been seen before in the
L2 learning strategy field. Chapter
3 emphasizes that strategies cannot be understood outside of real
contexts and that strategies reflect complexity. These three chapters form part
of the theoretical base for the Strategic Self-Regulation (S2R)
Model. The rest of the theoretical base is offered in Section B and elsewhere in
the book. The postscript (pp. 339–340) contains a clear, succinct summary
of the theory.






1 Bringing Order out of Chaos

Definitions and Features of Language Learning Strategies



 

 

 

 



Blessed rage … to order words of the sea, …

And of ourselves and of our origins

Wallace Stevens                                                   



The quotation above speaks of a blessed rage to order the words of
our very selves and our origins. I often think of this quotation
when considering the vast number of definitions of second
and foreign language (L2) learning strategies (also
known by some as L2 learner strategies). Just as
the poem describes a rage to bring order to the world and humankind,
I long to bring order out of chaos regarding learning strategy
definitions and learning strategies as a whole. I will do this
through the Strategic Self-Regulation (S2R) Model, which
originated in the first edition of this book (Oxford, 2011). The model insists on
and provides a clear, encompassing strategy definition (Chapter 1). This
definition mentions self-regulation, which is one of the key learner
“strength factors” (Chapter 2). The definition also relates to
context and complexity (Chapter 3). The S2R Model includes a set of
interlocking but flexible strategy categories (Chapters 4 through
6). It includes strategies for language subsystems (e.g., grammar
and vocabulary, Chapter
7) and language skill areas (reading, writing, listening,
speaking, and related aspects, Chapters 8 and 9). Principles in the
model can serve as a foundation for innovations in strategy
instruction, strategy assessment, and strategy research (Chapter 10).

This chapter offers a much-needed definition based on an in-depth
analysis of 33 existing strategy definitions. Before that
discussion, however, I will introduce three learners who employ
strategies to help them learn and use the new language. Why pay
attention to the stories of these learners? Why notice the details
of the situations, the people, and the strategies? Why not cut to
the chase and jump right into abstract principles, theoretical
disquisitions, and research summaries? The following comments by
Grenfell and Harris (1999)
offer a useful answer:

The key sense we wish to convey … is not of a language
learner learning a language in some decontextualized,
idealized realm disconnected from the problems and processes
of everyday life, but quite the opposite: of someone plunged
into the maelstrom of the world with its demands and mixed
messages. (p. 41)

In reading about the following three learners, consider potential
evidence of their strategies.


Scenario 1: Laura, a
British Engineer Learning German

Laura, a civil engineer in the city of Reading in the U.K., likes
languages and family history. In the nineteenth century, her
family came to England from Hamburg, Germany, so she has a
personal interest in German language and culture. Unless she
learns German, she feels the old family history will slip away,
as it has for her parents. She studies German each night, except
when she goes out with her boyfriend or has a family event. She
enjoys contrasting German with her mother tongue, English. She
keeps online files for analyzing German words, phrases, and
sentences, and she digitally catalogues examples of the language
in action. She has several German language textbooks at various
difficulty levels and consults them as she tries to read German
magazines and short stories. She sometimes watches YouTube clips
in German and sees films in German with English subtitles but
avoids depending on the subtitles. When driving long distances,
she listens to audiobooks in German. Laura hears about an
“online language exchange” program that would allow
her to talk to a German language partner via synchronous video
at any time the partners choose. The conversation would be half
in English and half in German and would cover any topics the
partners decide on. She would help her German partner with
conversational English, and the partner would help her with
German. She hopes to develop much better German grammatical
competence, expand her vocabulary, learn to build those long
German words, have communication practice, gain a better
understanding of current German culture, and make a friend
– all at the same time.1 Laura especially hopes her learning
partner will correct her German pronunciation, because she wants
to pronounce German well when she eventually visits Germany to
track her family roots. She eagerly signs up for the
program.




Scenario 2: Martin, an Austrian Soldier Helping Refugees

Martin is an Austrian soldier from Vienna who is called upon to
work with overstressed, exhausted, and underfed Arabic-speaking
refugees at the border of his country. Quite often there is no
translator available, and hand gestures and facial expressions
are inadequate for communication. Though very few of his
military mates take great pains to communicate in Arabic, Martin
studies an Arabic language phrase book at night. The book helps
somewhat but does not include phrases needed for medical
emergencies and official situations. On duty he carries a
smartphone in order to figure out Arabic words and phrases based
on the pronunciation he hears or thinks he hears. He listens
carefully when a refugee is speaking and tries to relate what he
hears to his knowledge of the situation and his fledgling
knowledge of Arabic. When he is home on leave, he goes to a
bookstore to find a serious German–Arabic language
dictionary and, if possible, locate some relevant picture
magazines in Arabic. The alphabet is terribly hard for him, but
he is very smart, and he figures that even minimal alphabetical
skills might someday, with effort and help, morph into reading
skills. Some ability is better than none, he tells himself. For
specific language learning tips, he seeks out his friend Kaethe,
who is a faculty member at the Universität Wien (University of
Vienna) and who wrote a manuscript on “learning how to
learn languages.” He also spends an hour with a surprised
imam at a Viennese mosque, asking questions about how to
interact with and help the refugees.




Scenario 3: Luisa, a Mexican Immigrant Learning English in
the U.S.

Luisa is a teenage Mexican immigrant in a southeastern state in
the U.S. She has lived there for only six months but hopes to
stay. Her parents work at the local chicken processing plant and
feel lucky to have jobs, especially with the difficult legal
situation of undocumented workers.2 Her family speaks only Spanish at
home. There are only a few Mexicans in her new school, so she feels quite shy, although
she was popular and extroverted in her former city of
Guadalajara, Mexico. She is in an algebra class composed
primarily of students who have spoken English all their lives.
Algebra is her favorite subject; she first encountered it in
Mexico. At last a girl named Mary in the algebra class reaches
out to Luisa, introduces her to several other girls, and invites
her to church, which is often done in their small American town.
Luisa is happy to have a friend. She loves to hear Mary’s
stories about school, boys, cheerleading, and twitter, and Mary
helps her with English speaking and writing. Luisa, an
instinctively good organizer and fine algebra student, helps
Mary organize her school notebooks and, as time goes on, helps
her friend better understand algebra.3 In her backpack Luisa carries
a small notebook to school, and she writes in it new words and
phrases (sometimes in invented spelling). At home she transfers
the information nightly to a second-hand laptop that she shares
with her younger brother, Marco, and she uses the spellchecker.
Sometimes she types in full sentences using the notes taken
earlier in the day. She discovers the joys of YouTube songs in
English and tries to get the family to stop watching Telemundo
long enough for her to watch some English language programs. She
dreams of having a smartphone someday to help her improve her
English.

All these learners were engaged in learning languages and were
using strategies to help them do it. What strategies did you
find in their stories?

The term L2 learning strategies has dozens of
shades of meaning and has sparked theoretical battles over
several continents and on the pages of many journals. In this
chapter I hope to alleviate some of this definitional conflict
by carefully analyzing existing definitions and offering the
best, most defensible, most convincing definition possible from
my perspective. In this process, I will do my best to exhibit
intellectual honesty, analytic skill, good judgment, and
diplomacy.




How This Chapter Is Organized 

In the rest of the chapter, the first part describes the present
status of L2 learning strategy definitions (the “unpruned
garden syndrome”). The second and third parts offer a
systematic, content-analytic study of 33 definitions of learning
strategies and related terms, such as learner strategies,
self-regulated learning strategies, and “strategic.”
This is the first content-analytic, definitional study of its
kind concerning L2 learning strategies, although academic
pundits have publicly and repeatedly wrung their hands over the
overabundance of strategy definitions. The subsequent part
presents my own current definition of L2 learning strategies,
which includes core/prototypical features and which serves as a
foundation for the S2R Model. The final part calls
for action toward a joint, field-wide understanding of L2
learning strategies and an agreement on a definition of these
strategies. Although entrenched beliefs have prevented such a
collaborative solution in the past, I hope this chapter and this
book will change the situation. The chapter ends with further
readings and questions, tasks, and projects for readers.




The Unpruned Garden Syndrome 

Like others, I have found a notable?lack of consensus on strategy
definitions to date. The concept of L2 learning strategies
stimulated the rampant growth of definitions, as if reflecting
the Chinese slogan, “Let a hundred flowers bloom, and a
hundred schools of thought contend” (Encyclopedia
Britannica, 2016).4 A frenzy of L2 learning strategy
definitions popped up everywhere, each containing a seed of a
theory that was hidden and curled up, waiting to be found inside
the flower petals or leaves. The blossoms were a riot of colors,
sizes, shapes, and fragrances. Tall, heady sunflowers competed
for space and attention with bright red roses, pink azaleas,
purplish irises, bright-white daisies, prickly-pear cactus
flowers, and blossoming thorn trees. These blooming strategy
definitions, some of which might have been quite attractive
and convincing
individually, tended to crowd, push, and fall all over each
other when seen in as a group, choking out the possibility of a
unifying, encompassing definition or theory of L2 learning
strategies. Together all these burgeoning definitional blossoms,
so potentially valuable separately, became a garden dizzying to
the eye and mind.

The definitional tangle in the garden of L2 learning strategies
has been a matter of record for decades (Cohen, 2007; Ellis, 1994; Grenfell &
Macaro, 2007; Griffiths,
2013; Oxford, 2011; Oxford & Cohen,
1992; Wenden, 1991). Largely due to
definitional confusion, Ellis (1994) portrayed the learning strategy concept as
“fuzzy” (p. 529), an epithet further applied by
Dörnyei (2005), Dörnyei
and Ryan (2015), and
others. Dörnyei and Skehan (2003, p. 610) discussed the “theoretical
muddle” of strategies and further accused learning
strategies of trying to be “superordinate magic
tools” (p. 610), a statement described as
“sarcastic” by Amerstorfer (2016, p. 73). “Lack of theoretical
rigor” was Macaro’s (2006) general description of the strategy field as
he knew it, although he and Cohen had enough faith, or at least
sufficient ongoing interest, in the field to produce a major
edited volume on strategies the next year (Cohen & Macaro,
2007).




Mowing Down the Garden (and Throwing out the Baby) 

The lack of definitional and conceptual consensus was one reason
why Dörnyei (2005) called for?cancelling L2 learning strategy
research entirely and why he stated that learning strategies did
not exist (although simultaneously remarking that strategies
should be taught to students). The tone was polemical5 and
condescending at best; thankfully, this tone has changed
somewhat in the last dozen years, although many of the arguments
are largely the same as they were in 2005.

Dörnyei’s unusual approach in 2005 seemed to call for
mowing down the whole garden so that no further strategy
research could occur, perhaps because the best, healthiest, and
most perfect flower had yet to be seen. This outright
condemnation of a serious research area – any serious
research area – would seem excessive, especially without
any offer of personal discussion or positive assistance on the
part of the critic. In contrast, Gu (2012) argued that an appeal to abandon the
learning strategy concept “is not a healthy sign”
(p. 330). He noted the rich vein of research and theory on
learning strategies in educational psychology and commented on
the fact that many names and definitions have been used for
those strategies in that arena. He continued by saying that
conceptual fuzziness should not be a difficulty so severe as to
overthrow four decades of research on learning strategies in the
language area. In addition, Gu intelligently wrote:

The argument is clear and straightforward: if not being
able to agree on the definition of a Planet until 2006
does not in any way discredit the scientific nature of
astronomy, or necessitate the removal of the concept of
“planet” altogether, why should we throw
away a whole line of research on language learning
strategies?

(Gu, 2012, p.
331)

Pawlak (2011, p. 21)
contended that Dörnyei’s criticism was based on many
overgeneralizations, did not credit the many developments in the
field, and did not recognize the fact that strategy researchers
themselves had taken steps to ameliorate problems in the field.
Rose (2012b), a
relatively objective analyst, described Dörnyei’s
conceptualization of self-regulation, as measured by a new
questionnaire included in Tseng, Dörnyei, and Schmitt (2006), as just as fuzzy as
the strategy concept. Rose also viewed the idea of scrapping the
field of strategy research to be “throwing out the baby
with the bathwater” – a sobering image.

Part of Dörnyei’s (2005) argument was that strategies were no longer of
interest to educational psychologists, who had turned to
self-regulation. I found that statement strange, even shocking,
given that I (unlike the critics who wanted to mow down the
strategy garden) am a
qualified educational psychologist6. Like many individuals who are
trained in education, psychology, or educational psychology, I
strongly support self-regulation and have never left strategies
behind. Others like me include, for example, Gregersen and
MacIntyre (2014); Graham
and Harris (1996, 2000); Graham, Harris, and
McKeown (2013); Graham,
McKeown, Kiuhara, and Harris (2012); Graham and Perin (2007); Harris and Graham (1992, 2005); Harris, Graham, MacArthur, Reid, and
Mason (2011); McCaslin
and Hickey (2001); Schunk
and Ertmer (2000);
Zimmerman and Moylan (2009); and Zimmerman and Schunk (2011). As an educational
psychologist I have long understood the compatibility of
learning strategies and concepts such as self-direction and
autonomy (Oxford, 1990)
and the nexus of autonomy, self-regulation, and strategies
(Oxford, 1999, 2011). (See Chapter 2 of the
present book.) Dörnyei and Ryan (2015) withdrew Dörnyei’s (2005) extreme credo that
strategies do not exist. They provided a friendlier and more
conciliatory discussion of strategies and encouraged the
practical teaching of learning strategies. At the same time,
they remained severely critical of strategy definitions as being
scientifically unsuitable for research and implied that as a
research field, learning strategies were still in significant
trouble.




Some Steps at Pruning the Strategy-Definition Garden 

Cohen (2007) conducted a
major definitional/conceptual survey of L2 strategy experts in
order to make some sense of the field. He did not look
systematically at existing definitions in print in the way I do
in the current chapter, but his contribution was
significant.

Several times (Oxford, 1990, 2011)
I set out not only to provide strategy definitions but also to
identify prototypical-definitional strategy features, which are
presented in the “Content-Analytic Study of Strategy
Definitions” later in this chapter. Gu (2012) did a groundbreaking
job in identifying prototypical characteristics of strategies.
Griffiths (2013) provided
her own set of prototypical features.

Macaro (2006) gave up
trying to delineate an encompassing definition (p. 320) but
offered guidance for others to consider in coming up with
prototypical features of strategies: (a) location of strategies;
(b) size, abstractness, and relationship to other strategies;
(c) explicitness of goal orientation; and (d) transferability.
Macaro (2006) went on to
suggest that a strategy (however defined) “…
comprises a goal, a situation, and a mental
action” (p. 332, emphasis added). One might say that
Macaro, not seeing the value of messing with the definitional
garden any longer, handed the definition-pruning shears to
others but with important guidance for how to use them.

These meaningful efforts led in the direction of clearing up some
of the tangles of strategy definitions. However, more massive
pruning was still needed. The next sections are my effort to
prune the garden and give some meaning to it.




Introduction to the Content-Analytic Study of Strategy
Definitions 

Cohen (2017) called for
clarity in strategy definitions: “My opinion …: they
should clarify, not obfuscate – it helps move the action
along into the realm of practice to use definitions that lay
language learners can understand.” I completely concur. In
the interest of definitional clarity, I conducted a
content-analytic study of existing strategy definitions.


Objective of the
Study 

The objective was to identify a set of illustrative strategy
definitions for the last quarter century, compare and
contrast them, generate a list of the “common
features” in strategy definitions (not necessarily
“ideal” or “good” features), and
contextualize these in terms of theory.




Questions

•What definitions exist?

•What are the specific differences and similarities among them?

•What are the general patterns overall?

•What are the problems in the definitions?




Methods

Data gathering and data analysis methods are shown below.


Data Gathering 

I sought definitions mainly from the L2 field but also
from outside.


Finding definitions in the L2 field.
I searched for definitions inside and
outside of the L2 learning field. I culled 27
strategy definitions from the L2 learning
literature. To do this, I scoured my large library
of books and journals on L2 topics. This search
included not only publications covering research and
theory but also highly practical works that are
theoretically sound, such as those of Horwitz (2013) and
Gregersen and MacIntyre (2014). I found a few sources
(e.g., Cohen & Macaro, 2007; Ellis, 1994; Griffiths,
2013) that
included strategy definitions from multiple
researchers. I also looked on the Internet, although
the definitions on the Internet were repeats of the
ones I had already found.



Three of the definitions, including two of my own
(Oxford, 1990,
2011) and
one from Griffiths (2013), were accompanied by a list of
prototypical-definitional strategy features. I included
these features as part of the particular definition. If
a certain prototypical-definitional feature was
identical or similar to something in the definition, I
did not count it twice for that definition. For example,
if the 2015 definition of learning strategy from Dr. X
included the word “action” and her
prototypical-definitional feature list included the word
“action,” “active,” or
“activity,” I only counted the idea
once.

I chose definitions that covered more than four decades,
beginning with 1975, when Joan Rubin’s article
started a steady stream of publications that has not
stopped since. Thanks to researchers all over the world,
the stream became a torrent for several decades.

I did not include definitions that focused only on
communication strategies or that did not refer to
learning. I did include definitions for
L2-learning-related terms such as “learner
strategies,” “learning strategies,”
and “self-regulated learning strategies.” In
one instance I included Dörnyei and
Ryan’s (2015) definition of the word
“strategic” because of its utility to the
study.


Finding definitions outside of the L2 field.
I included six strategy definitions from
outside the L2 field. The earliest definition was
from 1986, though I know of others from the 1960s.
My goal for including these six was simply to allow
some insights external to the L2 field, not to do an
in-depth substudy.



The definitions from
outside of the L2 field were chosen for specific
reasons.

•Two of them (Weinstein, Husman, & Dierking,
2000;
Weinstein & Mayer, 1986) are often quoted in the L2
field.

•I chose the definition by Pressley, Goodchild,
Fleet, and Zajchowski (1989) because Pressley was,
until his untimely death, a major figure in
strategy research in multiple academic areas.

•I decided to include two learning strategy
definitions because of their importance in
self-regulation: that of Dembo and Seli (2014) and that of
Donker, de Boer, Kostons, Dignath van Ewijk, and
van der Werf (2014). The latter of these two definitions
partly quoted Pintrich (2000), another well-known
self-regulation scholar. Work by Dembo and Seli
and by Donker et al. is also included elsewhere in
this book.

•I added another learning strategy definition
(#32 of the 33 definitions in the study) drawn
from outside the L2 field. I personally crafted it
because I felt the study deserved to have one
definition that was as unbiased as possible,
unconnected with any specific education theory,
linguistically based, and founded on two highly
respected sources: a standard dictionary
(Oxford Dictionaries, 2016, from
Oxford University Press) and the Online
Etymology Dictionary (Harper, latest
edition 2016), which I have used for many years as
a trusted, historical source. The resulting
definition of learning strategy is novel in one
sense but not in another. The broad meaning of
strategy is a plan of action to
meet a major or overall aim (Oxford
Dictionaries, 2016), although it comes
from an earlier military definition, a plan of
action of a general (Harper, 2016b; Oxford, 1990). The
meaning of strategy as a plan of action toward a
goal is widely accepted. The innovative definition
of the word learning has two
complementary parts: (a) “finding or
following the track” (based on ancient
Proto-Indo-European roots cited by Harper, 2016a7,
8), which suggests on ongoing
movement in a desirable path; and (b) the
development of “knowledge or skills through
experience, study, or by being taught” (from
the Oxford Dictionaries, 2016),
thus via informal or formal means.9
Putting these aspects of strategy
and learning together,
we have an unconventional yet possibly important
definition: “A learning strategy is
the learner’s plan of action for finding or
following the desired track through experience,
study, or by being taught.”


Assembling the data. I listed the
definitions in chronological order starting with
1975. I integrated the 27 definitions from inside
the L2 field and the six definitions from outside
the field into one common list of 33 definitions.
Table
1.1 (pp. 14–17) presents the
complete, unanalyzed data.






Data Analysis

To conduct data analysis I employed open coding and axial
coding procedures from the grounded theory approach. I
examined each definition for explicit and implicit
statements.


Open coding and axial coding of the data.
The grounded theory approach does not allow
pre-planned themes to be used. Instead, themes must
arise based on iterative examinations of the data.
The approach typically involves the
constant-comparison technique, by which the analyst
repeatedly goes over the data and compares newly
arising themes with the whole set of data to see
whether the themes are justifiable. Quite often it
is necessary to adjust, expand, or reduce the themes
to reflect the data realistically.




Table 1.1 The Data: Definitions of “Language Learning Strategies,” “Learner Strategies,” “Self-Regulated Learning Strategies,” “Strategies,” and “Strategic”








	Number
	Definition
	Source (chronologically ordered) (Shaded authors are strategy experts from outside the L2 learning field)



	1
	Learning strategies: “the techniques or devices which a learner may use to acquire knowledge” 
	Rubin (1975, p. 43)



	2
	Learning strategies: “general tendencies or overall characteristics of the approach employed by the language learner, leaving techniques to refer to particular forms of observable learning behavior” 
	Stern (1983) in Ellis (1994, p. 531)



	3
	Learning strategies: “behaviors and thoughts that a learner engages in during learning that are intended to influence the learner’s encoding process” 
	Weinstein & Mayer (1986) in Ellis (1994, p. 531)



	4
	Learning strategies: “strategies which contribute to the development of the language system which the learner constructs and affect learning directly” 
	Rubin (1987) in Ellis (1994, p. 531)



	5
	Learning strategies: “techniques, approaches or deliberate actions that students take in order to facilitate the learning, recall of both linguistic and content area information” 
	Chamot (1987) in Ellis (1994, p. 531)



	6
	Learning strategies: “operation or steps used by the learner to facilitate acquisition, storage, or retrieval of information” 
	Chamot, Kiipper, & Impink-Hernandez(1988, p. 2)



	7
	Learning strategies: “techniques which students use to comprehend, store, and remember new information and skills” 
	Chamot & Kiipper (1989, p. 13)



	8
	Learning strategies: “processes (or sequences of processes) that, when matched to the requirements of tasks, facilitate performance” 
	Pressley, Goodchild, Fleet, & Zajchowski(1989,p. 303)



	9
	Learning strategies: “behaviors or actions which learners use to make language learning more successful, self-directed, and enjoyable” 
	Oxford (1989, p. 235)



	10
	Learning strategies: “specific actions taken by the learner to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, and more transferrable to new situations”  (See prototypical-definitional features below.)
	Oxford (1990, p. 8)



	
	Prototypical-definitional features of learning strategies:

1.  Contribute to ... communicative competence

2.  Allow learners to become more self-directed

3.  Expand the role of teachers [to guide and facilitate]

4. Are problem-oriented, because learning involves problem-solving

5.  Are specific actions taken by the learner

6.  Involve many aspects of the learner, e.g., cognitive, emotional, social

7.  Support learning both directly and indirectly

8.  Are not always observable; some are purely mental and hence unobservable

9.  Are often conscious [This was later changed to remove “often” ]

10.  Can be taught

11.  Are flexible

12.  Are influenced by a variety of factors, such as task requirements, teacher expectations, learning style, personality traits, motivation, culture, and others (pp. 13-14)
	Oxford (1990, p. 9, plus explanations of each feature on pp. 9-14)



	11
	Learning strategies: “special thoughts or behaviors that individuals use to help them comprehend, learn, or retain new information” 
	O’Malley&Chamot(1990, p.D



	12
	Learning strategies: “intentional behaviors and thoughts used by learners during learning so as to better help them understand, learn, or remember new information” 
	Richards & Piatt (1992, p. 209)



	13
	Learning strategies: “the often conscious steps or behaviors used by language learners to enhance their learning. These strategies help learners take in aspects of the language, store them in long-term memory, and use them when needed.” 
	Okada, Oxford, & Abo (1996, p. 107)



	14
	Learning strategies: “learning processes which are consciously selected by the learner” 
	Cohen (1998, p. 4)



	15
	Learning strategies: “any thoughts, behaviors, beliefs, or emotions that facilitate the acquisition, understanding, or later transfer of new knowledge and skills” 
	Weinstein, Husman, & Dierking (2000, p. 727)



	16
	Learner strategies: ’” steps’ or ’actions’ selected by learners either to improve the learning of a second language, or their use of it, or both” 
	Gao (2003, p. 41), citing Cohen (1998, p. 2)



	17
	Learner strategies: “the actions that learners take in order to decode, process, store, and retrieve information” 
	Macaro (2003, p. 109)



	18
	Learning strategies: “specific actions one takes and/or techniques one uses in order to learn.”  “Some are consciously employed, and others are automatic. ... [M]ost learning styles are expressed by observable learning strategy behaviors. In a nutshell, learning strategies are: things we do; relatively easy to change; different, depending on learning styles; effective or not effective for specific situations; and frequently under some level of conscious control.” 
	Leaver, Ehrman, & Shekhtman (2005, pp. 65, 82)



	19
	Learning strategies: “activities consciously chosen by learners for the purpose of regulating their own learning” 
	Griffiths (2008, p. 87); Griffiths & Oxford (2014, p. 2). See Griffith’s (2013) prototypical features



	20
	Self-regulated learning strategies: “deliberate, goal-directed attempts to manage and control efforts to learn[;] ... teachable actions that learners choose from among alternatives and employ for L2 learning purposes (e.g., constructing, internalizing, storing, retrieving, and using information; completing short-term tasks; and/or developing L2 proficiency and self-efficacy in the long term)”
  Not to be confused with skills: “Skills are automatic and out of awareness, whereas strategies are intentional and deliberate” (See prototypical-definitional features below)
	Oxford (2011, p. 12)



	
	Prototypical-definitional features of self-regulated learning strategies:

1. “are employed consciously, involving four elements of consciousness (awareness, attention, intention, and effort, Schmidt, 1995) [Note: I would now say that the use of a given strategy requires at least one of these elements of consciousness, or it is not a strategy.]

2. make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, and more effective

3. are manifested through specific tactics in different contexts and for different purposes

4. reflect the whole, multidimensional learner, not just the learner’s cognitive or metacognitive aspects

5. are often combined into strategy chains, i.e., groups of strategies working together ...

6. are applied in a given situation but can be transferred to other situations when relevant.

Some strategies, such as Planning or Monitoring, are deployed for learning many subjects and for problem-solving in general throughout one’s life. Other strategies ... are tied to language learning.” 
	Oxford (2011, Concept 1.3, p. 14)



	21
	Learner strategies: “[t]houghts and actions, consciously chosen and operationalized by language learners, to assist them in carrying out a multiplicity of tasks from the very onset of learning to the most advanced levels of target-language (TL) performance” 
	Cohen (2011, p. 7; 2012, p. 136)



	22
	L2 strategies: “specific practices or techniques that can be employed autonomously to improve one’s L2 learning and/ or use” 
	Plonsky(2011,p. 994)



	23
	Learning strategies: “activities consciously chosen by learners for the purpose of regulating their own language learning” 
	Griffiths (2013, p. 15); also see Griffiths (2008 earlier)



	
	(This definition is included again because it was accompanied this time by newly listed prototypical-definitional features below. It was not included again in the tabulations in subsequent tables, although the prototypical-definitional features were.)
	



	
	Prototypical-definitional features of learning strategies:

Activity

Consciousness

Choice

Goal-orientation

Regulation

Learning focus
	Griffiths (2013, pp. 7ff)



	24
	Learning strategies: “activities or techniques that learners can use to improve or enhance their target language ability” 
	Horwitz (2013, p. 274)



	25
	Learning strategies: “the methods students use to acquire information. Higher achieving students use more learning strategies than do lower achieving students (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1988). ... Learning strategies serve different purposes.” 
	Dembo&Seli(2014, p. 12)



	26
	Learning strategies: “Strategies, either consciously or semi-consciously chosen by a language learner, operate somewhere on a continuum between being intentionally deliberate and fully automatic, are purposeful and goal-directed and can be enhanced through instruction.” 

” Using effective strategies, either alone or in combination (often called strategy chains) allows learners to perform specified tasks or to solve particular problems, and, as an end result, strategies can ’... make learning easier, faster, and more enjoyable’ (Cohen, 2007: 39) ...” 
	Gregersen &MacIntyre (2014, pp. 148-149), partly quoting from Cohen (2007, p. 39) who quoted from Oxford (1990)



	27
	Learning strategies: “Most researchers agree that strategies are goal-directed, have a metacognitive component, involve learner responsibility, and require ’some degree of consciousness whereby the learner consciously and intentionally attends selectively to a task ...’ (Cohen, 2007, p. 32)” 
	Gunning & Oxford (2014, p. 8, partly quoting Cohen, 2007, p. 32)



	28
	Learner strategy: “a thought or behavior used by learners to regulate SFL [second or foreign language] learning or use. ... [may be engaged either] consciously and deliberatively or unconsciously and automatically to further learners’ processing while learning or while performing”  language tasks
	Purpura (2014, p. 533)



	29
	Self-regulated learning strategies: “domain-appropriate”  act[ions] “purposefully”  used in ’” an active, constructive process whereby learners set goals for their learning and then attempt to monitor, regulate and control their cognition, motivation, and behavior, guided and constrained by their goals and the contextual features of the environment’ (Pintrich, 2000, p. 453)” 
	Donker, de Boer, Kostons, Dignath van Ewijk, & van der Werf (2014, p. 2), partly quoting from Pintrich (2000, p. 453)



	30
	Strategies: “Conscious actions that learners use to help them to learn or use a language.” 
	Williams, Mercer, & Ryan (2015, p. 125)



	31
	Strategic: “strategic in the strict sense, that is, ... involv[ing] appropriate and purposeful behavior to enhance the effectiveness of learning”  [Note: This definition could be applied to learning strategies, though the authors of this definition only intended to define “strategic.” ]
	Dornyei &Ryan (2015, p. 146)



	32
	Learning strategy: “the learner’s plan of action for finding or following the desired track through experience, study, or by being taught”
Note: Context is clearly implied.
	Based on Oxford Dictionaries (2016a, 2016b) and derivation from Proto-Indo-European sources (Harper, 2016a, 2016b)



	33
	Learning strategies: “actions chosen by learners (either deliberately or automatically) for the purpose of learning or regulating the learning of language” 
	Griffiths (2017)






The first phase of
analysis, open coding, permits large numbers of themes
to emerge. In this case, about 70 themes emerged, some
containing just one word or phrase and others containing
more than one. Some examples were: techniques,
tools, devices, beliefs, emotions, methods, actions,
activities, processes, facilitate/make easier, make
more enjoyable, regulate + regulation, success +
successful, effective, purpose, aim, conscious +
consciousness + consciously, unconscious +
unconsciously, automatic + automatically, learn +
learning, acquire + acquisition, knowledge,
comprehend + comprehension, retain + retention,
encoding, decode, store, retrieve, perform, use
(noun), use (verb)
context, and domain.


The second analytic phase was “axial coding,”
or intentionally bringing together themes into larger
themes, reducing the total number of themes. This
cross-walking of themes resulted in about 30 themes,
which were then amalgamated into 19 themes. It should be
pointed out again that in no instance was there any
pre-ordained set of categories or any pre-established
taxonomy of definitions; the data points spoke for
themselves.

Across some of the final 19 themes there were instances
of overlap. An example was
purpose/purposeful (Theme I,
Purpose), which was related
to but not identical to
conscious/consciousness/consciously
(Theme J,
Consciousness).

The Emergent Theme Identification Guide for
Strategy Definitions is shown in Table 1.2 (p.
19). It shows the final 19 thematic categories and the
typical words or phrases associated with them, according
to open coding and axial coding. This guide was used to
help me determine which thematic categories were
represented in any specific definition.

Quite often at this point in grounded theory analysis
there is a phase called “selective coding,”
which involves identifying the single overarching theme,
reflecting the central meaning of all the data. However,
I did not want to combine themes to create a single
theme, because there was so much relevant data to be
studied.


Making initial judgments. The next
analytic step was to create an electronic
spreadsheet, as seen in Table 1.3 (pp. 22–23),
with the 19 themes across the top (using the
abbreviations shown above in the Emergent
Theme Identification Guide for Strategy
Definitions: 19 Themes,
Table
1.2). Down the left side of Table 1.3.
I listed, in short form, the authors and dates of
each of the definitions.




Identifying “explicit mentions”
of each of the thematic categories for the 33
definitions overall and the two subsets (27 from
the L2 field and 6 from outside). I
examined all 33 definitions and the two subsets (27
definitions from the L2 field and 6 from outside) to
determine which definitions contained explicit
references to any material in 19 themes. For
example, Definition #12 by Richards and Platt (1992) explicitly
included “thoughts,” a term in Theme B,
Mental. Therefore, I gave Definition #12 an
“X” for Theme B to indicate an explicit
mention of “thoughts.” If Definition #12
had additionally included the term
“emotions,” which is also found in Theme
B, that would not have changed anything; only one X
was given for each cell.10




Identifying “implicit mentions” of each
of the thematic categories for the 33 definitions
and the two subsets. For some of the 33 definitions
and the two subsets of definitions, ideas from
certain thematic categories were not mentioned
overtly but were clearly implied. For example,
although many definitions explicitly cited
consciousness, many other definitions only implied
consciousness, most often by indicating a strategy
purpose that could probably only be manifested
consciously. For example, Definition #17 by Macaro
(2003) was:
“the actions that learners take in order to
decode, process, store, and retrieve
information” (p. 109). Although Macaro’s
definition did not expressly cite consciousness, it
is likely that some degree of consciousness would be
needed for the learner “to decode, process,
store, and retrieve information.” In such a
case, the coding was Impl for
“implied.”11


Table 1.2 Emergent Theme Identification Guide for Strategy Definitions: 19 Themes







	Emergent themes, abbreviation, and coding information:



	A.
	Tea = Teachable; teacher roles; can be enhanced through instruction.

 

	B.
	Men = Mental aspects, especially thoughts, cognition, cognitive, metacognitive; specifically mental aspects of learning, such as encoding, storing, or recalling/retrieving; study involving mental aspects; (in one definition) beliefs, emotions, self-efficacy; unobservable (either always unobservable or sometimes unobservable). Implicitly Men = anything involving learning. Can also be related to whole learner; see S, Who.

 

	C.
	Beh = Behaviors: guided by the mind but generally considered to be observable.

 

	D.
	Tec = Techniques, devices, tools, methods (nouns focusing specifically on what is used by the learner; does not need to be observable).

 

	E.
	Act = Active: actions, acts, activities, steps, process/processes/sequences, operation(s), practice, follow the track (verbs or gerund; connotes movement, dynamism, often specificity).

 

	F.
	Bro = Broad: general approaches, tendencies, overall characteristics (nonspecific).

 

	G.
	Reg = Regulated by the learner: self-regulated (sr), self-directed (sd), learner-managed (ma), autonomy/autonomous (au), responsibility (rs), match with task requirements (tr). Such matching is part of forethought, the first phase of self-regulation.

 

	H.
	Fac = Facilitate learning, make learning easier (ea), more successful/effective (su), more enjoyable (en), or faster (fa); or sometimes does this.

 

	I.
	Pur = Purposeful: purpose, goal-oriented, aim, choice, chosen, selected (from alternatives); “to/in order to” [+ verb] = for the purpose of. (In addition, all of these imply consciousness; see J.) 

 

	J.
	Con = Consciousness: explicitly mentions one or more of the following: (a) consciousness or semi-consciousness; (b) some degree of consciousness; or (c) particular components of consciousness (Schmidt, 1995), e.g., attention, awareness, intention/deliberateness, or control/effort.

 

	K.
	Unc = Unconsciousness: explicitly mentions that a strategy can be unconscious or automatic.

 

	L.
	Flx = Flexible: flexibly operationalized and employed; support learning both directly and indirectly; easy to change tactics may differ .

 

	M.
	Tas = Task accomplishment, match with task requirements, transfer to new tasks/uses. (These imply context; see Q. Related to purpose, I, Pur, and to regulation, G, Reg.) 

 

	N.
	Lea = Learning: enhance learning; knowledge, information acquisition, coding, comprehension, storage, construction, retention, recall, retrieval; development of learning system.

 

	O.
	PerU = Language performance and use; using language information.

 

	P.
	Pro = Language proficiency in a broad sense; relates to target language ability/communicative competence, which is built on both knowledge (from Lea) and performance (PerU).

 

	Q.
	Cxt = In context, ready when needed; influenced by context factors outside of or within the learner (e.g., task reqs., learning style, culture); domain-appropriate.

 

	R.
	Gro = Grouping: sequences of processes, strategy chains or clusters.

 

	S.
	Who = Whole learner, i.e., multiple aspects of learner, not just cognitive. Can be related to mental, which for one definition included beliefs, emotions, etc.









Identifying “no mentions” of each of
the thematic categories for the 33 definitions and
the two subsets. If a particular
definitions made no mention, either explicit or
implied, of anything in a specific theme, then I
left the cell entirely blank. An example is
Definition #24 (Horwitz, 2013), which did not mention
Theme C, Behavior.




A total of 1,881 judgments. I made the
identifications of explicit mentions, implicit
mentions, or no mentions (three decisions) for each
of the 19 themes in each of 33 separate definitions.
This created 1,881 distinct judgments. I reviewed
these judgments several times on four different days in
order to verify intra-rater reliability. I only had
to alter ten judgments, or less than 0.5% of 1,881
judgments. To further assess reliability, I asked
another strategy specialist to independently analyze
a random segment of the definitions at the axial
coding stage, and our judgments generally coincided.
Specifics are available on request.




Tabulating the data. For each of the 19 themes, Theme
A through S, I tabulated the frequencies of (a)
total explicit mentions of that
particular theme across all 33 definitions, (b)
total implicit mentions of that
theme, and (c) total explicit +
implicit mentions of that theme. I did
this for all 19 themes. I also tabulated the
percentages based on the frequencies. To attain the
percentages, I used 33 (representing all the
definitions) as the denominator and divided this
into the total mentions (explicit, implicit, and
explicit + implicit) existing for a specific theme.
I did the same thing for the two subsets but used
the appropriate number for the denominator (27 in
one case and 6 in the other).12

After doing all the tabulations and reviewing the data
several times, I noticed that some themes naturally fell
into eight Master Themes, which represented
amalgams of the 19 themes. For example, the following
appeared to represent diverse forms of strategies:
mental aspects, actions, techniques, behaviors, and
general tendencies/approaches. Together these became
“Master Theme I: Diverse Forms of
Strategies.”13










Content-Analytic Study Results and Discussion 

Table 1.3 presents
the results in a quantitative form. Each cell indicates whether
or not a given definition included a particular theme
(characteristic) for a given definition. The end of the table
indicates tabulated results for each theme for all 33
definitions as a group, then for the 27 definitions from the L2
field, and finally for the 6 definitions from outside the L2
field.

In this section I use the terms explicit, direct, and overt
synonymously with references to the mentions of a theme within a
definition. I employ the terms implied and indirect as
synonyms.

Table 1.4 (p. 24)
exhibits the eight master themes that emerged through many
iterations of data examination. Note that the master themes are
often related to each other. If this were a statistical factor
analysis, these themes would appear to be oblique (i.e.,
associated with each other), as opposed to orthogonal or
perpendicular (i.e., unrelated).


Master Theme I. Diverse Forms of Strategies 

Most definitions mentioned the “form” of
strategies. The strategy forms included: IA, thoughts,
cognitions, and other internal phenomena (primarily what
learners think); IB, actions (what learners do); IC,
techniques, devices, tools, and methods (what learners use);
ID, behaviors (how learners act); and IE, general tendencies
(how learners broadly approach learning). The results of
this theme are captured in Figure 1.1 (p. 25).


IA. Mental Aspects (Thoughts, Cognitions, etc.) as a
Strategy Form (Primarily What Learners Think)


RESULTS

This theme of strategy forms referred to mental
aspects, almost all being thoughts and cognitions.
However, one definition also included emotions and
beliefs, along with thoughts, as strategies
(Definition #15, Weinstein, Husman, & Dierking,
2000). An
explicit mention of the mental theme was credited if
a definition overtly employed terms such as
thoughts, cognitions,
cognitive, metacognitive,
consciousness/conscious,
or study, or referred to
any specifically mental processes of learning, such
as encoding, storing, or
recalling/retrieving.

An implicit
mention of this mental theme was logged if a
definition did not mention terms such as the above
but cited very general themes that could be
understood as related to the mind, such as
acquire knowledge, improve learning,
enhance … learning, and
even enhance …
target language ability. No credit was
given for this theme when the definition spoke only
of general tendencies … of the
approach employed by the language
learner, not mentioning anything about the
mind (Definition #2, Stern, 1983).

A total of 97% of all 33 definitions included a
mental component, with 73% doing so explicitly and
24% doing so implicitly. Among the 27 L2 strategy
definitions, 96% had a mental element, including 74%
explicit and 22% implicit. All six strategy
definitions from outside the L2 field cited a mental
component (67% explicitly, 33% implicitly).




DISCUSSION

It was striking that almost all definitions
specifically mentioned or indirectly alluded to a
mental/internal basis, such as thoughts, cognitions,
knowledge acquisition, learning in general, or
specific mental learning processes.


Mental – but where located?
At this point I need to clarify something
about “internalism” or
“mentalism” of strategies. I totally
agree with Macaro (2006) that strategies are mental in the
sense that all strategies occur in the mind or are
guided by the mind. Macaro (2006) went further, contending
that learning strategies are “located”
in working memory. He is certainly right in one
major way. Implementing learning strategies does
involve working memory. However, I note that
mental storage of strategies occurs in schemata,
which are defined as mental structures by which
the learner organizes information. A schema
(singular) contains the learner’s knowledge
on a certain topic and the organized
interrelationships among components of that
knowledge (Chi, Glaser, & Rees, 1982). When a
learner learns a new strategy (just as when he or
she learns any new information), the strategy
information is moved from short-term memory (STM)
to long-term memory (LTM) for what could be called
“storage.” One way to do this is to
fit the new information into an existing schema
(assimilation), but if the new information does
not fit well into an existing schema, it is
necessary to change an existing schema to
accommodate the new information (accommodation),
as metaphorically described by Piaget (1954). Then the
information is available to be called upon for use
later. To use information, including strategies,
this information must be pulled from STM or LTM
into working memory (Leaver, Ehrman, &
Shekhtman 2005). All of these terms are
metaphorical, not precise physical descriptions,
but they are typically used by cognitive
psychologists and educational psychologists.



Where might the schemata be physically
“located”? It is impossible to say that
a metaphorical construct is physically located in a
certain part of the brain. However, we can say that
higher cognitive processes, such as analyzing,
comparing, synthesizing, and reasoning (which, when
consciously and intentionally used, are viewed as
cognitive strategies), operate in the prefrontal
cortex (frontal lobe) but have linkages elsewhere in
the brain, such as the deep, inner part known as the
limbic system. General regulation or executive
control processes, such as evaluating and planning
(which, when consciously and intentionally deployed,
are metacognitive strategies) also operate in the
frontal lobe (prefrontal cortex) of the brain but
again have associations with the limbic system:
“The general assumption is that impaired
metacognitive processes are related to frontal lobe
damage …” (Koriat, 2002, p. 266). Emotions and
motivation are housed in the limbic system, but
their regulation can be consciously aided through
frontal lobe executive processes (which, when
consciously and intentionally used, are
strategies).


Potential observability, in addition to
the mental basis. My only divergence from
Macaro thus lies in the fact that, in addition to
the purely mental form of strategies, I see a role
for observable action as an implementation feature of certain
strategies. In other words, strategies always
operate mentally or are guided mentally, but they
sometimes additionally have visible
manifestations. Observability does not diminish
their mental basis. For example, analyzing is
clearly an internal, mental strategy, but
analyzing can also become visible when the learner
uses the classical outline form with Roman
numerals to analyze an argument, when he or she
employs concept-mapping to analyze a newspaper
article, or when he or she draws a plot diagram to
analyze the plot of the Die
Verwandlung (The
Metamorphosis by Kafka) in German or the
Aeneid in Latin. Analyzing
becomes an observably collaborative strategy when
two students jointly analyze a political speech.
Note that in each situation several strategies are
united synergistically and dynamically into a
strategy cluster. The highly potent strategy of
analyzing serves as the basis of the strategy
cluster in each case.


Table 1.3 Analyzing Definitions by Emergent Themes (See Table 1.2 for complete codes.)
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Table 1.4 Results for Master Themes across the 33 Definitions










	Master Theme designation (not to be confused with the 19 themes) 
	Name of Master Theme 
	Aspects of the Master Theme as shown in the definitions 
	Percentage of the 33 definitions showing this Master Theme (incl. explicit and implicit mentions) High = 60% or over Moderate = 35–69% Low = Under 35% 


 
 
  
	I
	Diverse Forms of Strategies
	Mental aspects, such as thoughts, cognitions, encoding (primarily what learners think﻿) (IA)
	97% (high)


  
	
	
	Actions/processes (what learners do﻿) (IB)
	67% (high)


  
	
	
	NOTE: Mental + actions/processes = mental actions/processes﻿ (a central feature of many definitions) 
	


  
	
	
	Techniques, devices, tools, and methods (what learners use﻿) (IC)
	21% (low)


 
	
	 
	Behaviors (how learners observably behave﻿) (ID)
	30% (low)


 
	
	 
	General tendencies (how learners broadly approach learning﻿) (IE)
	6% (low)


  
	II
	Purposefulness
	Having purpose, aim, or goal
	100% (high)


  
	III
	Particular Purposes of Strategies

	Learning (IIIA)
	97% (high)


 
	
	 
	Self-regulation (IIIB)
	36% (moderate) 


 
 	
	 
	Task accomplishment (IIIC)
	24% (low)


 
	
	 
	Performance/use (IIID)
	30% (low)


 
	
	 
	Proficiency in general (IIIE)
	9% (low)


 
	
	 
	Facilitation (IIIF)
	30% (low)


 
	
	 
	Helping or involving the whole learner (IIIG)
	12% (low)


  
	IV
	Consciousness
	Conscious (IVA)
	97% (high)


  
	
	
	Can also be unconscious/automatic (IVB)
	12% (low)


  
	V
	How Strategies Are Used
	Flexibly (VA)
	9% (low)


 
	
	 
	Grouping (e.g., chains or clusters) (VB)
	9% (low)


  
	
	
	Orchestration (VC)
	0%


  
	VI
	Contextualization
	Strategies occur in a context
	24% (low)


  
	VII
	Teachability
	Strategies are teachable
	9% (low)


  
	VIII
	Focus in the Titles of the Strategies
	Learning strategies (L2 field and beyond) (VIIIA)
	79% (high)


 
	
	 
	Strategic (oriented to L2 learning) (VIIIB)
	3% (low)


 
	
	 
	Other foci occurring only in certain strategy titles within the L2 field:﻿
L2 strategies (neither learning/learner strategies) (VIIIC)
	 3% (low)


 
	
	 
	Strategies (neither learning/learner strategies) (VIIID)
	3% (low)


 
	
	 
	Learner strategies (VIIIE)
	12% (low)
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Figure 1.1 The Forms of Strategies Identified in the Definitions, Indicating Mental Action (Process) as the Central Feature for All Strategy Forms

Note: * These aid the action. They are guided by the mind, rather than acting on their own.




Seeking the mental aspect that guides the
observable. Cohen (1996, 2014) stated that some strategies
(e.g., asking a question for clarification) are
behavioral and thus observable, while other
strategies (e.g., paraphrasing in instances when
the production is not obviously a paraphrase) are
both mental and behavioral but not easily
observable, and still other strategies (e.g.,
making mental translations for clarification while
reading) are just mental. In my view, it would be
very difficult to classify all strategies into
these three sets, but Cohen offered a useful start
to an as yet unfinished discussion.



Griffiths (2013) stated “that although there is
a considerable degree of consensus that strategies
are active, not all writers agree on the nature of
the activity” (p. 7). As an example, she
mentioned a divergence between Macaro and me
regarding whether strategies are mental. She stated,
“Macaro (2006) insists that strategies are a mental
activity. Oxford (for example, 1990), however, would include
physical activities, such as writing in a notebook
or physically acting out new words, as examples of
strategic behavior” (Griffiths, 2013, p. 7). True
enough, in 1990 I did not make clear my belief that
observability can only exist if a strategy occurs
first in the mind. For me at that time, the concept
of “mental-before-observable” was merely
tacit (intuitive, unstated) knowledge.

In general, my
stance is close to Macaro’s, but not
identical. Macaro (personal communication, Feb. 8,
2016) stated, “I think it’s important to
distinguish between mental activity and observable
motor activity,” and his view is that
observable motor activity is not a strategy, as is
“visualizing a new word”. He continued,
“My problem with motor activity (such as
note-taking) being a strategy is that it can mask
all sorts of possible mental activity – used
differently by different learners – so that it
cannot be considered as a single unit of analysis.
Currently I quite like the notion of there being
‘opportunities for strategies to take
place’ – note-taking would be one such
opportunity.” In other words, rather than
considering the observable behavior as strategic,
Macaro averred that only the mental activities
(strategies) behind the observable behavior are
strategic.

•I agree with Macaro that there are many
possible strategies lurking behind the overt
physical behavior of taking
notes. Note-taking offers an opportunity
for strategies to be used, as he mentioned. A
strategy behind effective note-taking is seeking
the main idea and the supporting ideas while
reading or listening. That strategy is directly
related to the strategy of analysis in the sense
of distinguishing between levels of importance.
Another strategy is determining the level of
detail needed, which takes us back to a more
fundamental strategy, identifying the learning
needs and goals. While note-taking is occurring,
the learner monitors to see whether he or she has
identified the important ideas, has sufficiently
highlighted (e.g., through starring or
underlining) key points, and has had major
questions answered in the notes. An immense amount
of strategic mental work occurs during the
observable aspects of note-taking.

•In early strategy typologies, O’Malley
and Chamot (1990) and Oxford (1990) identified as strategies
the observable actions of asking questions
for clarification and asking
questions for verification.
Self-regulated learning models encourage the
strategy or process of asking questions. If we
consider Macaro’s (2006) idea that strategies only
operate in the mind, the relevant strategies
behind asking questions might be the following:
identifying what one knows, identifying what one
does not know, structuring questions to find out
what one wants to know, and using analysis to
figure out the best way to ask the questions in
the sociocultural setting and the best time to
ask. I believe that the mental and behavioral,
observable aspects are strategic, with the mental
having the upper hand.

•Organizing a cooperative study
group to gain new information, share
existing information, and offer social support is
not itself a single strategy. For one thing, many
overt actions are involved, such as deciding who
should be invited; inviting people to the group;
cooperatively deciding on the time, place,
frequency, and agenda; and, as a group, undergoing
the standard group-development stages of forming,
storming, and norming. Each of these overt actions
could relate to various unobservable strategies.
Here are just a few purely mental behaviors a
learner might perform while thinking about and
planning a cooperative learning group (not to
mention actually starting such a group): analyzing
learning needs; listing possible goals related to
those needs; evaluating possible goals on
importance and feasibility; judging whether a
cooperative learning group would help or hinder in
relation to the needs and goals; if a cooperative
learning group looks promising, listing options
about group type, size, frequency, length of
meetings, type of members, and other details; and
evaluating those options. All this mental activity
is very complex and occurs within complex
sociocultural contexts. Some of this will probably
become too much to keep in working memory and will
require taking notes, which reduces the load on
working memory. (Is taking notes a strategy? More
likely it consists of a whole range of strategies.
See earlier.) Before or during each group meeting,
an analysis of immediate learning tasks would need
to occur so that the group’s time could be
focused on key task demands and on strategies to
address those requirements, and this task analysis might occur
in a cooperative discussion, as opposed to just in
one person’s mind. Then group members would
use a variety of activities to practice within the
group, monitor progress, and evaluate results. In
sum, planning and organizing a study group would,
in Macaro’s (2006) words, offer “opportunities
for strategies to take place.” However, I
think that it is the mental strategies that tend
to guide the observable strategies, and that the
observable ones are manifestations of the mental
ones. That might be a slightly different
perspective from Macaro’s.

•Organizing the environment for learning
is high on the list of self-regulated
learning strategies (see Chapter 2), although this
would not be a strategy from Macaro’s (2006) viewpoint.
Planning to organize the environment becomes
visibly materialized when the learner actually
moves papers into files, finds the textbook, puts
the videos in order, and reorganizes the computer
files. What fundamental strategies in the mind are
behind this flurry of observable behavior? These
might be possible: identifying learning needs and
related goals; making a mental picture of what the
environment would look like to meet those goals;
identifying aspects of the environment that would
have to be altered; doing a cost-benefit analysis
of the time spent on the reorganization of the
environment; identifying the amount of time and
effort the learner has available; and, if a
reorganization seems possible, considering when to
do it for the best outcome. Although this seems
like a long list, it can be done rapidly in the
mind.


Beliefs and emotions as strategies?
One definition (Weinstein et al., 2000, Definition
#15) included beliefs and emotions as strategies.
This was unusual. Many self-regulation theorists
outside the L2 field (e.g., Gross, 2014), as well as
some of us inside the L2 field (e.g., Oxford,
1990,
2011) have
long contended that strategies can be used to
regulate emotions and beliefs, but not that
beliefs and emotions are themselves
strategies.








IB. Actions/Processes as a Strategy Form (What
Learners Do) 


RESULTS

The active aspect of strategies was popular in the
definitions. A strong 67% of all the definitions
(67% from the L2 field and 67% from outside)
explicitly or implicitly depicted strategies in
active forms as, for example, actions, acts,
activities, steps, process, processes, sequences
of processes, operation(s), and
practices, all of which involve
movement and dynamism. One definition from the L2
field implied action.




DISCUSSION

Strategies in the form of actions have many key
aspects to discuss, as seen below.


Actions that are mental. Mental
components of definitions were discussed in IA. It
became very clear that actions and mental elements
often went together in strategy definitions.
Definitions often pointed to mental actions. For
example, Macaro (2003) defined strategies as “the
actions that learners take in order to decode,
process, store, and retrieve information”
(p. 109). I categorized this definition as having
an explicit mention of “action,” but
also as citing “mental” components
(see above) and referring to
“learning,” which includes many mental
actions (see later).




Underscoring the active nature of
strategies. In addition to her most
recent formal definition of strategies, Griffiths
(2013)
remarked that strategies are “what learners
do” (p. 7, emphasis in
original).
Griffiths (2013) stressed the active nature of
learning strategies. In a well-known handbook for
L2 learners, Rubin and Thompson (1994) suggested
that strategies are active and cited strategies
such as organizing to learn, making opportunities
to practice, using mnemonics, employing contextual
clues, making intelligent guesses, memorizing
chunks of language and formalized routines, and
others.




What happened to the action
plan?
It was curious that only one definition
of the entire set explicitly mentioned a plan of
action. That definition was the generic one I
crafted based on strictly linguistic sources
rather than educational ones (Definition #32,
Oxford, 2016b). The term “plan of
action” comes directly from the traditional
meaning of strategy (plan of action of a general,
as in Harper, 2016b; Oxford, 1990, 2011) and the more modern
meaning of strategy (any plan of action to achieve
a goal or aim; see Oxford
Dictionaries, 2016). The word or concept
of planning – so frequent
in generic definitions or descriptions of
“strategy” published in fields outside
of education (e.g., business, industry, the
military, and even fashion and the arts14)
– was surprisingly absent in the strategy
definitions that I found in education, including
the L2 field. However, the “metacognitive
aspect” included in the definition by
Gunning and Oxford (2014, p. 82), while not overtly
expressing an actual plan, implicitly suggested
planning, which is part of metacognition. This was
counted as an implicit citation of activity in the
sense of an action plan.



All the definitions in the study either stated or
implied that strategies have a
purpose. Perhaps that implies an
action plan and hence an action, though we cannot be
sure.


Activity theory in relation to
strategies. With regard to active nature
of strategies, it is useful to mention
Leontiev’s (1981) activity theory, in which actions
are equivalent to strategies (Donato &
McCormick, 1994). For Leontiev (1981), the unit of analysis is
the activity as a whole (e.g., L2
learning). In the colorful words
of Donato and McCormick (1994), “Activity … is
the who, what, when, where, and why, the small
recurrent dramas of everyday life, played on the
stage of home, school, community, and
workplace” (p. 455). In Leontiev’s
theory, an activity serves to satisfy a human
need, is thus based on a
motive, and exists as action and
action chains (Leontiev, 1974). An activity contains the
following elements (Leontiev, 1978): a
subject or person (in our case, the
learner); an object or goal; the
actions, i.e., strategies
employed to move toward the goal (Donato &
McCormick, 1994); the conditions of
the situation, task, person, and sociocultural
context; and operations, or
specific ways by which the actions are carried
out, manifested, or implemented, depending on the
conditions in given situations. Allow me to
repeat: In relation to activity theory, strategies
are the actions taken to move toward the learning
goal. For more on activity theory, see Chapter 5
See also page 57 of the current chapter.




Activities: ordinary/normal and
strategic. Dörnyei (2005, p. 164) argued that L2
learning strategy literature failed to explain the
difference between “engaging in an ordinary
learning activity and a strategic learning
activity.” This statement was repeated more
recently when Dörnyei and Ryan (2015, p. 148)
pointed out a continuing “failure to resolve
the core issue of what separates strategic
activity from normal learning activities
…” This ongoing charge was difficult
to respond to because no definition of
“ordinary” and “normal”
learning activities was ever provided along with
it. At any rate, strategy definitions do show many
differences between strategic learning activities
and what I might imagine ordinary/normal learning
activities to be. In the first edition of this
book (Oxford, 2011), I intentionally emphasized the ways
learning strategies were special. I will now
identify just a few special characteristics based
on the 33 strategy definitions in Table 1.3
and will note some of the authors who explicitly
named these strategy characteristics: 

•self-directed/self-regulated/autonomous/(self-)managed
(e.g., Griffiths, 2008, 2013; Gunning & Oxford, 2014; Oxford,
1989,
1990,
2011;
Plonsky, 2011; Purpura, 2014),

•purposeful/goal-oriented /[to/in order
to + verb] (e.g., Chamot, 1987; Cohen,
2011; Gao,
2003;
Gregersen & MacIntyre, 2014; Griffiths, 2008, 2013, 2017; Macaro,
2003;
O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1989, 1990, 2011; Plonsky,
2011;
Rubin, 1975, 1987),

•definitely conscious, fully conscious
or to some degree conscious (e.g.,
Oxford, 1990; Cohen, 1998, 2011; Griffiths, 2008, 2013), and

•related to specific aspects of the
context (e.g., Oxford, 1990, 2011; Leaver et
al., 2005),
particularly including tasks
(Cohen, 2011; Gregersen & MacIntyre, 2014; Gunning
& Oxford, 2014; Oxford, 2011; Purpura, 2014).

 

The features above, gleaned directly from
strategy definitions that have been available via
journals and books for years, are sufficient to
show that strategic learning activities are not
the same as ordinary/normal learning activities.
Dörnyei and Ryan (2015) actually quoted several of the
strategy definitions from Table 1.1 that would have
answered their own question about how strategic
learning activities are different from
nonstrategic (ordinary/normal ones).




Strategies are usually defined in
education as actions/processes (connoting
movement, dynamism, often specificity),
never
as “products.”
As noted earlier in this section, 67% of
the 33 definitions identified strategies as
active, as in actions, acts, activities, or
processes. Dörnyei (2005) labelled learning
strategies as “products” (think: noun,
thing, object) rather than a
“processes” or “actions”
(think: verb, dynamism, doing). Literally
speaking, a product is defined as
something that is made or grown through a process
in order to be sold or used, while a
process is a systematic series of
actions, changes, or functions directed to some
end.15 An unsupported premise
(strategy = product) led to the
questionable assumption that
self-regulation, which is no
doubt a process, has nothing to
do with strategies –
although strategies have long been
largely defined as actions/processes
(Table 1.1). As shown in
the quotation from my first strategy book, the
active, process nature of strategies has been
known since 1990, and others before me (e.g.,
Chamot, 1987) stressed it as well.



Interest has been shifting from a limited focus
on merely what students learn or
acquire – the product or
outcome of language learning and
acquisition – to an expanded focus that also
includes how students gain
language – the process by
which learning or acquisition occurs. …
[T]he process orientation … implies a strong
concern for the learner’s strategies for
gaining language skills [such as reading,
listening, speaking, and writing]…

(Oxford, 1990, pp. 1, 5, emphasis in
original)

Even if a learner participates in strategy
instruction and learns a new strategy, this strategy
cannot be called simply a product of strategy
instruction; it remains a process.

Strategies continue to be an integral,
process-oriented part of self-regulated learning.
Zimmerman (2000, p. 17) stated,
“Self-regulative strategies are purposive
personal processes and actions
….” (emphasis added). Similarly, De
Corte, Verschaffel, and Op ‘t Eynde (2000) commented
that that “self-regulatory learning and
problem-solving strategies” are
“processes,”
continuing, “Self-regulated learners in
schools are able to manage and monitor their own
processes of knowledge and skill
acquisition; that is, they master and apply
self-regulatory learning and
problem-solving strategies on the basis
of self-efficacy perceptions in view of attaining
valued academic goals …” (p. 690
emphasis added).

Dörnyei (2005)
embedded his strategies-are-products assertion into
a comment about researchers in educational
psychology: “By shifting the focus from the
product (strategies) to the
process (self-regulation),
researchers have created more leeway for themselves
…” (p. 191, emphasis in original). In the garden
story, I presented a long list of educational
psychologists devoted to self-regulation who have
not relinquished their interest in strategies. None
of them has described strategies as a product.

Dörnyei and Ryan (2015) implicitly retracted the
former’s 2005 assertion that strategies are a
“product” instead of a
“process” by stating, “…
[T]he concept of ‘language learning
strategy’ has always sat uneasily within the
ID [individual difference] taxonomy; after all,
these strategies appear to constitute an aspect of
the learning process rather than
being learner attributes proper” (p. 140,
emphasis in original). There was no explanation
given for the mysterious change of mind that
involved the dropping of an incorrect belief that
strategies are products rather than being process-
or action-oriented.






IC. Techniques, Devices, Tools, and Methods as a
Strategy Form (What Learners Use) 


RESULTS

This form of strategies included techniques,
devices, tools, and
methods – nouns expressing what
learner use. These utilities were mentioned in just
about one of every five definitions: 21% of the
definitions overall, 22% of those from the L2 field,
and 17% from outside. All were explicit
mentions.




DISCUSSION

The techniques and related phenomena that learners
use might encompass purely internal/mental phenomena
or, like actions (above) might be
mental-cum-observable phenomena. See above comments
regarding actions.


When techniques, devices, tools, and
methods are used observably, the mind is in
charge. The techniques and related
phenomena that learners use for strategic purposes
are always controlled by the mind, even if they
have observable aspects. Whether observability is
present or not, the mind is where the strategy
originates, and the mid controls the use of the
techniques or other strategy
“instruments.”




These implements or instruments help action
occur. Techniques, devices, tools, and methods (as
strategies) are all implements to aid learning.
While terms such as active, act, and actions (see
earlier) emphasize doing something, terms such as
techniques and methods refer to instruments to
help the person do something. With the nouns, the
stress is on instrumental assistance that makes
the action occur; however, ultimately the key is
action.




Measuring strategic learning via techniques
without mentioning what those techniques are.
Almost the same terms as found in the strategy
definitions were cited as evidence of
“strategic learning” by Tseng,
Dörnyei, and Schmitt (2006). These researchers used
strategy-descriptive or strategy-definitional
terms such as special techniques, ways, and
methods and yet soundly rejected learning
strategies in their attempt to assess
“strategic learning.” They argued that
strategic learning could best be measured by
asking learners whether they “had” or
were “satisfied with” the unspecified
techniques, ways, or methods for regulating their
learning. They viewed a nebulous version of
strategic learning (perhaps the shadows on the
walls of Plato’s cave?) to be more
scientifically rigorous than the mention of any
strategies. Measuring a general, self-regulatory,
strategic tendency seemed to be the assessment
aim. Despite this honorable aim, Rose (2012b) mentioned
the resulting fuzziness of the effort by Tseng et
al.








ID. Behaviors as
a Strategy Form (How Learners Act) 


RESULTS

All mentions of behaviors were
overtly stated. Behaviors were mentioned in 27% of
all 33 definitions, 26% of the strategy definitions
from the L2 field, and 33% of the non-L2
definitions.




DISCUSSION

Behaviors are usually defined as ways individuals act
and react in specific circumstances and
settings.16


Observability of behaviors
Behaviors are generally understood to be
visible to other people, albeit governed by the
mind. Therefore, strategies-as-behaviors would be
observable. However, Definition #31 (Dörnyei &
Ryan, 2015)
portrayed strategic as
“involv[ing] appropriate and purposeful
behavior to enhance the effectiveness of
learning.” I doubt that this definition was
meant to include only that which is observable and
to exclude mental operations; perhaps it was meant
to be equivalent to actions,
which can have visible manifestations but
do not always have them.




With strategies, the mind is in charge of
behaviors. As mentioned earlier, the mind
is ultimately responsible for strategies, even if
an observable instance occurs for a particular
strategy. To the extent that the learner is
conscious (e.g., aware, attentive, intentional,
and so on; see Schmidt, 1995), his or her mind can be
strategically in charge of behaviors. For me, one
of the most eloquent depictions of body and mind
working together, with the mind having more
control than the behaviors, comes from a sonnet by
Michelangelo, the Italian sculptor, poet,
engineer, architect, and painter of the
Renaissance. “Breaking the marble
spell” at the behest of the brain (mind) was
the way the sculptor described creating statues.
He chipped away at the marble until the hidden
figure arose from the stone, but his mind, rather
than hand, was ultimately in charge. Here are two
lines from Michelangelo’s sonnet (in
Richards, 1947/1974, p. 266): 

… To break the marble spell

Is all the hand that serves the brain can
do.

Thus, the sculptor’s hand, representing
overt behavior, serves the mind.17 To
clarify, this is an analogy. Of course, language
learning involves the whole person, body and mind,
not just the hand and the mind.




Are strategies only motivated behavior
and therefore nonexistent? Dörnyei (2005) charged
that L2 learning strategies might be nothing but
motivated behavior and suggested that therefore
they did not have any substance as a concept. As a
corollary, if learning strategies were nothing
more than motivated behavior, the L2 learning
field could focus just on self-regulation and
forget about strategies. However, Wolters, Benzon,
and Arroyo-Giner (2011) explained that strategies for
self-regulation (and this could apply to any
strategies, including those for learning in
general) are different from mere “motivated
processes,” which “can proceed without
conscious awareness or active control by the
learner” (p. 300).



Thus, behavior that is merely motivated is not
necessarily strategic. Strategies involve purpose
and, according to almost all definitions,
consciousness (see above). For this reason, as well
as because of Dörnyei and Ryan’s (2015) own
definition of strategic, seen in
Table
1.1 and mentioned in the discussion above,
Dörnyei’s (2005) argument that there is no difference
between strategies and merely motivated behavior
must be rejected.






IE. General
Tendencies as a Strategy Form (How Learners Broadly
Approach Learning) 


RESULTS

Strategies were defined as a broad, general
tendency or approach by only two authors,
representing 6% of the definitions overall,
including 7% in the L2 field and none outside. These
were explicit mentions.




DISCUSSION

The vast majority of the definitions in this study
portrayed strategies as specific rather than
general, although two mentioned a strategy’s
general or broad form. One of these two definitions
(Chamot, 1987), which included the term
“approaches,” also included terms
reflecting more specificity: techniques and
deliberate actions.








Master Theme II. Purposefulness 

A key concept regarding learning strategies is
purposefulness, along with related
ideas.


RESULTS

Every strategy definition (100%) cited the
strategy’s quality of purposefulness, either
explicitly (88%) or implicitly (12%). A sense of
learner’s purposefulness was indicated by words
like purpose, goal, goal-oriented, aim, choice,
chosen, selected by the learner (implicitly
from alternatives), or generally
“to/in order to + verb”
(to do something with an aim or goal). From inside the
L2 field the proportions were 93% explicitly stated and
7% implicitly stated, while the external-to-field
proportions were 67% and 33%. It was incontrovertible
that strategies reflect purposefulness.


DISCUSSION

The purposefulness of strategies underscores the fact
the learner is an agent, one who takes action and
makes things happen. (See Chapter 2). An action,
thought, technique, behavior, or tendency/approach
(see Master Theme I above) is not strategic unless
imbued with purpose by the learner.


Choice as an aspect of purposefulness.
Choice, or the action of mentally making
a decision through judging the merits of multiple
options and selecting one or more of them, is
related to purposefulness (Master Theme II).
Bialystok (1978, p. 71) said that L2 learning
strategies are “optional means for
exploiting available information to improve
competence,” and optionality implies choice.
“The element of choice is crucial because
this is what gives a strategy its special
character” (Cohen, 2017).



Dörnyei and Ryan (2015) cautioned that some actions might or
might not be strategically aimed at any learning
purpose. So far, so good, but to me their examples
seemed to be cheeky or confusing: selecting a pen,
performing a task to impress a girlfriend or
boyfriend, choosing a homework time, and choosing a
partner for pairwork.


Appropriateness as a matter of purpose,
as well as other individual and contextual
factors. Dörnyei and Ryan (2015) raised a
more serious issue than choosing a pen or
impressing a girlfriend: the appropriateness of
specific strategies. In my view, strategy
appropriateness is related to purposefulness in
general, to the learner’s particular
purposes (e.g., learning, self-regulation, task accomplishment,
performance, and/or proficiency), the
learner’s personality and learning style,
and contextual factor such as task requirements,
classroom expectations, and cultural beliefs.
Dörnyei and Ryan correctly noted that strategy
appropriateness is “relative to a particular
agent because a specific learning technique may be
strategic for one and nonstrategic for another
…” (p. 144). That is not a problem. In
fact, that is what we have been saying for many
years: a strategy is not inherently appropriate,
good, or helpful, but instead these qualities
depend on the purpose, the task, the context, and
the person (Ehrman, Leaver, & Oxford, 2003; Gu, 2003; Hsiao &
Oxford, 2002; Oxford, 1990, 2011).










Master Theme III. Particular Purposes of Strategies

Learning, self-regulation, task accomplishment, and other
purposes were mentioned. I will discuss each of these
separately.


IIIA. Learning as a Purpose for Strategies 


RESULTS

Many definitions included words or phrases such as
the following: enhance learning; knowledge,
information acquisition, coding, comprehension,
storage, construction, retention, recall,
retrieval; and development of the
language system. All definitions
including such terms were credited as having a
“learning” component.

Nearly all (97%) of the 33 definitions cited
learning, either explicitly (87%) or implicitly
(9%). Within the 27 definitions from the L2 field,
all mentioned learning in some way, with 89% of the
mentions being direct and 11% indirect. Regarding
the six non-L2 strategy definitions, 83% referred to
learning (all explicitly).




DISCUSSION

It is to be expected that learning strategies would
have learning as the primary purpose. However, some
did not mention learning.


Some definitions with no mention of
learning. What was unusual was the fact
that some definitions did not include an explicit
mention of learning. For example, Definition #2
(Stern, 1983) mentioned the learner and general
tendencies/characteristics of the learner’s
approach but did not refer to learning itself, so
it was credited with only an implicit citation of
learning. In Definition #24, Horwitz (2013) pointed to
activities/techniques to enhance target language
ability, which implied but did not state learning.
Definition #8 (Pressley et al., 1989), drawn
from outside the L2 field, cited learning neither
explicitly or implicitly.




Anti-learning. Purpura (2014), aside from his strategy
definition, noted that strategies sometimes have
anti-learning goals, such as avoidance.
Self-handicapping, a strategy, makes learning less
possible by, for instance, pretending to be ill
and thus avoiding learning tasks. Strategies for
meeting avoidance goals are not learning
strategies, so they did not appear in this
study.




Performance versus learning. The
learning versus performance/use differentiation
revealed itself in the strategy definitions. For
the discussion of this split, see IIID,
Performance.








IIIB.
Self-Regulation as a Purpose for Strategies 


RESULTS

Self-regulation and related terms,
such as self-direction, self-responsibility,
autonomy, and matching with task
requirements (part of the first phase of
self-regulation), were mentioned overtly in 36% of
the 33 definitions (33% explicit and 3% implicit).
Within the L2 field, 33% of the definitions
explicitly cited any of these terms and none
implicitly cited them. Of the six definitions
external to the L2 field, explicit mention of
self-regulation was offered by two (33%) and
implicit mention by one (17%).

In one case outside of the L2 field (Definition #25),
self-regulation and learning strategies were
mentioned together by the authors Dembo and Seli
(2014) but
not in the strategy definition, so the linkage was
coded as only implicit.




DISCUSSION

Several issues arose in relation to self-regulation
in the definitions. Self-regulation and related
aspects were directly mentioned by numerous
definitions, as noted above.


Decisions about self-regulation.
The explicit mentions of self-regulation
and related terms were easy to code and tabulate,
but they seemed to be relatively few in number
(33%). Therefore, I took a serious look at
implicit references to self-regulation in the
definitions. However, the implicit mentions, other
than for Dembo and Seli (2014), were very difficult to
identify. To calculate the implicit mentions of
self-regulation and related terms, at one point I
considered including all definitions that
mentioned purposeful and
goal-directed (see Master Theme
II), but then the concept of self-regulation
became too entangled with purposefulness and had
no further meaning of its own. I decided that even
if the purpose were set by the learner, we could
not assume that this necessarily led to or
included an attempt at self-regulation,
self-direction, self-responsibility, or autonomy.
Hence, I omitted implicit mentions of
self-regulation that would have been based solely
on purposefulness.18




Sociocultural types of self-regulation
were unrepresented. Sociocultural types
or aspects of self-regulation, as addressed in
Oxford (2011), the first edition of this book, and
in a whole section of Chapter 2 in the present
volume, did not appear in the definitions in this
study. Only psychological versions of
self-regulation emerged. This was a disappointment
and a surprise, given that the “social
turn” in L2 learning and second language
acquisition happened decades ago (see, e.g.,
Donato & McCormick, 1994).



Perhaps the occasional mention of contexts in the
definitions (see later) was meant to refer to
contexts in which sociocultural forms of strategic
self-regulation could emerge. However, I chose to
code more conservatively.






IIIC. Task Accomplishment as a Purpose for Strategies 


RESULTS

Task accomplishment was another purpose that emerged,
including statements about task requirements and
transfer (to other tasks). Twenty-four percent of
the 33 definitions mentioned tasks, including 18%
explicitly and 6% implicitly. Among the L2 strategy
definitions, 22% cited tasks, with most of these
(19%) explicit. The non-L2 definitions had 33% (two
definitions) mentioning tasks, only one of which was
explicit.




DISCUSSION

Tasks were not mentioned often enough to be a
strongly definitional feature of strategies in this
study. This is a rather unexpected finding, given
the aura of task specificity possessed in the
abundant self-regulation literature that involves
strategies (see Chapter 2).


Task requirements as a factor in strategy
choice and strategy appropriateness.
Learners’ strategy choice depends
on many factors, as Purpura (2014) pointed out. For example,
learners [choose to] employ different strategies
across contexts and across tasks (which are
situated in contexts), as well as domains or skill
areas, topics/themes, level of knowledge (no
knowledge through automatic use of knowledge), and
stages of processing (i.e., perceiving,
understanding, remembering, and retrieving
information). Regarding contexts and tasks, Hsiao
and Oxford (2002) argued that a strategy is not
inherently good or bad but has the potential to be
used appropriately for specific tasks in specific
contexts. Ehrman et al. (2003) contended that a given
strategy is essentially neutral until considered
in relation to learning style preferences and
contextualized task demands. Gu (2003) proposed a
person-task-strategy view of vocabulary learning.
This view contends that language learning in
general and vocabulary learning in specific are
“problem-solving tasks at different levels
of complexity” (p. 2). Meeting a difficult
task within an authentic context, learners must
employ strategies. I continued to emphasize
contextualized task requirements in relation to
strategy choice, both in theory and in
quantitative research (Oxford, Cho, Leung, &
Kim, 2004).




Having task completion as the goal versus having
goals including but beyond the immediate task.
Some learners’ goal is simply to complete
immediate learning tasks. The purpose mentioned in
Cohen’s (2011) definition of learner strategies is:
“to assist them [learners] in carrying out a
multiplicity of tasks from the very onset of
learning to the most advanced levels of
target-language (TL) performance” (p. 7).
Task completion is an immediate purpose. On the
other hand, some learners use strategies to move
not just to task completion but also to attain
distal (far-off) goals. For example, learners
might want to attain a particular proficiency
level, use the L2 for business transactions, speak
in the L2 on a study abroad trip, read literature
in the L2, or become a translator or an
interpreter. Some learners just have the aim of
meeting a language requirement or passing an
entrance exam in the language. Self-regulated
learning includes goal-setting as an important
process/strategy.








IIID. Performance/Use as a Purpose for Strategies 


RESULTS

Thirty percent of the 33 definitions mentioned
performance or use, including 24% explicitly
mentioning performance/use and 6% implicitly
referring to it. This pattern was upheld in the 27
definitions in the L2 field. Outside of the L2 field
the six strategy definitions revealed a somewhat
different pattern, with 33% mentioning
performance/use, including 17% explicitly and 17%
implicitly.




DISCUSSION

Direct and indirect mentions of performance/use
emerged. The entire idea of a split between learning
and performance is also important.


References to performance as part of
definitions. An example of a direct
reference to performance/use was Definition #8
(Pressley et al., 1989), speaking of learning strategies as
“processes … that facilitate performance”
(p. 303), with no mention of learning. An instance
of an implicit reference to performance/use was
given by Weinstein et al. (2000) in Definition #15:
“any thoughts, behaviors, beliefs, or
emotions that facilitate the acquisition,
understanding, or later transfer of new knowledge
and skills” (p. 727). The word
transfer suggests use of the
strategy for a purpose beyond this particular
learning task, perhaps for performance/use.



An example of combining learning with performance/use
in the same definition is Definition #21, mentioned
earlier, referring to learner strategies as
“thoughts and actions … to assist
…from the very onset of learning to the most
advanced levels of target-language
performance” (Cohen, 2011, p. 7; 2012, p. 136).
Another is Definition #30, describing strategies
(not called “learner strategies”) as
“conscious actions that learners use to help
them to learn or use a language” (Williams et
al., 2015,
p. 125).

Chapter
4 presents evidence concerning the clash
between those who believe in the amalgamation of
learning and performance/use and those who wish to
keep them theoretically separate; see also Gregersen
and MacIntyre (2014).






IIIE. Proficiency as a Purpose for Strategies 


RESULTS

Proficiency (also target language ability) in general
was mentioned in only 9% of the definitions overall,
11% of the definitions from the L2 field, and 0%
definitions from outside of the L2 field. All of
these were explicit mentions.




DISCUSSION

The rarity of mentions of proficiency is notable.


What is proficiency? Proficiency
as an ability to do something
with (use) the language, ordinarily
involving years of serious study and
learning of it. There need be no
sharp split between learning and use in the
concept of proficiency. The root of both
proficiency and proficient means “forward
doing or making,” i.e., going forward,
having an effect, accomplishing, and being useful
(Harper, 2016a, 2016b). L2 proficiency is thus a
forward-moving combination of accomplishing
something and being effective and useful at it
(performance).




The value of proficiency as a strategy
purpose. The immediate purpose most
learners would give for employing strategies is to
enhance their learning in general terms. Experts
on L2 learning strategies likewise endorsed
learning enhancement as a significant purpose for
these strategies. Cohen’s (2007) survey of L2
learning strategy experts found that they believed
the purpose of strategies as to enhance
performance in general as well as on specific
tasks.




Too little regard for proficiency as a goal of
strategies I regret that proficiency was not more
often mentioned in definitions as one of the
purposes of strategies. In the 2011 edition of
this book, I mentioned that learners with a
future-time orientation might consider strategies
as being educationally important for the long
term, as well as for immediate tasks, and for that
matter, learners with a future-time perspective
might use volitional strategies to keep
going.19








IIIF.
Facilitation (Making Easier) as Purpose for Strategies 


RESULTS

About one-third (30%) of the definitions overall
mentioned facilitate, facilitation,
or make easier. This
included 30% of the definitions from the L2 field
and 33% from outside. All mentions were
explicit.




DISCUSSION

The term facilitate comes from the
French and the Latin and means “to make or
render easy.” Strategies have long been said
to make learning easier (Oxford, 1990). Some of
the definitions, notably some of my own and those
that were built on mine, in stating that strategies
made learning easier also noted that strategies made
learning faster and more enjoyable. My assumption
has always been that languages are difficult and
that, in making languages easier to learn,
strategies naturally make learning more efficient
and more appealing.






IIIG. Helping or Involving the Whole Learner as a
Purpose for Strategies 


RESULTS

Twelve percent of the 33 definitions mentioned
something about the whole learner. Seven percent of
the 27 L2 strategy definitions did so, while 33% of
the 6 non-L2 strategy definitions did so.




DISCUSSION

A wide array of learner characteristics emerged in
some of the definitions. For example, an early
definition of mine included prototypical features,
such as the involvement of many aspects of the
learner, e.g., cognitive, emotional, and social
(Definition #10, Oxford, 1990), and my 2011 definition
(Definition #20) referred to the “whole,
multidimensional learner” (p. 14). Weinstein
et al. (2000, Definition #15) mentioned thoughts,
behaviors, beliefs, and emotions of learners. Donker
et al. (2014,
Definition #29) mentioned cognition, motivation, and
behavior. Strategy definitions would do well to
attend to multiple aspects of the learner, because
emotions, motivation, cognition, and the
“social self” are all integrally
related.








Master Theme IV. Consciousness


IVA. Strategies Are Consciously Used 


RESULTS

A whopping 97% of the definitions referred in some
way to the fact that learners use strategies
consciously, semi-consciously, or sometimes
consciously. Forty-two percent of the 33 definitions
explicitly mentioned consciousness by using that
term or by identifying a term that is part of
consciousness, such as intention or deliberateness.
Fifty-four percent of the 33 definitions implied
consciousness by mentioning or implying
purposefulness or a specific purpose.

Within the L2 field, 96% of the 27 definitions
mentioned consciousness in some way, including 52%
explicitly and 44% implicitly. All six of the non-L2
strategy definitions cited consciousness, but only
implicitly (through purposefulness).




DISCUSSION

Cohen (2017)
underscored the importance of consciousness in L2
learning strategies: “In my mind, the element
of consciousness is what distinguishes strategies
from those processes that are not
strategic.”


Schmidt’s model of consciousness.
Schmidt (1995) provided an excellent model of four
elements of consciousness for language learning
and in general. These elements, which are highly
relevant to L2 learning and to strategy use, are
awareness, attention, intention, and cognitive
effort (control). Schmidt argued that although not
all learning is intentional and deliberate (e.g.,
it might be possible to learn new vocabulary
through extensive reading, without clearly
intending to learn vocabulary), all learning does
require attention, which is a key element
of consciousness (e.g., if learners do
not pay attention to new words, they cannot learn
them).



I contend that L2 learning strategy use involves the
at least three of the four elements of consciousness
described by Schmidt. See Figure 1.2.

Attention is required for all
learning (Schmidt, 1995) and, as Cohen (1996) added, strategy use.
According to Schmidt, attention consists of three
parts: (a) detection (focal
attention), or cognitive registration of sensory
stimuli; (b) alertness, or general
readiness to deal with incoming stimuli; and (c)
orientation, or specific aligning
of attention. To use a strategy, the learner is
advantaged by being alert, oriented, and involved in
detecting (noticing) the presence and nature of a
task.

Awareness, the second element of
consciousness, has two levels. Lower-level awareness
is called noticing, which consists
of noting surface-level phenomena. This is the same
as consciously registering some
event or other stimulus. To use a strategy, it is
essential to notice something (e.g., novel
vocabulary) and the need to do something with it
(the presence of a task) via a strategy.
Higher-level awareness is
understanding, or recognition of
a general rule, pattern, or principle. Strategy
theorists have often called for “completely
informed strategy instruction” (Gunning &
Oxford, 2014; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford,
1990,
2011), and
this suggests that a degree of understanding about
strategies, not just noticing, is useful for
strategy use. Strategy understanding is probably on
a continuum from none on one pole to very much on
the other pole.

The third aspect of consciousness is
intention, which Schmidt equated
with having a purpose or goal. We have seen that
purposefulness was raised, in most cases explicitly,
as a definitional feature by all of the strategy
definitions. In Table 1.3 consciousness and
purposefulness are shown side by side because they
overlap significantly. Control or cognitive
effort is the fourth element of
consciousness, particularly for self-regulated
learning (Chapter 2).

It is not necessary for all the elements of
consciousness to be present for the strategy to be
used consciously, but according to the strategy
definitions the first three elements of
consciousness (attention, awareness, and intention)
are typical for strategies to be deployed, and
cognitive effort might be involved in many
cases.






IVB. Strategies Can Also Be Unconsciously Employed
(According to Some Definitions) 


RESULTS

Twelve percent of the 33 definitions, all from the L2
field, mentioned that strategies could also
be unconscious or automatic.
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Figure 1.2 An Interpretation of Schmidt’s (1995) Four Dimensions of Consciousness





DISCUSSION

The potentially unconscious nature of strategies can
be questioned, and I will explain why.


Strategies are purposeful, so how can
they be unconsciously used? Note that
purposefulness (Master Theme II) was mentioned by
100% of the definitions (88% overt and 12%
implicit mentions). We have seen that intention,
which Schmidt described as having a purpose, can
be an element of consciousness. Logically
speaking, then, can strategies be used
unconsciously or automatically if the learner uses
them for a purpose? My logic says no. If
strategies by definition reflect purposefulness,
and if purposefulness involves some consciousness,
why would some experts say that can strategies be
automatic or unconscious? The first reason might
concern the complex nature of consciousness.




The difficulty of pinning down
consciousness. Dörnyei (2009, p. 132)
criticized the “notorious” vagueness
of the term consciousness.
Similarly, Griffiths (2013) argued that
it is difficult to identify conscious as opposed
to unconscious phenomena. However, I argue that
Richard Schmidt’s valuable 1995 essay went very
far in helping us understand consciousness (see
above).




Automatization/proceduralization of
strategies: The major issue is
consciousness. As applied to learning
strategies, cognitive theory suggests that if a
given learning strategy is in full consciousness,
it is a form of declarative knowledge, but if it
becomes automatized (proceduralized) through
practice over time and is therefore outside of
consciousness, it is a form of procedural
knowledge and is no longer a
strategy (Chapter 5). Cognitive
psychologists (e.g., Anderson, 1985) described
this automatic, unconscious action (a former
strategy) as autonomous,
referring to its effortlessness and
rapidity (though some strategies are also rapid,
as noted earlier). A benefit of automatization,
which involves the creating of an autonomous
action, is that “there is more room left in
working memory, which allows more incoming
information into the initial processing
space” (Chen, 2005, para. 6).



To reiterate, if a strategy has been used so often
that it has been lost to consciousness, it is no
longer a strategy. Some L2 learning strategy
theorists call an automatized, former strategy a
process, but that can be
confusing, given that many other psychological
phenomena, including strategies in general, are
viewed as processes. I tend to call this action a
habit, which no longer reflects
the learner’s attention, awareness, intention,
or cognitive effort.


Unconsciousness in recent strategy
definitions. I agree with Purpura (2014), who wrote
that learners move easily between strategic and
automatic processing while doing tasks. However, I
somewhat disagree with Purpura’s strategy
definition (#28), in that I argue that strategies
by definition cannot be automatic
(unconscious).



In a change from her earlier 2013 definition (#23),
Griffiths (2017) used some of Purpura’s wording
and dropped her support of consciousness as a
necessary feature of (learners’ use of)
strategies in Definition #33. She newly defined
strategies as “actions chosen by learners
(either deliberately or automatically) for the
purpose of learning or regulating the learning of
language.”








Master Theme V. How Strategies Are Used

The definitions occasionally mentioned how strategies are
employed, e.g., with choice, with flexibility, and in
groupings of multiple strategies. Orchestration went
unstated in the definitions.


VA. Flexibility 


RESULTS

Flexibility was found in comments about strategies
being operationalized and employed flexibly, about
strategies supporting learning both directly and
indirectly, and about the ease of changing
strategies as needed. However, only 9% of the 33
definitions overall mentioned flexibility, with 6%
being explicit mentions and 3% being implicit. Of
definitions drawn only from inside the L2 field, 11%
mentioned flexibility, with 7% explicit cites and 4%
implicit cites. None of the six non-L2 strategy
definitions mentioned flexibility.




DISCUSSION

The results of the content analysis of definitions do
not seem to be a complete picture of attitudes of
scholars outside of the L2 field. For instance,
Afflerbach, Pearson, and Paris (2008, p. 368)
mentioned that a hallmark of strategic learners was
“the flexibility and adaptability of
their actions …” (emphasis
added).






VB. Grouping 


RESULTS

Definitions raised the idea of grouping strategies in
terms of sequences of processes and in depictions of
strategy chains or clusters. All the definitions
that mentioned grouping were explicit, but they were
few and far between: 9% overall, with only three
mentions total (two from inside the L2 field and one
from outside).




DISCUSSION

The ability to use strategies in various clusters or
chains was not a dominant feature among the
definitions in this study. However, grouping in the
sense of strategy chains and strategy clusters has
long been viewed as important.


Strategy clusters. Cohen (2014) noted that
sometimes a task requires only one strategy, such
as creating a keyword mnemonic for remembering a
vocabulary word. However, more complex tasks, such
as looking up a new word in dictionary, often
demand strategy clustering. Task-oriented
strategies that occur at the same time comprise a
strategy cluster (Cohen, 2007, p. 35). For
example, the task might be listening for
comprehension and preparing to respond to an L2
native speaker in a conversation. The learner
might employ the following strategies in order to
comprehend what the person is saying: using
background knowledge, employing linguistic clues,
and paying attention to body language (e.g.,
gestures, gaze, and proxemics, or use of space)
and paralinguistic features (e.g., pitch,
loudness, and rhythm). All of these strategies
help the listener uncover the meaning. The learner
might simultaneously employ some (usually not all)
of these strategies at the same time.



Cohen’s (2007) strategy expert survey, reported in
a new light in Cohen (2014), found that experts felt
strong agreement with the idea that strategy
clusters include and are judged via a metacognitive
strategy or series of metacognitive strategies.
Examples include monitoring and evaluation. “
… [S]trategy clusters are complex and involve
adding and shedding strategies often from moment to
moment, in line with ongoing monitoring and
evaluation. … [T]he bringing together of
strategy clusters involves a high level of planning
and orchestrating due to the deployment of
metacognitive strategies” (Cohen, 2014, p. 27).
(See orchestration later.)


Strategy chains. In my early
writings I linked flexibility (see above) with
strategy grouping, and specifically with the
chaining or sequencing of strategies.
“Language learning strategies are flexible;
that is, they are not always found in predictable
sequences or in precise patterns. There is a great
deal of individuality in the way learners choose,
combine, and sequence strategies” (Oxford,
1990, p.
13). I initiated the term strategy chain
to refer to a sequence of learning
strategies used by a learner to make a task easier
to accomplish. For instance, Figure 1.3 is a simplified
strategy chain for reading an article in the
L2.



Another strategy chain for a reading task is: (a)
previewing the passage by examining the headings,
pictures, captions, and topic sentences in order to
grasp the main ideas, before reading closely; (b)
making predictions based on the preview; (c) while
reading closely, checking whether predictions were
correct and asking questions to check comprehension;
(d) after reading, writing a summary of the main
idea and key details; and (e) evaluating task
success (Oxford et al., 2004)

Chamot et al. (1996) presented what I call a generic L2
learning strategy chain entitled the Problem-Solving
Process Model: (a) Planning, (b) Monitoring, (c)
Solving Problems (i.e., finding solutions to
problems just identified), and (d) Evaluating.
Rubin’s (2001) Interactive Model of Learner
Self-Management included the following strategy
chain: Planning, Monitoring, Evaluating,
Problem-Identification/Problem-Solution, and
Implementation of Problem-Solution. These models
integrate expert learners’ knowledge base with
strategies needed to manage and control learning.
Well-known strategy chains outside of the L2 field
are found in Schoenfeld’s (1985)
problem-solving process (Analyze, Explore, i.e.,
consider equivalent problems and break the problem
into subgoals, and Verify) and DeCorte, Verschaffel,
and Op ‘t Eynde’s (2000) cognitive-metacognitive
performance framework (Orient, Organize, Execute,
and Verify).
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Figure 1.3 A Sample Strategy Chain for Reading an L2 Article


I suggest that when several sequenced strategies (in
a chain) are used rapidly, they might be viewed by
researchers and experienced by learners as a
strategy cluster. It is intriguing to think that
chained strategies might be used within a
hair’s breadth of each other, so close
together as to as to seem simultaneous. This is a
new area for research.






VC. Orchestration 


RESULTS

No definition from inside or outside the L2 field
cited orchestration of strategies, just as very few
definitions mentioned grouping.




DISCUSSION

The absence of any mention of strategy orchestration
is surprising, given that orchestration is one of
the classic metaphors for strategy use in the L2
field (see, e.g., Anderson, 1991, 2008; Griffiths, 2013; Oxford,
2011;
Oxford, Griffiths, Longhini, Cohen, Macaro, &
Harris, 2014; Vandergrift, 2003). “Successful
learning is no longer linked to the individual
learner’s frequency of strategy use, but to
his or her orchestration of strategies available to
him or her” (Macaro, 2006, p. 332).








Master Theme VI. Contextualization

Contextualization of strategies was not a key aspect of most
definitions. It was cited in only one out of every four
definitions. However, contextualization seems to pack a
powerful punch in commentary from non-strategy researchers,
as seen in the discussion below.


RESULTS

The context of strategy use was cited in some way in 24%
of all the 33 definitions, including 15% explicitly and
9% implicitly. The implied mentions of context referred
to external contextual elements, such as specific task
requirements or domain-appropriateness.

Regarding the 27
definitions from the L2 field, a total of 15% cited the
context, including 11% directly and 4% indirectly. By
sharp contrast, of the six definitions drawn from
outside the L2 field, a rounded total of 67% mentioned
context, 33% explicitly and 33% implicitly. In other
words, in this study the L2 field’s definitions of
strategies cited contextualization much less often than
did the definitions from outside of the L2 field,
although more rigorous studies of non-L2 learning
strategies would be needed to make a definitive
judgment.


DISCUSSION

The limited attention given to contexts in the
definitions might seem surprising given what I will
say next.


Person-in-context relational view.
Ushioda (2009) presented “the
person-in-context relational view,” which
focuses on authentic people, not
“theoretical abstractions;” pays
attention to “the agency of the individual
person as a thinking, feeling human being, with an
identity, a personality, a unique history and
background, a person with goals, motives and
intention;” and centers on the interaction
between this agentic person and “the fluid
and complex system of social relations,
activities, experiences and multiple micro- and
macro-contexts in which the person is embedded
…” (p. 220). The power of the
person–context relationship is captured in
Chapter
3 of this book. The person-in-context
relational view would argue for looking at
learning strategies and at human beings in
context.




A key benefit of narrative research on learning
strategies: Contextualization. Narrative research
on strategies has repeatedly demonstrated the
importance of strategies in context. Early
narrative research on strategies (e.g., Oxford,
1996;
Oxford, Crookall, Cohen, Lavine, Nyikos, &
Sutter, 1990; Oxford & Green, 1996; Oxford,
Lavine, Hollaway, Felkins, & Saleh, 1996; Oxford
& Nam, 1998) revealed that strategies are deeply
contextualized in authentic, detailed contexts and
that contexts not only influence strategic
learners, but strategic learners also influence
contexts. More recent narrative research on
strategies (e.g., Harish, 2014; Kao & Oxford, 2014; Ma &
Oxford, 2014; Oxford, 2014; Oxford & Bolaños,
2016;
Oxford & Cuéllar, 2014; Oxford, Massey, &
Anand, 2005; Oxford, Meng, Zhou, Sung, &
Jain, 2007; Oxford, Pacheco Acuña, Solís
Hernández, & Smith, 2015; also see Chapter 3)
continued to show contextualization of strategies
in dramatic ways and the person-context
interaction.



Such narrative research supports the idea, proposed
by Mercer (2016), that researchers should consider
the “context within,” as well as the
more obvious context outside, which includes
classroom, home, work, culture, and so on. Mercer
expanded the concept of contexts in her chapter
“The Contexts within Me: L2 Self as a Complex
Dynamic System.” She stated that the sense of
self is central to all humans and that it has been
studied in a range of L2 learning arenas, such as
self-efficacy, self-concept, identity, and
motivation. Some theoretical frameworks concern
cognitive mental representations, often in an
abstract, isolated mode, while other theoretical
frameworks see the self as more situated, i.e.,
contextualized, dynamic, and socially constructed.
Using complexity theory, Mercer united the mental
and socially situated frameworks and explored the
interplay between the individual’s L2 self and
contexts. I contend that learning strategies are
intimately tied to internally contextualized self
aspects, such as the ones mentioned by Mercer:
self-efficacy, self-concept, and so on. These
aspects influence strategies, but strategies also
influence them. For example, the use of appropriate
strategies can enhance self-efficacy by improving
success on tasks.


Other research linking strategies and
contexts. Research on strategies for the
learning of pragmatics emphatically ties
strategies to contexts. Not only do strategies for
pragmatically appropriate interaction hinge on context and
culture, but the strategies for learning
how to behave with pragmatic
appropriateness must necessarily be
contextualized. Work by Cohen and colleagues from
the last quarter of the twentieth century (e.g.,
Cohen & Olshtain, 1993) has emphasized the
culturally contextualized elements of pragmatics
strategies. The creation of a web-based approach
for strategic learning of speech acts was reported
by Cohen and Ishihara (2005).



In addition, in my 1990 book Andrew Cohen contributed
the true story of the strategy instruction he often
presented in Ulpan Akiva in Israel (Oxford, 1990, pp.
223–224). Other narrative synopses of L2
learning strategies in action in my 1990 book
concerned efforts in the U.S., Denmark, the
Philippines, the U.K., France, and Hungary, as well
as in worldwide language teaching via technology.
Another strategy book (Oxford, 1996) provided chapters on
contextualized strategies using qualitative
think-aloud research, as well as other research
methods.

Gu (2003), as
mentioned earlier, created an important theoretical
framework of person-task-context-strategy, applying
it to vocabulary strategy research. In researching
grammar strategies across many studies, Pawlak
(2013) and
his colleagues noted the situatedness of strategies
and the importance of recognizing cultural and local
contexts. Nakatani’s (2005, 2006) work on oral communication
strategies was based on a deep understanding of
contextualization.

The present book also contains additional research on
contextualized strategies for grammar and vocabulary
(Chapter
7), reading and writing (Chapter 8),
and speaking and listening (Chapter 9). Summaries of
narrative research studies of strategies involving a
wide range of contexts are presented in Chapter
3.


Theories linking strategies and contexts.
Theories have often described strategies
as occurring in contexts. For example, many
theories have linked strategies and contexts
(Ehrman et al., 2003; Hsiao & Oxford, 2002; Oxford,
1990;
Oxford, 1999, writing about Vygotsky). In the
first edition of this book (Oxford, 2011) and more
recently in a chapter on conditions of L2 learning
(Oxford, 2016b), I spoke impassionedly about the
contextual nature of strategies. Amerstorfer
(2015)
organized an international conference in Austria
on “Situating Language Learning
Strategies” in specific contexts, from which
several books will be emerging.




Catching up. I have noted above that in the
intellectual history of the L2 learning field for
the last 20 or 30 years, a significant amount of
exciting, research-based and theoretical evidence
has been generated regarding the contextualized
workings of learning strategies. Nevertheless,
Dörnyei and Ryan (2015) reported that the situatedness or
contextualization of strategies is only newly
understood: “the notion of learning
strategies represents a dynamic concept that has a
place in the new (sic) understanding of situated
learner characteristics” (p. 153). While I
like the acceptance of contexualization, I
disagree with any assertion that this is a new
idea. Possibly the contextualization of some other
learner characteristics has gone unrecognized all
this time, but strategies have long benefited from
narrative research and other investigations that
have accurately portrayed the strategic learner in
dynamic, situated relationships with other people,
tasks, communities, and cultures.



If Dörnyei and Ryan (2015) – both highly intelligent and
well–regarded figures in the L2 field –
are examples, the L2 field as a whole might not have
noticed the decades of research (and some theory) on
contextualized L2 learning strategies. Perhaps
strategy experts have not been loud enough in
demanding attention to what has long been known, or
perhaps not enough strategy experts have become
engaged in narrative studies or other socially
situated research involving strategies. Most
strategy researchers seem to have worked primarily
with questionnaires or think-aloud procedures,
neither of which, when compared with narrative
research, is as in-depth, as contextualized, or as
intent on considering the whole person.

The intensity with which quantitative strategy
research has been pursued has probably delayed the
world’s understanding of contextualization of
learning strategies. Traditional quantitative
research methods, unlike qualitative methods and
recent quantitative innovations mentioned in Chapter
10, have encouraged research providers and
research users to view contexts as separate from
learners and hence as “independent
variables” (Ushioda, 2015). Contexts in such a
framework serve primarily as labels or research
categories, not as deep wellsprings of information
or as part of learner-context-strategy interactions.
The ignoring of context as a meaningful factor has
been a typical shortcoming of traditional
quantitative research.

I hope that the long-existing narrative research on
strategies on contextualized, task-based strategies
will start sinking into the collective consciousness
of our field. Perhaps I should say, more profoundly,
the “collective unconscious.”


Context without fear. Dörnyei
and Ryan (2015) expressed concern that strategy
appropriateness is too fluid (too tied to the
individual and the context) and therefore too hard
to operationalize in a research design. Here are
my suggestions to those who have concerns about
the contextual and individual fluidity of strategy
appropriateness (and other factors) in light of
the need for scientific rigor: Consider narrative
research, mixed-methods research, and designs
based on complexity theory (Chapter 10). Read existing
strategy research using narrative methods (e.g.,
Harish, 2014; Oxford et al., 1996; Oxford, 2014; and many
others whose work is cited in this book) and
mixed-methods (e.g., Amerstorfer, 2016; Gunning
& Oxford, 2014 and years of research by Chamot).
Read the research of educational psychologists who
have conducted internationally renowned
self-regulation research involving strategies
and/or have included strategies in self-regulation
theories (such as Graham, McKeown, Kiuhara, &
Harris, 2012; Schunk & Ertmer, 2000; Zimmerman
& Moylan 2009; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2011; see other
sources earlier and in the chapter reference
lists). Read in depth about strategy
contextualization and complexity in Chapter 3.
Read the current chapter carefully and see the
common strands in the definitions, especially
those that relate to contexts. Become fully
informed about strategy definitions and about
research on strategies in context, so that it will
no longer be possible to state, without offering
educational psychologists’ names or giving
evidence, that educational psychologists have
“sidelined” learning strategies for
not being definable at a sufficiently rigorous
level (Dörnyei & Ryan 2015, p. 144, based on Dörnyei,
2005).
Better yet, create opportunities for interested
parties, including strategy advocates and critics,
to work together, with more positive outcomes than
would be possible working in separate camps (see
dialogue suggestions at the end of the
chapter).




Conceptual issues should not fade into the
background. A statement by Dörnyei and Ryan (2015) –
that “conceptual issues fade into the
background” for several learner
characteristics (e.g., learning strategies,
motivation, and learning styles) in light of
situated, practical, educational applications
– seems to divide conceptualization from
practical application, just as happened a decade
earlier (Dörnyei, 2005) regarding L2 learning strategies.
The concept in 2005, as in 2015, was that
strategies are fine for instruction but impossible
for research (see the “sidelined”
comment above). To me this split is worrisome,
unconvincing, and potentially dangerous for
learners and teachers. If strategies do not make
sense from a definitional or theoretical
viewpoint, we should not inflict them on students
through strategy instruction; therefore, it is
crucial to strengthen strategy definitions and
theories while continuing to provide excellent
strategy instruction. This book aims to help
change any fragmenting attitude (e.g., strategy
instruction is OK but strategy research is not) by
offering a stronger definitional and theoretical
base and suggesting ways to improve assessment and
research.










Master Theme VII.
Teachability of Strategies

Only a few definitions remarked upon the teachability of
strategies.


RESULTS

Only 9% of all the definitions (11% of definitions from
the L2 field and 0% of external definitions) mentioned
that the strategies were teachable, i.e., improvable
with instruction. Thus, it seems that this feature of
strategies is not a defining one.


DISCUSSION

Teachability is such a potentially central feature of
strategies that it is unsettling to note that so few
definitions mentioned it. On the other hand, lack of
mention of teachability in the definition does not
necessarily mean that this feature is not important
to certain theorists. For instance, Chamot’s
definitions did not mention strategy teachability,
although she often conducts strategy
instruction.

Strategy instruction, or styles- and strategies-based
instruction (Cohen & Weaver, 2006) optimally
helps learners to become increasingly conscious of
their strategy use and more able to use relevant
strategies (Oxford, 1990). It should never aim to make all
learners use all the same strategies, but it should
open the door to new possibilities. Strategy
instruction can help learners choose strategies that
are appropriate to specific tasks and to the
learner’s cognitive style (an
individual’s preferred or habitual way of
“perceiving, remembering, organizing,
processing, and representing information,”
Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015, p. 112). Strategy instruction is
ideally effective “when students learn why and
when specific strategies are important, how to use
these strategies, and how to transfer them to new
situations” (Oxford, 1990, p. 12). This is called
completely informed strategy
instruction.

Planning for strategy instruction should take into
account learners’ and teachers’
attitudes toward learners taking more responsibility
for their learning and should consider what types of
autonomy and self-regulation learners already
demonstrate. See Chapter 2 for different
types of autonomy and self-regulation. Strategy
instruction should also consider learners’
attitudes toward the L2 and the culture being
learned. Chapter 10 discusses strategy instruction
in greater detail.








Master Theme VIII. Focus in the Title of the Strategies
– General Orientation

This analysis shifts away from the definitions and considers
the labels that are put on the definitions, such as learning
strategies, learner strategies, L2 strategies, and others.
These labels represent general, philosophical orientations
of the theorists/authors.


LEARNING STRATEGIES AS A TITLE

In the L2 learning field and outside of it, the term
learning strategies was favored
(79% of the definitions, or 26 out of 33).


STRATEGIC AS A TITLE

This label was used in and for Definition #31 for use
in the L2 learning field. It represented 3% (1 of
the 33 definitions). There was no “learning
strategy” or “learner strategy”
label associated with this adjective, but the
definition was clearly oriented to learning, stating
“appropriate and purposeful behavior to
enhance the effectiveness of learning”
(Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015, p. 146).




TITLES
OCCURRING ONLY IN THE L2 FIELD

Several titles occurred only in the L2 field.


L2 strategies. This term was
used as the title for one of the strategy
definitions (Definition #22, Plonsky, 2011, p. 994),
hence 3% of all 33 definitions. This definition
was “specific practices or techniques that
can be employed autonomously to improve
one’s L2 learning and/or use.”




Strategies. This term, without any modifier, was
used for one strategy definition (Definition #30,
Williams et al., 2015, p. 125), which was 3% of the total.
The definition was “conscious actions that
learners use to help them learn or use a
language.”




Learner strategies. Four definitions (12% of the
33) used the label of learner strategies.
This label is an open code to mean
strategies for learning and using a language. This
label is strongly pitted against the label
learning strategy, but only in
the L2 field.



The concept of learner strategies
often highlights two assumedly separate roles that a
given learner might hold: the individual as a
language learner and the individual as language
user. The term learner strategies
assumes a sharp distinction – an unwarrantedly
sharp division, in my view – between
strategies for language learning
and strategies for language
performance/use/communication.
See the discussion of performance under IIID
earlier. See also Chapter 4.

Grenfell and Harris (1999) in Modern Languages and
Learning Strategies in Theory and Practice
provide a fascinating discussion what it
means to learn, know, and use a language. They seem
not to have come to a firm decision on a favored
term, using “learning strategies” on the
cover but “learners’ strategies”
in the book. For the sake of clarity in the rest of
this book I will refer to L2 learning strategies
rather than L2 learner strategies. Of course,
readers may mentally employ any term they desire
while reading this book.








Summary of the Content-Analytic Study of Strategy
Definitions

The study noted significant overlap among the strategy forms,
an overlap that puts mental and
actions/processes as the central forces
in all forms of strategies. Figure 1.1, displayed earlier, is
based on the 33 definitions. It shows that mental
actions/processes are in the middle and that all forms of
strategies are linked to that central core. Less frequently
occurring forms of strategies were techniques, devices,
tools, and methods; behaviors; and general
tendencies/approaches.

Purposefulness was identified in all of the definitions. The
particular purposes varied, however: learning, obviously the
most popular; self-regulation; task accomplishment;
performance/use; proficiency; facilitation; and helping or
involving the whole learner.

Consciousness was cited by almost all the definitions, though
a handful contended that strategies could also be
unconsciously or automatically deployed. Strategies were
only rarely mentioned as being used flexibly or in various
groupings, such as chains. There was no mention of strategy
orchestration.

Relatively few definitions said anything about the importance
of the context in which strategies are used. Still fewer
mentioned that strategies are teachable.

An analysis of titles given to strategies shows a divergence,
with most strategies being referred to as learning
strategies but some (in the L2 field only) called L2
strategies, learner strategies, or just plain
strategies.

In a horticultural sense, this content-analytic study has
aimed to push the packed, jostling panorama of color, shape,
and scent – almost three dozen definitions –
into a sense of order and meaning. I have found distinct
patterns in the definitions, patterns that will no longer
allow observers to
complain that strategy definitions are totally messy,
unrelated, and confusing. Differences of opinion still exist
among strategy experts but there is much greater order to
the chaos, and the strategy-definition garden is probably
far less tangled than it was before the study, at least for
those who read the study carefully.


Table 1.5 An Encompassing Definition of L2 Learning Strategies, Identifying Prototypical Factors: A Fundamental Part of the Strategic Self-Regulation Model







	L2 learning strategies are complex, dynamic thoughts and actions, selected and used by learners with some degree of consciousness in specific contexts in order to regulate multiple aspects of themselves (such as cognitive, emotional, and social) for the purpose of (a) accomplishing language tasks; (b) improving language performance or use; and/or (c) enhancing long-term proficiency. Strategies are mentally guided but may also have physical and therefore observable manifestations. Learners often use strategies flexibly and creatively; combine them in various ways, such as strategy clusters or strategy chains; and orchestrate them to meet learning needs. Strategies are. Learners in their contexts decide which strategies to use. Appropriateness of strategies depends on multiple personal and contextual factors.












My Own Definition, Based Largely on the Content-Analytic
Study of Definitions 

Table 1.5 contains
my definition of L2 learning strategies, based largely on the
content-analytic study. This definition is more than one
sentence, because a single sentence could not offer the detail
necessary to capture the essence of strategies. This definition
is a key part of the S2R Model.

I welcome feedback on this definition and am willing to engage
with anyone to discuss definitional issues.




Is Consensus Possible? Is Consensus Good? 

Consensus means agreement or harmony, not necessarily on every
point but in general. Let us assume that you, as a reader of
this book, are not eager to mow down the strategy-definition
garden and simultaneously tear out strategy research by the
roots. What type of strategy-definition garden do you want?
Would you like a highly curated, formal, French-style garden
that is neatly clipped and hedged, whose colors and shapes meet
exacting aesthetic and intellectual specifications and with the
perfect strategy-definition blossom right in the middle and
little strategy taxonomy items in lines like carefully planted
bluebells? Or would you be happy with some back-and-forth
dialogue that results in a much improved garden but without
attaining the apex of perfection? The fundamental question is:
Is consensus good and also possible?


Alternative 1: The Case for Consensus and Mutual
Understanding

The master teacher-philosopher Parker Palmer promoted
learners’ consensus when he wrote the following, but
his words might be just as relevant to researchers,
teachers, and theorists. In my view, all of us are learners
or students throughout our lives, no matter how academically
sophisticated we become. Palmer (1993) wrote,

Consensus is not democracy of opinion in which a
majority vote equals truth. Instead, it is a process
of inquiry in which the truth that emerges through
listening and responding to each other and the
subject at hand is more likely to transcend
collective opinion than fall prey to it. …
[Participants] are learning a way of relating
… to each other and to their world; they are practicing
a communal epistemology that will form them in a
communal ethic.

(p. 97)

This perspective on consensus, built on a serious attempt at
mutual understanding, is somewhat different from the views
mentioned next.




Alternative 2: The Case for Dialogic Diversity

The ideas of Bakhtin go against any tight form of consensus.
In fact, they describe the ultimate in dialogic diversity.
Bakhtin (1981, 1984; Oxford, Massey,
& Anand, 2005),
the philosophical-linguistic giant, contended that truth is
not found in a single mind or expressed by only one
perspective or one mouth; instead, it is polyphonic
and heteroglossic, made up of many different,
often contradictory, sounds and voices ringing out all at
once during in real-life events in authentic contexts,
influencing other people and being influenced by and
influencing ideologies (Bakhtin, 1981, 1984).20 Any utterance appropriates the
words of someone else through cultural contexts of
communication, but each utterance is populated by the
person’s own intention (Bakhtin, 1981). Bakhtin (1984) argued that we cannot assume that
if two people disagree, one must be wrong. His immense
interest in diversity might not bode well for total
agreement on every point, but it does not rule out listening
to each other.




Alternative 3: The Case for Participatory Conversation

Oakeshott (1959)
called for diverse voices and ideas in conversation.

In conversation, “facts” appear
only to be resolved once more into the
possibilities from which they were made;
“certainties” are shown to be
combustible, not by being
brought in contact with other
“certainties” or with doubts, but by
being kindled by the presence of ideas of another
order; approximations are revealed between notions
normally remote from one another.?Thoughts of
different species take wing and play round one
another, responding to each other’s movements
and provoking one another to fresh exertions.
… And voices which speak in conversation
do not compose a hierarchy.
… Properly speaking, [conversation]
is impossible in the absence of a
diversity of voices: in it different
universes of discourse meet, acknowledge each other
and enjoy an oblique relationship which neither
requires nor forecasts their being assimilated to
one another. …

As civilized human beings, we are the
inheritors, neither of an inquiry about ourselves
and the world, nor of an accumulating body of
information, but of a conversation. … It is
a conversation which goes on both in public and
within each of ourselves.

(In Wegerif, 2016, with emphasis by Wegerif)




Alternative 4: My Case for Moving Forward

When thinking about coming to terms with language learning
strategies, I am strongly drawn to the above comments by
Bakhtin, Oakeshott, and Wegerif about communication and
diversity. Keep in mind that we can have such diversity even
as we move toward some degree of consensus. I hope that a
certain amount of consensus will form around the
S2R Model or something similar to it. As you
continue to read Sections A and B of this book, you will
understand more about this model and why it holds promise.
You will be able to make up your own mind about how to
respond to, build on, or change this model for the benefit
of all L2 learners and
L2 teachers and ultimately for learning and communication
throughout the world.


My Recommendation: Seek Some Consensus 

I believe that the L2 learning strategy field needs a
greater degree of consensus. Like Palmer, I contend that
consensus “is a process of inquiry” that
“transcend[s] collective opinion” (p.?97).
We have seen what unbridled lack of consensus does: it
creates an unruly, confusingly tangled garden, in which
definitions run wild and rarely take coherent shape
across studies. Such dramatic absence of consensus keeps
the field from moving forward and, in my view, halts
dialogue rather than fostering it. Unless we achieve
some degree of consensus on definitions, our research
will not mean much. On the other hand, we must not
muzzle dissenting voices or scourge each other with
thistles and thorns. There must be an agreement by which
diversity is honored, people and work are respected,
knowledge is shared, and some rudimentary form of
consensus is reached.




My Recommendation: Demonstrate Basic Respect 

To significantly improve the tone of communication, I
call for some basic standards of acceptable scholarly
behavior inside and outside of the strategy field: (a)
actually reading and knowing a given scholar’s
work before critiquing it, (b) courteously discussing a
scholar’s work with that scholar in the knowledge
that the field will advance more rapidly through
discussion than through attack, (c) watching positively
for strategy-research progress and contributing ideas,
and (d) showing everyone the type of respect that one
would want for oneself.




My Recommendation: Notice Complexity 

In this process, we need to remember that strategies are
complex systems and are embedded in larger complex
systems. Kramsch (2002) called for ecological research
approaches that accept and explore complexity. She stated:

Ecological research approaches have in common
that they resist the usual dichotomies, or
clear-cut categories of meaning used by
traditional approaches, i.e. individual versus
social, representation versus action, not knowing
versus knowing, non-native versus native speaker.
Rather, words like “continuum,”
“dialectics,” “hybridity,”
“affordance,” and
“mediation” are attempts to focus on
relationships and contingencies, not on objects,
on differences in degree, not in clear-cut
categories.

(p. 24)

The reality of strategy complexity does not necessarily
make any given researcher – or the whole strategy
process – wrong, nor does it imply that strategies
are nonexistent (see Dörnyei, 2005) or unworthy of further
research observation (Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015). See
Chapter?3. Statements about complexity are definitely
not meant to excuse fuzzy thinking
and weak strategy definitions. We all need to think
clearly, speak clearly, and look for interactions within
strategy systems (Dörnyei, MacIntyre, & Henry, 2015).




My Recommendation: Recognize Change 

Even if a theoretical and definitional consensus is
reached on a given topic, that consensus will not be
permanent. Floridi (2011) explained how ideas change and evolve
over time. Kuhn (2012) took
the bull by the horns and talked about the revolution of
ideas – the turbulence that happens when
“normal science” (the more or less
steady-state of ideas) is blasted away by a
revolutionary cast of thought.

If a consensus emerges on certain aspects of L2 learning
strategies, the consensus might change over time.
Transformation of ideas in the L2 learning field happens
regularly. For example, definitions and changing
theories emerged over time for L2 learner
agency and also for L2 learner
autonomy (see Chapter 2).
Much more dramatically, transmutations occurred in the
area of L2 motivation, which went from socioeducational
definitions/theories involving integrative and
instrumental tendencies to psychological concepts
concerning learners’ imagination of their L2
selves, with various steps in between; Chapter 5
captures a few of these changes in motivation
theory.




My Recommendation: Understand Cognitive Style
Disparities among Experts 

Why am I raising the topic of cognitive
styles near the end of this
introductory chapter on learning
strategies, and especially in the
midst of a discussion on whether consensus about
strategies is possible? The reason is that, in my view,
one of the major barriers to consensus about learning
strategies lies in the lack of recognition of cognitive
style conflicts among scholars who study learning
strategies (or those who critique learning strategy
scholars). Cognitive style, most briefly put, is a
person’s favored way of knowing and learning.
“…Cognitive style is an adaptive system that
moderates the effects of both an individual’s
predispositions and the external environment”
(Kozhevnikov, Evans, & Kosslyn, 2014, p. 22, in
Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015, p. 139).21 Cognitive style can
be influenced by an individual’s personality and
aptitude, as well as by the person’s environments,
such as communities, educational institutions,
professions, and culture.

Major cognitive style clashes – especially those
that have never been considered or identified –
have the potential of jeopardizing consensus-building
efforts about strategies. Unacknowledged cognitive style
conflicts can wreak havoc in a field of study, just as
in a classroom or any human relationship. However, style
clashes do not have to mean war. If recognized and
discussed, these differences can actually enrich an area
such as strategy theory and research, strengthen
professional relationships, and promote
understanding.

Leaver et al. (2005) presented a system of cognitive styles
founded on a unifying principle of
ecstasis (desiring cognitive
control) and synopsis (operating more
unconsciously or preconsciously). I will refer to a few
of their cognitive style dimensions here. One of
greatest style battles among strategy experts (and
critics) concerns the style dimension of
leveling versus sharpening. The
leveling–sharpening dimension concerns how
information is stored in memory and, in my perspective,
how it is thought about and communicated. I will explain
it in terms of the extremes. By definition, individuals
with a leveling style remove
distinctions and look for similarities; those with a
sharpening style seek distinctions and avoid looking for
similarities (Leaver et al., 2005, p. 77). In the L2 learning
area, experts or critics who have a leveling style tend
to see learning strategies as embracing cognitive,
emotional, and social self-regulation (not just
cognitive). They reject sharp dichotomies, are able to
see real interactions between learning on the one hand
and performance/use/experience on the other, admire a
little fluidity and dynamism in the system without
crying “unscientific!”, and are likely to
work toward consensus because they can understand how
multiple, initially clashing ideas fit together. In
contrast, strategy experts or critics who have a
sharpening style might classify
strategies for emotional and social self-regulation
(even if used to aid learning) as entirely
separate from learning strategies.
They might prefer severing “L2 learning
strategies” from “L2 use strategies,”
might like sharp categories rather than finding some
degree of fluidity useful, and might highlight
differences so much that they cannot work toward
consensus. That is an extreme, of course.

Interestingly, a
given individual might argue vociferously
for completely separate categories
for L2 learning strategies and L2 use strategies, and
yet might strongly argue against sharp
categories for cognitive, affective, and social
strategies and might hope for
definitional consensus about strategies. I know
such persons. Such a person’s cognitive style
might be somewhere toward the middle of the
leveling-sharpening continuum.

I have recognized cognitive style differences among L2
learning experts or critics regarding additional
cognitive style dimensions, such as
analytic-synthetic and
field sensitive-field insensitive,22 but
the keenest divergence I have seen among scholars
regarding strategies has occurred for the leveling and
sharpening dimension. Scholars’ style skirmishes
are rarely if ever discussed directly but are painfully
witnessed in journals and books and at conferences. I
have personally encountered them. Unacknowledged style
contrasts influence the public debate on learning
strategies and affect the possibility of consensus about
strategies. Cognitive style discordance is certainly not
the only factor influencing the development or rejection
of consensus. However, if it remains completely
unconsidered, there will continue to be sweeping
statements and lack of understanding among some parties,
leading to low likelihood of consensus.




My Recommendation: Build on Prior Efforts of Positive
Communication 

Some relatively recent efforts at bringing strategy
experts together for a common cause and positive
communication included Cohen’s (2007) survey of
strategy experts, Cohen and Macaro’s (2007) edited book,
Griffiths’ (2008) edited book, Oxford and
Griffiths’ (2014) special issue on strategies, and
Amerstorfer’s (2015) strategy conference. Two very fruitful
volumes on strategy theory and practice (Chamot &
Harris, 2017;
Oxford & Amerstorfer, 2017) arose from that
conference.








Conclusion 

Will there be a true dialogue in which all views about strategies
are honored? Will there be a door open for consensus? Or will we
hear that strategy research stands no chance, that nobody can
agree on the basic prototypical features of a strategy
definition, and that issues about learning strategies and
use/performance strategies that do not plague other fields will
always beset ours, without an adequate meeting of the minds?

The answers to these questions are not written in in the stars.
They are not found in the tangles and the brambles of the
strategy-definition garden. No, the answers are up to strategy
experts, who wish to serve the needs of learners and teachers. I
hope that we can reach some consensus soon. It would be
wonderful to have a strategy-definition garden into which it is
possible to take friends and colleagues, a garden that allows us
to go ever deeper and make important research discoveries about
strategic learning. It would be exemplary if we could make our
way through the garden without being snagged by thorny stems, if
we could move without becoming ensnarled in unkempt blooms of
all sizes and shapes, and if we could progress without being
threatened by pruning shears brandished too wildly or by rogue
mowing machines. Even if a magnificent strategy-definition
garden, fully clipped and curated, is not in the offing, we can
continue the systematic pruning and shaping process that this
chapter has begun, and we can move toward self-regulation and
strategic learning for more learners.












Further Readings
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Schmidt, R. (1990) The role of consciousness in second language learning. Applied Linguistics 11, 129–155.  Also: Schmidt, R. (1995) Attention and awareness in foreign language learning. Honolulu, HI: Second Language Teaching and Curriculum Center, University of Hawai’i. Schmidt has done more than anyone else to clarify the nature of consciousness in L2 learning. These sources provide a very useful perspective that will elucidate the conscious basis of learning strategies. 










Questions, Tasks, and Projects for Readers

1Think about the three scenarios of learners at the opening of the chapter. Answer these questions: 


a.What are their different contexts, including physical, social, and cultural aspects?

b.What are their diverse goals?

c.What strategies are they using to meet those goals? (Be as specific as possible.)

d.Do those strategies seem to be helping each of these learners? If so, in what ways? If not, why not?

e.What additional strategies could they each think about using?

f.Who or what is helping each learner? In what ways? Do strategic learners work alone, or do they always have some help from somewhere (a person, a book, a technology, the social media)?

g.In what ways are these learners exhibiting self-regulation? Why and how are self-regulation and strategies connected?

h.Can you talk about learning strategies without thinking about self-regulation, and vice versa?

k.You have been very briefly introduced to the S2R Model. What else do you think you will find in this model as you progress through this book?

 

2Read Cohen (2007) to determine ways in which strategy experts have come together to discuss their beliefs in the form of an in-depth survey.


a.Which of the assertions in Cohen’s chapter do you agree with? Why?

b.Which of the assertions in the chapter do you disagree with? Why?

c.Based on that chapter, what common definition of strategies emerges for the language field? How has your view of that definition changed since you read the chapter in the current book?

 

3Read Grenfell and Macaro (2007).


a.What are the claims?

b.What are the critiques?

c.Explain what their chapter says to someone else. Discuss in detail and raise questions. What more would you and your colleague want to know?

 

4Look at the 33 definitions of strategies or (in one instance) strategic.


a.Which of these are most appealing to you and why?

b.Which do you think are the most scientifically valid and why?

c.What clashes do you see?

d.What commonalities do you see?

e.How do the 27 definitions from the language field differ from the 6 from outside the field? Why do you think those differences appeared? In what ways are the 6 definitions similar to the 27 from the language field?

f.Explain your findings from this question to a colleague. What other questions emerge?

 

5Think about the meaning of consensus and the discussion surrounding it.


a.Is consensus possible regarding strategies in the language field?

b.Does consensus mean complete agreement? Why or why not?

 

6Communications about strategy definitions and related ideas have often strained.

 
a.Consider the ideas of Bakhtin, Oakeshott, Palmer, and others (this chapter) about communication, diversity, and consensus. With which one(s) do you agree? Why?

b.What do you think about my comments concerning cognitive style as an element that can promote or inhibit communication?

c.Why, if at all, are unrecognized cognitive style conflicts so potentially painful and detrimental to communication about learning strategies? (Do all individuals experience cognitive style clashes in the same way? Are some people inured to them or able to ignore them?)

 

7What is your own definition of L2 learning strategies? How is it similar to or different from those presented in this chapter?

8Read the work of any of the authors of the 33 definitions in order to understand the theoretical basis of their work in more detail.


a.Which authors did you choose? Why? What did you learn?

b.Are the most “famous” authors the ones who provide you with the best information? Why or why not?

 

9Rose (2012b) provided an even-handed view of the field of strategies.


a.In some ways he was a critic of the critics. What did he offer that was needed?

b.What was his argument? What evidence did he give? Was it convincing?

 

10Read criticism of L2 learning strategies.


a.What did strategy critics provide that was necessary? What did they provide that was perhaps nonessential?

b.To what extent did it help or hurt the L2 learning field, including learning, learners, teachers, and researchers, to assert that strategies do not exist, to call strategies “products,” or to say that educational psychologists were no longer concerned about strategies (Dörnyei, 2005)? What evidence was given?

c.What content differences, if any, exist between strategy-related assertions in Dörnyei (2005) and those in Dörnyei and Ryan (2015)? What content has stayed the same? Is the tone any different now? What evidence was given in 2015?

d.In what ways was scholarly self-criticism useful when it came from experts on L2 learning strategies?

 

11Look up the work of Ehrman and Leaver and find out about the creation of the E & L Questionnaire (discussed in Leaver et al., 2005 and Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015).


a.Figure out, if possible, your own cognitive style on the E & L dimensions.

b.In addition to what this chapter has said, think about ways in which cognitive style dimensions might influence scholars’ ideas about learning strategies, their ways of researching strategies, and their ways of talking and writing about strategies?

c.How can such differences be effectively dealt with if we are searching for some degree of consensus about learning strategies?

 

12History lesson – 40 years:


a.Over the last four decades, what personal and professional factors – e.g., cognitive style, personality, educational background, life experience, age, gender, and types of intelligence (from multiple intelligence theory23); fear of losing face, lack of confidence, and lack of understanding of the literature; pride and academic position/posture/posturing; delight in a fight; and/or institutional and communication difficulties – might have limited the mutual assistance needed for collaborative development of a theoretically sound L2 learning strategy definition?

b.What evidence might you provide?

 

13What is your prediction about a consensus regarding a definition of L2 learning strategies, without which theoretical consensus cannot be reached?


a.In the last part of this chapter, what hopes and cautions did I raise about consensus? Do you agree or disagree? Do you think there is more hope than not?

b.This chapter says that consensus means agreement or harmony, not necessarily on every point but in general. Do you think consensus should mean stricter agreement on almost all points? Should it mean total agreement on every point?

c.Cohen and Macaro (2007, p. 283) said the following about a consensus concerning strategies:


It is unlikely that complete consensus will ever be reached on the unit of analysis (a strategy) even though we should continue to strive for such a consensus and towards a definitive model of a strategy within a cognitive framework. In the absence of a consensus, researchers should state clearly the theoretical framework on which they are basing their research and why there might be a need to use different terminology rather than building on established terminology.


i.Cohen and Macaro (2007) mentioned “complete consensus.” Should we even think about or hope for that? Does complete consensus exceed the normal expectation for consensus? How does the “complete consensus” idea compare with the consensus concept suggested in this chapter?

ii.Do you agree with the value of stating the theoretical framework for any strategy research study and for explaining the any use of novel terminology? (I personally endorse these. Do you? If so, why? If not, why not?)







14Look up information about negotiation. Would negotiation be useful in trying to hammer out theoretical issues in an academic field? What limitations to negotiation might become apparent?

15Several qualified educational psychologists and other psychologists were mentioned in this chapter and will be mentioned in Chapter 2 and beyond.


a.Read the work of some of the educational psychologists outside of the L2 field who were mentioned in this chapter. How do they work with and investigate strategies?

b.Find educational psychologists inside the L2 field, including but not limited to me. How do they work with and investigate strategies?

c.What are the findings of these educational psychologists?

 

16Think about metaphors in this chapter.


a.In what ways is the garden metaphor relevant to L2 learning strategies? Every metaphor might also have limits. What, if any, limits does the garden metaphor have?

b.To what extent is the “throwing out the baby with the bathwater” a relevant metaphor in regard to certain specific criticisms of L2 learning strategy research? What, if any, are the limits of this metaphor?

c.What metaphors would you create to describe the L2 learning strategy arena?

 










Notes

1 Examples are Tandem learning and eTandem learning, which have a very long history. Some recent, generic terms are telecollaboration, intercultural foreign language education, and online intercultural exchange (Guth & Helm, 2010; O’Dowd, 2007, 2013). Guth and Helm (2010) discuss a range of digital additions possible in telecollaborative learning. A few of these include Facebook, wikis, blogs, YouTube, and Flickr. Written exchanges are obviously feasible in several of these modes.
 
2 Having lived in various states in the southeastern U.S. for half of my life, I am aware of the factory jobs held by many undocumented immigrants, and I know about specific state laws addressing these people and their children.
 
3 This situation is close to those my husband Cliff encountered. He was a teacher of mathematics for ESL students, largely from Mexico and Central America, and is currently an evaluator of a professional development program for content area teachers of English language learners. (In some parts of the world this instructional area would be referred to as CLIL, i.e., content and language integrated learning.) Cliff’s Mexican students of algebra sometimes reached their solutions using different strategies from those employed by U.S.-born algebra students.
 
4 According to the Encyclopaedia Britannica (2016), Mao Zedong’s slogan, drawn from classical Chinese history, was “Let a hundred flowers bloom, and a hundred schools of thought contend.” Using this slogan, in 1956 Mao encouraged Chinese intellectuals to criticize the Chinese Communist Party’s policies and leaders. The response was slow but turned into a torrent. Although responding to Mao’s invitation, many intellectuals received severe punishment in 1957. In contrast, adding new L2 learning strategy definitions, sometimes in criticism of earlier ones, has merely generated more journal articles without any retribution whatsoever.
 
5 The word polemic is derived from Greek polemikos, which means “warlike” or “hostile” and in turn comes from the Greek noun polemos, meaning “war” (Merriam-Webster Dictionary, 2016).
 
6 I have an M.Ed. in educational psychology from Boston University and Ph.D. in educational psychology from the University of North Carolina, a bachelor’s and a master’s degree in foreign languages, and 35 years of professional experience in the area of educational psychology applied to language education. I do not say this out of self-aggrandisement. I only mention this to underscore the fact that anti-strategy, so-called “educational psychology” arguments made by non-psychologists in the language learning field suffer from limited information about strategies as researched in educational psychology. Those arguments do not reflect the views of most educational psychologists.
 
7 According to Harper (2016a), learning comes from “Old English leornian ‘to get knowledge, be cultivated, study, read, think about,’ from Proto-Germanic *liznojan (cognates: Old Frisian lernia, Middle Dutch leeren, Dutch leren, Old High German lernen, German lernen ‘to learn,’ Gothic lais ‘I know’), with a base sense of ‘to follow or find the track,’ from PIE [Proto-Indo-European] *leis- (1) ‘track, furrow.’ Related to German Gleis ‘track,’ and to Old English læst ‘sole of the foot’” (emphasis added). Proto-Indo-European was a group of languages spoken sometime after 5000 BCE in Eastern Europe and Central Asia (Mastin, 2011). Also see Mallory and Adams (2006) for information on Proto-Indo-European.
 
8 Finding the track logically comes before following it, although conceivably a learner could be on the road toward a goal and then recognize (find) that road at the moment of conscious goal-setting.
 
9 Krashen and Terrell (1992) sharply distinguished between “acquisition” and “learning.” In their theory, acquisition is informal, “natural” (less structured), and more valuable, while learning is formal, overly structured, and less effective in leading to language proficiency. Krashen and Terrell emphasized that acquisition could, in fact, occur in the language classroom through their Natural Approach. The concept of “instructed second language acquisition” (see, e.g., Ellis, 1991) highlights the idea that acquisition can occur in instructed settings. Larsen-Freeman (2013) argued that acquisition implies that one can “acquire” a language as if it were a commodity or a thing; instead she encouraged the use of “language development” and described language as an “ever-developing” resource (p. 1).
 
10 Category I, Purpose, was an interesting case when it came to explicit mentions. This theme included terms such as purpose, plan, goal-oriented, aim, choice, chosen, and selected (from alternatives). It also included the words to or in order to [+ verb] when these words were obviously used to mean for the purpose of. An illustration was Definition #11 (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990): “special thoughts or behaviors that individuals use to help them [i.e., for the purpose of helping them] comprehend, learn, or retain new information” (p. 1). I credited definitions like this with having an explicit mention of the purpose. Although it did not use the term purpose or goal, it was not merely an implicit mention; it was a different but equally meaningful way of mentioning the purpose.
 
11 There were also some implicit mentions of Category I, Purpose. An example was Definition #8 (Pressley et al., 1989): “processes (or sequences of processes) that, when matched to the requirements of tasks, facilitate performance” (p. 303). The definition does not overtly use the term purpose or related words (goal, aim, etc.), nor but it implicitly suggests that the purpose is to facilitate performance. Similarly, I found implicit mentions of Context in terms of task requirements (Definition # 8) and transfer to new situations/tasks (e.g., Definition #15). Numerous other implicit mentions occurred in the study.
 
12 Here are two examples. First, 100% of the 33 definitions mentioned purpose, goal, etc. (Category I, Purpose), either explicitly (88%) or implicitly (12%). In contrast, Category C, Behavior, was mentioned explicitly in 27% of all definitions and was mentioned implicitly in 3%, for a total of 30%.
 
13 Perhaps at some future date a chi-square analysis might be pertinent to determine whether the proportions in the cells differ significantly from what would be expected by chance.
 
14 The arts uses strategies, and the planning aspect includes defining the mission/value, defining the leader’s role, and planning for communication, not to mention planning for the material display of art (National Arts Strategies, 2016). Similar planning occurs for fashion (Retail Touch Points, 2016).
 
15 He did not state the process by means of which strategies purportedly became products or why strategies could or should be considered as products.
 
16 Using activity theory, mentioned earlier, Coughlan and Duff (1994) defined a task as a behavioral blueprint provided (by the teacher, materials, etc.) to L2 students, and an activity as learner behavior produced in response to a task by a group or an individual. In that framework, a single task can stimulate many different learning activities. Another way of looking at behavior is through the lens of behaviorism. Behavior gained a bad name for several decades in the twentieth century because of behaviorism, a set of techniques and a worldview involving manipulating other people’s behaviors. However, the theory of learning strategies, like the overlapping theory of self-regulation, inherently recognizes and highlights the power of the learner.
 
17 Imagine Michelangelo’s strategic mind guiding his sculpting behavior when he created the famous “David” or “The Pietà.” In addition, as if to prove the point that the mind can control behavior for positive outcomes, an important and honored field of clinical psychology is Cognitive Behavioral Therapy, which helps people develop beliefs and attitudes to control their own behavior and become happier and more productive.
 
18 Interestingly, the definition of “strategic” by Dörnyei and Ryan (2015, Definition #31) did not mention self-regulation, although self-regulation is one of the key concepts in these scholars’ joint worldview. Despite that definition’s inclusion of “purposeful” and “appropriate” (assumedly in relation to a task standard of some sort), I could not credit the definition with an explicit or implicit reference to self-regulation.
 
19 Husman, McCann, and Crowson (2000) discussed volitional strategies (i.e., strategies to help the learner to maintain a commitment to keep on going) in relation to future time perspective.
 
20 The term heteroglossia (many voices), which Bakhtin (1981) applied to the “dialogic imagination,” refers largely to extralinguistic features such as ideological positioning, which tie individual’s views to their contexts.
 
21 Dörnyei and Ryan (2015) expressed distrust of or disdain for cognitive style research but saw cognitive style as having potential, albeit so far unfulfilled, on the practical side. I think clashes in cognitive style have urgent relevance to the coterie of strategy experts in the L2 field, as well as strategy critics and others who argue about learning strategies.
 
22 Interested parties can contact me about the specifics of these particular clashes with reference to the learning strategy field.
 
23 Consider logical-mathematical intelligence, which is focused on logic, abstractions, and careful analysis and which rejects unfounded statements; interpersonal intelligence, which is essential for interacting and communicating well with others; and intrapersonal intelligence, which involves enables self-regulation of emotions and motivations and fosters accurate self-judgments. For details, see Gardner’s (1983, 2011) multiple intelligences theory. 
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2 The Soul of L2 Learning
Strategies

Self-Regulation, Agency, Autonomy, and Associated Factors in
the Strategic Self-Regulation (S2R) Model


 

 



[Agency is] the sense of knowing and having what it takes to
achieve one’s goals.

Little, Hawley, Henrich, & Marsland (2002, p. 390)

Chapter 1 was concerned
with defining L2 learning strategies, and it included an
encompassing definition of these strategies based on a
content-analytic study of 33 definitions. This chapter is more
specific in focusing on selected elements of my Strategic
Self-Regulation (S2R) Model, which was first explained in
the earlier (2011) edition of this book. The particular
S2R elements in this chapter are:
self-regulation, agency and autonomy,
growth mindsets, self-efficacy, resilience, hope,
and internal attributions for success.
These could all be considered the learner’s strength factors.
They could also be called the “soul of learning
strategies,” the core or heart of the matter. This chapter
discusses why these strength factors are needed for L2 learning and
how they are related to L2 learning strategies.

The theoretical discussions in Section A, including Chapters 1
through 3, and Section B, including Chapters 4 through 6, not only
extend and clarify the S2R Model, but they also
significantly strengthen the rigor of the entire strategy area and
are meant to contribute to the L2 learning field as a whole.

The first part of the chapter presents the classical Vygotskian
sociocultural theory of self-regulated learning (SRL) and other
related theories. The second part offers psychological views of SRL
with a focus on Zimmerman’s three-stage model (see the
historical analysis by Panadero & Alonso-Tapia, 2014; Zimmerman, Bonner, &
Kovach, 1996), which has
shaped so much of the thinking in SRL.1 The third part brings the sociocultural
and psychological aspects of SRL together into a task-phase
illustration that is part of the S2R Model. This
illustration reveals the sociocultural context and the psychological
“inner context” and how they relate to strategies in the
three task phases. The fourth part of the chapter describes agency
and autonomy, which should arise in any serious conversation about
SRL. Growth mindsets, self-efficacy, resilience, hope, and internal
attributions are the focus of the fifth part. The chapter concludes
with the summary; further readings; and questions, tasks, and
projects for readers.










Sociocultural Theories of Mediated Learning and Self-Regulation
with the Involvement of Strategies 

Here I present several perspectives concerning contextualized,
mediated learning that foster self-regulation: Vygotsky’s
theory of mediated learning, the zone of proximal development (ZPD),
and self-regulation; Feuerstein’s Instrumental Enrichment
Program, built largely on Vygotsky’s work; and various models
of situated cognition. In my discussion of these perspectives I
include learning strategies to illustrate main points.


Vygotsky on Mediated
Learning and Self-Regulation 

Lev Vygotsky described self-regulation as an outcome of
mediation. Vygotsky, a Russian scholar who called himself a
“cultural-historical” psychologist, was one of the
most powerful contributors to our understanding of the
sociocultural nature of human learning and self-regulation. His
work (see Moll, 2014;
Vygotsky, 1978, 1981) became known in the
West in the 1960s and gained significant attention from applied
linguists (e.g., Donato & McCormick, 1994, Scarcella & Oxford, 1992) toward the last
decade of the twentieth century.


Assistance 

Vygotsky depicted the mediated learner as one who develops
self-regulation through mediation (assistance) in a
sociocultural context. Mediation via language is often
provided in the form of spoken dialogues with a more capable
other, who might be a teacher, a parent, or a more advanced
peer. Even if the student is learning independently,
learning is still mediated by interaction with cultural
tools, such as books, media, and technology. If he were
alive today, Vygotsky might be excited by the potential, if
not the current actuality, of global social media as a
mediator of self-regulation. Thus, for Vygotsky the
sociocultural context includes cultural and linguistic
materials and media that provide assistance or
mediation.




Appropriation 

In Vygotsky’s model of mediated learning, the learner
“appropriates” or actively internalizes and
transforms for his or her own use essential features of the
dialogues that occur with a more capable other. The learner
does this in three general stages: social speech
(other-regulation, involving talking with others),
egocentric speech (the learner subvocalizes, i.e., talks to
himself or herself, but does not fully self-regulate), and
inner speech (self-regulation, or guiding one’s own
action) (Moll, 2014). Benson (2011) said that inner speech is directly
relevant to learner autonomy, which is closely tied to
self-regulation.




Higher Mental Processes Linked with Sociocultural
Mediation 

During the dialogues, the more capable other models cognitive
and metacognitive processes such as analysis,
synthesis, planning, monitoring, and
evaluation. These are “higher order
mental functions,” also called “higher mental
processes.” By virtue of the interaction with the more
capable other, these higher mental processes become
increasingly under control of the individual. Though
Vygotsky did not use the term “learning
strategies,” educational psychologists have called all
of these higher mental processes “strategies” or
“learning strategies” when talking about SRL
(see, e.g., Oxford, 1999, 2011). Specifically, analysis
and synthesis are what we would
now label as cognitive strategies, and planning,
monitoring, and evaluation are
among today’s metacognitive strategies. Higher mental
processes are internalized via social interaction with a
more competent person in the environment (or via interaction
with books and other resources), says Vygotsky’s
theory. In face-to-face dialogues with the more capable
other, I contend that socially oriented strategies play a
significant role. These might include asking questions,
requesting assistance, collaborating with others, and paying
close attention to what the other is saying.




Zone of Proximal
Development 

The ZPD is the difference between the individual’s
current level of development and the potential level that
can be reached with assistance of a more capable person. To
facilitate internalization of the dialogues and help the
learner traverse the ZPD, the more knowledgeable individual
offers various forms of assistance. Vygotsky did not use the
term scaffolding, but his concept was that
learners would need less and less mediation from the more
capable other as learners developed their own egocentric
speech and then their inner speech. In other words,
assistance to the learner is viewable as scaffolding if it
is present when the learner needs it and removed when no
longer necessary to the learner.




Defossilizing and Distributed Cognition 

More capable others, such as teachers, sometimes need to
break down a learning task into different parts so a learner
becomes aware of the parts, grasps how they work together,
and practices combining the parts (Afflerbach, Pearson,
& Paris, 2008).
Vygotsky (1978)
referred to this cognitive disassembly as
“defossilizing” (p. 63) a task or action, giving
it life.

A key tenet proposed by Vygotsky is that cognition is
distributed. This means that learning, knowledge, and even
intelligence are distributed across people and across social
practices and cultural tools (symbols, technologies,
artifacts, and language) used by communities (Gee, 2007; Vygotsky, 1978). For more on
Vygotsky, see his own works, as well as McCaslin and Hickey
(2001) and Moll
(2014).






Feuerstein’s Instrumental Enrichment Program 

The mediated ability of people to learn even very difficult
things is the crux of Reuven Feuerstein’s Instrumental
Enrichment (IE) Program, which has similarities to
Vygotsky’s mediated learning model.


Mediation for Modifying Schemata

The IE Program was designed to help modify mental structures
(schemata) and teach operations (i.e., strategies) through
mediation by a skilled teacher (Feuerstein, Falik, Rand,
& Feuerstein, 2006; Feuerstein, Rand, Hoffman, & Miller,
1997). The IE
Program’s mediated learning experiences help learners
draw out general rules and principles (the
“abstraction” process) in a self-regulated way
from tasks and then bridge to other tasks and applications.
IE has been successfully used with learners of English as a
foreign language, disadvantaged students, and many others
(Burden & Williams, 1998; Garb & Kozulin, 1998; International Center for
Enhancement of Learning Potential, 2007).




Dynamic Assessment and Strategies 

One of the most fascinating aspects of IE’s mediated
learning is the use of dynamic assessment,
which is a “test-teach-test” mode. First, the
more competent person has a dialogue with the learner while
testing the learner’s performance. Second, that person
then teaches operations or strategies for improving
performance based on what has been gleaned from the dialogue
and urges the learner to use those strategies with relevant
tasks. Third, the more competent person retests the
strategy-enhanced performance (Feuerstein, Rand, &
Hoffman, 1979;
Kozulin & Garb, 2001). Tested performance is consistently better
after students have had the opportunity to learn and use
strategies.






Situated
Cognition/Situated Learning 

Related to the idea of mediation is the concept of
situated cognition or situated
learning. The term “situated” could be
applied to all of the approaches in this chapter (see also
Chapters 1 and 3 for the idea of “situated” with
regard to learning strategies), but certain sociocultural
approaches especially use this term. Sociocultural theories
suggest that all learning is embedded or situated in particular
sociocultural settings (Brown, Collins, & Duguid, 1989; Greeno, 1998), which offer
properties (called affordances) that either
encourage or constrain learning (van Lier, 1997, 2004). Some theorists discuss affordances only in
the positive. In situated cognition, learners are viewed as
active, self-regulated agents, whose choice of strategies is
influenced by but not determined by the sociocultural context
(Oxford, 1999).

One definition of situated cognition, or learning in a context,
is learning that is situated in a community of practice. A
community of practice is “a group of people who share an
interest in a domain of human endeavor and engage in a process
of collective learning that creates bonds between them”
(Wenger, 1998, p. 1). To
the community members, those bonds are experienced as a joint
enterprise and a shared repertoire, said Wenger. Another
definition of a community of practice is an authentic,
meaningful group centered on specific practices, goals, beliefs,
and areas of learning within an environment, which can be local
or electronically networked (Fine, 1987; Lave & Wenger, 1991, Wenger, McDermott,
& Snyder 2002). The
whole community learns, because learning occurs not just in an
individual mind. It occurs collectively, in a
“distributed” way, just as Vygotsky asserted.

Lave and Wenger (1991)
created the term “communities of practice” while
studying apprenticeship as a model for learning. Lave and Wenger
believed that apprenticeship is not a one-down relationship
between an expert and a student or newcomer but instead a set of
complex, nuanced, social relationships in a context. The
newcomer’s learning is an integral part of generative
(creative) social practice of the community. Newcomers at first
“participate peripherally” in the community and
observe strategies used by those who have been in the group
longer, especially central people known as
“old-timers” or experts (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Levine, Reves, &
Leaver, 1996). Gradually
newcomers or apprentices move closer to the center of the
community of practice if the circumstances are welcoming, and
they thus become more autonomous or self-regulated. It seems
that Wenger abandoned the concept of legitimate peripheral
participation in his 1998 book, though it is still quite popular
in education-related fields.

The term cognitive apprenticeship was used by
Collins (1988) to refer
to a strategic, practical learning-based relationship with a
more capable other. This terminology has an immediate ring of
Vygotsky. A cognitive apprenticeship helps students to develop
and use learning strategies in authentic activities via
interaction, social construction of knowledge, scaffolding,
modeling, goal-setting, peer sharing, and learner reflection
(Brown, Collins, & Duguid, 1989). Thus, this process involves an increasing
degree of agency, which is a starting point for the development
of strategic behavior, autonomy, and self-regulation. In the
context of sociocultural activity theory, which partially
underlies the concept of communities of practice, agency is not
a property of isolated individuals but is instead relational,
i.e., occurring in relationships between or among individuals
(Lantolf & Thorne, 2006).

An example of an approach using a cognitive apprenticeship is the
Reciprocal Teaching Approach to reading (Palincsar & Brown,
1984). In this
approach, the teacher first models and scaffolds expert reading
strategies, such as summarizing or predicting based on prior
events, and then “fades” the scaffolding gradually
when it is no longer needed share their summaries, inferences,
and predictions and receive feedback from other students in
groups within the classroom. Graham and Harris’ (1996) model,
Self-Regulated Strategy Development (SRSD, see Chapter 8), involves
both group and individual writing strategies along the lines of
a cognitive apprenticeship.
Research shows that strategically SRL in classroom communities
of practice is useful for all students, from the most expert
learners to those who have serious linguistic or cognitive
disabilities (Harris & Graham, 2005).

Some strategies related to this discussion are: becoming a member
of a community of practice, setting goals, imagining oneself as
an expert’s apprentice (see imagination with regard to the
L2 Motivational Self System in Chapter 5) engaging in dialogues or
conversations (communicating to learn) with an expert, engaging
in dialogues with peers, paying close attention, summarizing,
and making predictions based on based on criteria.

I have discussed sociocultural approaches to SRL. Now I turn to
more psychological approaches.












Views of SRL from Educational Psychology and Related Fields, with
Linkages to Strategies 

This section deals with viewpoints on SRL from educational psychology
and related areas. It includes an emphasis on strategies.


SRL Involves Action 

Action is the very heart of self-regulation, just as it is at
core of L2 learning strategies. According to Schunk and Ertmer
(2000, p. 631), SRL
comprises a range of strategies. Some of these are goal-setting;
focusing on instruction; organizing, coding, and rehearsing
information; managing time and the environment; using resources
effectively; monitoring performance; and seeking assistance. In
addition, monitoring beliefs and emotions is also part of SRL
(Schunk & Ertmer). The element of choice is present in all
of these strategies. Goal setting is perhaps the most obvious
process involving choice, but the others also reflect personal,
voluntary decision making.




SRL is Goal-Driven 

SRL is directed toward goals. Zimmerman and Schunk (2011) described SRL as
comprising goal-driven (and hence voluntarily chosen) processes.
By means of these processes “learners personally activate
and sustain cognitions, affects, and behaviors that are
systematically oriented toward the attainment of personal goals.
By setting personal goals, learners create self-oriented
feedback loops though which they can monitor their effectiveness
and adapt their functioning” (p. 1). Such goal-setting and
activation and sustainment of cognitions, affects, and behaviors
requires ‘supportive motivational beliefs’”
(p. 1). On the relationship between self-regulation and
motivation, see also Zimmerman (2008).

Zimmerman and Schunk (2011) emphasized that “Contrary to
conventional wisdom, self-regulation is not defined as an
individualized form of learning, because it also includes
self-initiated forms of social learning, such as seeking help
from peers, coaches, and teachers” (p. 1). However,
Zimmerman’s approach and others do not fit into the
Vygotskian sociocultural cluster of theories because they are
not focused intensively on the sociocultural nature of the
interaction between the individuals involved.




SRL Involves Strategies 

Learning strategies have been intimately involved psychological
versions of SRL since the inception of the latter. Thirty years
ago Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons (1986) wrote an article entitled
“Development of a Structured Interview for Assessing
Student use of Self-Regulated Learning Strategies”
(emphasis added), and other related papers followed tying
strategies to self-regulation (e.g., Zimmerman &
Martinez-Pons, 1988,
1990). Winne and
Perry (2000) also linked
strategies and self-regulation by stating,
“‘Strategic’ describes the way in which these
[self-regulated] learners approach challenging tasks and
problems …” (p. 553). Self-regulation and strategies
were also pursued by other number theorists and researchers,
such as Alexander, Graham, and Harris (1998); Graham and Harris (1996); Harris and Graham
(2005); MacArthur
(2011); and
MacArthur, Philippakos, and Ianetta (2014). These scholars largely specialized
in self-regulated strategy instruction for writing.
Self-regulation also had effects in others skill areas, though
not necessarily by that name. Panadero and Alonso-Tapia noted a
general consensus across self-regulation models:
“Self-regulation is the control that students have over
their cognition, behaviour, emotions and motivation through the
use of personal strategies to achieve the goals
they have established” (Panadero & Alonso-Tapia, 2014, p. 451, emphasis
added). The continuing popularity and value of SRL, along with
the fact that strategies are a crucial part of the most
important models of SRL, makes it difficult to give much
credence to the unsupported claim, mentioned elsewhere in this
book, that educational psychologists turned away from strategies
in favor of self-regulation.

Self-regulation is a key purpose of L2 learning strategy use,
according to several important strategy definitions. As
explained in Chapter
1, Purpura (2014) defined a learner strategy as “a thought
or behavior used by learners to regulate SFL [second or foreign
language] learning or use.” Griffiths (2013) defined learning
strategies as “activities consciously chosen by learners
for the purpose of regulating their own learning” (p. 15).
See my more encompassing definition in Chapter 1. It talks about regulation
of multiple aspects of the self.




Types of Self-Regulatory Strategies and Their Purposes 

Self-regulation includes controlling or managing cognition but
goes well beyond.


Cognition and Beyond 

Self-regulation (also known by Schmidt, 1995, as control2) of cognition is
typically known as metacognition. At an
earlier time, metacognition was viewed as the only process
leading to strategic learning. In my perspective, that might
be why theorists allowed metacognitive strategies, which are
crucial for cognitive regulation, to linger on so very long
as seemingly the only guiding force for regulating
learners’ emotions and social interactions, instead of
recognizing that metacognition actually
refers to planning for, organizing, monitoring, and
evaluating cognition. Five years ago
(Oxford, 2011), I
suggested using the new term metastrategies
to include metacognitive, meta-affective, and
metasocial3 strategies. Chapter 4 will explain these in
detail.

However, today metacognition, or regulation of cognition, is
viewed as just one component of self-regulation (Zimmerman
& Moylan, 2009),
because the definition of self-regulation includes the other
three elements: regulating behavior, emotion, and
motivation. Regulating behavior refers to the
student’s control of what he or she is actually doing
to achieve the self-established goals.

Regulating emotions for learning is viewed as crucial, since
negative emotions can often impede learners’
performance and positive emotions can aid performance. In
addition, positive and negative emotional outcomes can be
correlates of cognitive outcomes. However, emotions are not
as simple as that; see Chapter 5.

Regulating motivation (Wolters, 2003; Wolters, Benzon, &
Arroyo-Giner, 2011)
for learning involves awareness of one’s own
motivations and encouraging self-motivation, including maintaining
interest and attention during a task. Volition researchers
contend that motivation influences attraction to a task but
also that volitional processes take over while the learner
is involved in a task (Corno, 2004; Wolters, 2003).




Avoidance 

As noted in Chapter
1, avoidance goals stimulate strategies
detrimental to learning, such as self-handicapping, or
making learning less possible via, for example, pretending
to be sick. Self-handicapping is a form of self-regulation
in that it responds to the learner’s goal to avoid
learning or engaging with the task. Obviously, learners need
to select appropriate goals that include learning, rather
than choosing strategies that avoid learning.






Self-Regulated Strategy Choice and Use 

In SRL, for a strategy to be selected it should be related to the
task at hand and the goals the learner has for that task.
Learners are assumed to be purposeful and therefore to construct
their meanings, aims, and strategies. Learners must be strategic
in selecting the appropriate strategies for a
given situation. Elaboration for deep processing (paraphrasing,
synthesizing, and summarizing) and analyzing are connected with
mastery goals and thus with retention of new knowledge.
Proactive self-regulators do the following:

• set learning goals, monitor and assess these goals,
and set new goals when needed

•  maintain self-efficacy beliefs (perceived
competence) and establish a productive learning
environment

•  implement effective learning strategies (e.g.,
organization, rehearsal, note-taking) and adjust
strategies as needed

•  expend effort, seek assistance, and
persist.(Zimmerman & Schunk, 2011)




Strategy Learning and Transfer in SRL 

As Zimmerman and Schunk (2011) explained, early researchers found that
strategy instruction helped students learn cognitive strategies.
These strategies led to higher levels of learning and could be
transferred to similar tasks as long as the transfer was done
immediately. However, researchers also discovered that freshly
learned cognitive strategies were often forgotten after strategy
instruction if the transfer was not needed immediately, and
strategies were not necessarily generalized to new tasks. This
situation was often blamed on weak metacognition, such as
inability to appreciate the usefulness of a given strategy.
Later, it became obvious that the transfer of a strategy to a
new task was improved when learners were given information about
the effectiveness of that strategy (completely informed strategy
training, Oxford, 1990,
2011). However,
researchers found that motivation problems, such as low
motivation and negative self-efficacy beliefs, sometimes
hindered use and transfer of strategies.




SRL Studies Involving Cognitive-Behavioral Issues 

SRL research has included investigations of self-control of
academic functioning, such as procrastination and impulsivity
(Zimmerman & Schunk, 2011). This aspect of SRL research looked at
antecedents to studying, such as the need to arrange the
environment to eliminate distractions; consequences of studying,
such as the need to use self-rewards for good performance; and
covert (inner) reactions, such as the need to control anxiety by
using positive self-talk.
Arranging the environment, using self-rewards, and employing
positive self-talk are all SRL processes.




Approaching Tasks Strategically 

To approach tasks strategically, it helps to understand tasks and
task dimensions. One of the broadest definitions of task
is “any purposeful action considered by an
individual as necessary in order to achieve a given result in
the context of a problem to be solved, an obligation to
fulfil or an objective to be achieved”
(Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages: Learning, Teaching, and Assessment, CEFR,
2001, p. 10). My colleagues and I (Oxford, Cho, Leung,
& Kim, 2004) listed
and elaborated on task dimensions or task-related
characteristics that shape L2 task performance (see especially
pp. 9–14). These include goals/objectives of the task,
high vs. low stakes (how much a task is likely to influence the
individual’s life), timing, input, the materials and
whether they are appropriately adapted to the setting, the
complexity of the task, the amount of planning allowed or
encouraged, the anticipated amount and types of interaction
during the task, and the expected complexity of the outcome.




SRL, Tasks, and Strategies 

Self-regulated learners pay attention to the demands of a task
and deploy strategies to meet task demands. A strategic task is
a blueprint that is meant to facilitate learning and that
includes an objective, has appropriate content, focuses on
meaning or a combination of meaning and form, overtly or subtly
encourages strategy use, and involves a range of outcomes. In L2
learning, task-relevant learning strategies increase the
likelihood of task success in terms of verbal and nonverbal
communication. These strategies have a positive spill-over
effect onto other task outcomes: affective judgments about the
task, the language, and the self.


Frequency Is Not the Key 

For a given individual, the total number of strategies
employed or the frequency of use of any given strategy is
not an indicator of success on a specific task (Oxford et
al., 2004). More
successful L2 learners tend to use strategies that are
relevant to specific tasks, while less successful L2
learners tend to use strategies in an impulsive, almost
desperate fashion, without regard to how well these
strategies fit the demands of a given task (Oxford et al.,
2004; Reiss,
1981, 1983).




Three SRL Task Phases 

The three SRL task phases are forethought, performance, and
self-reflection.4


FORETHOUGHT PHASE

During the forethought phase of
self-regulation, learners frequently analyze a task to
identify what it requires in terms of difficulty,
complexity, and conditions (Robinson, 2005). Task
analysis might involve only a matter of seconds or
minutes, or it might take longer, depending on the
complexity of the task, the learner’s style, and
the pressures of the moment.

Goal-setting can occur when the learner knows what the
task requires. In terms of goals, the learner can decide
whether to go beyond the task requirements, just do what
is required, address the task requirements with only a
low level of engagement, not address the task at all, or
do something else entirely. Next comes the strategy of
planning, which helps the learner specifically address the goals.
During the forethought phase, strategies can also be
used to regulate emotions, such as anxiety, and
motivation. Forethought includes many possible
strategies, but these can often occur in a very brief
time. On the other hand, during the task phase, some
learners like to outline the task (if complicated) in
writing and make a list of the things to do.




PERFORMANCE PHASE

SRL involves strategies for self-monitoring during the
performance phase of a learning
task. Self-monitoring allows the learner to identify any
problems during the task and to ask whether the
(generally cognitive) strategy that is being used is
working effectively. If it is not working well, the
learner can shift to another strategy or other
strategies as needed. In the performance phase, the
learner can employ strategies to regulate emotion and
volition (the impetus to continue task performance once
it has begun). For example, if the learner feels the
task is overwhelming, strategies are necessary to keep
the learner in a state that is sufficiently positive to
do the task. If the learner perceives the task is boring
or stupid, strategies are needed to overcome those
attitudes and to shore up volition (the impetus to
continue with the task once it has begun).




SELF-REFLECTION PHASE

In the self-reflection phase, the
learner uses evaluation strategies to assess how well he
or she performed on the task (e.g., cognitive effort,
consistency), what knowledge or skill has been developed
during the task, and how effective any learning
strategies have been during the task. This prepares the
learner to make educated choices of strategies for
another task. In addition, self-reflection allows
(re)considering self beliefs in light of the task. These
could include situational self-esteem, a high-low
assessment of competence and worth in a given area, such
as language learning (mentioned later). Some reflective
students naturally reconsider self-esteem after any
major task. In this phase, the learner also makes
attributions for task success or failure (see later in
the chapter).

The three phases of SRL are shown in Figure 2.1 in a generic form and
in Figure 2.2
using the technical terms.






[image: fig2_1]
Figure 2.1 Generalized Task Phase Sequence for Self-Regulated
Learning

Notes:

1 This is a generalized task phase sequence drawing on
several SRL models.

2 The double lines indicate that there is feedback among the
phases.

3 Learners do not always follow the phases in a linear
order.




[image: fig2_2]
Figure 2.2 Task Phase Sequence for Self-Regulated Learning Using
Specific SRL Terms

Notes:

1 This is a task phase sequence using Zimmerman’s (2008) specific
terminology.

2 However, my clockwise ordering of the task phases starts at the
top, which seems most logical, whereas Zimmerman’s
ordering starts elsewhere. Another difference is that Zimmerman
stopped using bidirectional arrows, although the arrows are
essential for indicating that there is feedback and interaction
among the phases.

3 Learners do not always follow the phases in a linear order.










Uniting Sociocultural and
Psychological SRL Concepts in the S2R Model 

Figure 2.3 is my own graphic
interpretation of a task. It serves a foundation stone of my
S2R Model because it includes self-regulation and
strategies and because it intentionally unites sociocultural and
psychological aspects of SRL.

Notice that this figure includes all three SRL task phases. Also
present is the “inner context” (Mercer, 2016), in which I have
included domain-related prior knowledge, cognitive style (see Chapter 1), as well as
other aspects that the present chapter discusses: self-beliefs
(e.g., self-efficacy), agency, autonomy, mindset, resilience, and
hope. Although several of these psychological “inner
context” factors, such as mindset, resilience, and hope, have
hardly been discussed in by strategy theorists and researchers,
these factors naturally influence all phases of the learning task
and are crucially important. Task participation reciprocally
influences all of those aspects of the learner.

In addition to the “inner context,” Figure 2.3 encompasses the
“sociocultural context,” such as relationships with the
teacher and peers, physical resources, cultural beliefs and values.
Everything about Figure 2.3
operates in a context. Learning occurs in contexts. Figure 2.3 does not explain
or depict how the learner relates to more capable people (see
earlier), but it does allude to such people as part of the
sociocultural context, and it does mention relationships with others
as part of the task phases. Learning strategy use should be
considered in light of the sociocultural setting in which these
strategies are deployed and the whole web of personal and cultural
relationships in that setting. Chapter 3 provides extensive information about the
sociocultural context of strategies.

Because Figure 2.3
integrates the sociocultural context and the inner context, along
with the task phases, it is a truly multidisciplinary approach. This
distinguishes it from many other SRL models and makes the approach
worth considering.

We have explored the sociocultural and psychological concepts of SRL
and a graphic illustration of how to combine those two aspects in
the S2R Model. Now we turn to a different theme
associated with SRL strategies: agency and autonomy.


[image: fig2_3]
Figure 2.3 SRL Task Phases with Strategies and Contexts: A Major
Aspect of the S2R Model

Source:The initial task arrow idea came from Wu, Lowyck,
Sercu, and Elen (2013,
p. 164) but I added (a) the sociocultural context, (b) the
“inner context,” (c) all three SRL task phases, and
(d) strategies.










Two Constructs Related to
Self-Regulated Learning Strategies: Agency and Autonomy 

Agency and autonomy are very close to SRL strategies and to each
other.


Agency 

Agency is a key feature of successful learners and is crucial in
our understanding of engagement, motivation, autonomy, and
self-regulatory behaviors (Mercer, 2011a, 2011b, 2016). Fundamentally, agency rests on the
individual’s sense of meaning. Meaning is defined as
“the extent to which people comprehend, make sense of, or
see significance in their lives, accompanied by the degree to
which they perceive themselves to have a purpose, mission, or
overarching aim in life” (Steger, 2011, p. 682). Without a sense of meaning
in their lives as a whole or in the L2 task they are facing,
people are not likely to feel agentic. “ …
[L]earners’ exercise of agency [is] often regarded as a
defining quality of being human and revealed within a continuous flow of
human conduct involving the use of power or the will
…” (Gao & Zhang, 2011, p. 27).


Definitions with Very Different Scopes 

Agency is defined in various ways, sometimes only on focusing
capacity (ability), often adding will (deliberate choice),
and occasionally mentioning intention, belief, knowledge,
taking charge through action, and using pathways/strategies.
However, some theorists viewed agency as including general
actions. Table
2.1 presents agency definitions from various
scholars.

Actual implementation or action is often omitted from
definitions of agency, although Lantolf and Thorne (2006) and Lantolf and
Pavlenko (2001)
mentioned taking action. Gao and Zhang (2011) described agency
as a starting point for learners’
decision to use learning strategies (emphasis added), but it
can also be a starting point for all kinds of
learner-initiated action (Mercer, 2016).




More on Agency, Context, and Strategies 

Context and agency are related. Learners’ use of
strategies can be seen as the exercise of agency to
“open up access within power structures and cultural
alternatives” within specific contexts in order for
learning to occur (Oxford, 2003, p. 79, in Gao & Zhang, p. 27). The
social context helps determine how agentic a learner can be
and what affordances or resources he or she has, but agentic
learners interpret resources in different ways and make
their own decisions about how to relate to those
resources.




Descriptions of Agentic People, or Agents 

Little, Hawley, Henrich, and Marsland (2002, p. 390) described the agentic
person. Such a person is:

the origin of his or her actions, has high
aspirations, perseveres in the face of obstacles,
sees more and varied options for action, learns from
failures, and overall, has a greater sense of
well-being. In contrast, a non-agentic individual
can be a pawn to unknown extra-personal influences,
has low aspirations, is hindered with
problem-solving blinders, often feels helpless and,
overall, has a greater sense of ill-being.

Although most definitions of agency seem not to include
agentic action itself, some descriptions of agentic people
encompass actions. For example, agentic people are
“active contributors to, or ‘authors’
of[,] their behavior, where behavior is described as
self-regulated and goal-directed ‘action’ [which
is] defined as purposive and self-initiated …”
(Wehmeyer et al., 2011, p. 357). In functional self-determination
theory (fSDT), agentic individuals intentionally control
their behavior (self-determination), despite not having
control over events and outcomes (Wehmeyer et al., 2011, p. 357).




Agency as an Origin Point for Autonomy 

For Benson (2007),
agency is a “point of origin for the development of
autonomy” (p. 30, in Gao & Zhang, 2011, p. 27). Gao and
Zhang (2011)
considered agency and metacognition, or metacognitive
strategies (see Chapter 4), as “interrelated theoretical
perspectives on learner autonomy” (p. 25). They
conducted a narrative inquiry focused on a number of
students, including an
elite young woman, Liu, from mainland China who was studying
English in Hong Kong. The study of Liu’s strategies
and progress was interpreted through sociocultural and
metacognitive lenses. The researchers stated that no matter
how well learners understand their sociocultural contexts,
they still need to translate that understanding into action
by means of metacognitive strategies.

From a sociocultural perspective, Liu, like others,
encountered “complex linguistic issues and
sociocultural barriers in … socialization with local
and non-local students” (p. 35) and experienced
challenges in broadening her strategic learning of English.
She was obliged to learn Cantonese to integrate into local
students’ community, while also learning English at
the university. She exercised agency in trying to take
control of her environment despite setbacks. One of her
learning strategies, which was seemingly non-agentic because
it was based largely on her social group and context, was to
memorize extensive word lists, a daunting and somewhat
questionable strategy. However, for Liu using this strategy
felt good because it involved taking initiative.

Many of her mainland Chinese peers talked about getting
Ph.D.s in the U.S. and finding great jobs in Hong Kong.
However, Liu, partly inspired by a highly popular female
“superstar” in China, agentically decided to
focus her aspirations returning to mainland China and not
seeking a Ph.D. She viewed this as a major alternative to
her social group’s plans.

A different perspective, which Gao and Zhang called the
metacognitive perspective, focused more strongly on
Liu’s metacognitive strategies, including goal
setting, planning, and cognitive monitoring. She spent
energy and time in looking for opportunities to use English
socially, even though she found she also had to learn
Cantonese. Despite the questionable value of memorizing
massive word lists, Liu decided upon this strategy with the
clear intention of taking charge.

In sum, agency is starting point for the decision to use
strategies and for other self-initiated behavior (Gao &
Zhang, 2011; Mercer,
2016; Oxford,
2003, 2008; Rand &
Cheavens, 2011, in
Oxford, 2016).
Choice is an essential element. Viewing L2 learning
strategies, agency, and autonomy through a sociocultural
lens must be supplemented by examining them through a
metacognitive lens and, in fact, by seeing them through a
metamotivational lens and a meta-affective lens (Chapters 5
and 6).






Autonomy 

Below I give a very short history of ideas about autonomy, offer
diverse definitions and perspectives, and explain linkages with
L2 learning strategies.


Background 

The term autonomy literally means
self-governance and was applied first to ancient Greek
city-states and later to people. Philosophers and
psychologists used the term “autonomy”
differently. For example, Kant (1788/1997) restricted his description
of autonomous individuals to morally reasoning males, while
Mill (1871) viewed
free-market entrepreneurs as the apex of the autonomous
individual. Certain psychologists perceived autonomy in
self-actualized people (Rogers, 1961).


Table 2.1 Scope of
Agency Definitions
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Note: Compare to Table 1.1, The Data:
Definitions of “Language Learning
Strategies,” “Learner Strategies,”
“Self-Regulated Learning Strategies,”
“Strategies,” and
“Strategic” (Chapter 1)






Definitions 

The term autonomy became popular in the L2 learning field in
the 1980s. L2 learners who used learning strategies were
frequently described as “autonomous” or
“autonomy-seeking,” but there were more factors
than strategies involved.

Several definitions highlight capability. Holec (1981) defined autonomy
as a learner’s ability to be responsible for his or
her learning. He commented that the autonomous learner has
the ability to take charge of every aspect of his or her
learning, including decisions about objectives, content,
progression, methods, techniques, monitoring procedures, and
evaluating outcomes. However, even some proponents of
learner autonomy (e.g., Oxford, 1999) wondered whether Holec’s
seemingly total autonomy was realistic for L2 learners in
settings outside self-access centers. Littlewood (1996) defined autonomy
as ability and willingness to take responsibility. A more
comprehensive definition was ability, willingness, and
action toward taking responsibility (Allwright, 1990).

Little (1999) defined
L2 learner autonomy as being able to perform a given task
independently, with situational flexibility, in contexts
beyond the immediate one, and (in formal learning
environments) with conscious intention and reflection. For
Benson (2011),
autonomy is the capacity to control or take charge of
one’s learning” (p. 14; similarly, see Little,
2007, p. 15). In
the self-determination theory (SDT) of Ryan and Deci (2001), autonomy is
viewed as the capability of self-regulating one’s
thoughts, learning, actions, and interactions and, like
competence and relatedness to others, is a support to
intrinsic motivation (motivation based on intrinsic
interest).




Cultural Firestorm 

A firestorm arose concerning the question of whether autonomy
was universally relevant or whether it was just a Western
cultural construct, irrelevant to Asian learners. According
to Kubota (2001),
racism was present in the “TESOL narrative,”
which described autonomy as independence, creativity, and
action and attributed it to students from individualist
cultures, while viewing students from collectivist cultures,
such as those in Asia, as “passive, docile, and
compliant” (p. 19). Like Kubota, Holliday (2003) decried
“culturism,” or discrimination (the Othering of
ESL/EFL students) concerning L2 autonomy based on culture
rather than race.

Pennycook (1997)
criticized what he called Western-style, “mainstream
autonomy” (individualist and competitive) and
encouraged learners from non-Western cultures to seek
“cultural alternatives” to such views of
autonomy. Holliday (2003) cautioned that Pennycook fell into an
essentialist trap by expecting that students who are not
from the West cannot participate in individualist
autonomy.

Little (1999) argued
that autonomy is more than just a Western cultural
construct, and later (Little, 2007) he called for some fundamental
reconsiderations of autonomy. Holliday (2003) stated that we
should presume that autonomy is universal but diverse in its
nature. This led to the idea of multiple autonomies, or
contrasting types of autonomy for different cultures,
groups, and individuals. Esch (2004) argued for social autonomy, in
which the person takes responsibility for learning in the
context of the group and society as a whole. Some theorists
(e.g., Benson, 2007)
argued that social autonomy is a valid way for Asians to be
autonomous. Holliday (2003) described the social autonomy approach as
propounding the presence of autonomy in learners’
social worlds, no matter what the culture.

I agree with those who support universal autonomy, social
autonomy, and multiple types of autonomy. Therefore, I
crafted a comprehensive definition of learner autonomy:
ability and willingness to take responsibility
for one’s learning, along with the action
necessary to make this happen as relevant to the
cultural context. 




Importance and Scope
of Autonomy 

No matter how it is defined, autonomy seems critical to L2
learning from the viewpoint of many theorists. For example,
according to Menezes (2008), autonomy is one of five elements in the
complex dynamic system of language learning, with the four
others being “the amount of second language
experience, the degree of input diversity, the richness of
interactions, [and] the level of contained anxiety”
(p. 203). In my EMPATHICS model of L2 learner well-being
(Oxford, 2016) and
my expanded views of learner autonomy (Oxford, 2015), I explore many
types of autonomy: behavioral autonomy, existentialist
autonomy, Freirean autonomy, and sociocultural
autonomies.




Autonomy and Strategies 

Autonomy has very strong relationships with learning
strategies. As noted by Griffiths (2013, p. 31), “…
[S]trategies are an important element of learner autonomy,
since it is by using strategies that learners are able to
become autonomous.” Numerous researchers in the area
of L2 learner autonomy identify learning strategies as
relevant or even crucial to autonomy (see, e.g., Cotterall,
1995; Little,
2000;
Littlewood, 1996;
Oxford, 1999, 2011; Wenden, 1991). I noted several
times that autonomy, like agency, contributes to the use of
learning strategies, and use of strategies also strengthens
autonomy (Oxford, 2003, 2008). Choice or volition is a key to autonomy
and strategy use.

In the social autonomy approach, mentioned earlier, Holliday
(2003)
encouraged us to look for and learn from the autonomous
learning strategies that learners are already using.
Strategy instruction offers potentially useful learning
strategies, but it should not ignore strategies that are
already in play. In my view, this means that strategy
instruction needs to be wide open in order to discover and
honor diverse strategies from various cultures, rather than
just teaching strategies that are acceptable from one
cultural viewpoint.






Comparisons among Self-Regulation, Agency, and Autonomy and
Their Relation to Learning Strategies 

“Self-regulation is foundational for learner
autonomy,” said Ehrman (2002, p. 256), though others might say that learner
autonomy is foundational for self-regulation and that they are
both an outgrowth of agency. There is a very great overlap among
the three. We can say for certain that a self-regulated person
is likely to be agentic and autonomous, but agentic and
autonomous individuals might or might not use all the specific
processes detailed by self-regulation theorists.

Table 2.2 compares
self-regulation, agency, and affect in regard to strategy
choice. All three are volitional, based on personal choice.
However, there are some differences. Self-regulation is
typically described in terms of identifiable actions. Agency
emphasizes having an influence on something or being able to
affect something and is usually expressed in general terms.
Autonomy stresses taking control of or responsibility for
something and is also usually expressed in general terms. It is
possible, of course, to have all three: to be agentic,
autonomous, and self-regulated. None of these contradicts
another. Here are some relationships among self-regulation,
agency, autonomy, and strategies:

• Many of the processes of self-regulation (e.g.
goal-setting, monitoring, organizing, evaluating,
managing the environment) are viewed as strategies
or sets of strategies. Self-regulation involves
activating and sustaining relevant cognitions,
affects, and behaviors, essentially through
strategies.


Table 2.2 Comparison of
Self-Regulation, Agency, and Autonomy with Applications
to Learning Strategies









	Self-regulation
	Agency
	Autonomy



	Brief description:
	Brief description:
	Brief description:



	Emphasis on systematically regulating behaviors
and thoughts.
	Emphasis on affecting something.
	Emphasis on taking control of or responsibility
for something.



	Volitional. 
	Volitional. 
	Volitional.



	Usually described as specific processes.
	Usually described in general.
	Usually described in general.



	Strategies are very frequently
tied to self-regulation. 
	Strategies are very frequently
mentioned in regard to agency.
	Strategies are very frequently
described as associated with
autonomy.



	Relationship to strategies


–
Many of the processes of self-regulation
(e.g. goal-setting, monitoring, organizing,
evaluating, managing the environment) are viewed
as strategies or sets of strategies.


–
Self-regulation comprises such processes
as setting goals for learning, attending to and
concentrating on instruction, using effective
strategies to organize, code, and rehearse
information to be remembered, establishing a
productive work environment, using resources
effectively, monitoring performance, managing time
effectively, seeking assistance when needed,
holding positive beliefs about one’s
capabilities, the value of learning, the factors
influencing learning, and the anticipated outcomes
of actions, and experiencing pride and
satisfaction with one’s efforts. (Schunk
& Ertmer, 2000, p.?631)


–
“The processes whereby learners
personally activate and sustain cognitions,
affects, and behaviors that are systematically
oriented toward the attainment of personal goals.
By setting personal goals, learners create
self-oriented feedback loops though which they can
monitor their effectiveness and adapt their
functioning… [S]upportive
motivational beliefs are also essential.
Contrary to conventional wisdom,
self-regulation is not defined as an
individualized form of learning, because it also


	Relationship to strategies


–
Agency is a starting point for
learners’ decisions to use learning
strategies (Gao & Zhang, 2011). 


–
Agency is a starting point for
learner-initiated, goal-directed action (Mercer,
2015)


–
Strategy knowledge is one of three
elements of agency (Mercer, 2015)


–
Agency contributes to the use of learning
strategies (Oxford, 2003, 2008)


–
In hope theory, agency embodies not only
the ability to act by using strategies (called
“pathways”) but the decision or choice
to do so (Rand & Cheavens, 2011, in Oxford,
2015)



Capacity


 “The capacity to act volitionally to
affect outcomes” (Ryan & Irie, 2014, p. 113) 


Cognition, affect, and strategy
knowledge


 Elements contributing to agency are cognition
(beliefs), affect (willingness), and strategy
knowledge (Mercer, 2015) 


Origin of actions


– Agentic people are “active contributors
to, or ‘authors’ of[,] their behavior,
where behavior is described as self-regulated and
goal-directed ‘action’ [which is]
defined as purposive and self-initiated
…” (Wehmeyer et al., 2011, p. 357)


	Relationship to strategies


–
“… [S]trategies are an
important element of learner autonomy, since it is
by using strategies that learners are able to
become autonomous” (Griffiths, 2013, p. 31).


–
Numerous researchers in the area of L2
learner autonomy identify learning strategies as
relevant or even crucial to autonomy (see, e.g.,
Cotterall, 1995; Little, 2000; Littlewood, 1996; Oxford,
1999,
2011;
Wenden, 1991).


–
Autonomy contributes to the use of
learning strategies, but use of strategies also
strengthens autonomy (Oxford, 2003, 2008)



Capacity


– “The capacity to control or take charge
of one’s learning” (Benson, 2011, p. 14) 

– Learner’s ability to be responsible for
his or her learning (Holec, 1981) 

– Being able to perform a given task
independently, with situational flexibility, in
contexts beyond the immediate one, and (in formal
learning environments) with conscious intention
and reflection (Little, 1999) 


Capacity and attitude


 Ability and willingness to take responsibility
(Littlewood, 1996)




	– includes self-initiated forms of social
learning, such as seeking help from peers,
coaches, and teachers.” (Zimmerman &
Schunk, 2011, p. 1).



More general


 Self-regulated learning is learning that
arises from students’ self-generated
behaviors and thoughts that are systematically
oriented toward reaching their learning goals.
(Schunk, 2001) 


Relationship to autonomy


– “Self-regulation is foundational for
learner autonomy” (Ehrman, 2002, p. 256). 

– Others might say that an autonomous attitude
is a basis for self-regulation. 


Relationship to agency


 Self-regulation reflects an agentic
perspective, but unlike agency, it includes
detailed processes.

	–The agentic person is the “origin of his
or her actions, has high aspirations, perseveres
in the face of obstacles, sees more and varied
options for action, learns from failures, and
overall, has a greater sense of well-being [than a
non-agentic person].” (Little et al., 2002, p. 390) 


Taking action


– Actively engaging in the “terms and
conditions” of one’s own learning
(Lantolf & Pavlenko, 2001, p. 145), voluntarily
controlling behavior, and assigning relevance and
significance to language learning as a whole
(Lantolf & Thorne, 2006). 


Relationship to autonomy


 Agency is the “point of origin for the
development of autonomy” (Benson, 2007, p. 30, in
Gao & Zhang, 2011, p. 27)

	Capacity, attitude, and taking
action


 Ability, willingness, and action toward taking
responsibility (Allwright, 1990). 


Not just individualistic


– Autonomy is not just relevant to
individualistic cultures but is also present in
various modes in all cultures 


Relationship to agency


 “The point of origin for the development
of autonomy is agency.” (Benson, 2007). 


Relationship to self-regulation


– “Self-regulation is foundational for
learner autonomy” (Ehrman, 2002, p. 256). 

– Others might say that an autonomous attitude
is a basis for self-regulation.








• Agency is seen a
starting point for the use of strategies. Strategic
ability and strategic knowledge are elements of
agency.

• The use of strategies contributes to learner
autonomy. Autonomy as a combination of capacity and
willingness contributes to use of strategies.












Other Constructs Associated with SRL and Learning Strategies:
Growth Mindset, Self-Efficacy, Resilience, Hope, and Internal
Attributions 

A growth mindset is crucial for empowered and effective L2 learning.
Four other related strength factors, self-efficacy, resilience,
hope, and internal attributions for success (e.g., one’s own
ability and effort are the cause), are also necessary. What do these
five factors have in common, and why are they so important to L2
learning? First, all of them are potentially tied to the use of
learning strategies and to SRL. Second, they are all related in one
way or another to beliefs about the self in context. Some beliefs
are implicit, i.e., unknown to the person who holds them, while
others are explicit, i.e., in the person’s consciousness. Both
implicit and explicit beliefs can affect individuals’
approaches to L2 learning and learning in general (Williams, Mercer,
& Ryan, 2015). Third,
all five are related to learning strategies.


Growth Mindset versus Fixed Mindset 

Dweck (2006 in Williams
et al., 2015) identified
core beliefs: incremental theory (growth mindset) and entity
theory (fixed mindset). “Language learning mindsets result
from learners’ beliefs about what qualities are desirable
… combined with a further set of beliefs concerning the
malleability of these qualities” (Williams et al., p. 70).
For L2 learners, a growth mindset is much more helpful than a
fixed mindset, because the former sees the learner as a
strategic agent who actively develops his or her abilities, as
opposed to a fixed mindset, which rejects agency and learning
strategies. Table
2.3 contrasts a growth mindset and a fixed
mindset.


Table 2.3 A Growth Mindset versus a Fixed Mindset –
Contrasting Beliefs









	Aspect
	Learners with a growth mindset
…
	Learners with a fixed mindset
…



	Intelligence and ability
	Believe they can change their intelligence and
ability
	Believe their intelligence and ability are
fixed and cannot be altered



	Challenges
	Believe they can effectively face most
challenges
	Believe they are limited when facing most
challenges



	Motivation and confidence
	Have motivation and confidence 
	Lack motivation and confidence



	Resilience
	Are resilient when difficulties arise
	Are not resilient when difficulties arise



	Strategies
	Believe strategies can help them go beyond
where they are now; employ strategies in
task-relevant, creative ways
	Believe that strategies cannot help them go
beyond their current limits; see strategies as
fruitless



	Agency and autonomy
	Are agentic and autonomous
	Are neither agentic nor autonomous





Source: Original. Summarized from material in Williams
et al. (2015).




Growth Mindset 

Incremental theory, also known as a growth mindset, is the
belief that intelligence and learning ability are malleable
and can be developed incrementally with effort. “[A]
growth mindset can function as a powerful resource,
influencing learner motivation, the setting of goal, and how
learners respond to the setbacks and ‘failures’
that are an essential part of language learning”
(Williams et al., p. 71). Learners with a growth mindset
will probably have sufficient confidence and motivation to
set challenging goals and to be resilient if difficulties
arise.

If learners have a growth mindset, they are likely to believe
in the value of L2 learning strategies and to employ those
strategies in a highly task-oriented way, leading to
success. A growth mindset also fosters self-regulation.
Learners with a growth mindset have tremendous advantages in
L2 learning, because they can overcome barriers resiliently
and employ creative ways to learn. Learners with this
mindset are agentic and hopeful (see hope later).




Fixed Mindset 

Entity theory, also known as a fixed mindset, is the belief
that qualities such as intelligence and learning ability are
static, given, and fixed. As related to L2 learning, a fixed
mindset might involve the idea that innate language talent
determines success and that those without such talent will
fail (Williams et al., 2015). A fixed mindset is a barrier to learning.
Learners with a fixed mindset usually set goals low, so as
to avoid failure and avoid risk-taking, and in this way they
cut off opportunities for learning. If learners have a fixed
mindset, they do not usually see the value in learning
strategies because the situation is already hopeless.
Therefore, learners with a fixed mindset either avoid using
strategies or employ them in only a half-hearted way.

Fortunately, fixed mindsets can be modified. In a series of
activities described by Williams et al. (2015), children were
taught to think of the brain as a muscle that can be
strengthened through exercise. These children showed
significant enhancement of motivation and grades. This
brain-as-muscle metaphor could be convincing in L2 learning
strategy instruction However, if fixed-mindset learners do
not have some type of intervention, they are likely to
remain stuck.






Self-Efficacy 

Strategic, self-regulated learners typically exhibit
self-efficacy, which is directly related to
self-regulation and other qualities necessary for effective L2
learning. As noted earlier, self-efficacy is defined as the
person’s level of confidence (belief) that he or she can
successfully carry out an action to achieve a specific goal in a
particular setting under certain conditions (Bandura, 1997, 2002; Zimmerman, 2000). Note the importance
of contextual specificity (see Chapters 1 and 3).

In social cognitive studies, Bandura (1986) discovered that the development and
use of learning strategies was positively affected by modeling
by peers, parents, and teachers. Students’ self-efficacy
beliefs about the value of learning strategies predicted a range
of phenomena, such as persistence, task interest, and task
choice.


Self-Efficacy and
Self-Regulation 

Self-efficacy is related to self-regulation in the pursuit of
desired goals. As Maddux (2011) stated, “Self-regulation
(simplified) depends on three interacting components
…: goals or standards of performance; self-evaluative
reactions to performance; and self-efficacy beliefs”
(p. 339). Self-efficacy beliefs influence the goals we set,
our choices of goal-directed behavior, our degree of effort,
our persistence, and the efficiency and effectiveness of our
problem-solving (Maddux, 2011). If we have high self-efficacy in the face
of problems, we are likely to focus on finding solutions to
those problems, but if we have low self-efficacy, we are
more likely to reflect on our inadequacies, thus detracting
from problem-solving efforts (Bandura, 1997). Maddux (2011) stated quite eloquently,
“The timeless message of research on self-efficacy is
the simple, powerful truth that confidence, effort, and
persistence are more potent than innate ability. In this
sense, self-efficacy is concerned with human potential and
possibilities, not limitations, thus making it a truly
‘positive’ psychology” (p. 341).

According to Pintrich and de Groot (1990, p. 38), “student
involvement in self-regulated learning is closely tied to
students’ self-efficacy beliefs about their capability
to perform classroom tasks and to their beliefs that these
classroom tasks are interesting and worth learning.”
Pintrich and de Groot stressed that learners need the
“will” (motivation, beliefs) and
“skill” (strategies) for learning to occur.




Other Factors Associated with Self-Efficacy 

Self-efficacy is related to agency (Bandura, 1986, 1997, 2002, 2008), L2 learning
strategy use (Chamot, 2004; Chamot, Barnhardt, El-Dinary, &
Robbins, 1996), a
growth mindset (Williams et al. 2015), and overall psychological and
physical well-being (Oxford, 2016).

Self-efficacy, which always involves oneself in relation to a
goal, is related to, but can be distinguished from,
self-image (attitude toward the self; also
ideal self and ought-to self in Dornyei’s 2009 L2
Motivational Self-System; see also Chapter 5),
self-concept (dynamic and unique
self-schema regarding competence and worthiness in a given
dimension, such as physical, social, familial, personal,
academic, and situational, Rubio, 2014; not a high-low evaluation), and
self-esteem (a global or situational
high-low evaluation of oneself in terms of competence and
worthiness in interactions with the world, Mruk, 2006).




Self-Efficacy Theory 

Bandura’s social cognitive theory, on which
self-efficacy is based, assumes that people (a) actively,
agentically shape their environments and are not passive
reactors; (b) are capable of symbolic thought, including the
ability to understand cause-effect relationships, with
themselves as the origin of results; (c) start developing
agency and self-efficacy beliefs when exploring the
environment in infancy, and (d) continue to develop agency
and self-efficacy beliefs throughout the lifespan. In
Bandura’s view, five main sources of information
stimulate efficacy beliefs:

• our own performance experiences, as long as we
attribute the outcome to our own efforts;

• vicarious experiences, or observing the
consequences of others’ behaviors, which
have implications for what we think we can do
ourselves;

• imagined experiences, or seeing ourselves or
others behaving effectively or ineffectively in
imagined situations (see motivation in Chapter
5);

• verbal persuasion, or what others tell us that we
can or cannot do; and

• physiological and emotional states, with positive
states becoming associated with success and
negative states becoming linked with failure
(Bandura, 1997; Maddux, 2011).

For Bandura (1986, 2008), self-regulation
consists of several processes: (a) self-observations,
including tracking one’s own learning strategies; (b)
self-judgments, such as comparisons of one’s
performance with a standard, such as studying languages for
a certain amount of time per day; and (c) self-reactions,
referring to inferences, such as self-efficacy beliefs,
which learners draw from their performance outcomes.




Self-Efficacy Research about Strategies and Related
Factors 

High self-efficacy positively influences motivation (in terms
of effort, persistence, and behavior), self-regulation,
cognitive engagement, mental effort, use of learning
strategies (e.g., rehearsal, elaboration, and organizational
strategies), emotions (lower anxiety), and hence academic
outcomes (Pintrich, 1999; 2000a; 2000b; Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990; Wu, Lowyck,
Sercu, & Elen, 2013).






Resilience 

We all know about physical fitness, but Seligman (2011) asserted that
resilience is like “psychological fitness” (pp. 127,
240). Masten, Cutuli, Herbers, and Reed (2011) said that resilience consists of a
dynamic process of adaptation during or following a significant
adversity or risk (p. 118), while Truebridge (2014) emphasized an
ability or capacity: “the self-righting and transcending
capacity within all youth, adults, organizations, and
communities to spring back, rebound, and successfully adapt in
the face of trauma, adversity, and/or everyday stress”
(pp. 12–13). My experience and research have shown me that
strategic, self-regulated learners are resilient. I conducted an
international, multi-case study and found that when L2 learners
faced learning-related and social crises, they tended to use
strategies for resilience, not just as a capacity but also as a
process (Oxford, Meng, Zhao, Sung, & Jain, 2007).


Risk Factors and Protective Factors 

Risk factors are stressful life events, adverse situations,
or difficulties that threaten good adaptation (Masten et
al., 2011). Some
research emphasized resilience-related personal traits, or
personal protective factors, e.g., outgoing and adaptable
personalities, ability to enlist support,
achievement-oriented competence, self-efficacy, self-esteem,
belief in the future, a sense of purpose and meaning in
life, anticipation, goal-directedness, a positive outlook,
talents valued by self and society, hardiness, educational
aspirations, general attractiveness to others, humor, and
other social, emotional, and moral/spiritual qualities
(Benard, 1991;
Masten et al., 2011;
Masten & Obradovic, 2006; Truebridge, 2014).

In addition to personal protective factors, resilience
includes assets (resources or promotive
factors), defined as “human, social, and material
capital” (Masten et al., 2011, p. 120) and environmental
protective factors (social protective factors), such as (a)
strong, warm, caring, compassionate, and supportive
relationships; (b) messages that convey high expectations
and focus on strengths, not just challenges; (c)
opportunities for meaningful participation, contribution,
and responsibility; and (d) positive schools and
institutions (Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000; Luthar, Sawyer,
& Brown, 2006;
Masten et al., 2011;
Truebridge, 2014).
These factors sound a lot like affordances, mentioned
earlier.




How to Increase Resilience 

There are several ways to foster resilience (Masten et al.,
2011): (a)
providing assets, which in our field might be language
books, computers, materials, interesting and exciting
lessons, and
opportunities to use the language; (b) mobilizing protective
factors, such as attachment relationships with language
teachers or mastery experiences that increase language
learners’ self-efficacy; and (c) removing or reducing
risks, such as embarrassment or failure for language
learners, but without reducing an appropriate sense of
classroom challenge. I add some extremely important ways to
stimulate resilience: help L2 learners to realize that a
difficulty in L2 learning or in life in general should not
be a signal to give up; encourage students to use a range of
strategies (emotional, cognitive, and others) when they face
difficulties; and conduct strategy instruction so that
learners will have a wider repertoire of strategies from
which to choose.






Hope

Hope is not a wish, dream, or fantasy; it is a desire accompanied
by a reasonable chance of fulfilment (Clarke, 2003). In some wonderful
images, hope is the oxygen of the soul (Marcel, 1962) and the foundation
of human development (Vaillant, 2008). Hope allows a sense of agency and autonomy.
It is linked to a growth mindset, resilience, and strategy
use.


Is Hope Emotional or Cognitive? 

Although some theorists (Lazarus, 1999; Vaillant, 2008) argued that hope is based on
emotion, several cognitive definitions of hope exist.
Breznitz (1986)
contended that hope is the cognitive expectation of goal
attainment. Averill, Catlin, and Chon (1990) defined hope cognitively as
being appropriate when goals are (a) at an intermediate
level of difficulty and thus relatively attainable, (b)
under control, (c) perceived as important, and (d) socially
and morally acceptable. Also in a cognitive vein, Snyder,
Rand, and Sigmon (2002) and Rand and Cheavens (2011) presented a
theory of hope in which cognitive beliefs about pathways
toward goals and about perceived ability to move toward
goals are followed by positive emotions,
which are based on goal-related progress or achievement, or
negative emotions, which are based on blocked or failed
goals. In other words, emotions are not part of hope but
arise later.




Snyder’s Cognitive Theory of Hope and How It
Relates to Strategies 

This theory asserts that human behavior is largely
goal-directed. In this theory of hope (Snyder, 1994, 2000, 2002), hope is defined
as a “cognitive set” including a person’s
beliefs in two areas:

• Pathways thinking, or the
person’s self-perceived capacity to
produce workable pathways (Snyder
sometimes called these pathways
strategies) to goals. Pathways
thinking involves cognitive flexibility for
creation of more pathways when existing pathways
or routes are blocked.

• Agency thinking, or the
person’s self-perceived ability and
intention to initiate and sustain movement via
pathways toward goals, even when the routes are
blocked. Agency thinking involves telling oneself
positive statements, such as “I can do
this,” “I will keep going,” and
“Maybe this strategy will help me, since the
other one did not work.” Low-hope
individuals tend to express negative statements
about their learning possibilities, avoid
challenges, and hence show less agency, but
high-hope individuals express more positive
statements, approach challenges positively, and
hence exhibit more agency.

Pathways thinking increases agency thinking, and agency
thinking increases pathways thinking.




Components of Hope in
Other Theories 

Outside of Snyder’s hope theory, Schrank, Hayward,
Stanghellini, and Davidson (2011) proposed the following components of hope
based on a major review of the literature in psychology,
psychiatry, and nursing (Schrank et al., 2008): (a) time,
including both past experience and the future reference of
hope; (b) goals, either broad or specific; (c) control,
which can be internal (personal activity) or external
(contextual/environmental); (d) relations, such as
spirituality, partnerships, or a sense of life purpose; (e)
personal characteristics (e.g., motivation, inner strength,
and energy to pursue the goal); (f) reality reference (the
goals must be perceived as feasible); and (g) negative or
positive spur to hope (that is, hope can arise from either a
negative or a positive starting point).




Hope Compared to Optimism 

Hope is broader and more powerful than optimism and takes
more work than optimism, although both of them are variants
on the theme of positive expectancy (Snyder, Sympson,
Michael, & Cheavens, 2000). Optimism is a pattern of generalized
positive expectations for the future (dispositional
optimism) (Carver et al., 2011). Optimism is particularly linked to
expectancy-value theories of motivation, which assume that
action or behavior (this would include learning strategies)
reflects the pursuit of goals (desired states or actions).
Optimists are more likely than pessimists to believe they
can achieve a valued goal; feel positive excitement and
eagerness; confidently persevere, even when facing
adversity; and if the problem cannot be solved, they use
positive coping strategies such as acceptance (restructuring
their experience to come to grips with the reality of the
situation, rather than merely giving up), positive
reframing, and humor. In this way, optimists look much like
resilient people. Optimists also have a special explanatory
(attributional) style (way of explaining causes of events in
their lives): they view defeat is temporary, restricted to a
specific situation, and not their fault. Conversely,
pessimists doubt that the goal can be reached; experience
sadness, despair, anxiety, and anger in the face of
adversity; often prefer not to persevere; and use negative
coping strategies such as wishful thinking, denial,
distractions, escapism, and giving up in order to distance
themselves from the problem facing them (Carver et al.,
2011). The
pessimistic explanatory (attributional) style is to believe
that defeat is permanent, destroys everything, and is caused
by the person. Strategic, self-regulated L2 learners are
very likely to be optimistic as well as hopeful.






Attributions 

Weiner (1986) developed a
theory of how people explain the causes of their perceived
successes or failures. His attribution theory is related to
optimistic versus pessimistic explanatory styles and to growth
mindsets versus fixed mindsets, as well as to agency. The
fundamental question of attribution theory is: To what does the
person attribute his or her success or failure in a particular
situation? The theory states that people view their perceived
successes and failures as being based on any of these four
causes: ability or effort, both internal to the person; or task
difficulty or luck, both external to the person. These four
causes comprise the internal/external dimension, also known as
locus of causality. Weiner identified a second dimension,
stability, which refers to whether a given cause is stable
(ability and task difficulty) or unstable/changeable (effort and
luck). A third dimension is controllability. Figure 2.4 presents a
view of L2 learning strategies in relation to attribution
theory.

In sum, this section has portrayed five aspects of the learner:
mindsets, self-efficacy, resilience, hope, and attributions.
Some of these aspects are rarely considered in discussions of L2
learning strategies, but they are all threaded to strategies
within the strongest possible web.


[image: fig2_4]
Figure 2.4 L2 Learning Strategies in Relation to Attribution
Theory

Source: Adapted from Weiner (1986) and from Williams et al. (2015)












Conclusion 

Self-regulation is a centerpiece of this book because of its
relationship to strategies. The title of this book and the name of
my theoretical model, Strategic Self-Regulation, reveal the intimate
linkage between strategies and self-regulation. Therefore, this
chapter began with self-regulation. The first set of SRL theories
discussed in this chapter was sociocultural theories. I highlighted
the beloved, classic work of Vygotsky and the exceptionally useful
models of the people he influenced. Their emphasis was on mediated
learning, with the learner receiving mediation or assistance from
other people (especially a more capable person) and from key
elements in the context and culture.

The next topic was psychological
models of SRL, with the greatest emphasis on the three-phase model
involving forethought, performance, and self-reflection. This is one
of the major contributions to implementing SRL in the entire field
of education and educational psychology.

In the third part of the chapter I offered a graphic representation
of a task with three phases (forethought, performance, and
self-reflection), along with the learner’s sociocultural
(“external”) context and his or her psychological
(“inner”) context, reflecting massively important
theoretical perspectives. This is a useful heuristic for the
multidisciplinary S2R Model.

Agency and autonomy were discussed next. My careful analysis in this
chapter revealed that definitions of agency and autonomy are every
bit as diverse as strategy definitions, which were analyzed in Chapter 1. Agency and
autonomy are crucial bases for strategies and, like self-regulation,
deserve much more attention from strategy researchers and
theorists.

The last section concerned other constructs linked to SRL and
learning strategies. Some of these, such as self-efficacy, are well
known in the L2 field and elsewhere. Others, such as resilience and
internal attributions, have been mentioned in the L2 learning
literature for some time but have not yet had the extensive
publicity they deserve. Finally, hope and mindsets have only started
being mentioned as possible areas of interest in the L2 field. All
five concepts – self-efficacy, resilience, attributions,
mindsets, and hope – are related to learning strategies.
Teachers and learners need to become familiar with these ideas,
because they have highly practical uses, and researchers and
theorists can help the field by knowing and testing the
theories.

My distinct impression is that the strategy field has not gone as
deeply as it could have with several of the concepts presented in
this chapter and that the sociocultural/psychological encounter has
sometimes been only superficial. I open the door for more research
and discussion on the learner strength factors presented in this
chapter. After all, at least in my view, these factors are the soul
of strategies.










Further Readings


Bandura,
A. (
2008). Toward an agentic theory
of the self. In
H.W.
Marsh,
R.G.
Craven, &
D.M.
McInerney (Eds.),
Self-processes, learning, and enabling human
potential: Dynamic new approaches (pp.
15–49
Charlotte, NC:
Information Age Publishing.
Bandura founded the social cognitive school of research on
learning and produced the most important and best known studies
on learner self-efficacy. The focus of his chapter is on
developing a clearer theory of agency, which is closely related
to self-efficacy. 



Benson,
P. (
2007). Autonomy in language
teaching and learning: State of the art.
Language Teaching, 40(
1),
21–40. doi: 10.1017/s0261444806003958.
Benson is the best known proponent and theorist of autonomy in
language teaching and learning. This state-of-the-art article
brings together the most important insights for decades and
organizes them in a way that makes them useful to both the
autonomy specialist and the first-time reader about autonomy.
This is a good choice if you want to understand autonomy, which
is a key underpinning of strategies. 
See also:
Benson,
P.
2011). Teaching and researching autonomy in
language learning. Harlow,
UK: Pearson
Longman. 




MacIntyre,
P.,
Gregersen,
T., &
Mercer,
S. (Eds) (
2016). Positive psychology in second
language acquisition. Bristol,
UK: Multilingual
Matters. This book is the first major
introduction to positive psychology in the field, with the
exception of one special issue of Studies in Second
Language Learning and Teaching. The book touches on
many key topics in positive psychology with reference to the L2
learner. It is truly exciting and should be on the must-read
list for anyone who wants to understand positive psychology as a
powerful research field, as well as an inspiration for L2
practice. For an overview of the field within this book, see
Oxford, R.L. (2016). Toward a psychology of well-being for
language learners: The “EMPATHICS” vision.



Mercer,
S. (
2016). The contexts within me:
L2 self as a complex dynamic system. In
J.
King (Ed.), The
dynamic interplay between context and the language
learner (pp.
11–28).
London:
Palgrave Macmillan. doi:
10.057/9781137457134_2. Like so much of
Mercer’s work, this chapter proved to be a catalyst for
me. Mercer took the idea of context, which often refers to the
physical setting or at best the sociocultural environment, and
turned it on its head, looking at the contexts within the person
– not just one context, but multiple contexts. This
chapter reflects complexity theory and offers a refreshingly new
view of contexts. 



Moll,
L. (
2014). L.S. Vygotsky and
education. New York:
Routledge. This is a highly
readable, cogent account of Vygotsky’s life and works. It
especially details their implications for education. Moll
provides an excellent summary of sociocultural mediation, the
more capable other, and the ZPD. 



Mruk,
C.J. (
2006). Self-esteem research, theory,
and practice: Toward a positive psychology of
self-esteem. ( 3rd ed.).
NewYork:
Springer. Self-esteem has
not been considered in relation to learning strategies in
research that I have seen. It is an incredible loss, because
strategies have much to do with self-views and in particular the
high-low self-judgments that comprise self-esteem. Though Mruk
does not focus on L2 learning strategies, strategy researchers
can learn from this book what to consider in planning
investigations that go more deeply into the human workings of
strategic learning. A benefit of this book is that it considers
self-esteem in relation to positive psychology.



Oxford,
R.L. (
2015). Expanded perspectives on
autonomous learners. Innovation in
Language Learning and Teaching, 9(
1),
58–71. doi: 10.1080/17501229.2014.995765.
Much has been written about L2 learner autonomy. This article
expands ideas about learner autonomy by drawing upon
sociocultural concepts, critical theory, existential psychology,
positive psychology, and other areas. It carries standard
thinking about autonomy into new realms. 



Pintrich,
P.R. &
de Groot,
E. (
1990). Motivational and
self-regulated learning components of classroom academic
performance. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 82,
33–40. This is a classic
paper that unites self-regulated learning with motivation. It
influenced subsequent studies in educational psychology and is
well worth reading. 
Before his death at the age
of 50, Pintrich was a key contributor to other many other
important works, such as:
Boekaerts,
M.,
Pintrich,
P.R., &
Zeidner,
M. (Eds.). (
2000). Handbook of
self-regulation. San Diego,
CA: Academic
Press. 











Questions, Tasks, and Projects for Readers 

1 Complete the chart (Table 2.4) to help you think about sociocultural
and psychological perspectives on SRL. As you complete the
chart, note any theorists or researchers who have
contributed to each perspective. Then share it and discuss
it with someone else.

2 Which perspective on SRL appeals to you more, the
sociocultural or the psychological? Why?

3 Consider Figure 2.3,
SRL Task Phases with Strategies and Contexts: A Major Aspect
of the S2R Model.


Table 2.4 Comparing Sociocultural and Psychological
Perspectives on SRL









	How does each perspective talk about the
following?

	Perspectives on SRL



	Sociocultural
	Psychological





	The learner
	
	



	Education
	
	



	Phases
	
	



	The context
	
	



	People in the context
	
	



	Learning strategies or processes
	
	



	Other:
	
	



	Other:
	
	



	Key contributors to theory or research
	
	







a. How does this
figure bring together the sociocultural and
psychological aspects of SRL?

b. Why is this important?

c. How does it treat the three SRL task phases?

d. What types of strategies fall naturally into these
task phases? Can any other strategies go into those
phases? If so, which ones? If not, why not?

e. Why is the task-phasing so important to SRL? How
could you explain it to a teacher or a learner in a
simple, straightforward manner? How could you talk
about the strategies in the phases without seeming
prescriptive?

f. What would you change about this figure and why? (If
you have good ideas about this, please contact
me.)

4 What are the differences and similarities between agency and
autonomy? Why are agency and autonomy viewed as so important
to learning strategies? Discuss this with someone who is
interested in learning and education.

5 Read any of the books or articles by Phil Benson on autonomy.
(See, for example, Further Readings.) Then answer these
questions.

a. What types of autonomy exist?

b. What is the basic history of research on learner
autonomy?

c. How can learner autonomy be strengthened, and why
might this be useful?

d. Is there a cultural element to learner autonomy? What
does it mean for the classroom?

e. How would you apply Benson’s wisdom and
knowledge to learning strategies?

6 In the L2 field, the critical treatment of agency and
autonomy has been very different from that of learning
strategies.

a. Consider that no critic has chosen to condemn
theorists of L2 learner agency or autonomy as being
unscientific or impossibly muddled due to the
diversity in their thinking. Why do you think
conceptual divergence has been more accepted in
these areas than in the L2 learning strategy area?
(Compare with Chapter 1.)

b. No critic has claimed that L2 learner agency or
autonomy does not exist because of a divergence in
definitions. What would happen if such a criticism
arose in those areas? Who would speak out, and what
would they say? (Compare with Chapter 1.)

7 Think about Snyder’s hope theory and about
resilience.

a. What are the key
tenets of hope theory?

b. How does hope relate to strategies?

c. In your experience, do hopeful learners use learning
strategies, and if so, what kind? If they do not use
strategies, what do they do?

d. How do you think hope relates to resilience? What are
some similarities and differences?

e. Can hope or resilience be taught? If so, what are the
best steps or techniques, in your view?

8 Consider mindsets.

a. In a notebook or on your computer, make a list of
five people you know who have a growth mindset and
five other people you know who have a fixed
mindset.

b. Is it possible for a person to have a growth mindset
in one part of his or her life and a fixed mindset
in another life area? Give examples.

c. Look at a film, classic or contemporary. Find
examples of growth mindsets and fixed mindsets.
Hint: Films often contrast the two mindsets to
create dramatic tension or humor.

d. How do mindsets relate to L2 learning and to learning
strategy use?

e. Discuss mindsets with a friend, a colleague, or
someone in your family. Afterwards, write about the
discussion in your journal.

9 In the last two weeks, when have you felt the greatest
self-efficacy and the least self-efficacy? What were the
circumstances? What does this information imply to you about
the self-efficacy beliefs of language learners?

10 Study Figure 2.4, L2
Learning Strategies in Relation to Attribution Theory.

a. What is meant by the three terms stability,
causality, and controllability?

b. How do learning strategies relate to making
attributions?

c. Give an example of a recent time when you made an
attribution about success or failure regarding
something important you were trying to
accomplish.

d. Give an example of an attribution that a language
learner made about success or failure in a specific
situation.










Notes

1
Some of the models have included four phases rather than
three.


2
This equation of self-regulation with control is interesting
if we consider Schmidt’s (1995) description of control as part
of consciousness. See Chapter 1.


3
In 2011 I used the theoretically accurate term
meta-sociocultural-interactive strategies, but that term was
a bit too bulky and is no longer used. I believe that the
term metasocial conveys the meaning adequately.


4
As mentioned in the first note, some of the SRL models
include four phases. For instance, the model by Winne and
Hadwin (2008)
includes four phases of cognition engaged with motivation.
The first phase, task perception, includes gathering and
personalizing information about the task and the environment
and determining motivational states and self-efficacy. The
second phase is goal setting and planning. The third stage
is enacting the plan with the help of study skills and
learning strategies. The fourth stage, adaptation, involves
evaluating performance and, if necessary, modifying the
strategy, the goal, or the plan. Zimmerman’s
three-phase model of SRL tends to merge the first two phases
of Winne and Hadwin’s model.
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3 Context, Complexity, and
Learning Strategies

Recognizing the Crucial Triad


 

 

 

 



We … cannot separate the learner or the learning from
context in order to measure or explain them.

Diane Larsen-Freeman and Lynne Cameron

This chapter focuses on a triad that has always existed but that has
hardly ever been discussed together: context, complexity, and L2
learning strategies. For a quarter century, the concepts of context
and complexity have been talked about in relation to language
learning. Complexity theory implies a drastic ontological and
epistemological change from the postpositivist worldview, which
primarily focused on isolated components or on statistical
relationships among such components, typically called
“independent” and “dependent” variables.
Complexity theory takes a much more holistic view: it looks at
components of complex systems in terms of dynamic, bidirectional
“connectivities,” not statistical correlations or
one-way influences. Complexity theory can also be distinguished from
a purely humanistic viewpoint. The humanistic perspective concerns
the human being, often in context, but without a thoroughgoing
analysis of multiple human-environment connectivities (although
Moskowitz, 1978 and Stevick,
1990 were going in the
right direction).

In various forms and with different names, complexity theory has been
discussed by specialists in second language acquisition and L2
learning for decades, starting with Diane Larsen-Freeman’s
(1997) article on
chaos/complexity theory. Kees De Bot (2008) edited a special issue of Modern
Language Journal on “Second Language Development
as a Dynamic Process,” which showcased the seminal article by
Diane Larsen-Freeman and Lynn Cameron (2008) and other influential articles. At least
two special issues on complexity were published more recently:
Sophie Bailly (2012) edited
a special issue of Mélanges CRAPEL on
“Language Teaching and Complexity,” and Vera Menezes
(2013) focused on
“Complexity Studies in Applied Linguistics” for a
special issue of Revista Brasileira de Linguistica
Applicada. Many articles, books, and chapters have
poured out, with Diane Larsen-Freeman often in the lead and
inspiring other authors. The book Motivational Dynamics in
Language Learning, strongly based on dynamic/complex
systems, was recently edited by Zoltán Dörnyei, Peter MacIntyre, and
Alastair Henry (2015).
Researchers, theorists, and teachers will look forward to the book
Complexity Theory and Language Development: In Honor of
Diane Larsen-Freeman (Ortega & Han, forthcoming).
In short, complexity theory is popular in second language
acquisition and L2 learning, even if people struggle to understand
some of its terminology and concepts.

L2 learning strategies have been in the public eye for four decades.
Significant work has been done on strategies in relation to learning
contexts (e.g., Amerstorfer, 2016; Kao & Oxford, 2014; Ma & Oxford, 2014; Oxford, 2011, 2014;
Oxford & Bolaños, 2016;
Oxford & Cuéllar, 2014;
Oxford, Pacheco Acuña, Solís Hernández, & Smith, 2015). I am talking about rich, narrative, contextual
description of strategies in action, not simplistic statistical
links between nationality and strategy use. Narrative research
clearly contextualizes learning strategies in authentic environments
and touches on complex systems (how could it not?) but has often
been slow in adopting the specific terminology of complexity theory
or complex systems. I recently created the EMPATHICS model of L2
learner well-being (Oxford, 2016a, 2016c,
2016d) and, based on the
model, complexity expert Phil Hiver stated that learner well-being
“satisfies all of the conditions?for a complex system”
(personal communication, Nov. 17, 2015). Several components of
learner well-being in the EMPATHICS model, such as agency, autonomy,
perseverance, hardiness, and self-efficacy, are closely connected
with L2 learning strategies in contexts, but at the time I did not
explicate the EMPATHICS model in complexity terms. In a chapter on
strategies and complexity theory, Griffiths and Inceçay (2015) cited the importance of
the learning context and argued that learning strategies “can
be used to bring order into a complex and sometimes unpredictable
system (i.e., a language)” (p. 29), but they did not mention
characteristics of complex systems (e.g., emergence,
bidirectionality, attractors, and initial-condition dependence).

Despite those limitations, my recent explanation of conditions of L2
learning (Oxford, 2016b)
addressed learning strategies and other learner factors in complex
systems directly, thus paving the way for the current chapter. A
full-scale, book-length exploration of learning strategies and
complexity would be helpful, but in the current chapter I will offer
as deep a treatment as possible. I approach this task with
dedication, energy, and humility, along with gratitude for the
collegial support of Diane Larsen-Freeman, Phil Hiver, and Peter
MacIntyre. (See acknowledgments at the end of the chapter.)

The first section focuses on Ushioda’s (2009, 2015) person-in-context relational view. Though
Bronfenbrenner’s bioecological model of human development
originated decades before Ushioda’s relational view, for
clarity of presentation his model is the topic of the second
section. Complexity theory, which encompasses a number of
Bronfenbrenner’s key elements but goes significantly further,
is the theme of the third and fourth sections. For each of these
sections I include many examples of learning strategies and raise
issues of importance. After the concluding statement, I include
acknowledgments, then further readings, and finally questions,
tasks, and projects for readers.










Shifting to the Ecological “Person-in-Context Relational
View”

Much research about language learning has viewed contexts as separate
from learners. Ushioda (2015) noted that

contexts have historically been characterized in fairly
generic terms such as cultural or linguistic setting, type
of learning environment (e.g., formal versus informal, home
versus study abroad), or input and instructional conditions
(e.g., focus-on-form, task-based learning). Learners are
thus located in particular types of contexts, and these
contexts function as independent external variables which
may have certain influences on learner-internal variables
…

(p. 64)

Learner-internal variables might include motivation, learning
strategies, and beliefs.


Contextualizing the Person

Ushioda (2009) presented
the person-in-context relational view, which I
describe as a social-ecological-developmental perspective. This
perspective concerns conditions and processes involved in the lifelong
course of human development in real social contexts. Thus, such
models stress long-term development rather than one-time events,
and they are concerned with authenticity of context, not
artificially constructed laboratory settings for research.

Ushioda’s view focuses on authentic people, not
“theoretical abstractions;” pays attention to
“the agency of the individual person as a
thinking, feeling human being, with an identity, a personality,
a unique history and background, a person with goals, motives
and intention;” and centers on “the interaction
between this self-reflective intentional agent,
and the fluid and complex system of social relations,
activities, experiences and multiple micro- and macro-contexts
in which the person is embedded …” (Ushioda, 2009, p. 220, emphasis
added). The highlighted terms emphasize the agency of the
individual in the social ecology of L2 learning. The learner as
described by Ushioda has significant features, such as goals,
motives, and intentions. It is likely that the learner uses
those features strategically in furthering his or her own
learning. Thus, L2 learning strategies are probably involved in
the learner’s interactions with the environment.




Two-Way Learner-Context Relationship: Research Does Exist

In the general social ecology described by Ushioda (2009, 2015), learner and context
are interdependent and have reciprocal (two-way), dynamic
interactions. For example, when L2 learners receive input from
the context, they interact with it, and their response
contributes to shaping the content, quality, and quantity of
subsequent input in “a dynamically evolving relationship
between learner and context, as each responds and adapts to each
other” (Ushioda, 2015, p. 64). The learner becomes part of the
unfolding context itself. In my view, this description of the
person-in-context suggests that in order to understand L2
learning strategies, we must consider the context in which they
arise and the agentic roles L2 learners take.

Ushioda (2015) indicated
that historically there has been no examination of whether
learner-internal factors reciprocally influence contexts. I
disagree and respectfully point out that a significant amount of
narrative research exists in which learners were actively,
agentically engaged with the environment rather than merely
accepting the environmental hand that they were originally
dealt. Research on learner agency (see Chapter 2) necessarily addresses the
two-way influence between the context and the learner. I will
take this moment to share some of the contextualized research
involving learner agency. Such research, not surprisingly, often
includes learning strategies.

• Stevick (1989) conducted interviews with seven highly
successful foreign language learners. These learners
dealt not only with their internal contexts (e.g.,
issues of motivation, beliefs, emotions, attitudes,
and cognitive styles)1 but also with their external
contexts, which they shaped through travel, seeking
help, and using an array of strategies and
materials.

• Norton and Toohey (2001) depicted two immigrants, a woman and
a girl, in Canada. The Canadian context was not at
first welcoming; it seemed to hold negative images
of these immigrants. They set about to change their
internal self-images and their social personas and
thus made themselves more respected. Their changes
helped change the context from unwelcoming to
accepting.

• Using a Bakhtinian philosophical framework, Oxford,
Massey, and Anand (2005) found that although negative
teachers and dysfunctional L2 classroom environments
distinctly harmed certain L2 learners, some of other
learners in the research worked on their attitudinal
and emotional responses and intentionally tried to
change the environments.

• A study of L2 students in learning crises revealed
that the contexts influenced the learners, as
expected. However, the learners, who came from
different countries, actively changed their contexts by
seeking help, employing a range of learning
strategies, and empowering themselves with attitudes
of resilience (Oxford, Meng, Zhou, Sung, & Jain,
2007).

• “Mark,” a Chinese learner of English,
felt that his English-learning context in southern
China was too small, so in many ways he created his
own classroom. He traveled to a Chinese temple so he
could practice English with foreign tourists.
Sometimes he had no English teacher at all, so he
got English tapes. In the pre-Internet days, he sent
letters across hundreds or thousands of miles to
English language professors to ask questions about
grammar. He is now a professor and TESOL director in
the U.S. (Oxford, 2014).

• Oxford and Cuéllar (2014) discovered that Mexican learners of
Chinese influenced their contexts by deliberately
deepening their relationships with their university
Chinese teacher. One learner expanded his local
context by seeking a martial arts teacher who taught
him the fine points of Chinese philosophy and the
basics of Chinese medicine. Another found a new
context, or rather many new contexts, by studying
and traveling extensively all over China. By means
of such agentic behavior, the learners shaped their
contexts and their self-images as learners of
Chinese language and culture and world citizens.

• Several Costa Rican learners affected their contexts
and minimized their own limitations by using a range
of strategies, such as forming a long-term study
group, overcoming fear and a stutter by reaching out
to others in English, and doing volunteer work in
English in another country (Oxford, Pacheco Acuña,
Solís Hernández, & Smith, 2015).

• Oxford and Bolaños (2016) described a Costa Rican boy who
wanted so badly to study English that he influenced
his environment for the good. For instance, he
transformed the local river into a quasi-classroom
because visiting English speakers went there. He
begged his father for an English encyclopedia so he
could have English in his environment every day. He
stayed with a kindly English teacher in town when
his family moved to a area that offered no English
lessons. With encouragement he used the theatrical
stage as a new context for learning and using
English.

• Rui Ma (Ma & Oxford, 2014), a Chinese learner of
English who was earning her doctorate in the U.S,
described ways in which she used strategies for
listening, speaking, and anxiety reduction to
improve herself as a graduate student and to change
her context. When she became more open,
communicative, and confident, her professors and
graduate student colleagues no longer treated her as
a shy, retiring student but instead came to view her
as a desirable discussion partner and strong
contributor. She affected her environment and
herself.

The studies above exhibited agency and learning strategies as the
learners moderated, influenced, or expanded their environments
or found new environments. One of my favorite narrative research
studies is the self-study of Kao Tung-An (Kao & Oxford,
2014). This study is
highly instructive in regard to a learner shaping his own
context. Tung-An grew up in the exam-oriented, cram-school
culture of Taiwan, where learning English was matter of rote
memorization. He hated that approach and refused to be
overpowered by cultural and familial expectations. However, he
adored hip-hop music, so he created a macro-strategy (he called
it his Learning Strategy) of developing English skills through
hip-hop. He listened to the songs repeatedly, wrote them down as
English language samples, and created his own ever-expanding
English “textbook” (his chosen terminology for the
book) containing lyrics and his lyrics-based lists of
vocabulary, grammar points, explanatory notes, and information
on culture and pragmatics. He used and added to his textbook
everywhere, on public transportation and while walking on the
street, and many hours a day over years, thus engineering a
personal environment that focused as much as possible on
learning English. He was well aware of the street-language of hip-hop lyrics but was so
motivated by hip-hop that he also taught himself academic
English. He also taught himself other languages in the same way.
Tung-An became a Taiwanese Air Force officer, and he was
eventually selected to attend a prestigious U.S. Air Force
university for his master’s degree. In fact, that was
where I met him – in my class on “How to Learn
Another Language.” He could have taught the course. (He is
also mentioned in Chapter
10.)

The narrative research summarized above supports Ushioda’s
contention that influence in learner-context relationships is
bidirectional. Such research should receive close attention in
any future discussions of L2 learners in authentic contexts. The
view that learners can and do affect their contexts is further
echoed in work on the positive psychology of L2 learning
(MacIntyre, Gregersen, & Mercer, 2016), interpersonal dynamics in L2
education (Ehrman & Dörnyei, 1998), beliefs, agency, and identity in L2
learning and teaching (Kalaja, Barcelos, Aro, &
Ruohotie-Lyhty, 2016),
and self-regulated learning (Oxford, 2011; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2011).




The Value of a Strategy Depends on the Context

Any context has “affordances,” or person-environment
relationships that signal opportunities for an action, such as a
learning strategy, or an inhibition of an action. It is not a
black and white situation. There is much creativity involved. A
given learning strategy is neither inherently good nor
inherently bad. We call a strategy “good” if it
relates well to the student’s learning style and helps
achieve personally important learning aims in an authentic
context. Aims include regulating emotions and cognition,
completing task, or moving toward L2 proficiency.












Learner-Context Ecosystem: Bronfenbrenner’s Bioecological
Model

One way to look at L2 learning and learning strategies is as a
learner-context ecosystem (Kramsch, 2002; Ushioda, 2015; van Lier, 2004).
Ecology is the branch of biology, and now also
social science, which deals with the relations of organisms (life
forms) to one another and to their surroundings. The term
system refers to an organized body or a whole
with interconnected parts. An ecosystem (a word
formed from ecology + system) is a group of interconnected
components formed by the interaction by a community of organisms
with their environment.

Relationships between learners and contexts are actually ecosystems
(Ushioda, 2015, extending
the ideas of Kramsch, 2002,
and van Lier, 2004). Ushioda
(2015) highlighted the
ecosystem metaphor to refer to complex processes occurring not only
between learners and their sociocultural environments but also
within individual learners. On a similar theme, Larsen-Freeman
(2015) stated that
“a person is coupled with his or her environment” and
that “development applies to person-context assemblies over
time” (Larsen-Freeman, 2015, p. 30 with reference to van Geert & Fischer,
2009, p. 327).
“… [N]either the internal development [of the learner]
… nor the impact of the environment is given priority in
explaining behavior and its change – the context is part of
the system” of L2 learning (Dörnyei, 2009, pp. 108–109).

Decades before L2 learning theorists and others envisioned the
learner-context ecosystem and started working with complexity
theory, Russian-born American psychologist Urie Bronfenbrenner
developed the ecological model of human development (Bronfenbrenner,
1979, 1989), later renamed the
bioecological model (Bronfenbrenner, 2005; Bronfenbrenner & Ceci, 1994; Bronfenbrenner &
Morris, 2006).2
Bronfenbrenner’s impetus for creating these models was his
concern that many scientists were studying human development in a
vacuum, unrelated to contexts in which that development occurs. His
model argues that contexts, nested one inside the other, influence the developing person and
that characteristics of the person influence the environment. See
Figure 3.1. In this
discussion I explain Bronfenbrenner’s model and apply it to L2
learning strategies.
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Figure 3.1 Bronfenbrenner’s Model


Source: Original (synthesized from many works of
Bronfenbrenner)


Proximal Processes and Five Systems

Bronfenbrenner and Morris (2006) explained that “proximal
processes,” i.e., those closest to the individual, are the
main means of the individual’s development. Development
occurs through ongoing,
reciprocal, complex interaction between the immediate external
contextand the individual. At the same time, however, the
proximal processes are affected by more remote contexts and the
historical and social events at the time. Bronfenbrenner (1995) laid out the
Process-Person-Context-Time (PPCT) model to capture some of
this.

According to Bronfenbrenner, there are five systems: the
microsystem, the mesosystem, the exosystem, the macrosystem, and
(more recently added) the chronosystem. Throughout the model,
the influences between the developing person and the
environmental structures are bidirectional. The person
influences and is influenced by the environment within each
system. In addition, bidirectional influences operate within and
between each system. Below I discuss each system and reveal
linkages with L2 learning strategies.




Microsystem and Strategies

The microsystem consists of the pattern of activities, roles, and
interpersonal relationships experienced by a developing person
(in this case, the L2 learner) in a particular setting with
particular physical and material features. This setting contains
other people with distinctive characteristics of temperament,
personality, and systems of belief.3 Each can be considered its
own microsystem.

The individual has several types of characteristics: (a)
demand characteristics, e.g., age, gender,
appearance, and other biological features; (b) resource
characteristics, e.g., past experiences,
intelligence, emotions, skills, and material resources; and (c)
force characteristics, e.g., motivation,
persistence, and temperament. The learner and the immediate
environment (e.g., peers, family, educational institution,
religious institution, neighborhood, and, if relevant, the
learner’s workplace) form the
microsystem.

How do learning strategies operate in the microsystem, in my
view? What role do they play?

• L2 learning strategies are classifiable as a learner
resource (one of the resource characteristics) and
are mutually connected to all other learner
resources, e.g., experiences, intelligence,
emotions, skills, and material resources. We might
question how strategies can influence material
resources rather than only vice versa, but research
involving L2 learner histories reveals that some
learning strategies, such as seeking resources,
directly influence the type and availability of
material resources and other resources accessible by
the learner in the microsystem (see Oxford, 2014; Oxford
& Bolaños, 2016; Oxford & Cuéllar, 2014; Oxford,
Pacheco Acuña, Solís Hernández, & Smith, 2015).

• Learning strategies are mutually influential with
learner force characteristics, particularly
motivation and persistence. For instance, for a
given student, language learning motivation can
influence the desire to use learning strategies, and
successful use of learning strategies can in turn
influence further motivation.

• Learning strategies are influenced but not determined
by the learner demand characteristics of age and
gender.


I also note that Holliday’s (1999) “small cultures,” such
as L2 classrooms or families, are present at the microsystem
level. Culture exists not only at the macrosystem level. It is
manifested at all levels, though this was not a major theme of
Bronfenbrenner’s.




Mesosystem and Strategies

The mesosystem is defined as interrelationships or linkages
between various aspects of the microsystem or between two or
more microsystems. Examples include relationships between the learner and a parent, the
learner and the teacher or school, the learner’s family
and teachers, the learner and his or her part-time workplace,
and the learner and the temple, church, or mosque. Many more
such relationships can be identified in the mesosystem. Some
relationships are supportive to the learner, while others are
not.

The individual’s learning strategy choice and use are
influenced by interactions with peers, the family, the school,
the neighborhood, and even the immediate religious institution.
Consider, for instance, the learning-related expectations of
various churches and the teaching methods of religious schools
and how those expectations and methods influence the
individual’s learning strategies. These expectations and
methods are influenced by the culture (see macrosystem). At the
same time, the individual’s learning strategies, often
indirectly through affecting the learner’s L2 development
but sometimes more directly through the learner’s
modeling, can influence the family, peers, the school, the
neighborhood, and perhaps the religious group. This occurs
during interactions in the mesosystem.




Exosystem and Strategies

The exosystem represents the larger social system and encompasses
events, contingencies, decisions, and policies over which the
developing individual has little or no influence (Johnson, p.
3). Thus, the influence of the larger social system on the
individual is often more unidirectional than bidirectional,
although later I will provide examples of possible two-way
influences.

For example, Mario is an adult learner of French whose wife has
had a bad day at work. He spends time comforting her, so her
workplace situation indirectly affects his studying of French
that night. In fact, his wife’s workplace environment even
affects his learning strategies, because he decides to use
certain strategies, such as skimming and scanning, to increase
his speed without sacrificing comprehension.

In an example I witnessed recently, a new school district
superintendent, a retired military two-star general, comes on
board, expecting everyone in the school district to respond to
his commands. Not understanding the needs of ESL learners and
disliking the district ESL coordinator, he summarily changes the
ESL curriculum, makes that curriculum (along with all other
curricula in the district) totally technology-based, removes all
printed textbooks (true), increases ESL class size, insists that
all new ESL students should take standardized tests completely
in English regardless of their lack of proficiency, and demands
specific annual gains in standardized test scores. This makes
the ESL coordinator, ESL teachers, and certain parents very
unhappy. ESL instruction now focuses on computer-based grammar
and vocabulary tasks, preparation for standardized tests, very
few communicative activities, and elimination of any sort of
creative L2 learning strategy instruction. The school district
superintendent’s demeanor, attitudes, decision-making
style, and behavior, which are at the exosystem level, are
influenced more broadly by hierarchical attitudes and beliefs
from a particular version of military culture, which comes from
the macrosystem. This type of thinking and behaving influences
the relationships and interactions occurring in the mesosystem
and the developing ESL learner in the microsystem. Although the
developing ESL learner will probably never meet the school
superintendent, the culture he represents has many influences,
including indirectly affecting the individual learner.




Macrosystem and Strategies

The macrosystem, as I interpret it based on Bronfenbrenner, first
of all involves the broader culture and subcultures, i.e.,
groups that reflect a common history and that share attitudes,
beliefs, values, symbols, and general psychological and
behavioral tendencies, such as religious, scientific, technological,
political, military, industrial, socioeconomic, medical, racial,
sexual, familial, artistic, literary, educational, or
literacy-related. Cultural beliefs and values at the macrosystem
level help determine what is considered
“appropriate” and “acceptable” in all
areas of life and in different levels, e.g., the exosystem, the
mesosystem, and the microsystem. For example, such beliefs and
values help shape pragmatics or acceptable communicative
behaviors that L2 students must learn.

In actuality, culture exists at every level of the system, from
macrosystem down to microsystem, but Bronfenbrenner’s
concept of culture focuses mostly on the macrosystem. Here are
some examples that refer to L2 learning. Some of them are
directly related to L2 learning strategies.

• Regarding cultures and subcultures, different
beliefs, values, and behavioral tendencies about L2
learning exist around the world. Some countries and
regions are multilingual, while others are staunchly
monolingual. The field of Global English, also known
as World Englishes, shows different vectors in the
learning and use of English around the world
(Jenkins, 2015). At various times and in certain
situations, the teaching of English internationally
has been seen by some as a sign of global
imperialism. Ideologies such as the standard
language ideology and the native speaker ideology
(Larsen-Freeman, forthcoming) are part of the
macrosystem. There are cultural beliefs about how
languages should be taught and learned.

• Cultural beliefs and attitudes about self-empowerment
(agency, autonomy, self-regulation, and learning
strategies) are influential at multiple levels. Some
cultures are more positive about these means of
self-empowerment than other cultures. Thus, although
agency, autonomy, self-regulation, and learning
strategies are volitional for the individual, but
cultural and subcultural pressures, as part of the
macrosystem, influence whether these phenomena are
acceptable and should be fostered. Macrosystemic
forces cannot determine the degree
of agency, autonomy, self-regulation, and strategy
use for any specific individual. However, cultural
and subcultural (especially educational) attitudes
influence the general probability
that empowerment-related phenomena such as agency,
autonomy, self-regulation, and strategy use will be
manifested by a developing L2 learner in his or her
specific microsystem – or rather (though
Bronfenbrenner did not say this) in the multiple
microsystems that the learner inhabits.

• Based on Bronfenbrenner’s theory, I contend
that repeated manifestation of these phenomena at
the level of the microsystem will reciprocally
influence the broader culture or subculture. By this
I mean that if strategies are used particularly
often, and if they become associated with desired
achievement, people’s perceptions of
strategies’ value become stronger and more
widespread, influencing cultural beliefs, attitudes,
and future behavioral tendencies.


Not only does the macrosystem include cultural and subcultural
values, attitudes, and behavioral tendencies, but it also
encompasses opportunities, lifestyles, and customs. In addition,
the macrosystem includes national governments. I think
Bronfenbrenner would agree that a macrosystem encompasses the
United Nations and its many related organizations, such as the
United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural
Organizational (UNESCO), as well as international language
associations, such as the Association Internationale de
Linguistique Appliquée or International Association of Applied
Linguistics, Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages,
International Association of Teachers of English as a Foreign
Language, and national affiliates. All of these organizations
reflect and pass along cultural viewpoints and attitudes. Some of them are very much in
favour of empowerment of learners and have highlighted learning
strategies, agency, and autonomy.




Chronosystem and Strategies

The idea of the chronosystem, the system whose crucial focus is
time, was added after the other parts of Bronfenbrenner’s
model. The chronosystem embraces short- and long-term,
time-based situations and events influencing all other systems
during the development of the individual. The arrows in Figure 3.1 (see earlier)
suggest the chronosystem, although the arrows could be virtually
everywhere in order to reflect the effects of time. Time
operates within a system and across systems.

The chronosystem when operating at the macro level encompasses
actual historical events in national, regional, and
international arenas but influences systems at multiple levels.
Of course, since the macrosystem is involved, cultural beliefs
and values are present. The chronosystem at the macro level, but
influencing all other levels, includes the long chain of events
that went into the publication of major L2-related policy
documents. An example is set of international meetings,
discussions, and sharing that resulted in the Council of
Europe’s (2001)
Common European Framework for Languages: Learning,
Teaching, and Assessment (CEFR). Similarly, the
chronosystem includes all the many collaborative institutional
processes that went into the creation and publication of
international or national L2 teaching and learning standards,
such as the TESOL PreK-12 English Language Proficiency
Standards (TESOL International Association, 2006) and the
World-Readiness Standards for Language
Learning (National Standards Collaborative Board,
2015).

Such chronosystemic processes and their resulting products often
promote learner strategic self-regulation and strategies,
reflecting the larger cultural preoccupation with empowerment of
the individual. The CEFR mentions learning
strategies repeatedly. In the U.S., the document entitled
NCSSFL-ACTFL [National Council of State Supervisors
of Foreign Languages – American Council on the
Teaching of Foreign Language] Can-Do Statements
(ACTFL, 2013)
describes a strategic, self-regulatory process for L2 learners:
setting goals, selecting strategies, self-assessing, providing
evidence, and reflecting before setting new goals. The
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development promotes
specific reading comprehension strategies for English language
learners (Breiseth, 2016). Development of all these important, time-based
documents takes place in the chronosystem, reflects beliefs and
values from the macrosystem, and influences the other
systems.

Other historical events and situations are related to cultural
factors from the macro level. For example, examples of
time-based events and processes are wars, internal civil strife,
terrorist attacks, drug smuggling, typhoons and hurricanes, and
ongoing global warming and environmental devastation. When a
policy is announced or a stance is taken by the United Nations,
the World Economic Forum in Davos, international religious
organizations, and national education organizations, the
development of that policy or stance occurs across time in the
chronosystem, reflects the cultural values of the macrosystem,
and has multiple effects, including at the level of the learner
in the microsystem.

Consider a national education policy, which took months or years
to develop and had input from many organizations and
individuals. If the policy reflects the cultural value of
uniformity in achievement in a hierarchical structure and
emphasizes standardized tests over any other form of L2
performance assessment, it can influence an individual’s
L2 learning strategies to go in the direction of grammar and
vocabulary memorization. However, if the policy reflects
cultural values of empowerment and collaboration and includes a
range of assessment tools, including language portfolios and
strategy diaries along standardized tests, this policy helps to
move an individual’s L2 learning strategies toward setting
goals, finding conversation
partners, asking questions, monitoring strategy use and
progress, and self-evaluating.

In the chronosystem, historical factors strongly influence L2
learners who are refugees. Many refugees and immigrants have
escaped turbulent environments. They have traveled on small
boats or across deserts, have slept by roadsides, or have
scuttled across dried-out riverbeds individually or in throngs.
Millions of refugees in the last years have fled into Turkey and
various European countries, as well as other countries around
the world. Lucky ones were allowed to enter refugee camps or
were placed in communities, while the unlucky ones were forced
to go home and face the very dangers they had fled, as well as
possible further persecution. The ones who managed to stay in
their new land or move on to yet another new land had to deal
with a dramatically different culture and language. In too many
recent instances, intercultural conflicts based on different
values or misunderstandings have caused a host country’s
or community’s initially welcoming demeanor toward
refugees to be transformed into wariness or hostility.

In even the best of existing chronosystemic (historical)
situations, refugees, immigrants, and members of language
minority groups tend to experience power imbalances that reflect
larger cultural and subcultural values. Because values in the
macrosystem are embodied over time in the chronosystem, they
affect all levels. This is one reason why an individual’s
L2 learning at the microsystem level is often a site of struggle
(Norton, 2010, 2014). Even without having
a sense of major power imbalances, L2 learners who take their
learning seriously encounter the need to negotiate identities.
Language learning (as well as culture learning, which cannot be
separated from L2 learning) involves an evolution of the self,
and L2 learners eventually discover that fact.




Bidirectionality versus Unidirectionality in
Bronfenbrenner’s Model

The environment and the individual affect each other, as I
explained earlier with examples from many narrative studies.
Bidirectionality is a key principle in certain parts of
Bronfenbrenner’s model. For instance, at the microsystem
level the teacher and the class influence the learner, but the
learner influences the teacher and the class as well.

Some Bronfenbrenner adherents, like Johnson (2008), would argue that
factors at the level of the macrosystem and the exosystem have
only a unidirectional influence on the individual and that
individuals cannot affect the exosystem and the macrosystem, as
mentioned earlier. However, I think that individuals who do not
start out as influential sometimes become major powerhouses,
influencing whole cultures and the world at large. Thus, the
direction of causality need not be merely one-way. An example
that comes to mind is Siddhārtha Gautama, who was born a
prince in what is now Nepal. He renounced his royal life, became
an ascetic, was “awakened,” and is known as the
Buddha. Though he no doubt was somewhat influenced by the
context around him, in an even greater way he influenced the
context – not only his culture but multiple cultures. He
helped shape the beliefs and actions of untold millions of
people. Also consider the following individuals, who, regardless
of background, have had international influence: Nelson Mandela,
anti-apartheid revolutionary and South African President;
Mohandas Gandhi, spiritual and political leader of India; Martin
Luther King Jr., American minister and civil rights leader; U.S.
President Abraham Lincoln, who helped end the Civil War and
freed the slaves; Aung San Suu Kyi, known as “The
Lady,” Nobel Peace Prize winner whose political party won
the 2015 Burmese elections although she is forbidden to become
president; T.S. Eliot of England, Emily Dickinson of the U.S.,
Jalāl ad-Dīn Muhammad Rūmī of Persia,
Rabindranath Tagore of India, and Federico García Lorca of
Spain, poets who influenced many generations and cultures; and
Akira Kurosawa, among the most famous Japanese film directors.
In addition, Tsai Ing-wen was voted Taiwan’s first female
president in 2016 and
might have major international influence. In short, cultures
influence individuals, but some individuals also shape
cultures.

How do these people relate to L2 learning strategies, and why are
they included in this book? For one thing, understanding the
relationship of individuals to whole systems, from microsystem
to macrosystem, is important for understanding empowerment or
agency, which is an integral part of L2 learning strategies. The
individuals listed above developed their own varied forms of
personal agency and their own strategies for learning, growing,
and achieving. In addition, many of the people just named helped
others become empowered in social and political senses and
sparked others’ self-empowerment.




Comparing the Bioecological Model and Complexity Theory

As noted earlier, Bronfenbrenner’s model came earlier than
complexity theory. Some elements of the model, such as
ecosystems, nestedness, and bidirectional influences, probably
influenced complexity theorists and are now key aspects of
complexity theory. However, Bronfenbrenner was not a complexity
theorist because he did not deal directly with issues such as
nonlinearity, adaptivity, self-organization, and sensitive
dependence on initial conditions, which are integral to
complexity theory. Bronfenbrenner’s bioecological model
and complexity theory can complement each other and can work
together. For example, Johnson (2008) used Bronfenbrenner’s bioecological
model and complexity theory to propose a new form of educational
accountability, far different from the “overly simplistic
linear models that fail to consider the complexity of
interactions that result in student achievement” (p. 1). I
now introduce complexity theory.












Introducing Complexity Theory

Complexity theory is actually a metatheory, as
stated by Larsen-Freeman (forthcoming). She quoted Overton (2007), who described a
metatheory as a coherent set of interconnected theories that
describe and prescribe what is acceptable/unacceptable,
meaningful/meaningless, and central/peripheral as (a) theory and (b)
method in a particular context. According to Overton, metatheories
concern theories and methods, while theories and methods refer to
the empirical world. Larsen-Freeman was perfectly correct in
referring to complexity as a metatheory, but for simplicity I
continue to use the term “theory” rather than
“metatheory” in regard to complexity.


A Rose by Any Other Name

Many names are associated with complexity theory: chaos theory,
dynamic(al) systems theory, complex systems theory, complex
dynamic systems theory, dynamic complex systems theory, complex
adaptive theory, and emergence theory.4 Each of these terms
highlights different aspects. Some experts argue that complexity
is the overarching phenomenon because complexity includes
dynamism, according to Hiver (personal communication, Nov. 17,
2015): “I
prefer calling them complex systems because there can be dynamic
systems without complexity, but all complex systems are dynamic.
In other words, the term ‘complex systems’ is more
inclusive, I think” (Larsen-Freeman, forthcoming).5 I agree with
Larsen-Freeman about this and therefore use the term complex
system. I also I employ the term complexity theory rather
complex dynamic systems theory or dynamic systems theory.




A Few Examples of
Complex Systems

All complexity perspectives are ways of comprehending the world
that involve complexity, holism, dynamism, and nonlinearity, as
opposed to simplicity, fragmentation, stasis, and linearity.
Dörnyei (2009) depicted
L2 learning as a complex dynamic system. He also described three
mental domains as complex systems: cognition, affect, and
motivation (Dörnyei, 2009; Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015). Other complex systems are a
language, a family, a class full of students, a group of
children swimming, and a mosque filled with worshippers. Complex
systems are everywhere we look. They are also sometimes too
large for us to comprehend (e.g., the universe or multiple
universes) or too small to see without scientific equipment
(sets of cells interacting in complex ways inside our
bodies).




My Favorite Proto-Complexivist Or: What’s Donne Got to
Do with It?

John Donne, a clergyman and metaphysical poet of the early
seventeenth century, was probably a proto-complexivist, i.e., an
individual espousing ideas of complexity theory long before that
theory was created. I suspect that many mystics and poets are
secretly wedded to complexity theory, whether they know it or
not. Donne wrote the following lines in his Meditation XVII:

No man is an island, entire of itself; every man is a
piece of the continent, a part of the main. If a clod be
washed away by the sea, Europe is the less, as well as
if a promontory were, as well as if a manor of thy
friend’s or of thine own were: any man’s
death diminishes me, because I am involved in mankind,
and therefore never send to know for whom the bells
tolls; it tolls for thee.6

(Donne, 1624)

This meditation reflects or presages complexity theory in several
ways. First, it focuses on complex systems and their components.
Let us say that the systems in his metaphor included mankind,
the continent of Europe, and the sea. Within mankind Donne
mentioned individual people, such as the one who dies
(“any man”), himself (“I am a part of
mankind”), and the reader (“thee”), all
interconnected. Each of these people could, with the lens
shifted (Ushioda, 2015),
be seen as a complex system. Donne mentioned the following
elements of the European continent: the clod of earth, the
promontory (a large rock jutting out over the sea), the manor
(“manor of thy friend’s or of thine own”), and
the bell. The people could be part of the continent as well. The
sea is mentioned as playing a role, washing away a bit of the
land.

Second, unpredictability and change (dynamism) are part of the
any complex system. We can anticipate that change will occur,
but we cannot predict what kind of change and when it will
arise. For instance, we cannot tell when a big storm at sea will
cause things to be washed away. Those things might be just a
small piece of earth, or a promontory, or even someone’s
manor house. (In a less poetic vein, Donne might have chosen to
mention bulwarks, moats, fences, and life savings floating away
with the tide.) Likewise, we cannot tell when death will come
for any other person, nor for ourselves. Even with this
unpredictability, Donne suggested, when the death-bell tolls for
someone else, it tolls for us as well, because we are part of
humankind.

Third, powerful relationships are present. The meditation
illustrates the earthly and spiritual context and the things and
people in it by describing organic, nonlinear relationships.
Nothing is as simple as it might seem. A clod of earth that is
washed away by the sea is not just a piece of dirt; its movement
into the sea diminishes the entire continent, just as one
person’s death diminishes the lives of others, in fact of
all humanity. Whatever happens to one person or object (an element of a
system) affects all other people or objects (all other elements
of the system). This dynamic intertwining of the experiences and
fates of all is an inescapable fact of life, and, as implied by
Donne, a fact of death as well.

Fourth, Donne’s meditation points out a major truth
propounded by complexity theory: that an initial condition
within a system can have effects seemingly out of proportion to
its size. This phenomenon is called sensitive dependence on
initial conditions and is discussed later. For example, the
washing away of a tiny piece of earth diminishes Europe –
and Donne says that this diminishment harms Europe as much as
would a promontory or manor house being swept away. We can, of
course, disagree with him on that.

The loss of this minuscule bit of soil might have very
significant effects in the entire system. This is an example of
a nonlinear system and the butterfly effect, in which a small
variation in the initial parameter has a major effect (Byrne
& Callaghan, 2014,
in Larsen-Freeman, forthcoming). This nonlinear or
disproportionate-result situation is discussed later. Now I will
discuss basic concepts of complexity theory in greater depth,
along with strategy examples when relevant.












Complexity Theory Concepts with Linkages to Learning Strategies

Complexity theory concerns complex systems, which are systems that
emerge (spontaneously occur) from the interaction of their multiple
components (Larsen-Freeman, 2015; Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008). Components of systems
can be agents, e.g., individual birds coming together to form a
flock, or elements, e.g. moisture, air currents, and temperature
interacting to create a weather system, or both agents and elements
(Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008).7

Complexity theory is important to the L2 learning field because it
offers a much-needed alternative to old-fashioned attitudes about
learning. “From a target-level perspective, there are both
regress and progress, development and attrition. Learning is not
climbing a developmental ladder; it is not unidirectional. It is
driven by lived experience” (Larsen-Freeman, forthcoming)
– and I would add that lived experience also changes the way
we learn. While learning an L2, learners have the capacity to
create, use their ingenuity, and employ heuristics such as analogy,
going beyond the data, and recombination (Larsen-Freeman,
forthcoming). These heuristics sound very much like learning
strategies.


Learners, Teachers, and Classes

Finch (2004) mentioned
the need to consider learners and teachers as many-faceted,
complex systems, subject to their own dependencies and
influences and interacting with other systems, which are part of
ever larger complex systems. At one level, the learner as a
complex system is “developing and changing through contact
with other systems (parents, classmates, friends, TV, computer
games, Internet sites, movies, religion), and demonstrating a
unique collection of needs, intelligences, learning preferences,
learning styles, beliefs, perceptions and attitudes”
(Finch, 2004, p. 3).
Similarly, the “teacher is also a [complex] system of
wants, needs, past experiences, social skills, professional
skills and emotions (affective factors). …” (Finch,
p. 3). Kostoulas and Stelma (2016) would add intentionality as complex system
relevant to learners, teachers, and higher-order systems. In
complex systems of learners and teachers we must recognize
additional components such as gender, socioeconomic status,
race, and cultural beliefs, which interact with each other. The
interactions (connectivities) among these complex systems within
the classroom (as a system) are unpredictable and lead to the
emergence of learning forms, as well as
non-learning forms, that are more than the sum
of the parts, since nothing in a complex system is simply
additive. “The class can be seen as an open system, with multiple subsystems
(the participants). In this system, seemingly insignificant
events can build up to critical thresholds, sparking sudden,
irreversible shifts and new structures (the avalanche
effect)” (Finch, p. 10).

Finch (2004) noted an
“astronomic” array of factors influencing learning
at the classroom level alone (p. 3). He mentioned “school
location; classroom location within the school; arrangement of
desks in the classroom; number of students in the classroom;
heating and air-conditioning; school rules (including uniforms);
textbooks; assessment (type, frequency); teaching resources;
electrical equipment; T/T/S/S8 relationships; etc.” and
cited Dörnyei and Murphey (2003, p. 74) in this regard. “As we continue
the search for factors influencing learning, it becomes apparent
that every [classroom] learning environment is different, that
no two groups of learners are the same, and that any attempt to
generalize in describing the learning process that any attempt
to generalizen describing the learning process quickly takes on
the nature of a game of Go!” (Finch, p. 3). As we saw from
Bronfenbrenner earlier, the classroom system is part of much
larger systems.

In the following pages I explain features of complex systems in
this order: emergence; nestedness or embeddedness;
interconnectedness; bidirectionality; dynamism; stability;
attractor state as a system’s organized pattern of
stability; feedback; sensitive dependence on initial conditions;
openness, self-modification, and adaptiveness; multiple causes
and disruptions; a hidden cause; and multiple developmental
paths. Whenever possible, I link these features to learning
strategies and learning situations.




Emergence

Emergence is a fundamental term in complexity theory.
“… [I]nstead of assuming that every phenomenon can
be explained in terms of simpler components, CT shifts the
search to understanding how patterns emerge
from components interacting within the ecology in which they
operate” (van Lier, 2000, p. 246, in Larsen-Freeman, forthcoming,
emphasis added). See the later example under “Openness,
self-modification, and adaptiveness.”




Nestedness or Embeddedness

This concept was mentioned earlier in the discussion of
Bronfenbrenner’s model (see Figure 3.1). Nestedness is important in
complexity theory. “Applied linguistics complex systems
are likely to contain many subsystems, nested one within the
other” (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008, p. 201). The
subsystems might themselves be complex systems. For example, if
L2 learning is a complex system and motivation, emotions,
beliefs, and strategies are subsystems, those subsystems are
also complex systems. Here is an interesting description of the
building up of a system in a state space: “A complex
dynamic system iterates in that it returns to the same state
space [see later] repeatedly, although its orbits never
intersect. As it returns time and again, the system is built up,
resulting in a hierarchical structure of nested levels”
(Larsen-Freeman, 2015,
p. 29).

Looking at complex systems from larger to smaller, Larsen Freeman
and Cameron (2008, p.
201) pointed out that the speech community, the sociocultural
subgroups within it, individuals within those subgroups, and
individual brains are all complex, interdependent, interactive
systems. “Complex systems can operate at different nested
levels of scale (e.g., from molecules to whole ecologies) and
across different timescales (from nanoseconds to
supereons)” (Larsen-Freeman, forthcoming).


No More Disembodied
Variables

Contexts are crucial in complex systems. Researchers cannot
continue to treat motivation, beliefs, and learning
strategies as though they were decontextualized, disembodied
variables. The use of learning strategies is a function of
interaction between the person and the context, situation,
or circumstances. Situatedness or contextualization points
to the existence of relationships among various aspects of
the individual and between the individual and the context.

Reframing individual differences as complex dynamic
systems has the potential to mitigate many of the
failings associated with the classic ID [individual
difference] conceptualization in that from this
perspective the notion of “internal to the
learner” means neither static nor separate
from the outside world—people are constantly
adapting to changes within themselves and to
external events.

(Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015, p. 12)




Dancer, Dance, and a Caution

In fact, some would say that the learner, the context, and
the process are one. “… [I]t is impossible to
see how to separate the learner from the learning,”
said Larsen-Freeman (forthcoming). This leads us to recall,
as did Kramsch (2002) and Larsen-Freeman (2015), the words of poet William
Butler Yeats, who said, “How can we know the dancer
from the dance?”9

MacIntyre raised some cautions, however. He is a theorist and
researcher of both individual differences and complexity,
which are sometimes viewed as diametrically opposed (witness
Dörnyei and Ryan’s comment above). He argued that we
must not, in enthusiasm for contexts and complexity, suggest
that contextual factors are completely obvious or that
traditional individual difference theory has nothing to
offer anymore. He stated,

What is “context” seems an important
question, but available answers can have an ethereal
quality … Dynamic [complex] systems theory has
a yin and yang relationship to the study of the
individual – it’s a matter of
perspective, not right or wrong. When someone says
“you cannot separate the learner from the
context,” I think they are cutting off a lot
of ways of knowing the world with no gain in return.
It’s too easy to lose the baby when one throws
out the bathwater.

(MacIntyre, personal communication, Feb. 7,
2016)

Thus, when we think about learners in context,
MacIntyre’s suggestion is that we should not lose all
the information that was once gained from a study of
individual differences. Both the yin and the yang could be
important.






Interconnectedness

As mentioned earlier, complexity theory implies that
relationships among multiple components of a complex system are
nonlinear, organic, holistic, and causally bidirectional.
“[M]ost human attributes are multicomponential, made up of
the dynamic interaction of several layers of constituents”
(Dörnyei, 2009, p. 189).
It is important to differentiate between multicomponential
systems that are just complicated and multicomponential systems
whose elements “are interconnected and
spatially and temporally context dependent
(Juarrero, 2000, p.
26)” (Larsen-Freeman, forthcoming, emphasis in original;
see also Juarrero, 2009). An example is the
way cognitive and affective (emotional) aspects of the mind are
interconnected.




Bidirectionality

Bidirectionality, or mutual influence, was explored earlier with
reference to Bronfenbrenner’s theory. This concept is also
very important in complexity theory. For instance, cognition and
affect, as complex systems in L2 learning, are not only related,
but they are also mutually influential. Bidirectionality is a
creative process of causality. Hiver wrote, “Individual
factors may [serve as a] trigger …, leading connected
systems to mutually determine the outcomes of each other
over time” (personal communication, Nov. 17,
2015, emphasis
added).


Arnold Avoids Entering the Circles of Hell

The closeness and mutual effects of cognition and affect,
along with their interaction with L2 learning strategies,
can be understood by considering the case of Arnold, an
advanced learner of Italian, who is a writing a university
term paper in Italian on symbolism in Dante’s great
poetic work Inferno.10 To Arnold, something
feels wrong; he cannot face the paper, is very anxious, and
wants to escape to the movies or to a bar with friends. He
feels overwhelmed and frightened. He can almost see himself
being in Dante’s nine circles of hell or assailed by
beasts in the selva oscura (dark wood). He
employs a cognitive strategy (analysis) to help him figure
out what is going on emotionally. In this analysis, he
discovers multiple emotions: fear of Dante’s
complicated symbolism, guilt because he did not watch the
assigned video on Dante, realistic worry because the
deadline is only four days away, and recognition that his
vocabulary knowledge is not as good as that of his friend
Roberta, who started on her Dante paper weeks ago. Arnold
realizes that he needs to do something about the fear,
guilt, worry, and negative comparisons. He tells himself
that guilt over the video is senseless and that he could ask
Roberta for help if necessary. He reminds himself that the
books he checked out from the library will help him
understand the symbolism, and he tells himself that he can
organize his work carefully to meet the deadline. Even
better, he recalls the grade of A– on his last Italian
test, and this makes him think the teacher will be biased in
his favor when she reads his paper. The sense of being
overwhelmed and miserable might be lifting.

Arnold takes a deep breath of relief, then another and
another, until he relaxes enough to think about where to
begin with the paper. The affective strategy of breathing
deeply helps put him into an emotional state that lets his
cognition work properly. With his anxiety under better
control, he plans and organizes his writing using
metacognitive strategies, and then he is ready to face the
grand work Inferno itself. He uses the
cognitive strategy of searching for the main ideas to help
him identify and list the features of the nine circles of
hell. He starts feeling better now as he realizes that he is
on the right track. With more energy and optimism, he is
able to write the first two pages without a problem. Arnold
experiences a surge of clarity of thought and keeps on
writing. He monitors his work for mistakes and corrects them
when he finds them. He feels continually better about the
paper and now believes that he might not only finish the
paper on time, but that it might even become something of
real value. This positivity helps him outline the rest of
the paper, and this effort makes the paper’s argument
tighter and more effective. In Arnold’s case, we see a
positive, personally and socially fruitful cycle of
causation.




Loops and
Bidirectionality

“If causality is multi-determined through loops of
adaptive feedback, it must also be bidirectional,”
wrote Hiver (personal communication, Nov. 17, 2015). He explained
this by saying,

Causality is not a static determinant of a
system’s outcome. Causes and effects can
reciprocate in progressive bidirectional cycles
where each modifies the other functionally. These
reciprocal and recursive flows of causes and effects
add another dimension to how systems come to be what
they are, or come to behave as they do. Causes shape
effects, which then return the favor and shape the
causes, where each is a once an antecedent and a
consequence of the other. Deciphering these
reciprocal cycles will result in completely new ways
of thinking about outcomes.?…





More about Arnold

Applying to Arnold this idea of reciprocal and recursive
flows of causality, we can see that in response to his
negative emotions he becomes more strategic, regulates his
emotions, and takes charge of his cognition. This then
enhances his emotion, which further aids his cognition.
Specifically, (a) he uses cognition (especially the strategy
of analysis) to identify an affective problem (anxiety),
then regulates affect (by using the strategy of deep
breathing) in order to cogitate (finding main ideas, aided
by metacognitive strategies of planning and organizing). (b)
Successful thinking and writing allow him to feel happier,
which enables him to work harder and think still more
clearly, which provides further affective support that all
is well, which further helps his writing, and so on through
progressive cycles of bidirectional causality. Of course,
the situation is not as simple as I have portrayed it. Off
and on while the reciprocal causation happening, Arnold gets
hungry, goes to the kitchen to get a sandwich, eats it, then
goes to the loo. He returns to his writing without a problem
and keeps on with it. However, after printing several pages,
his printer cartridge gives out, so he has to change it.
Then he looks at the clock and sees that time is flying by.
All of these events, however small, become part of the flows
of causality, but they do not impede his work.

However, what if Arnold does not use
strategies to regulate his anxiety, plan and organize the
paper, and monitor and evaluate his work? If he tries to
write while in the midst of a storm of emotions, his
thinking and writing would be poor as a result, and this
would cause serious self-recrimination. With his energy
being siphoned off by these negative forces, his poor
thinking and writing would get worse. At that point, he
would become peeved at his girlfriend’s failure to
text him, upset with the bad weather outside, overwrought
about his professor’s possibly negative judgment
(despite his prior A– grade), and angry at Dante for
writing the Inferno in the first place. His
jumble of emotions would lead to slower and worse writing,
which make him feel worse. Then he would be tempted to drink
beer until three in the morning or play videogames until
totally exhausted. This would be a negative, personally and
socially dysfunctional cycle of causation. Fortunately,
Arnold chooses the other cycle instead.






Nonlinearity

In the words of Leo van Lier regarding the study of L2 learning,
“linear causality can never be more than a minor,
relatively uninteresting part of the complex of processes,
patterns and structures” (2004, p. 199). “Much of the social world is
nonlinear, and is contingent on what has come before and the
path being taken at a given time” (Hiver, personal
communication, Nov. 17, 2015). Complex systems are characterized by
nonlinearity, more
technically called stochasticity, which simply means
disproportionate outcomes that cannot be predicted.


Minimal Perturbation with Unexpectedly Large Effects

As noted in the discussion of John Donne’s meditation,
one form of nonlinearity is this: A small change occurs in
one parameter and then very significant, unpredicted effects
reveal themselves later. To repeat Donne’s images, a
small piece of earth that is washed into the sea can
diminish all of Europe, just as one death diminishes all
humankind. Here are some additional examples of a small
perturbation unpredictably producing very large variations
in the behavior of the system:

• Unpredictably fruitful variation over
time: A tiny gesture of kindness offered
today to a stranger from another culture, or a
series of soccer games arranged for young Jewish
and Palestinian children, later sparks a
cross-cultural movement toward peace. Stopping by
a student’s desk to answer a question or
provide a strategy hint when requested leads
later, totally unexpectedly, to a significant
improvement in the student’s motivation,
strategy use, and achievement.

• Unpredictably unfruitful variation over
time: A fight occurs one afternoon
between cousins, each ten years old. The fight is
put aside, but it lurks hidden and nearly
unrecognized in their hearts. However, the
original feelings between the two cousins are
somehow subtly shared with their children, and
intertribal prejudice eventually arises. Over
generations this prejudice solidifies into ongoing
hatred and intertribal warfare, resulting in
numerous deaths. There seems to be no clear end in
sight.





Large Perturbation with Unexpectedly Small or Negligible
Effects

In this pattern, a complex system undergoes a large
perturbation but with negligible effects. In personal
communication (February 7, 2016), MacIntyre offered two
simple examples: first, typically miserable people who are
thrilled when they win the lottery but who return to their
usual unhappy state a year later; and second, typically
happy people whose lives are greatly disrupted by the onset
of physical paralysis (they become paraplegic) but whose
affect returns to its usual state of happiness and
contentment a year later. Here are some additional examples
of very large perturbations that unexpectedly provoke only
very small variations in the behavior of the system:

• Unpredictably fruitful variation over
time: Major street-fighting occurs in
Carson Town. It becomes virulent and is predicted
to become far worse. Unexpectedly and seemingly
inexplicably the violence comes to a halt. People
forget that Carson Town was once a place of
rage.

• Unpredictably unfruitful variation over
time: Millions of euros are poured into a
massive program to increase the school
preparedness and achievement of children from
families with low income. There are few if any
results within the expected timeframe. The program
is therefore shut down. No journal articles are
written. It is as if the program never existed.
Other programs rise up, totally unconnected with
and uninformed by this one.





Disproportionate
Outcomes – with a Word about Strategy Instruction

Thus, “there is a nonlinear quality to outcomes. This
introduces an element of disproportionateness to how effects
come about, often reflected in human behavior which appears
to have no immediate effect because the antecedents might
require time and persistence before the effect
unfolds” (Hiver, personal communication, Nov. 17,
2015). Consider
that strategy instruction might not show effects immediately
for some students or for a whole group, because it might
require a long time before an effect unfolds. Recall the
example above of the heavily supported program to help
low-income students. Positive effects might have emerged
later for that program, being revealed over time, but the
program was cancelled because everyone wanted positive
results to appear early. This is a very important lesson for
educators.




Different Effects Possible for the Same Person

Causality exists in complex systems, but predicting it is
difficult for reasons given by Larsen-Freeman (forthcoming):
“nonlinear [complex] systems are sensitive and can
change unexpectedly … [and] there are multiple
pathways by which the system can evolve,” so that
“the same ‘cause’ can, in specific
circumstances, produce different effects (Urry, 2005, p. 4).” A
given cause might not have the same effect for different
people or for the very same person. “In the place of
[the traditional theory of] equal and opposite reactions,
researchers should think of contingent, threshold effects
which build up over time until they cascade into one or
another outcome” (Hiver, Nov. 17, 2015). Emily’s
story will illustrate this.




Emily’s Strategies

Emily uses the cognitive strategy of “interrogating the
text,” i.e., writing questions in the margins of the
book of German short stories to foster her reading
comprehension. To Emily, the sequence of quickly coming up
with relevant questions, jotting them in the margins, and
then trying to find answers in the text seems like a
detective game. Not only does it keep her interest high, but
it also increases her comprehension of the stories. In
addition to this strategy, she also uses the strategy of
writing translations of individual German words in between
lines in the text, thus increasing her confidence and, she
hopes, her ability to remember. However, after several
months these two strategies, so helpful in the past,
suddenly seem to Emily very unhelpful. She now looks at the
pages of the book and sees scrawled handwriting all over the
margins and between the lines. Each page, filled with her
scribbles, now seems impenetrable. She has reached a
threshold, and her sense of the value of these strategies
– once so positive – now cascades into the
opposite outcome. She rejects these formerly useful
strategies. As a matter of fact, this happened to me when I
was studying Russian at the university. These two strategies
helped me greatly until at some point I suddenly felt
repelled by the incredibly messy pages. At that moment I
gave up these two strategies and went on to other ones that
would not cause me visual offense.






Dynamism

Complex systems demonstrate dynamism, i.e., change that is
self-organized and occurring over time.

Indeed, arguably the most significant contribution of a
complex dynamic systems approach is in its role as an
overriding guiding principle that positions change
rather than stability as the norm, moving us away from
static conceptualizations of learners toward embracing
notions of change and growth within a synergetic
relationship of agent and its context.

(Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015, p. 12)

Larsen-Freeman (2015)
mentioned that in the past, change was not part of the picture
of L2 motivation theory. She was only partially correct. I
pointed out early (Oxford & Shearin, 1994, 1996) that L2 motivation is not static, and I
presented examples of learners’ changing types and degrees
of motivation over time and in different contexts. MacIntyre
(personal communication, Feb. 7, 2016) noted that
Gardner’s socioeducational theory of L2 motivation
included the variable of “milieu,” which clearly
influences motivation dynamically.

Even in what at first seems like a steady state, a complex system
is likely to be undergoing some type of change (MacIntyre,
personal communication, Feb. 7, 2016). There is always something
happening within a complex system. For example, a Turkish
language class rather rapidly coalesces and reaches stability
(the attractor state), but there is constant activity and motion
in the students’ interactions with each other and with the
teacher, the materials, language, and culture. Moreover, the
stabilized system

has the potential to undergo radical change at any time.
Dynamic [complex] systems are represented
topographically as trajectories in state space (de Bot,
2008). A
radical change is termed a phase transition, in which
one more or less stable state or attractor gives rise to
another, often accompanied by a great deal of
variability.

(Larsen-Freeman, forthcoming)





Stability

Complex systems are not just sites of change; they also contain
stability. Patterns of relative stability are known as attractor
states (also called attractors for short), which can be
described as preferred but not necessarily predictable states
toward which the system is drawn. In complexity theory,
“attractor” and “preferred” are neutral
terms. These terms do not suggest that the situation is
desirable or wonderful, only that the system is drawn to a
stable pattern. Despite all the factors and fluctuations that
come to mind when we consider complex systems, “it is the
norm rather than the exception to see stable patterns in human
behavior” (Hiver, 2015, p. 34). Hiver gave an extended illustration of
a first year class of high school L2 learners. This group starts
out with learners trying to establish their roles in the group
and figuring out how to act around each other and the teacher.
Other factors at play include individual ability levels, the
influence of the teacher, the influence of the school culture
and the education system, and involvement of parents, noted
Hiver. The group organizes itself without being forced to do so
and without having a stated goal to do so. Even within this
stability, as Larsen-Freeman (forthcoming) reminded us, there is
no stasis (see earlier).




Attractor State as a System’s Self-Organizing Pattern
of Stability

An attractor state is a pattern or outcome towards which a system
settles down over time through the system’s
self-organization. It is a state to which a system will tend to
move over time, and it is a state in which the system is likely
to settle for a period of time. An attractor state emerges from
system dynamics, it is not imposed through any externally
directed or engineered effort. An attractor state is a
“pocket of stability for the dynamic system” (Hiver,
2015, p. 35).11 We cannot
predict when this equilibrium will happen.

Systems self-organize into
an attractor state. Self-organization is a type
of system/signature dynamic. The term system/signature
dynamics refers to the unique change and causal
behavior in the system’s state resulting from interactions
among the system components (Hiver, 2015). Self-organization implies the
organization of a system over time “without direction from
external factors and without a plan of the order embedded in any
individual component” (Mitchell, 2003, p. 6, in Larsen-Freeman,
forthcoming). It is the process of forming a novel
outcome/pattern without any agent in the system organizing the
change to that new pattern. To explain this, Hiver returned to
the illustration of the high school L2 learners. “ …
[I]f we see the high school class begin to settle into a pattern
of supportive, inclusive and goal-oriented group learning
behavior, it is because the system dynamics are self-organising
into this attractor state. Indeed we might even hear a teacher
remark that ‘things are falling into place
….’” This pattern of stability is
non-additive, meaning that it cannot be reduced to the sum of
the parts (Hiver, personal communication, Nov. 17, 2015), such as the teacher
plus each of the students. It could also be called
synergistic.

Attractor states differ in width (“the
range of the attractor state’s reach”) and
depth (“strength of an attractor
state on the dynamic system”) (Hiver, 2015, pp. 38–39).
The metaphorical space reflecting both width and depth is the
attractor basin, defined as “the set
of all initial conditions that allow a dynamic system to evolve
to a given attractor state” (Hiver, 2015, p. 39). A system’s stability
is based on the strength of the attractors and the attractor
basin (Dörnyei, 2009).




Feedback

Hiver (2015) noted,
“Feedback is at the heart of all self-organisation, and it
plays a role in how a dynamic system moves towards or away from
an attractor” (p. 36). Feedback can come from an external
source, such as the environment or another complex system, or it
can come from interactions between system components. Positive
and negative feedback are possible. However, in complexity
theory the terms positive feedback and negative feedback are not
employed in the same way as in daily parlance, where positive
feedback is “good” and negative feedback is
“bad.” In complex systems, as in cybernetics,
negative feedback is a dampening of change, while positive
feedback is an amplification of change (Larsen-Freeman, 2015, p. 29), with change
being in relation to the attractor state.


Negative and Positive Feedback

“Negative feedback is the most common type of feedback
associated with how attractor states influence systems.
… Negative feedback should not be interpreted as
unpleasant; its role is simply to minimise variance from the
attractor state” (Hiver, 2015, p. 36), while positive feedback
maximizes variance from the attractor state. Positive
feedback is exemplified by the unbearable squeaking of a
microphone picking up its own signal, according to Hiver. If
repeated, positive feedback serves to “amplify
perturbations to the system, creating unstable patterns of
movement that can spread erratically throughout a system
and, if the pattern is strong enough, push it into another
attractor state” (Hiver, 2015, p. 36). It is ironic that
positive feedback refers to that which perturbs rather than
soothes the system. MacIntyre (personal communication, Feb.
7, 2016) suggested a
better, because less value-laden, term than positive
feedback: multiplicative feedback.




Ms. Oldfield, Her
Students, and the Three Mothers

As seen above, feedback helps determine the system’s
movement toward or away from an attractor state. In the case
of a high school Russian class taught by Ms. Oldfield,
negative feedback occurs, meaning that her students are not
encouraged to move away from the stable (attractor) state of
cooperative, achievement-oriented learning. This learning is
increasingly enriched by the students’ learning
strategies. The students continue being motivated, helping
each other, learning with and from each other, taking
advantage of existing resources for learning Russian
(including an exciting BBC Russian series), and using
learning strategies as needed for Russian language tasks.
They even share their favorite learning strategies with each
other. They like coming to class. Their achievement is
reflected in good marks from the teacher, and they hope to
try out their fledgling Russian capability in the community
by going together to a Russian restaurant. However, six
weeks into the school year there is a fly in the ointment,
or to put it more in terms of complexity theory, positive
feedback occurs. For Ms. Oldfield’s class of budding,
strategic Russian learners, positive (multiplicative)
feedback comes from an external source, as sometimes occurs.
The students are drawn away from their stable state,
unfortunately. Specifically, mothers of three of Ms.
Oldfield’s students converse with each other after a
community meeting and become concerned that their children
seem to “do too much fun stuff” in Russian
class. For example, the parents complain, their children
“play Russian games in class,” “look at
the BBC Russian video instead of memorizing vocabulary
lists,” “goof around by writing each other notes
in the Russian alphabet,” “want to go to the
Russian restaurant instead of clamping down and
studying,” and “waste time with learning
strategies when they could be studying Russian.”
Coming from strict academic backgrounds, these mothers
cannot imagine education presented any way except formally,
firmly, and sometimes forcibly. However, the positive
feedback abates when the school principal supports Ms.
Oldfield’s methods. The mothers leave their children
in the class, and the attractor state settles down
again.




Loops of Feedback

Hiver (personal communication, Nov. 17, 2015) cautioned us to remember to
examine relationships carefully and to understand
interdependencies and feedback loops.

Examining the links between the factors that have
causal significance on a system will offer just as
much insight into the workings of the system’s
outcome as determining what these factors are. The
relationships that involve loops of negative and
positive feedback are what allows these causal
factors to trigger, interact with, and even
counteract each other. Knowing something about these
interdependencies is vital for researchers to
unravel the causal threads of a system’s
outcome.

(Hiver, personal communication, Nov. 17, 2015).

This suggests that it is important to look at the complex
interrelationships between students and strategies; mothers
and children; teacher and students; materials and students;
classroom environment and achievement. The
interrelationships can and should be explored in greater
complexity, for example, the complex loops of feedback in
relationships among the mothers, the teacher, the students,
and the principal. Instead of pulling the system apart to
focus on each aspect in isolation, we would benefit from
examining the relationships in as much depth as we can.






Sensitive Dependence on
Initial Conditions

“Initial state dependence affects a system’s
trajectory” (Larsen-Freeman, forthcoming). What is the
initial state in a study of L2 learning? Verspoor (2015) identified the
initial conditions as occurring when the researcher decides to
measure the learner’s L2 development. “As they make
their way through state space, a learner’s/user’s
language resources accrue a history, which is always being
updated. Thus, depending on where you decide to measure a
learner’s development, the initial state is always
different (Verspoor, 2015)” (Larsen-Freeman, forthcoming).
Similarly, if a study occurred on L2 learning strategies, the
initial conditions occur where in the state space the researcher
decides to start measuring an individual’s L2 learning
strategies. Some small differences in the initial conditions
could make a major difference in the outcome of strategy use or
L2 learning. MacIntyre wrote, “I think of a big wave
hitting two boats – a passenger on the first doesn’t
even notice the wave, and the boat holds its course well, but
another boat might be overwhelmed by the same force because it
was initially positioned sideways and not face-on”
(personal communication, Feb. 7, 2016). This difference suggests
dependence on initial conditions.


Ying’s Story: A Beginning

One of my former doctoral students, Ying (not her real name),
originally from southwest China, is a good example of
sensitivity to initial conditions. I discovered this when
she submitted her language learning history in one of my
doctoral courses. In writing a language learning history,
the initial learning conditions are very important. In
Ying’s case, the initial conditions for English
learning occurred during her adolescence. As a teenager, she
was not overly excited about learning English, but from the
very start she was enthralled by her EFL teacher, a young,
charming, exceptionally lovely Chinese woman, who wore nice
clothes and make-up to class, knew English well, liked to
teach, and wanted to teach students how to learn. (This was
the first time Ying heard about learning techniques.) The
teacher’s appearance, demeanor, and passion for
English captured Ying’s attention day after day and
made her feel that she should become like the teacher
– not in appearance but in English language
competence. As a result, she paid attention to the learning
strategies mentioned by the teacher, developed a variety of
useful strategies on her own, and became the top student in
the class. In every English class she took after that, both
in school and in the university, Ying was strategic in her
learning, felt confident, and excelled. She learned English
so well eventually that when she moved to Thailand with her
husband, Bao, she taught English at the university there and
simultaneously earned her master’s degree in the
teaching of English. They eventually moved to the U.S.,
where they earned doctoral degrees.

We might argue that the charming and beautiful Chinse EFL
teacher, while a very major factor in Ying’s
trajectory, was not the only initial condition that changed
her life in so many ways. Ying’s school, her own
aptitude, her intellectual parents, and the basic privilege
of going to school might have been important, too. Initial
conditions might be traceable even earlier to the
intellectual and social traditions of her grandparents and
other ancestors, the overall economic situation of her
family for several generations, and the Confucian beliefs in
her culture. However, in Ying’s own mind – and
that is what matters in a learner history – the
magnificent inspiration of one lovely English teacher during
the adolescent years was the most significant initial
condition for her “life in the English
language.”




Tariq Arrives in
Denmark

For Tariq, a 20-year-old Syrian refugee who has arrived in
Denmark, sensitive dependence on initial conditions, such as
circumstances around his departure from Syria, arrival in
Turkey, further move to Denmark, and early attempts to learn
Danish and adapt to Danish culture, might mean that those
conditions, whether favorable or unfavorable, could have
tremendous effects later. He remembers the violence around
him in Syria and the hardships he has endured. For him, the
involvement of just one caring, informed, capable person
(e.g., a Danish language teacher, a shopkeeper, or a
neighbor), even for a short time, could have an influence
far beyond the actual amount of time that person spends with
Tariq. He has no idea how to learn Danish – no
strategies, no concepts about what language learning
entails, only that it seems impossible – and he longs
to tell someone about his need. He needs some strategy
instruction fast, though he has never heard of any such
term. In Tariq’s case, the significance of initial
conditions, good or bad, in his new city in Denmark might be
exponentiated because learning Danish and adapting to the
culture are not just one complex system but instead are two
complex, overlapping systems, on which his new life greatly
depends. These interacting systems also interact with the
system of his life and family back in Syria, where his wife
Amena is busy seeking a way to leave, with the goal of
taking their young son to Europe and reuniting with Tariq.
If she is able to leave her country, Amena will have to
undergo many “perturbations of the system,” just
like her husband. She will need to become a strategic
learner and seek a kind, helpful Danish guide. No one can
tell what her initial conditions will be for seeking a new
life with her husband in a whole new culture.




Multiple Sensitive Times

Larsen-Freeman (2015)
noted that the term “sensitive dependence on initial
conditions” might cause us to think that the beginning
point is the only point where the system is sensitive to
influences. She made clear that

at any point in the evolving
trajectory of a system, even a minor influence can
lead the system in a different direction. This
phenomenon has sometimes been referred to as
“the tipping point.” The point is,
though, that a prior state influences a subsequent
one, not always in a way that is anticipated,
sometimes characterized as “the law of
unintended consequences.”

(p. 29, emphasis added)







Openness, Self-Modification, and Adaptiveness

Complex systems are open?to a larger web of systems. As described
by Larsen-Freeman (forthcoming), complex systems (a) “take
in and expend energy, matter, or information, depending on the
type of system, all the while showing the emergence of order
(self-organization)” and (b) are
autopoeitic, i.e., self-modifying, meaning
that “the developing system functions as a resource for
its own further development.” Complex systems continue to
move and change as long as they are open to external influences
(Larsen-Freeman, 2015,
p.29). Larsen-Freeman (2015, p. 29) reminded us that complex systems have
no foresight and are not defined by endpoints or goals. Complex
systems are also adaptive, meaning that they learn from
experience and change in response to novel changes in the
environment (Larsen-Freeman, forthcoming). Subsystems are
co-adaptive. For example, students’ emerging classroom
behavior influences the teacher’s behavior and vice versa
(Dörnyei, 2009).

Mr. Martin’s French
class, a complex system, is a resource for its own further
development. The class, with its enthusiasm, willingness to
work, supportiveness, and moments of pleasure, contains the
seeds of its own ongoing, happy unfolding. When Mr.
Martin’s students do pair work or small group work, some
of them share learning strategies with each other (just as in
Ms. Oldfield’s class, mentioned earlier), not because they
are led by the teacher or by any student but because they feel
good about what and how they are learning. The word gets around
that strategies are useful. This is an instance of the
developing system serving as its own resource. The strategy
element emerges organically and holistically from the sense of
trust, camaraderie, and achievement already present.




Multiple Causes and Disruptions

Multiple causes for an effect are generally present in a complex
system. There may be several main causative factors along with
peripheral ones, and even some hidden causes as well.

…[I]ndividual variation is not so much a function
of the strength of any individual determinant (e.g.,
… motivation) as the way by which the complex
system of all the relevant factors works together.
… [I]ndividual learner variation can be fruitfully
described in terms of the operation of a complex dynamic
system in the sense that high-level mental attributes
and functions are determined by a complex set of
interconnected components that continuously evolve over
time.

(Dörnyei, 2009, pp. 195–196)

The use of a learning strategy, or even a set of learning
strategies, cannot possibly be seen as a sole cause of an
effect, whether that effect is passing an L2 test, flubbing a
talk in the L2, misunderstanding a reading passage, being happy
all day after finishing a paper in the L2, or reaching the next
level on the Common European Framework of
Reference (Council of Europe, 2001) scale. Multiple causes exist for any
and all of these effects.


Fluctuations

In the complex system of learning, a learner’s
motivation can flicker on and off, waxing and waning, often
depending on the time of day and the nature of the task,
although the longer-term motivation might remain more or
less steady. A learner’s thinking can range from sharp
to dull and back again, and he or she has many different
intelligences that come into play at various moments
(Oxford, 2016a, c,
d). His or her contexts and social interactions can alter in
intensity, support, and demand over time.




More about Ying: Perturbations and Beyond

Unexpected disruptions or chaotic elements in a system, or
multiple systems, can arise for a learner. For example, when
Ying and Bao (see earlier) first came to the U.S., Bao
unexpectedly received a graduate assistantship from the
university long before Ying did.12 His assistantship did
not adequately support the family, which included the young
couple and their daughter. Therefore, Ying spent several
years in the U.S. supporting the family by working in a
Chinese restaurant while Bao advanced in his doctoral
studies. When Ying finally received an assistantship, she
was able to start studying full-time, and she co-conducted
research on learning strategies, which became her great
research passion. Her strategic, self-regulatory capacity
was significant. She used well-honed metacognitive
strategies to plan, implement, monitor, and evaluate her
doctoral studies, and she deployed affective strategies, such as
self-encouragement, to lower the multiple-role stress.
Because Bao’s doctoral studies began earlier than
Ying’s, he graduated and received a job offer in
far-away state. To keep the family together, she chose to go
with him and therefore had to relinquish her graduate
assistantship. At his new university, Bao was now directing
a master’s and doctoral program in second language
acquisition, which was Ying’s field as well. However,
she was not allowed to study in the program that he was
directing or receive an assistantship in that program, so
she had to change her field of study and give up the idea of
a dissertation on L2 learning strategies. All the
unpredictable disruptions – experiencing an initial
delay in studying while she worked in the Chinese restaurant
to support the family, having to give up her first doctoral
program and assistantship to move with her husband, and
needing change her doctoral field and research topic –
postponed her doctoral graduation for several years.

Her life in the U.S. was full of perturbations, twists,
turns, and turmoil at various times, because she was
embedded in so many overlapping, intersecting, and sometimes
conflicting complex systems: handling jointly with Bao the
familial duties and communications with family members in
China, interacting with him and their daughter at home,
dealing with financial stresses, working in the restaurant,
later working as a graduate assistant in two universities in
a row, acclimatizing as an international student to one
cultural/geographic area of the U.S. and then moving to a
very different area, handling doctoral classes and
relationships in two universities, and changing to a new
subject area and research topic at the second university.
This listing does not include other overlapping complex
systems related to health, religion, their daughter’s
education, and weather (including a tornado that struck the
roof of their apartment near the first university).

Ying’s determination helped her cope with perturbations
in multiple systems and, reflecting the principle of
bidirectionality or mutual influence, the difficulties
strengthened her determination. Complexity theory says that
outcomes are unpredictable, and this was true for Ying due
to the constantly shifting conditions of her life in the
U.S., yet her personal strength weighed greatly in her
success. Fortunately, the perturbations did not hurt her
relationship with her husband and did not stop Ying from
ultimately finishing her doctorate and receiving an
excellent university position, albeit in a different state
from Bao; they are now in a commuting marriage. She teaches
courses, helps students with L2 learning strategies, and
researches the intersection of learning strategies and
technology.




Multiplicity

Great differences exist in requirements of L2 tasks,
especially across foreign and second language contexts.
Because of all these factors, it is obvious there is a
multiplicity of potential causes for any L2 learning effect.
Therefore, we cannot predict that the use of a given
strategy or set of learning strategies will consistently
work well for all learners. It is impossible to claim that
the very same set of strategies will always work well even
for learners who share the same general characteristics
(e.g., L2 proficiency level, L1 background, parental
literacy level, age, gender, ethnicity, religion, and
general interests). There is a fantastic amount of
individuality in L2 learning, at the same time as there are
commonalities.

Given that L2 learning is a complex system and that L2
learners are diverse, L2 learning strategy instruction must
be designed and adapted to learners’ actual social,
cultural, linguistic, and personal conditions. However, even
when strategy instruction is thus designed and adapted, it
cannot be expected to work equally for every learner in a
class, a school, a city, or beyond – or for any given
learner all the time across his or her circumstances. What
we can be sure of, however, is that diverse learners will
have self-regulation needs of many kinds and that, if
circumstances are right, strategy instruction will be of
some help to many.






A Possible Hidden Cause

“The point of departure for a cause may not always be what
it appears to be,” wrote Hiver (personal communication,
Nov. 17, 2015). The
system has had a previous history, and that history influences
subsequent outcomes. An outcome or effect might not reveal its
underlying cause if the cause is a process that started much
earlier. For instance, when he was five years old Joaquin had a
very bad experience with his first ESL teacher, Mrs. Douglas,
who was very tall and thin. She berated him for his accent quite
often. He felt incredible embarrassment. The emotional pain was
so sharp that, like a heated sword, it seemed to sear his chest.
He is now an adult and has learned English. The memory of that
awful teacher was repressed long ago. Not only does he not
remember her name, but he does not remember that she existed.
However, he sometimes feels ashamed about his accent, and at
those times he senses a tall shadow hovering close to him and
briefly experiences a searing heat inside his chest. Mrs.
Douglas, a shadow from the past, remains in his life without his
knowing it.

Hysteresis is the term for a situation in which there is a time
lag between a distant cause and a present effect, and the
distant cause might no longer be known or recognized. In
Joaquin’s case, the effect is his current sense of shame,
and the original cause was his experiences of being humiliated
by Mrs. Douglas. Probably his shame was exacerbated by
experiences with other people after her, but she was his first
English teacher and the one with whom his language-related shame
first emerged. If he had known a few social learning strategies
for ESL when he was five years old, such as talking out his
feelings with someone or asking for help, or the immensely
important affective strategy of using positive self-talk,
Joaquin might have had a chance alleviate the pain generated by
his interactions by Mrs. Douglas. However, as a young child in a
new country, he did not know or think of these strategies. He
would never have told his parents, who were too busy with
problems of their own.




Multiple Developmental Paths

In a complex system there is always the possibility of greatly
different developmental paths for some of the system’s
constituents. For example, some aspects of strategy instruction
or of L2 instruction as a whole might work, while other aspects
might falter, and for reasons that cannot be predicted. The
observation about different developmental paths also suggests
that certain people in a group, no matter how homogenous the
group might seem, might go in one learning trajectory and others
in various other learning trajectories for reasons that are too
complex to recognize in advance. For example, some students in a
language class might be very happy learning in traditional,
grammar-based ways and not using social learning strategies,
while others in the class might be clamoring for communication
and wanting to use social learning strategies.












Conclusion

The main purpose of this chapter has been to present and demystify
the crucial triad of context, complexity, and learning strategies.
The linkages between context and complexity theory are easy to see,
but until recently learning strategies were typically overlooked in
serious discussions of complexity.

Complexity theory is very appealing because it rejects reductionist
thinking, disavows one-way causality, reveals interrelationships,
shows why systems move into stability at certain periods and move
away from it at other times, and explains that unexpected outcomes
are not so unusual after all.
Complexity theory situates us in contexts, not as beings who are
somehow separate from the materiality around us but as people who
are thoroughly interrelated with it. I appreciated Fenwick and
Edwards (2013) for their
words on the sociomateriality of complexity theory in education,
even as I thought that complex systems in education might also have
spiritual components (see Oxford, 2015). Though Parker Palmer (1993), a consummate educator and expert in the
spiritual aspects of education, did not talk about complexity
theory, he obviously and deeply understood the multi-way, complex,
and unpredictable influences occurring in human interrelationships,
communication, and beliefs in a teaching-learning system.

In this chapter I specifically explained the following key concepts
in complexity theory: emergence; nestedness or embeddedness;
interconnectedness; bidirectionality; nonlinearity; dynamism;
stability; attractor state; feedback; sensitive dependence on
initial conditions; openness, self-modification, and adaptiveness;
multiple causes and disruptions; a hidden cause; and multiple
developmental paths. I have demonstrated how learning strategies
relate to these aspects and why complexity is important to those who
care about fostering strategic learners.

The world did not suddenly become more golden and more perfect
because of complexity theory, regardless of the value of the theory.
In fact, complexity theory is sometimes assailed for its confusing
use of common terms, such as basin, attract(or), negative feedback,
and positive feedback. However, I have found that these issues can
be managed by asking questions of the right people, reading
everything possible, organizing the concepts in writing, and
attending relevant conference presentations.

Some educators (including certain teacher educators, as pointed out
by Cochran-Smith, Ell, Ludlow, Grudnoff, & Aitken, 2014) fear that complexity
theory, in banning the idea of linear causality, does not offer
causal explanations that have practical implications. Concern also
exists that complexity theory does not pay adequate attention to
real social power imbalances (Cochran-Smith et al.). However,
Cochran-Smith and colleagues believe they have made significant
strides in addressing those two issues by integrating critical
realism with complexity theory. Their work is important for us in
the field of L2 learning, since we are concerned about both
theoretical and practical aspects of education and social
justice.

Another issue is that standard, postpositivistic research methods are
sometimes much less relevant when we begin to see see the world in
terms of complex systems. Narrative approaches are far more
pertinent for understanding learning strategies as part of complex
systems. Cochran-Smith et al. made suggestions for research methods
that work effectively with complexity thinking. Larsen-Freeman,
MacIntyre, Hiver, and others have done the same (see Chapter 10). The recent
book edited by Dörnyei, MacIntyre, and Henry (2015) contains many new ideas for
investigating complex systems of L2 learning. There might still be a
role, albeit reduced, for traditional quantitative research
regarding learning strategies particularly in combination with
qualitative measures to form mixed-methods studies. New doors are
opening for more holistic research methods based on context and
complexity. Such methods might help us understand learning
strategies and strategy instruction in deeper ways than ever
before.
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theoretical perspectives. Key themes in the 2015 chapter are
learner-context relations as ecosystems, “context”
in relation to the learner, and context in relation to complex
subsystems within the learner. 











Questions, Tasks, and Projects for Readers

1 In this chapter you encountered numerous examples of language
learners in complex systems. Most of these examples were
specifically associated with learning strategies in some
way.

a. Make a list of the examples by writing down each
learner’s name, the problem or issue he or she
intended to address with learning strategies (or
needed to address), and any strategies he or she
used.

b. Identify three
ways in which each of these learners was involved in
a complex system.

c. List any suggestions you might have for each of the
people in the examples, particularly in relation to
the learning strategies of the individual within the
complex system.

2. Think about John Donne. What does his meditation suggest to
you about complexity theory? (You might have ideas beyond
those suggested in this chapter.) What does the meditation
imply about death, individuality, interpersonal
relationships that bind humans together, and the need to
care about other people? Does the meditation give you any
ideas – even distant ones – about
student-to-student or student-to-teacher interactions,
language learning, or strategies for language learning?

3 How does complexity theory relate to your own personal life
or professional life? Can you separate these aspects of your
life? In your personal experience, what are eight to ten
elements in the system of language
learning? Can you also name eight or ten
elements in the system of language
teaching? Are they the same elements across
the two systems? How many systems are involved in language
learning and teaching, and how can you justify your
answer?

4 Name and describe three examples of nonlinearity in your
experiences of language learning and teaching or in other
aspects of education. Discuss with someone else and gather
more examples.

5 Find (or create) two to five pictures that for you represent
characteristics of complex dynamic systems. Show the
pictures to someone else and explain to that person how and
why the pictures embody characteristics of complex systems.
You will need to explain the terms in layperson’s
language. Does the other person have any suggestions, ideas,
or contradictions to share?

6 “How can we know the dancer from the dance?”
These were the words of the poet William Butler Yeats in
“Among School Children.” Look up this poem at
the Poetry Foundation,
http://www.poetryfoundation.org/poems-and-poets/poems/detail/43293,
or elsewhere online.


a. What do you think the poet means when he asks the
tree about its own parts and asks its identity? What
do you imagine he means when asking the moving body
and the glance how we can know the dancer from the
dance? Why is this verse being quoted now in the L2
field to refer to complexity and contexts?

b. Think about new possibilities: How can we know the
learner from the task? How can we know the learner
from the strategy? What other possibilities can you
think of?


7 Based on complexity theory, Fenwick and Edwards (2013) suggested
“that humans are fully nested within and
interconnected with many elements of the systems comprising
them and in which they participate. They are not considered
to be autonomous, sovereign agents for whom knowledge can be
acquired or extracted” (p. 55). Answer the following
questions:
 

a. Do you agree with Fenwick and Edwards that
autonomy is not possible for humans in a complex
system? Why or why not? Specifically consider L2
learners, L2 teachers, and others as you answer.
Also, you might want to go back to Chapter 2
to find some formal definitions of autonomy.

b. Do you believe that it is appropriate to equate
autonomy with “sovereignty,” as
Fenwick and Edwards did? Why or why not?

c. How does autonomy relate to strategy use in the
complex system of L2 learning? Does this depend on
the individual, or are there any predictable
commonalities across many learners?

d. Fenwick and
Edwards (p. 55) quoted Freud as saying that
education is “an impossible practice,”
because “its ends cannot be mandated.”
What does this mean to you? Do you agree that
education is an impossible practice? Is the idea
of the impossibility of education a necessary part
of complexity theory? For more background, see
Edwards (2008).

e. If you are interested, read the entire
fascinating article by Fenwick and Edwards (see
reference list). What are the similarities among
complexity, actor-network theory (ANT), and
cultural-historical activity theory (CHAT) as
discussed by the authors? What are the
distinguishing features of each? In your view, how
do complexity, ANT, and CHAT relate to learning
strategies, strategy assessment, and strategy
instruction?










Notes


1
Mercer (2016)
particularly emphasizes the “self” aspects of
the “context within me,” i.e., the inner context
of the learner.



2
Tudge, Mokrova, Hatfield, and Karnik (2009) discussed uses and misuses of
Bronfenbrenner’s theory. ?



3
Johnson (2008) noted
that if the researcher’s interest is in the
development of an organization, such as a school, instead of
the development of a human being, the microsystem would
include the school as the focus and other constituents
(e.g., students, parents and family members, administration,
teachers, and the surrounding community). In other words,
with the shifting of the lens Bronfenbrenner’s model
can be used to explore the development of an organization
rather than human development. It is not clear what
Bronfenbrenner would think of this, given that his focus was
strongly on the individual human



4
Network theory was also closely associated with complexity
theory in the 1990s (Levy, 2000). Ecological approaches are also associated
(Kramsch, 2002; van
Lier, 2004). For
background on some of the roots of complexity theory, see
Levy (2000).



5
In her 2015 chapter, Larsen-Freeman referred to complex
dynamic systems theory. Names and emphases shift
considerably in regard to complexity concepts, particularly
due to book editors’ theoretical stances.



6
The original wording of Meditation XVII was: “No man is
an iland, intire of it selfe; every man is a peece of the
Continent, a part of the maine; if a clod bee washed away by
the Sea, Europe is the lesse, as well as if a Promontorie
were, as well as if a Mannor of thy friends or of thine owne
were; any mans death diminishes me, because I am involved in
Mankinde; And therefore never send to know for whom the bell
tolls; It tolls for thee. …”
(http://www.poemhunter.com/poem/no-man-is-an-island/)



7
To be researchable, according to Phillip Hiver, complex
systems in the social sciences must contain an agent (or
agents), such as the language learner, and should be
phenomenologically real, e.g., not something like
“interest” or “goals” (personal
communication, Nov. 17, 2015).



8
Teacher-teacher-student-student.



9
Kramsch (2002)
referred to Yeats’ verse using “tell”
instead of “know”: “How can we tell the
dancer from the dance?” (p. 1).



10
Dante Alighieri wrote Inferno as part of
La Commedia (The Comedy), later
called La Divina Commedia (The Divine
Comedy) during the early part of the fortheenth
century, just before his death in 1321. The other parts of
La Divina Commedia were
Purgatorio and
Paradiso. For Inferno, see
Alighieri (1996) in
the reference list.



11
Despite theoretical favor given to attractor states and
Hiver’s very clear explanation and examples, Byrne and
Callaghan (2014)
strongly questioned the conceptual utility of attractor
states in the complex dynamic systems of the social
sciences. They stated argued that the “attractor
states” notion comes from pure mathematics, and, while
“attractor states can be described well by equations
in abstracted topographical spaces” (p. 73), they are
of little value dealing with social realities (see Dörnyei,
MacIntyre, & Henry, 2015, p. 3). Nevertheless, I find the metaphor
of attractor states useful.



12
Many of the details are similar to real life, but a few of
the details have been changed for the sake of anonymity.



13
Chapter 1 presents a definition of
learning based on Proto-Indo-European roots. In that
seemingly novel but actually ancient definition, learning
means finding or following the track. Note how well that
definition fits with the common idea of “being on the
right track.”



14
CHAT is also discussed by Razfar and Rumenapp (2014) with reference
to applied linguistics.
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Section B
Flexibility and Function

Understanding L2 Learning Strategies According to Their Roles in Context


 

 

 

 

 


Section A (Chapters 1 through 3) has presented the Strategic Self-Regulation
(S2R) Model in the following ways: offering a content-analytic
study of definitions of learning strategies and other terms,
identifying an encompassing definition, and calling for consensus (Chapter 1), as well as elucidating
relationships among strategies, self-regulation, autonomy, complexity, and
context (Chapters 2 and 3).

Section B, Flexibility and Function, pushes S2R theory still further
by looking at L2 learning strategies according to their roles and functions in
context. This section has three chapters. Chapter 4 encourages thinking in terms of the immediate purpose of a
given strategy, not just where a strategy sits in this or that strategy
typology. The chapter denies rigid dualities. It also explains metastrategies,
the overarching strategies that play significant roles across multiple domains
of L2 learning. Chapters 5 and 6 focus on the “multiple self” of a
given learner. Chapter 5 presents
self-regulation strategies and metastrategies for the cognitive, affective, and
social domains. Chapter 6 portrays
emotional (affective) self-regulation strategies and metastrategies.






4 Strategy Role Flexibility, Denial of Dualisms, and Metastrategies in Context



 

 


Fluidity and discontinuity are central to the reality in which we live.

Mary Catherine Bateson

Chapter 4 is a caution against rigidity and an invitation to creative thought. The first part concerns the flexibility of strategies, which for so many years have been pushed into stone-hard categories. The second part respectfully denies the dualism of language learning versus language use that has dominated much of the strategy conversation in the L2 field, but which has not been seriously considered elsewhere. The third part presents metastrategies, such as paying attention, planning, and evaluating, which guide the use of all strategies and foster learning in broad ways.










Recognizing Flexibility

Here I present an extremely important argument, which is possibly radical in some people’s perceptions. I contend that strategy categories are not rigid but are instead flexible and permeable. The roles or functions a given strategy plays depend on the task, the physical context, and the learner’s internal context (self-efficacy beliefs, mindsets, autonomy, agency, and numerous other factors). No strategy classification, typology, or taxonomy actually directly reflects how strategies operate, because strategies are complex and have multiple roles. We can identify what we think is the “main” category of a given strategy, but the strategy can also serve other purposes besides those implied by that category name.

Nearly three decades ago I acknowledged that “there is no complete agreement on exactly what strategies are; how many strategies exist; how they should be defined, demarcated, and categorized; and whether it is – or ever will be – possible to create a real, scientifically validated hierarchy of strategies. … Classification conflicts are inevitable” (Oxford, 1990, p. 17). As predicted, classification conflicts did ensue, and the L2 learning strategy field was roundly and repeatedly castigated for them. However, what if classification conflicts reflected authentic differences in how strategies operate, including the changing roles a given strategy can have within a single task and across tasks? What if these conflicts were not based completely on faulty thinking by various strategy scholars?1 What if L2 learning is so complex that it is literally impossible to classify a given strategy, such as planning, as though it fitted into one and only one particular slot, such as metacognitive, cognitive, or affective? (See Chapter 3 for complexity and strategies.)

Far from being a despicable or shameful fact, the near-impossibility of neatly, permanently classifying strategies might be a sign of an intelligent understanding of a complex reality. Some readers might think this comment about strategy classification is an evasion or a rationalization, but I believe otherwise. It is worth discussing this topic in some detail here.

The present chapter offers an extended warning or lesson against inflexibility in classifying strategies and in (mis)interpreting strategy classification systems. It is an invitation to openness in our thinking about to understand L2 learning strategies. This chapter says things that are rarely heard in the L2 learning strategy field, although I began to say them early (Oxford, 1990). Andrew Cohen said many of these things quite soon thereafter (Cohen, 1996) and is still doing so (Cohen, 2014, 2017). I hope that this chapter will help many people hear our joint voices. In numerous respects concerning strategy classification, Cohen and I sing the same tune, although not in every respect.2


The Standard Classificatory Treatment

In the past, most people seemed to have accepted the idea that if a strategy were classified as cognitive, i.e., aiding the learner in regulating processing and remembering language, that strategy could not serve any other roles. In the first edition of this book (Oxford, 2011), just as in my strategy books in 1990 and 1996, I used blunt terms such as cognitive strategies, affective strategies, and so on. Like virtually all strategy theorists, I continue to use such terms as a means of communicating. Without some common terminology, we would not be able to talk about strategies very well. Therefore, Chapters 5 and 6 in this book use such terms.

There is nothing wrong with these categorical terms as long as we do not view them as a full-scale scientific reality or as some divinely issued gift. Strategy categories only seem to offer a single, permanent, classificatory label to every particular strategy; in truth, strategies operate much more fluidly than any category can possibly reveal.




Looking for a Moment at Roles, Not Categories

In this discussion I will use some familiar terms but will show that they are not to be understood in a rigid way. The cognitive role for strategies is aimed at the learner’s self-regulation in processing and remembering language information. Notice that I am not talking flatly about cognitive strategies, but instead more subtly about the cognitive role or function of strategies. The affective role involves the learner’s self-regulation of emotion for learning. I am not waxing eloquent about affective strategies, but about the affective role played by strategies. The social role involves the learner’s self-regulation in learning with others and interacting with the social context. The motivational role entails the learner’s self-regulation of motivation and volition for learning. In addition, the meta (or overarching) role encompasses the learner’s self-regulation by means of planning, organizing, monitoring, and evaluating for learning. Again, I am highlighting roles played by a given strategy rather than labeling that strategy permanently.




The Flexibility of the Strategy of Analyzing

The strategy of analyzing, or breaking something into its component parts, is often considered to involve the dissection of linguistic information, such as paragraphs, sentences, or words, so that this information could be more readily grasped and remembered. In typical typologies of L2 learning strategies, the strategy of analyzing is generally placed in the “cognitive” category. However, the strategy of analyzing has multiple roles, not just one of linguistic dissection. It can be used for emotional self-regulation through analyzing existing feelings. In helping learners come to grips with conflicting cultural elements, it can also serve a sociocultural function.


Using the Strategy of Analyzing for Regulating Emotion (Affect)

Despite the cognitive grounding of the strategy of analyzing, learners may use this strategy to regulate emotion for language learning. For example, analyzing can be used to help the learner break down a mixed emotional state into its interacting parts so that the learner can better regulate them.

Arnold, a student of Italian (see Chapter 3), was nearly paralyzed with fear when faced with having to write a detailed paper in Italian on Dante’s Inferno. He spent a lot of time worrying, being angry, and feeling terrible, but finally he used the strategy of analyzing to help himself understand the emotional elements that were plaguing him – and even more importantly, the reasons behind the emotions. He certainly did not care whether it was a cognitive or an affective strategy; only its role mattered. Not until after he had analyzed his fierce emotions was he able to moderate them through deep breathing and other means. At that point he could start working to find the main ideas and to plan and organize the body of the paper. He was a strategic learner for whom strategy labels and categories were not even considered.

Cooper (see Chapter 6), who had moved to a new country, Germany, had mixed emotions about learning and using German. He was able to analyze his mixed emotions so that he could deal with them effectively. Difficult emotions included, among others, fear, confusion, embarrassment, grief, and loneliness. More positive emotions occurring at the same time included love for his wife, warmth and gratitude toward her supportive family, and enjoyment in making new German friends. Having analyzed these emotions within himself, he was able to muster some excellent strategies to help him manage or control those that were not useful to him.




Using the Strategy of Analyzing to Manage Motivation

One of Cooper’s problems was the great attention he paid, at least at first, to the insistent, pressure-inducing “ought-to self” (Dörnyei, 2009; Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015), which pushed him to learn and use the German language beyond the developmental level he could possibly reach within the given timeframe. The “ought-to self” is part of the L2 Motivational Self System, and this part often trips up hard-striving learners. The strategy of analyzing enabled Cooper to identify the problem of unbearable inner pressure and engage strategies to release himself from it.




Using the Strategy of Analyzing to Deal with Sociocultural Issues and Attitudes

Learners may deploy the strategy of analyzing for sociocultural reasons in order to tease apart and therefore understand conflicting, confusing aspects of the target culture that stand in the way of learning the L2. In the case of Belinda, analyzing the culture eventually led her to dealing with her emotions and motivations about the language. The sociocultural analysis clearly came first.

She was simultaneously intrigued and appalled by the culture in which she was an exchange student. She was learning the new language, but she was often halted by something about the culture that bothered her. She felt uneasy about the culture and sometimes outright negative; occasionally she did not want learn the language and desired to leave the culture. She could not pinpoint the culture-related problem. At last she used the strategy of analyzing to break down various aspects of the culture that seemed unusual or difficult for her. She discovered that her most significant discomfort related to religion in the culture. The most culturally pervasive religious institution, which demonstrated wonderful spiritual leadership and beneficence toward the poor, simultaneously provided support for power imbalances, such as racism, sexism, and governmental cronyism. Moreover, Belinda heard by the grapevine that religious leaders had turned a blind eye toward citizens’ political “disappearances” and murders in prior years, not to mention the religion’s disregard of the status of women. She was able to use the strategy of analyzing to understand these aspects of the culture more effectively. In this case, analyzing had a primarily social role.

Only after she analyzed the cultural situation was she prepared to face directly her emotions and attitudes toward the culture and toward L2 learning. To do so, she privately and respectfully talked with some friends in the culture about the problem she had analyzed. With their help, she was able to gain a more encouraging perspective on the main religious institution and revive positive emotions and willingness toward learning the L2.




What These Examples Suggest: Flexibility

These examples about the strategy of analyzing show that this strategy, which has cognitive elements, also has many other uses in relation to analyzing emotion, motivation, and cultural features. Thus, in authentic learning situations this strategy is flexibly employed. This fact suggests that we must use theoretical or interpretive flexibility in arguing that a given strategy belongs in one category or another. We must not rely on any strategy systems or typologies to tell us what to believe about the diversity of roles a given strategy can play.






Is This Strategy Playing a Cognitive Role or a Metacognitive Role for the Current Task?

Strategies that have been called metacognitive include actions such as planning, organizing, evaluating, and monitoring, while strategies that are traditionally viewed as cognitive help learners remember and process language. Are those traditional classifications acceptable anymore? Are they meaningful? Cohen (1996) and I (Oxford, 1990) insisted that distinctions among these two strategy categories are not totally clear-cut. In my first strategy book (Oxford, 1990), I acknowledged that strategy categories overlap. I gave as an illustration the strategy of planning, ordinarily seen to have only a metacognitive role, but which, in as far as planning requires reasoning, might also be considered to play a cognitive role. I will provide below some additional examples of strategies that can play metacognitive and cognitive roles.


Summarizing the Text in an Ongoing Way: Metacognitive, Cognitive, or Both?

Cohen (1996) noted that the strategy of ongoing text summarization might be viewed as having a metacognitive role (because of the planning and evaluating aspects) or a cognitive role (because of the process of constructing marginal entries and after finishing the text, writing the summary). He contended that it is not possible to easily demarcate cognitive and metacognitive roles when a learner is using a strategy for a complex task.




Reconceptualizing a Word at a Higher Level of Abstraction: Metacognitive, Cognitive, or Both?

Cohen (2014) cautioned that the strategy of reconceptualizing a word at a higher level of abstraction could be interpreted as having a metacognitive role (planning) or a cognitive role (searching for the new term), or as having both functional elements.

Strategies are actually deployed in complex, interacting ways such that, at a given moment, it may be a challenge to determine the type of strategy that is being utilized. … [T]he same strategy, such as “reconceptualizing a word at a higher level of abstraction,” can be realized with a metacognitive and a cognitive representation. The metacognitive planning goes on at one split second and the cognitive strategy of searching for the appropriate term the next.

(Cohen, 2014, p. 25)




Skipping an Example in the Text: Metacognitive, Cognitive, or Both?

Another example from Cohen (1996) about different levels of abstraction is skipping an example in the text so as not to lose the train of thought. He remarked that this might be a metacognitive role (part of a conscious plan not to be derailed by details), but it might also be a cognitive role to avoid material that would not help in generating a summary.






Other Cautions about Using Traditional Strategy Categories from Strategy Typologies and Classification Schemes

Cohen (1996) correctly noted that different strategy frameworks, such as those of Bialystok (1978) and Ellis (1986), are based on the degree of explicitness of knowledge and the type of knowledge (e.g., linguistic versus world knowledge, and form-focused versus meaning-focused knowledge). In some instances, strategies are listed and organized in categories the researcher considers related to “successful” or “unsuccessful” learners, “when, in fact, the effectiveness of a strategy may depend largely on the characteristics of the given learner, the given language structure(s), the given context, or the interaction of these” (Cohen, 1996, p. 6).

Cohen (1996) provided a cogent criticism about labeling strategies according to “successful” and “unsuccessful” learners:

… [T]he very same learner may find that a given reading strategy (such as writing ongoing, marginal summaries while reading a text) works very well for the fifth paragraph of a given text but not for the sixth. The difficulty could result from the learner’s lack of vocabulary or grammatical knowledge, from the fact that the material is summarizer-unfriendly in that paragraph, from some distraction in the environment where the reading is going on (the classroom, the home, the library, etc.), or from some other cause.

(p. 6)

Thus, Cohen was already concerned about context and strategy labeling many years ago. The field of L2 learning strategies is now paying attention to the critical need to view strategies, learners, and learning in context (see Chapter 3).

Another caution is that some strategies appear to become inordinately attached to or associated with specific language skill areas. For instance, for L2 learners the strategy of reasoning might seem to be related only or primarily to L2 listening and reading, with the specific goal of following the argument that is being presented and perhaps critiquing that argument (notice how “metacognitive” role of evaluating can be part of, or can intimately accompany, reasoning). However, in reality reasoning is also related to L2 writing and speaking, along with the learning of vocabulary, grammar, pronunciation, and pragmatics. Additionally, the strategy of reasoning can also play emotional, motivational, and social roles at various times and in particular contexts.




Some Relevant Questions, My Perspective, and Some Radical Implications

To me, the examples above raise important questions.

• First, what roles does the strategy of analyzing play? I have mentioned several. What others exist?

• Second, if we look at the whole array of strategies that have been traditionally known as cognitive, what roles does each one play beyond the obvious cognitive role?

• Third, at what point does the strategy of task-related planning (typically thought of as being largely metacognitive and as primarily occurring in the first self-regulated learning, or SRL, task phase) shade into strategies for doing the task itself in the performance SRL task phase? At what point do strategies that have a social role enter into the task phases? For example, can we say that reflecting on one’s own socioculturally influenced beliefs reflects a strong social element, or is the emphasis on the reflection?

• Fourth, by definition the metastrategy of monitoring (checking one’s performance) occurs when a task, event, or situation is underway. Let us consider a reading task. In a theoretical sense we can separate monitoring from the cognitive roles of some strategies that are used in the reading task’s performance stage (e.g., strategies such as guessing meaning based on linguistic clues and guessing meaning based on background knowledge). However, does this technical “separation” mean anything, given that the monitoring, which has a largely metacognitive role, occurs at the very same time as guessing, which has a largely cognitive role, during the performance SRL task phase? Don’t the strategies all serve to support each other and the learner in the context?

• Fifth, the seemingly simple strategy of asking questions for clarification or verification is often identified simply as a strategy with a primarily social role. However, behind this strategy (or within it, or simultaneous with it) are some strategies with roles that are mainly cognitive, at least this instance: analyzing to distinguish clarity from confusion and analyzing to contrast convincing evidence from unconvincing comments. Asking questions is actually a very complex strategy. See Chapter 1. Should it be called a strategy (or strategy cluster) with a cognitive role emphasis at this time or a sociocognitive role emphasis, or is it even possible to categorize the role? Does the role change during the task?

• Sixth, the strategy of forming a cooperative group to study the L2 masks a host of other roles that occur in the mind, some of which are metacognitive and others of which are tinged with emotional issues. How should we describe forming a cooperative learning group? Is it a strategy or, much more likely, a complex conglomerate of many strategies? Do these actions need to be slotted into specific categories with labels such as metacognitive and social, or can we see the actions as they are? (See Chapter 1 for details on this example.)

• Seventh, are strategy typologies, systems, and categories helpful, meaningful, and useful? If so, in what ways? Are they suitable only for research, theorizing, and professional discussions, or do they also help teachers in planning for strategy instruction in real classrooms? Would it ever make sense to give students information on technical names of strategies? If so, what kinds of students, and of what ages and L2 levels? What would be the purpose?

• Eighth, is it possible for creators of classification schemes to prevent users from reifying the parts of these schemes into petrified categories? Is it possible for classification scheme creators to convince potential users that there must be theoretical and practical flexibility in those systems and that none of them should be honored with the description of “taxonomy”?3

• Ninth, is it possible for strategy critics and strategy system creators to join forces and come to a nuanced understanding of the complexity and necessary flexibility of learning strategies, specifically as used in an endless range of contexts and learning tasks?

My perspective, arrived at after many years of intellectual struggling, is that strategy categories as shown in any strategy typology or system are only very rough divisions of the “strategy world,” and they are as misleading as often as they are helpful. These categories should be viewed as flexible, and any rigid use of them should be avoided. We might think of a strategy as being in a certain category (i.e., having one role), but we should also seriously consider other potential roles of that strategy. Moreover, “Note that the function [i.e., the role of a strategy in a given situation] can truly shift at a moment’s notice. So it is not necessarily the case that a strategy is immutably a metacognitive one but rather it takes on a metacognitive function” (Cohen, 2017).

This view has strong implications for strategy assessment and research. Because we cannot say with complete assurance that a strategy fits just one particular category all the time, this makes it difficult to employ traditional, quantitative, self-report, category-based strategy instruments that concern “typical” strategy use. It means we have to be more careful about how we speak (beware of too many categorical statements) and more willing to talk about complexity of operations and personalized use of strategies as an L2 learning subsystem.




Thus, a Caution

Let us think of the traditional strategy categories, such as cognitive, affective, social, and metacognitive, as being porous, like sponges or nets, with strategies freely floating in and out of them to play specific roles based on learners’ task needs. Chapter 5 does talk about traditional strategy categories but in ways that emphasize fluidity and authenticity rather than artificial placement of a strategy in a given category for time and eternity.

We must not allow any strategy category system to become a dictator, telling us what to believe about the roles a given strategy can play. The present chapter has defied traditional efforts to wrap strategies up in packages with perfect edges and with bows on top. It has rejected the concept that a particular strategy belongs in A category or B category but never in ABC or XYZ categories. Close observation, learner diaries, interview studies, think-aloud investigations, and the idiodynamic method (see Chapter 10) can allow strategies to operate freely in whatever roles they naturally take during SRL task phases in real contexts. As we know from this chapter, sometimes a strategy’s role changes in the midst of a task. In my view, much as I like simplicity, clear boundaries, and predictability, greater wisdom lies in being open and flexible rather than in allowing unrealistically strict categories to determine our understanding of L2 learning strategies. The key is the role(s) or purpose(s) of the strategy for the particular task, and the task occurs at a specific time and place in the ongoing life of the self-regulated, agentic, autonomous learner. The encompassing strategy definition in Chapter 1 fits this flexible concept fits well.

I now turn to a discussion of dualistic thinking and why it probably does not help us to understand strategies.












Language Learning and Language Use: A Caution against Dualistic Thinking

Poet Munia Khan wrote, “I feel frozen holding on to the flame of … duality.”4 This part of the chapter is a caution against the sharp duality of language learning strategies and language use strategies. Just as roles of learning strategies (cognitive, affective, motivational, and social) can flow and shift during the course of a task, language learning and language use are not opposites, and a strategy can have “learning” purposes and “use” purposes at the same time.

The distinctions language learning and language use, and hence between language learning strategies and language use strategies (not to mention language learner strategies), are confusing to many people in the L2 field. The division of “learning” and “use,” as well as “use”-related concepts such as “performance” and “communication,” hides a complex reality. I will shed light on some of the terms and ideas.


Language Use Strategies

Like Larry Selinker (1972), Andrew Cohen (1996) placed communication strategies (e.g., paraphrasing, circumlocution, and making up new words) within a larger category called language use strategies. Cohen defined these as strategies that are not primarily for the purpose of learning and are instead for “employing the language that learners have in their current interlanguage” (1996, p. 3), in other words, for using the language without knowing all these words and structures that a native speaker of the language would use. Other language use strategies, according to Cohen (1996), are retrieval strategies, rehearsal strategies, and cover strategies. Retrieval strategies are strategies for retrieving information when it is needed for communication, and these strategies include, among others, using mnemonics and visual images. Rehearsal strategies are strategies, such as form-focused practice, for rehearsing L2 structures. Cover strategies are coping strategies learners use to create the false impression they have control over L2 material in the hope of not appearing unprepared, foolish, or stupid.




A Philosophical Debate: Does “Language Use” Contribute to “Language Learning”?

These days very little debate exists about whether L2 learning contributes to L2 use or performance. Optimally, what you learn you will be able to use. However, there has been a very long philosophical debate about whether L2 use contributes to L2 learning.

• Some argue that L2 communication or L2 use cannot contribute to learning. In other words, an L2 learner does not learn anything through communication because at the time of communication the purpose is to use the language, not to learn it. This suggests that L2 use strategies, mentioned above as retrieval strategies, rehearsal strategies, cover strategies, and communication strategies, do not contribute to learning and should not be included in discussions of L2 learning strategies. This argument seems to reflect a highly “sharpening” view of the world. (See cognitive styles in Chapter 1.)

• Others contend that L2 learners learn through communicating in the L2 or otherwise using the L2. Their argument is that learners can learn while communicating and in the self-reflection immediately after it. This suggests that L2 use strategies contribute to learning by keeping L2 learners involved in using the language. This also implies that L2 use strategies could or should be viewed as L2 learning strategies.

Gregersen and MacIntyre (2014) offered a helpful description of this situation. They described the argument as a polemic. However, I believe this controversy is not as fierce as the polemical “bury-all-strategy-research” argument described in Chapter 1. Gregersen and MacIntyre proposed, for the sake of discussion, the terms “Separatists” (theorists who want to keep the concepts of language learning and language use very distant from each other, as well as setting up “language learning strategies” versus “language use strategies” as opposites) and “Amalgamators” (theorists who view language learning strategies and language use strategies as working fluidly and interactively together). Gregersen and MacIntyre (2014) named O’Malley and Chamot (1990) and Oxford (1990, 2011) as Amalgamators.


Table 4.1 Some Separatists in the L2 Field (Ordered Roughly Chronologically)









	Theorists
	Relationship between Learning and Performance/Use/Communication
	Additional Comments





	Cohen (1996, 1998, 2011) – leader of Separatist charge in the language field, according to Gregersen & MacIntyre (2014)

Also:

Ellis (1994)

Selinker (1972)
	“Some strategies contribute directly to learning …, whereas other strategies have as their main goal that of using the language” (Cohen, 1996, p. 7).

Learning and performance/use are functionally and psycholinguistically separate. Learning strategies advance learning and understanding. Language use strategies primarily focus on utilizing language that is in the interlanguage. Language use strategies are called upon when the needed language material is at least somewhat accessible.
	See Gregersen & MacIntyre (2014, pp. 149–150)



	Dörnyei & Ryan (2015, p. 150)
	Dörnyei & Ryan (2015) argued that Oxford’s linking of communication strategies and learning raised “more questions than it answers” (p. 150).
	This Separatist position on the part of Dörnyei and Ryan (2015) was the complete opposite of Dörnyei’s Amalgamator stance in 1995. See Table 4.2.







Table 4.1 presents the Separatists’ argument as I see it and as based on Gregersen and MacIntyre (2014). It is important for all readers of this book to understand the Separatist view (Table 4.1), even though I argue against that view. It helps to know that not all people who can be called Separatists have been consistently so. Dörnyei (1995) was a strong Amalgamator before he switched sides.

A keen distinction between learning and performance/use/communication is rejected by psychologists, institutions (e.g., the Council of Europe), and most applied linguists. Table 4.2 provides evidence why this is so. The learning versus performance/use/communication divide is, as Dörnyei (1995) stated, not as clear as it might at first seem.

As seen in Table 4.2, the L2 field offers many examples of learning through communication (i.e., language use or performance). The preponderance of the evidence in the L2 field seems to suggest that learning and use/performance/communication interact significantly.

Table 4.3 provides evidence of a powerful association between learning and performance/use outside of the L2 field. It shows a range of amalgamators starting with John Dewey. I should add that Plato and Socrates much earlier argued for the amalgamation of learning and performance (see Smith & Knapp, 2011).

Finally, the term learner strategies, which is used as an open code term to imply a sharp severing between learning and performance, is not used in educational psychology or other fields of psychology or education. It is not understood outside of the L2 field, and even within the L2 field it seems problematic.


Table 4.2 Some Amalgamators in the L2 Field (Ordered Roughly Chronologically)









	Theorists
	Relationship between Learning and Performance/Use/Communication
	Additional Comments





	Tarone (1980) in Dörnyei (1995, p. 60)
	In actual use all communication strategies may serve learning purposes; learning strategies are a third type of communication strategy in Tarone’s system.
	See Dörnyei (1995)



	Candlin (1983, p. x)
	“Communication, learning, and instruction interact and influence each other.”
	



	Bialystok & Sharwood Smith (1985); Tarone (1981, 1983)
	Research shows that it is often impossible to tell whether a given action by the learner is for learning or for communication, and whatever the purpose, it often changes midstream.
	



	Faerch & Kasper (1983, p. xviii)
	“Learning takes place through communication” (1983, p. xviii, emphasis in original).
	



	Howatt (1984, in Oxford, 1990)
	Learners can use the language to learn it.
	



	Oxford (1990, 2011)
	Compensatory (often communication-based) learning strategies “help learners become more fluent in what they already know … [and] may lead learners to gain new information about what is appropriate or permissible in the target language” (Oxford, 1990, p. 49).

Language learning cannot be separated from its use; they interact fluidly and are mutually influential.
	See Gregersen & MacIntyre (2014, p. 149 ff)



	O’Malley & Chamot (1990)
	In the cognitive information-processing model, the declarative-knowledge phase moves into the practice phase, which comes before the phase of automaticity. Practicing involves using the language in a variety of ways. There is no overt split between language learning and language use.
	



	Brooks & Donato (1990); Oxford (1999, 2011); Scarcella & Oxford (1992)
	Vygotskian approaches confirm that L2 learners can communicate to learn.
	



	Crookall & Oxford (1990)
	Simulations, games, and role play promote performance-based learning of the L2.
	



	Stern (1992)
	Stern highlighted five major L2 learning strategy categories: management and planning strategies (known as metacognitive in other systems), cognitive strategies, interpersonal (social) strategies, affective strategies, and communicative-experiential strategies to keep the conversation going. All were viewed as learning strategies.
	



	Willing (1994, p. 153)
	“There can be a certain self-directedness involved in deliberately using [communicative] interactions for learning purposes, and in this way an underlying field-independence may show itself.”
	



	Dörnyei (1995, p. 60)
	“Even though [learning] strategies are functionally different from communication-enhancing strategies, the distinction is not so clear at a closer glance. A great deal of language attainment takes place through taking an active part in actual communication, and CSs [communication strategies] help learners to do so…”
	Dörnyei’s Amalgamator stance was maintained in print for a decade. Compare this with Dörnyei’s Separatist stance in 2005 and Dörnyei and Ryan’s Separatist stance in 2015. No explanation for the change was given.



	Ellis (1999); (Also: Antón & DiCamilla, 1999; Gass, 1997; Kowal & Swain, 1994)
	Studies mentioned by Ellis showed that interaction (L2 use) affects acquisition of L2 word meanings and grammatical knowledge. Communicative interaction is a key focus for many L2 learners.
	



	Little (2003)
	Language learning and language use are not separable, because each occasion of language use is a stimulus to further language learning, and each event of language learning is preparation for language use.
	



	Council of Europe (2001, p. 9)
	The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, and Assessment (CEFR) metaphorically places language learning in an “embrace” with language use. “Language use, embracing language learning, comprises the actions performed by persons who … develop a range of competences … [,] draw on the competences at their disposal [, and] activat[e] those strategies which seem most appropriate for carrying out the tasks to be accomplished.” (emphasis added).
	Links L2 learning, L2 use, and task strategies



	MacIntyre, Baker, Clément, & Donovan, (2003)
	The theory of “talking to learn” reveals that learning can occur through communication.
	



	Leaver, Ehrman, & Shekhtman (2005)
	Language information that is being learned can be used in communicative interactions to strengthen memory.
	See Mandler (2001) in Table 4.3.



	Larsen-Freeman & Cameron (2008)
	Because language learning is a complex system, the learner has multiple purposes for language learning. Dichotomies are inherently questionable.
	



	Oxford (2011)
	Learning and use can cooperate, and firmly separating them is artificial and questionable.
	








Table 4.3 Some Amalgamators Outside of the L2 Field









	Theorists
	Relationship between Learning and Performance/Use/Communication
	Additional Comments





	Dewey (1938/1998)
	In Experience and Education Dewey wrote that experience or performance is the key to learning. Experience or performance should not be conceptually or practically separated from learning. For Dewey, education (learning) comes from interacting and communicating.
	Dewey was one of the most famous and most respected educational philosophers of all time and was a key proponent of learning from experience.



	Dewey (1916, p. 8)
	In Democracy and Education Dewey stated, “Not only is social life identical with communication, but all communication and hence all genuine social life is educative. … To [participate in] communication is to have an enlarged and changed experience” (emphasis added).
	



	Vygotsky (1978)
	Learning occurs through communicative encounters with a more capable other. Movement goes from social speech to egocentric speech to inner speech.
	Vygotsky was the founder of sociocultural learning theory.



	O’Neil (1978, 2014); Weinstein, Goetz, & Alexander (1988).
	Educational psychologists for the last three or four decades have consistently classified memory-related strategies for retrieval and rehearsal as learning strategies and have conducted important studies on all types of learning strategies.
	Retrieval and rehearsal are included as communication strategies in the L2 field. Strong L2 Separatists might argue that such cannot also be learning strategies. This puts these Separatists at odds with educational psychology experts.



	Johnson, Johnson, & Smith (1991)
	“Learning is a social process that occurs through interpersonal interaction … within a cooperative context.”
	



	Lave (1993, p. 5)
	 “Learning is ubiquitous in ongoing activity, though often unrecognized as such.”
	For Lave, ongoing activity occurs in social contexts during communication with others.



	Mandler (2001)
	The active use of information that is being learned helps strengthen schemata in long-term memory, so use or performance is essential for learning.
	Compare with Leaver et al. (2005) in Table 4.2.



	Smith & Knapp (2011)
	The vast array of experiential education scholars and leaders, including Plato, Pestalozzi, Rousseau, Montessori, Ashton-Warner, and countless others, demonstrates how learning and performance/use/communication are intimately united.
	Those who choose to split performance from learning need to read this excellent book for a different perspective.



	Zimmerman (2011)
	The well-known self-regulated learning model contains three task phases, the second of which is performance. In Zimmerman’s model, the process of learning happens strategically in all three phases, not just in preparation (forethought) or in the post-performance stage (self-reflection), but also during performance itself.
	



	O’Neil (2014)
	
	See earlier in this table










Images of Language Learning and Language Use

Many images exist of language learning in relation to language use.


Theme A: Two Silos

An image of L2 learning and L2 use (and, by extension, strategies for L2 learning and for L2 use) is that of two silos, not connected in any fashion. Learning and use of the language do not help each other in this two-silo mode. See Figure 4.1.




Improvement on Theme A: Silos No More

Language learning and language use do not have to be silos. They are not that way in the minds and strategies of learners, and they need not be that way for theorists, researchers, or teachers. Figure 4.2 shows that the concept of silo-like separation between language learning and language use can be modified.


[image: fig4_1]

Figure 4.1 The Two Silos: Never the Twain Shall Meet
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Figure 4.2 Silos Gone – Language Learning and Language Use Interacting


[image: fig4_3]

Figure 4.3 Language Learning and Language Use Sundered


[image: fig4_4]

Figure 4.4 Language Learning and Language Use Overlapping




Theme B: Sundered

Returning to the sharp division between language learning and language use, we see Figure 4.3. Not only are language use and language learning sundered, but a sharp barrier stands in between them. This is the case as long as an academic philosophy dictates that there is no possibility of a linkage.




Improvement on Theme B: Overlapping, Not Sundered

Figure 4.4 exhibits language learning and language use not just close together, but overlapping.




Theme C: Fractured Lines

Below are two fractured, disconnected lines going in different directions (Figure 4.5). According to the Separatists’ theory, this would be similar to language learning and language use, with neither one giving direction or succor to the other.




Improvement on Theme C: A Continuum

In contrast to Figure 4.5, Figure 4.6 shows language learning and language use as a continuum. Language learning shown at one pole and language use at the other, but they are completely connected. Some tasks and strategies on this continuum are more “learning-oriented,” and some are more “use-oriented,” but virtually all have a combination of learning and use. The learner can easily and fluidly walk along the continuum as needed for any task.
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Figure 4.5 Language Learning and Language Use as Fractured Lines
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Figure 4.6 Continuum of Language Learning and Language Use

In short, learners can and do learn while using the language for communication. Strategies for L2 learning can facilitate the ability to communicate, just as strategies for communicating can foster learning, and often it is impossible to differentiate between learning and use. Moreover, learners’ intentions can switch in the middle of a task.

As complexity theory implies, learning and use have a reciprocal relationship. We should interrogate all dichotomies, such as learning versus use. Dichotomous thinking, although dominant among some scholars, is high-risk thinking because it portrays the world as much simpler than it really is. Such thinking splits and severs, rather than fostering interaction and flexible communication. The contrast between L2 learning and L2 use, when viewed rigidly, becomes a hazardous dichotomy and a dangerous duality. Let us not be frozen or burned by the flame of duality, as the poet warned. A sharp cut between learning and use, though philosophically attractive to some, does not reflect the way the mind works, and it ignores the educational power that “talking to learn” and “learning through communication” can offer.

The next part of the chapter addresses metastrategies, which serve as “executive functions” for language learners. This is a direct follow-up to my work on metastrategies in the first edition of this book (Oxford, 2011).














Metastrategies as “Executive Functions” in Multiple Contexts

Metastrategies have the role of “executive functions,” such as planning, with reference to four human learning domains: cognitive (metacognitive strategies), motivational (metamotivational strategies), social (metasocial), and affective/emotional (meta-affective strategies). Chapters 5 and 6 portray the main roles of metastrategies. These roles are:

• paying attention;

• planning;

• organizing learning and obtaining resources;

• monitoring and evaluating.5

Metastrategies, by virtue of their executive-control and management function, help the learner know whether and how to deploy a given strategy and aid in determining whether the strategy is working or has worked as intended. Strategies and metastrategies in the S2R Model are highly dynamic, because they respond to changing needs of the learner for varying purposes in different sociocultural contexts. Metastrategic regulation is the learner’s use of metastrategies of any kind (metacognitive, meta-affective, etc.) for the purpose of SRL. This is an expansion of Flavell’s (1978, 1979) term metacognitive regulation to identify the use of metacognitive strategies.


Role of Metaknowledge

Underlying the use of metastrategies in the S2R Model are six types of metaknowledge:

• (a) person knowledge, which is knowledge of the individual’s needs, interests, and possibilities, and its complement (b) group/culture knowledge, involving an understanding of cultural or group norms;

• (c) task knowledge, which is contrasted with broader, (d) whole-process (long-term learning) knowledge;

• (e) strategy knowledge; and

• (f) conditional knowledge, which draws on any and all of the other types of knowledge. See Figure 4.7.

In an earlier theory, Wenden (1991), building on Flavell (1978), mentioned three types of metaknowledge (person, task, and strategy knowledge) and called all three metacognitive knowledge. I argue that metacognitive knowledge, as applied by researchers to encompass person, task, and strategy knowledge, is far too restricted a term. The term metacognitive knowledge points only to knowledge helpful for controlling the cognitive dimension of learning, but in actuality the learner’s metaknowledge must include but go beyond the cognitive domain. Such knowledge must also address the affective, motivational, and social domains. Therefore, it is more accurate to speak of metaknowledge rather than just (domain-specific) metacognitive knowledge when considering the knowledge types that underlie metastrategies in general.

Wenden’s and Flavell’s knowledge types – person, task, and strategy knowledge – are necessary but not sufficient for explaining the learner’s control and management of L2 learning. For instance, person knowledge does not imply knowledge of expectations of the group or culture in which the learner is located or which the learner wishes to enter, though such knowledge is needed for self-regulated L2 learning. Task knowledge refers to understanding the demands and features of the immediate task but does not imply long-term, whole-process knowledge, which is especially valuable for learners who hope to reach distinguished levels of proficiency and/or whose self-regulation involves taking a “long view” or future-time perspective. Knowledge of strategies does not necessarily indicate that the learner knows how, when, or why to use a particular strategy to fulfill a specific purpose in the flux and complexity of a given sociocultural setting. Therefore it was necessary for me to create names for two heretofore missing types of metaknowledge, group/culture knowledge and whole-process knowledge, and to include conditional knowledge (Pintrich, 2002) as the sixth type of metaknowledge.
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Figure 4.7 Types of Metaknowledge Necessary for Optimal Strategy/Metastrategy Use

Note: Metaknowledge types 1, 3, and 5 were mentioned by Flavell (1978) and Wenden (1991). Metaknowledge types 2 and 4 were added by Oxford (2011). Oxford (2011) noted that all these metaknowledge types can contribute to conditional knowledge, a term from Pintrich (2002). Conditional knowledge is needed for optimal use of strategies/metastrategies.


Table 4.4 Six Types of Metaknowledge for Optimal Strategy/Metastrategy Use

[image: fig4_4]


Table 4.4 explains in a little more depth each type of metaknowledge (person knowledge, group/culture knowledge, task knowledge, whole-process knowledge, strategy knowledge, and conditional knowledge).




Types of Metastrategies

Metacognitive strategies (the best known type of metastrategies, described by O’Malley and Chamot, 1990 and Oxford, 1990) help the learner control cognitive strategy use. Metamotivational strategies enable learners to manage their motivational strategies. Metasocial strategies enable the learner to control social strategy use. Meta-affective strategies facilitate learner control of affective strategy use.

Why is it helpful to talk about metastrategies, a broader category, as opposed to only metacognitive strategies? Why should we think about metamotivational, metasocial, and meta-affective strategies in addition to metacognitive strategies? Here are the reasons. Metacognitive simply means “beyond the cognitive” and includes strategies that provide general regulation (control) of cognitive strategies. Unfortunately, until the first edition of this book (Oxford, 2011), prior typologies of strategies had no term to describe control of three other key dimensions of L2 learning strategies: (a) the motivational dimension, (b) the social dimension, and (c) the affective dimension. Hence, until my 2011 edition the term metacognitive was (very confusingly, in my view) applied to the control of strategies in all domains, including motivational, social, and affective, not just to the control of cognitive strategies. The S2R Model fills this major gap by including metamotivational, metasocial, and meta-affective strategies, respectively. I feel no thrill in creating new terms, but the term metacognitive could not meaningfully be stretched; other, parallel terms were needed for non-cognitive domains.

By the way, until recently I had generally embedded motivational strategies in the affective (emotional) domain, largely because of the close relationship between emotion and motivation. At this point I am being more forthright about the importance of motivation-regulation strategies (motivational strategies) as a key aspect of learning strategies. Therefore, this edition depicts the motivational domain as co-equal with the affective domain. All of the domains work together.

The concept of metastrategies – more than just that of metacognitive strategies alone – reflects the multidimensional reality of the L2 learner. Support for more than just one category of metastrategy comes from Alexander, Graham, and Harris (1998), who stated that self-regulation pertains not just to the learner’s management of cognition but also to regulation of affective states and the social environment where communication occurs. Additional support comes from Wolters (2003), who highlighted the need for strategies to manage affect (emotions, motivation, etc.) at the “meta” or general level.




Metastrategies as the Orchestra Conductor

Figure 4.8 shows a visual metaphor of metastrategies as the orchestra conductor. In that metaphor, the orchestra conductor uses an array of four groups of metastrategies to guide the use of cognitive, affective, motivational, and social strategies. The “orchestrating strategies” idea is a time-tested and well-loved metaphor in the L2 learning strategy area.




Metastrategies as the Overarching Guides

Figure 4.9 presents a somewhat similar idea but with some differences. In this figure, four general types of strategies – cognitive, motivational, affective, and social – have distinct shapes but are intentionally shown as overlapping, as they do in reality. In addition, each general type of strategy is cared for and guided by an arrow representing the relevant metastrategies (metacognitive, metamotivational, meta-affective, and metasocial, respectively). Together the metastrategies and strategies comprise a well-operating learning subsystem, which interacts with many other learning subsystems that are not in the picture. (See Chapter 3 on systems in complexity theory.)

By now you might want to know about some of the metastrategies and strategies in greater detail. Table 4.5 is a preview of Chapters 5 and 6 and provides a listing of the “metastrategy sets” and “strategy sets” in the four domains of the S2R Model. All four domains are needed for effective learning.

As shown in this table, the metastrategy sets are parallel across the four domains and include (a) paying attention, (b) planning, (c) organizing learning and obtaining resources, and (d) monitoring and evaluating. As compared to these standard metastrategy sets, which are the overarching guides, the strategy sets are different in number and type for the various domains. The strategy sets entirely reflect the flavor of each domain: they are unique. The selection of strategy sets was based on theory and research.
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Figure 4.8 Metastrategies Guide the Use of Cognitive, Affective, Motivational, and Social Strategies (“Orchestrating” Metaphor)

Note: In the past, metacognitive strategies were viewed as guiding the use of all other strategies. However, in a more articulated and more precise manner, metastrategies (metacognitive, meta-affective, metamotivational, metasocial strategies) guide the use of cognitive, affective, motivational, and social strategies, respectively.


Table 4.5 Metastrategy Sets and Strategy Sets in the Four S2R Domains, with Metaphors Noted











	Metastrategy or Strategy Sets
	Cognitive Domain (Chapter 5)
	Motivational Domain (Chapter 5)
	Social Domain (Chapter 5)
	Affective (Emotional) Domain (Chapter 6)





	Metastrategy Sets (Notice Complete Parallelism across the Domains)
	Metaphor: “The Master Builder”
Metacognitive Strategy Sets
	Metaphor: “The Guiding Light”
Metamotivational Strategy Sets
	Metaphor: “The Community Manager”
Metascocial Strategy Sets
	Metaphor: “The Master Framer”
Meta-affective Strategy Sets



	Paying Attention to Cognition
	Paying Attention to Motivation
	Paying Attention to Contexts, Communication, and Culture (CCC)
	Paying Attention to Affect



	Planning for Cognition
	Planning for Motivation
	Planning for CCC
	Planning for Affect



	Organizing Learning and Obtaining Resources for Cognition
	Organizing Learning and Obtaining Resources for Motivation
	Organizing Learning and Obtaining Resources for CCC
	Organizing Learning and Obtaining Resources for Affect



	Monitoring and Evaluating for Cognition
	Monitoring and Evaluating for Motivation
	Monitoring and Evaluating for CCC
	Monitoring and Evaluating for Affect



	Strategy Sets (Notice Non-Parallelism across the Domains)
	Metaphor: “The Building Brigade”
Cognitive Strategy Sets
	Metaphor: “The Rays of Light”
Motivational Strategy Sets
	Metaphor: “The Community Workers”
Social Strategy Sets
	Metaphor: “The Framing Associates”
Affective Strategy Sets



	Using the Senses to Understand and Remember

Activating Knowledge

Using Reasoning

Conceptualizing with Details

Conceptualizing Broadly

Going Beyond the Immediate Data

	Self-Consequating

Using Positive Self-Talk and Positive Self-Image

Using Defensive Pessimism

Enhancing Learning

Controlling Attributions

	Interacting to Learn and Communicate

Learning Despite Knowledge Gaps

Dealing with Sociocultural Contexts and Identities

	Selecting the Situation to Influence Emotions

Modifying Situations to Control Emotions

Deploying My Attention to Control Emotions

Changing Cognitive Appraisals of Situations (Internal or External) to Shape Emotions
 
Modulating My Emotional Responses

Making Meaning as a Means of Handling Emotions






Note: This table does not show specific strategies, only strategy sets within domains. For specific strategies that learners would use, see Chapters 5 and 6.
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Figure 4.9 Metastrategies as the Overarching Guides


Table 4.6 Domains, Metastrategy Sets, Strategy Sets, and Metaphors









	Domains
	Metastrategy Sets and Metaphors
	Strategy Sets and Metaphors





	Cognitive
	Metacognitive (The Master Builder)
[image: fig4_9]
	Cognitive (The Building Brigade)
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	Motivational
	Metamotivational (The Guiding Light)
[image: fig4_9]
	Motivational (The Rays of Light)
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	Social
	Metasocial (The Community Manager) 
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	Social (The Community Workers)
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	Affective (Emotional)
	Meta-affective (The Master Framer) 
[image: fig4_9]
	Affective (The Framing Associates) 
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Table 4.7 Examples of Strategies in Context








	Strategy Set or Metastrategy Set 
Where the Strategy Came From
	Strategy in Context





	Going Beyond the Immediate Data (A strategy set in the cognitive domain)
	Quang guesses English meanings from the context of the reading. Specifically, he uses headings, familiar vocabulary, and topic sentences to guess the meaning from the context.



	Organizing Learning and Obtaining Resources (A metastrategy set across various domains)
	If Quang still does not understand a given structure that is essential for understanding the reading, he goes to the online dictionary or the pocket dictionary for help. Seven-year-old Sunitha practices her English using her strategic stuffed animals, like Planning Panda, Monitoring Monkey, Checking Chick, and Researching Racoon1.



	Planning (A metastrategy set across various domains)
	To help her rebuild schools in the war zone, Betty Lou plans to review her knowledge of Arabic dialects and grammar at night so she can know exactly what to say and how to say it. 
Mark plans his schedule carefully so he has time for distance university French lessons, despite his hectic job and raising two children. 
Ileana decides to review her new Slovak vocabulary in carefully spaced intervals.



	Conceptualizing Broadly (A strategy set in the cognitive domain)
	Ashraf draws “semantic maps” with lines and arrows pictorially showing the linkages between words or concepts while learning Portuguese.



	Conceptualizing with Details (A strategy set in the cognitive domain)
	Yoshinori learns English words by breaking them down into their components.



	Paying Attention (A metastrategy set across various domains)
	Amy pays close attention to the Korean language’s politeness features so she can appropriately address Koreans of different ages. 
Vicky listens attentively to the speech of Zulu speakers so that she can use the correct expressions in ceremonial situations.



	Interacting to Learn and Communicate (A strategy set in the social domain)
	Omneya and Maia study German together, particularly before a major test.



	Using Positive Self-Talk and Positive Self-Image (A strategy set in the motivational domain)
	Charles gives himself encouragement through positive self-talk while preparing to give a presentation in Swahili about Tanzanian education.



	Reasoning (A strategy set in the cognitive domain)
	Marco makes deductions about English based on grammar rules he already knows.



	Activating Knowledge (A strategy set in the cognitive domain)
	Jing and Irina brainstorm the technical English vocabulary and the examples they need when making a presentation on international conflict resolution.



	Learning Despite Knowledge Gaps in Communication (A strategy set in the social domain)
	While Irina presents what she is supposed to say, she cannot remember the term bilateral negotiation, so she “talks around” it, saying, “Both sides come together to talk about what they want,” and thus she continues gaining speaking practice instead of stopping.



	Changing cognitive appraisals of situations (internal or external) to shape emotions (A strategy set in the affective domain)
	Reba feels terrible because it has taken her a long time to write a term paper for her advanced Russian class. She is afraid she will receive a rebuke from the teacher. However, she changes her mental appraisal, realizing what an excellent paper it is and knowing that the excellence is what made it take so long. As a result of this reappraisal, she becomes contented and unafraid.





Note: 
1 This comes from Anna Uhl Chamot.
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Figure 4.10 Language Learning and Language Use Strongly Overlapping, with All Categories of Strategies and Metastrategies Serving Both Learning and Use

A very brief summary of the strategy system is shown in Table 4.6, which shows the four domains in the left column, metastrategy sets and their metaphors in the middle column, and strategy sets and their metaphors on the right column.

So far I have only presented overviews with respect to strategies and metastrategies, not detailed explanations. Chapters 5 and 6 offer the theoretical background, specific strategies and metastrategies, rationales, and examples. Table 4.7 might offer some immediate clarification. Examples of strategies in context are presented in the right column. The left column explains where each strategy came from (e.g., from a metastrategy set, such as planning, or a strategy set, such as going beyond the data).

To close this part of the chapter, I note that the metastrategies and the strategies all aid L2 learning and L2 use, which significantly overlap. Figure 4.10 displays this overlap. Notice that all the metastrategies and the strategies are within the area of both use and learning. In real life, learning and use productively interact, and strategies and metastrategies naturally assist.












Conclusion

This has been a full chapter, brimming over with new information. The first part concerned the fluidity and flexibility of roles played by strategies. Even though we need formal categories and labels to be able to communicate about strategies, we must recognize that strategies have a unique way of squirming outside of our most finely crafted labels and categories. It is helpful to consider categories to be porous, allowing strategies to move in and out for different purposes. A great reminder comes up several times in this book: the strategy of analyzing as used for a range of different purposes. Analyzing can be deployed for a cognitive purpose (linguistic analysis), but can also be applied for regulating emotions, for understanding the ought-to self that sometimes causes too much motivational pressure, and for coming to grips with less appreciated aspects of a culture. No doubt this versatile strategy has other roles as well. Many other strategies also have multiple functions. Even if we maintain strategy categories and systems, make them better all the time, and talk seriously about them, we have to admit that strategies in reality confound all scholarly attempts to put them into small boxes, locked up tight. We must have a compromise: use categories and labels as we must, but admit in our minds and in our discussions that strategies are much too dynamic for our attempts to rein them in or tie them down.

The second part of the chapter was equally as controversial. It dealt with the proverbial division between language use strategies and language learning strategies, a division that perhaps only a small but very vocal minority feels strongly about maintaining. The conversation about strategies has been confused for decades by arguments that sever language learning strategies from language use strategies, although some of the early experts on communication strategies pointed to a strong relationship between learning strategies and communication strategies, as noted in this chapter. Interestingly, some scholars who are exceptionally open-minded about multiple roles of a given strategy would die on their swords to defend an immutable split between language learning strategies and language use strategies. As an educational psychologist, teacher, and language specialist I feel that the duality of language learning strategies versus language use strategies (or the sharp dichotomy between learning versus performance in general) is unrealistic and oversimplified and that it does no good for students. I am in good company about non-dualism with complexity theorists Diane Larsen-Freeman and Lynne Cameron (2008; also Chapter 3, this volume). In the present chapter I join with a long list of scholars, some world famous, who show why learning and performance/use go together. The strongest case in the world is unlikely to sway those who are already convinced otherwise, but at least the information is on the table. It would be worthwhile to talk about this, and I very respectfully call for a discussion.

The third and last part of the chapter was an introduction to metastrategies, the overarching strategies that guide the use of all other strategies. Examples of metastrategies include (a) paying attention, (b) planning, (c) organizing learning and obtaining resources, and (d) monitoring and evaluating. I also presented several tables showing metastrategies and strategies within the four domains: cognitive, motivational, social, and affective. I provided memorably metaphoric names for categories, such as The Master Builder. Chapters 5 and 6 provide much more detailed information, but this chapter has offered the basics in the form of discussions, figures, and tables, with the goal of making complex information understandable and useful. In offering information about the categories and labels in the last part of the chapter, I was aware of the desire to shout from the rooftops, “Categories are wonderful, but remember that strategies are fluid and complex!” Let us be as scientific and precise as possible about categories and at the same time recognize that, as mentioned earlier, strategies refuse to be tightly bound and are actually used very flexibly.










Further Readings

Cohen, A.D. ( 2014). Strategies in learning and using a second language. ( 2nd ed.). New York: Routledge. This work provides a nuanced view of strategies used for learning and using an L2. I particularly like the discussion of a given strategy having multiple functions, which can change at a moment’s notice during task performance. Cohen’s rich summary of his 2007 survey of strategy experts is particularly useful to me as a researcher, though L2 teachers would probably be drawn to other aspects of the book

 Cohen, A.D. ( 2017). Moving from theory to practice: A closer look at language learner strategies. In R.L. Oxford, & C.M. Amerstorfer (Eds.), Language learning strategies and individual learner characteristics: Situating strategy use in diverse contexts. London: Bloomsbury. In this chapter, Cohen offers some cautionary wisdom about strategy categorization and interpretation. He presents important perspectives on strategy instruction and an interesting discussion of his current use of strategies in learning his thirteenth language.

Flavell, J.H. ( 1979). Metacognition and cognitive monitoring: A new area of cognitive developmental inquiry. American Psychologist, 34, 906–911. Flavell’s article put metacognition on the map of scholars worldwide. It influenced virtually all the thinking about metacognitive strategies in the L2 field

Kahneman, D. ( 2011). Thinking, fast and slow. New York: Farrar, Straus, & Giroux. This book is a whirlwind tour of two systems of the human mind: (a) rapid, emotional, and intuitive and (b) slower, more logical, and more deliberative. Both systems have great capabilities but also limitations. This refreshing book might be interesting to read as a different approach to the workings of the mind.

MacIntyre, P.D., Baker, S., Clément, R., & Donovan, L. A. ( 2003). Talking in order to learn: Willingness to communicate and intensive language programs. Canadian Modern Language Review, 59, 589–607. This article clearly shows that using the language is the way to learn it (i.e., language use and language learning are not separate phenomena). It clearly presents the concept of willingness to communicate.

Oxford, R.L., Lavine, R.Z., with Hollaway, M.E., Felkins, G., & Saleh, A. ( 1996). Telling their stories: Language learners use diaries and recollective studies. In R. Oxford (Ed.), Language learning strategies around the world: Cross-cultural perspectives (pp. 19–34). Manoa, HI: University of Hawai’i Press. This is an early, compelling study of L2 learning strategies in context. It includes narrative self-explorations by several learners and some surprisingly imagistic and incisive poetry by one learner. Strategy specialists provide analysis, commentary, and implications.










Questions, Tasks, and Projects for Readers

Use or adapt these questions, tasks, and projects for your own growth or that of your students or colleagues.

1 This item is about the multiple roles of a given strategy.


a. How or why can a learning strategy have more than one role, such as cognitive or metacognitive?

b. Based on your experience, write down at least five examples of strategies with more than one role at various times and in different situations – or even for the same task.

c. Explain this phenomenon to someone else who knows at least a little about learning strategies. See if the two of you can expand the list of examples.

d. If you cannot find anyone who knows about learning strategies, explain the phenomenon in simple terms to someone who does not know about strategies. Talk without jargon. This will help you understand more fully the phenomenon of multiple roles of a particular strategy.



2 How can the strategy of reasoning be used in multiple ways for L2 learning? Be as specific as possible. How do those ways go past the standard strategy categories?

3 Why is it important for us to look at strategy categories more flexibly? How does this relate to complexity and to the realities of L2 learning?

4 Consider the distinction between learner strategies and learning strategies.


a. Does this distinction help or hurt the L2 field? Why?

b. Why do you think such a distinction is not popular outside of the L2 field?

c. If you agree with the distinction, how do you explain this chapter’s evidence that people learn (in the sense of continuing to develop their language) when they communicate?

d. If you disagree with the distinction, how do you explain the comments by Soderstrom and Bjork (2015) about learning and performance (see Table 4.8)? Are those comments relevant to language learning or not? (You might want to read their work.)



5 Some people might think this chapter is unusual in discussing the fluidity of strategy roles, the need to rethink the learning-versus-use split, the presence of metastrategies and strategies, and cautions at various times throughout.


a. What topics made the greatest impression on you in this chapter? Why?

b. How might this chapter’s contents help to change some long traditions in L2 learning strategy assessment and research? Who would be affected and in what ways? What aspects seem to be most innovative?

c. Would you welcome those changes or try to hold them at bay? What is your reasoning for this?

d. How can theoretical (but also practical) changes like the ones discussed in this chapter be made more comfortable, more appealing, and less disruptive for practitioners in the L2 field, such as teachers and administrators? How can practitioners become engaged with the changes in such a way that the changes become their own? How can they see new perspectives as helping them and the students, rather than being imposed by strategy specialists or educational institutions?



6 This chapter used metaphors about strategy categories, such as porous sponges and nets. Are these metaphors meaningful to you? What other metaphors would you use to discuss strategy classifications from a nontraditional perspective?

7 Write a brief narrative about your own language learning.


a. As you do so, identify your learning strategies.

b. How did your strategies help you?

c. Did you receive any strategy instruction or guidance from another person?

d. What roles did your strategies play? To help you answer this, underline any strategy that seemed to have more than one role in your learning; in other words, highlight any strategy that would not fit neatly into traditional strategy categories. Circle any strategy that had one consistent role.




Table 4.8 Soderstrom and Bjork (2015) on Learning and Performance









	Theorists
	Relationship between Learning and Performance/Use
	Additional Comments





	Soderstrom & Bjork (2015) outside of the L2 field
	Learning can occur when no obvious performance changes arise. Improvements in performance sometimes do not show significant learning. Learning can only be inferred after instruction. Performance, unlike learning, can be measured or observed during instruction; however, it is fleeting and cannot be interpreted as a sign of long-term learning.
	Soderstrom and Bjork’s description of the temporal relationship between learning and performance (e.g., performance occurs and is measurable during instruction, and learning is inferred after instruction) is different from that among the L2 Separatists, who see learning as first and performance as occurring later, after the inter-language has been sufficiently built up.








e. Discuss your story and your analysis with someone else.



8 Conduct a small, informal action research study with L2 learners.


a. Design an action research study by identifying key questions, deciding on how to gather data and how to understand or interpret it, and how to report results. For example, you might want to ask students how they decided to approach a given language task or how they are learning the L2 in general (in other words, what strategies they used or are using). You might also want to ask them what they have learned so far and what emotions and motivations they have experienced.

b. You could gather data via a face-to-face interview (be sure to record it or take notes, whichever is less intrusive) or by asking students to keep a “guided” diary. A guided diary is one in which students respond in an ongoing way to questions or topics raised by the teacher or researcher. The guidelines should be warm and welcoming, not demanding.

c. What strategies do the students describe using? Which do they think are the most valuable?

d. Do you see any strategies being used in multiple ways? After you have the data in hand, it might be a good time to go back a student to ask some specific questions to find out the roles of several strategies for that student. You might do the same with several students.

e. What are your overall conclusions?



9. As you read Chapters 5 and 6, apply what you have learned from Chapter 4 to help you think more openly and flexibly about strategy categories. How does that open, flexible attitude help you understand strategies?









Acknowledgments

I express gratitude to Andrew Cohen for joining with me in the discussion underlying the first half of this chapter. His exceptionally insightful views about the fluidity of strategies have helped me and others, and his friendship has always been important to me. Andrew and I disagree in a friendly way on the degree of overlap for language use strategies and language learning strategies, but we support each other’s right to have different perspectives.








Notes

1 I absolutely agree that some faulty thinking about definitions, which help drive categorization, has occurred within the L2 learning strategy field. Questionable logic also arose among critics who, despite all the strategy literature inside the L2 learning field and the self-regulated learning field, called strategies products, said strategies did not exist, and yet encouraged the teaching of strategies to students. See Chapter 1.

2 We disagree on sharply separating L2 learning strategies and L2 use strategies.

3 The term “taxonomy” does not fit any of the strategy classification systems I have ever seen, because a taxonomy has scientifically validated categories organized in a justified hierarchy.

4 Munia Khan. Retrieved from http://www.goodreads.com/quotes/tag/dualism

5 Sometimes it is difficult in practice to separate metastrategies from their corresponding strategies – for example, to separate the planning or monitoring of “X” from the doing of “X”. When does planning for a task shade into doing the task itself? Monitoring by definition occurs when a task is underway; can monitoring always be teased apart from a strategy such as inferring the meaning based on linguistic clues? However, conceptually there can be a distinction.










References

Alexander, P.A., Graham, S., & Harris, K. ( 1998). A perspective on strategy research: Progress and prospects. Educational Psychology Review, 10, 129–154.

Antón, M., & DiCamilla, F.J. ( 1999). Socio-cognitive functions of L1 collaborative interaction in the L2 classroom. Modern Language Journal, 83( 2), 233–247.

Bialystok, E. ( 1978). Language skills and the learner: The classroom perspective. In C.H. Blatchford, & J. Schachter (Eds.), On TESOL’78: EFL policies, programs, practices. Washington, DC: Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages.

Bialystok, E., & Sharwood Smith, M. ( 1985). Interlanguage is not a state of mind: An evaluation of the construct for second-language acquisition. Applied Linguistics, 6( 2), 101–117.

Brooks, F.B., & Donato, R. ( 1994). Vygotskyan approaches to understanding foreign language learner discourse during communicative tasks. Hispania, 77( 2), 262–274.

Candlin, C. ( 1983). Preface. In C. Faerch, & G. Kasper (Eds.), Strategies in interlanguage communication (pp. ix–xiv London: Longman.

Cohen, A.D. ( 1996). Second language learning and use strategies: Clarifying the issues. Minneapolis, MN: Center for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition, University of Minnesota.

Cohen, A.D. ( 2014). Strategies in learning and using a second language. ( 2nd ed.) New York: Routledge.

Cohen, A.D. ( 2017). Moving from theory to practice: A closer look at language learner strategies. In R.L. Oxford & C.M. Amerstorfer (Eds.), Language learning strategies and individual learner characteristics: Situating strategy use in diverse contexts. London: Bloomsbury.

Council of Europe ( 2001). Common European framework of reference for languages: Learning, teaching, assessment. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. Retrieved from http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/Linguistic/

Crookall, D., & Oxford, R.L. (Eds) ( 1990). Simulation, gaming, and language learning. Boston, MA: Heinle/Cengage.

Dewey, J. ( 1916). Democracy and education. J.A. Boydston (Ed.). ( 1980/2008). John Dewey: The middle works, 1899–1924. Vol. 9. Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois University.

Dewey, J. ( 1938/ 1998). Experience and education. Indianapolis, IN: Kappa Delta Phi.

Dörnyei, Z. ( 1995). On the teachability of communication strategies. TESOL Quarterly, 29( 1), 55–85.

Dörnyei, Z. ( 2009). The psychology of second language acquisition. New York: Oxford University Press.

Dörnyei, Z., & Ryan, S. ( 2015). The psychology of the language learner – revisited. New York: Routledge.

Ellis, R. ( 1986). Understanding second language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Ellis, R. ( 1994). The study of second language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Ellis, R. (Ed.) ( 1999). Learning a second language through interaction. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Færch, C., & Kasper, G. (Eds) ( 1983). Strategies in interlanguage communication. New York: Longman.

Flavell, J.H. ( 1978). Metacognitive development. In J.M. Scandura, & C.J. Brainerd (Eds.), Structural/process theories of complex human behavior (pp. 213–245). Alphen a.d. Rijn, Netherlands: Sijthoff and Noordhoff.

Flavell, J.H. ( 1979). Metacognition and cognitive monitoring: A new area of cognitive developmental inquiry. American Psychologist, 34, 906–911.

Gass, S.M. ( 1997). Input, interaction, and the second language learner. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Gregersen, T., & MacIntyre, P.D. ( 2014). Capitalizing on language learners’ individuality: From premise to practice. Bristol, UK: Multilingual Matters.

Howatt, A.P.R. ( 1984). A history of English language teaching. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Johnson, D., Johnson, R., & Smith, K. ( 1991). Active learning: Cooperation in the college classroom, Edina, MN: Interaction Book Co.

Kahneman, D. ( 2011). Thinking, fast and slow. New York: Farrar, Straus, & Giroux.

Kowal, M., & Swain, M. ( 1994). Using collaborative language production tasks to promote students’ language awareness. Language Awareness, 3( 2), 73–93.

Larsen-Freeman, D., & Cameron, L. ( 2008). Complex systems in applied linguistics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lave, J. ( 1993). The practice of learning. In S. Chaikin, & J. Lave (Eds.), Understanding practice: Perspectives on activity and context (pp. 3–32 Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

 Leaver, B.L., Ehrman, M., & Shekhtman, B. ( 2005). Achieving success in second language acquisition. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Little, D. ( 2003, 16 Jan.) Learner autonomy and second/foreign language learning. The higher education academy guide to good practice. Retrieved from http://www.llas.ac.uk/resources/gpg/1409

MacIntyre, P.D., Baker, S., Clément, R., & Donovan, L. A. ( 2003). Talking in order to learn: Willingness to communicate and intensive language programs. Canadian Modern Language Review, 59, 589–607.

Mandler, G. ( 2001). Remembering. In G. Underwood (Ed.), Oxford guide to the mind (pp. 30–32 Oxford: Oxford University Press.

O’Malley, J.M., & Chamot, A.U. ( 1990). Learning strategies in second language acquisition. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

O’Neil, H.F. (Ed.) ( 1978). Learning strategies. New York: Academic Press.

O’Neil, H.F. (Ed.) ( 2014). Learning strategies. Cambridge, MA: Academic Press.

Oxford, R.L. ( 1990). Language learning strategies: What every teacher should know. Boston, MA: Heinle/Cengage.

Oxford, R. L. ( 1999). Relationships between second language learning strategies and language proficiency in the context of learner autonomy and self-regulation. Revista Canaria de Estudios Ingleses, 38, 108–126.

Oxford, R.L. ( 2011). Teaching and researching language learning strategies. Harlow, UK: Pearson Longman.

Oxford, R.L., Lavine, R.Z., with Hollaway, M.E., Felkins, G., & Saleh, A. ( 1996). Telling their stories: Language learners use diaries and recollective studies. In R. Oxford (Ed.), Language learning strategies around the world: Cross-cultural perspectives (pp. 19–34 Manoa, HI: University of Hawai’i Press.

Pintrich, P.R. ( 2002). The role of metacognitive knowledge in learning, teaching, and assessing. Theory into Practice, 41( 4), 219–225.

Scarcella, R.C., & Oxford, R.L. ( 1992). The tapestry of language learning: The individual in the communicative classroom. Boston, MA: Heinle/Thomson Learning.

Selinker, L. ( 1972). Interlanguage. International Review of Applied Linguistics, 10( 2), 209–231.

Simons, J., Vansteenkiste, M., Lens, W., & Lacante, M. ( 2004). Placing motivation and future time perspective theory in a temporal perspective. Educational Psychology Review, 16, 121–139.

Smith, T.E., & Knapp, C.E. ( 2011). Sourcebook of experiential education: Key theorists and their contributions. New York: Routledge.

Soderstrom, N.C., & Bjork, R.A. ( 2015). Learning versus performance: An integrative review. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 10( 2), 176–199. doi: 10.1177/1745691615569000

Stern, H.H. ( 1992). Issues and options in language teaching. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Tarone, E. ( 1980). Communication strategies, foreigner talk, and repair in interlanguage. Language Learning, 30( 2), 417–431.

Tarone, E. ( 1981). Decoding a primary language: The crucial role of strategic competence. Paper presented at the Conference of Interpretive Strategies in Language Learning, University of Lancaster, UK.

Tarone, E. ( 1983). On the variability of interlanguage systems. Applied Linguistics, 4, 143–163

Vygotsky, L.S. ( 1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological processes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Weinstein, C., Goetz, E.T., & Alexander, P.A. (Eds) ( 1988). Learning and study strategies: Issues in assessment, instruction, and evaluation. San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Wenden, A.L. ( 1991). Learner strategies for learner autonomy: Planning and implementing learner training for language learners. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Willing, K. ( 1994). Learning strategies in adult migrant education. Sydney: National Centre for English Language Teaching and Research.

Wolters, C.A. ( 2003). Regulation of motivation: Evaluating an underemphasized aspect of self-regulated learning. Educational Psychologist, 38, 189–205.

Zimmerman, B.J. ( 2011). Motivational sources and outcomes of self-regulated learning and performance. In B.J. Zimmerman, & D.H. Schunk (Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation of learning and performance (pp. 49–64 New York: Routledge.








5 The Multiple Self

Self-Regulation Strategies for Cognitive, Motivational, and Social Domains


 

 

 

 




At the broadest level, self-regulation refers to intentional or purposeful acts that are directed from within the person. … [A]ll humans have an impressive capacity for self-regulation ….

Todd Heatherton



 

This chapter deepens the discussion of the Strategic Self-Regulation (S2R) Model by presenting learning strategies for self-regulation in several spheres of human learning: the cognitive self(metacognitive and cognitive learning strategies), the motivational self (metamotivational and motivational learning strategies), and the social self(metasocial and social learning strategies). Strategies for regulating the emotional self (meta-affective and affective learning strategies) are in Chapter 6. All of these domains – cognitive, motivational, social, and affective – are interactive parts of the L2 learner. Effective learning requires the integration and regulation of these aspects of the learner. This is an important aspect of the S2R Model.

In this chapter I will sequentially focus on each domain (cognitive, motivational, and social). For each domain I will offer a theoretical background and then relevant strategies. As you read this chapter, think of Mercer’s (2015) words:

… [A]ll learners are situated within multiple levels of cultures and within a web of social relationships, all of which also influence their psychologies and perceptions of affordances. Everything that we think, feel and do takes place in constant interaction with our perceptions of our environments and social interpersonal relations with others. This means that there can be no magic, one-size-fits-all recipes or guarantees. …

Thus, learning strategies are part of complex systems – the contexts inside us and the contexts outside, all operating dynamically.

A major caveat concerning this whole chapter is that a given strategy is not necessarily identified with one and only one strategy set or even domain. Strategies are highly flexible, much more so than they have been described in the past. Chapter 4 explained this situation in some detail. Before reading the rest of the current chapter, be sure that you understand the fluidity involved with learning strategies and their roles. I am saying this not to minimize the necessity of labels and strategy systems. While understanding the traditional or logical placement of a strategy within a particular category, we must recognize the learner’s flexible use of a given strategy for a particular purpose (or for more than one purpose) in an authentic context.










The Cognitive Domain: Metastrategies and Strategies for Regulating Cognition

The cognitive domain is the domain in which learners remember information and process new ideas, sounds, and experiences.


Theoretical Background

This section presents theories and concepts in which cognitive strategies and metacognitive strategies (and associated tactics) play a role: (a) self-regulation theory, (b) schema theory, (c) cognitive information-processing theory, (d) activity theory, (e) cognitive load theory, and (f ) neurobiological aspects of cognition. The S2R Model honors these seemingly diverse perspectives. In actuality, each perspective offers something important that the other perspectives do not address, so these views are complementary.


Self-Regulation Theory

“A self-regulating learner is theorized to be highly active cognitively and metacognitively” (Winne, 2011, p. 19). A common feature in self-regulated learning models is that cognition requires effort.


THREE REASONS

Cognition demands effort for three reasons, which I apply to L2 learning. First, if a task demands knowledge that the L2 learner lacks or cannot recall implicitly, he or she has to fill the gap through deliberate cognitive effort. Second, working memory has a limited capacity for information all at once, so the L2 learner must “temporarily offload content into the environment, e.g., by drawing a concept map or summarizing” (Winne, p. 19). This takes effort, though it eases working memory. Third, cognition can become a topic of cognition when the L2 learner is metacognitive. For example, the learner monitors his or her learning (assesses it against a standard), and this takes effort. Fortunately, learners can self-regulate because “they have options to choose different bundles of procedural knowledge as tools for working on a task” (Winne, p. 19).




PRIMITIVE/BASIC

Winne considered certain cognitive operations to be “primitive” in the sense that they cannot be disassembled into smaller parts. Primitive is not a pejorative term for him; apparently he used it to mean basic. These operations include: searching, i.e., choosing to attend to particular items of knowledge predicted to link to other knowledge in memory; monitoring, which involves a set of standards (from the individual or outside) to be compared with a target, which can be the learner’s own behavior or progress; assembling, a network between separate items (see building a schema below); rehearsing information the learner is working on by directing attention to it repeatedly; and translating, i.e., reformatting information or knowledge into another representation. These have all been called L2 learning strategies or learner strategies at one time or another.




FOUR PHASES OF SELF-REGULATED LEARNING, ACCORDING TO WINNE

Applying Winne’s phases of self-regulated learning, we find that in the first phase L2 learners define the task by breaking it down into parts to understand its features and conditions. In this phase learners also not only break the task down but also metacognitively monitor their understanding of the task and their present knowledge in relation to the task. In the second phase (according to Winne’s system), L2 learners set a goal and a plan and establish standards1 of what will be acceptable performance. The plan involves strategies or tactics (e.g., “a brute force approach of rehearsing new concepts …” or perhaps “elaborating information as much as possible given limited knowledge,” p. 21). Phase 3, engagement, occurs when L2 learners “on the fly” monitor their performance against standards while the task is going on. In Phase 4, at the end of the task, these learners reflect and evaluate their performance on the entire task. See Chapter 2 for a three-stage model of self-regulated learing.




EXERCISING METACOGNITIVE CONTROL

If learners misperceive the nature of the L2 task in the beginning, they may exercise metacognitive control over their performance of the task “based on invalid premises” (Winne, p. 25). Exercising metacognitive control is different from just monitoring, because control requires choice and action. Winne presented choices for metacognitive control to manage challenges to cognition. One possibility is changing the environmental conditions of the task. These conditions might be external (e.g., time schedule) or internal (e.g., attitude toward errors as opportunities to improve versus indications of lack of ability). In my 1990 and 2011 books, I mentioned strategies for recognizing and changing negative L2 learning conditions. Another option is selecting relevant content to study or restudy. Still another possibility is selecting appropriate cognitive strategies for processing knowledge and information. Notice all the choice and action involved in metacognitive control.




REQUIREMENTS

Winne listed three requirements for self-regulated learning: (a) learners’ accurate perception of the task features and their own knowledge, (b) at least one effective option (probably a strategy) for doing the task, and (c) valid standards for monitoring one’s learning. He also contended that a metaphor for self-regulated learning should be “learners as engaged in personal programs of research to describe, predict, and better control learning. Like scientists, [for learners] a key factor in success is having high quality data” (Winne, p. 29). L2 learners could benefit from having high quality data about their motivation, knowledge, environment, tasks, and task performance so that they can attain optimal learning.






Schema Theory

The second theory, known as schema theory, helps us understand learning strategies and concept development. A schema(plural = schemata) is a mental structure by which the learner organizes information. A schema contains the learner’s knowledge on a certain topic and the organized interrelationships among components of that knowledge (Chi, Glaser, & Rees, 1982). Schema theory suggests that the very act of organizing information makes the material more memorable (Mandler, 2001). Movement of information from short-term memory (STM) to long-term memory (LTM) involves building schemata, elaborating them and making them more flexible, and calling on these schemata often for practice and authentic use.


EARLY STEPS IN THE PROCESS: ATTENDING AND CHUNKING

To move information from STM to LTM and build schemata, it is helpful first of all to use the metacognitive strategy of paying attention (and to keep on paying attention throughout the process). The next key step is to organize information in categories, with larger categories containing more detailed information (Mandler, 2001). This effort requires the metacognitive strategy of organizing and the cognitive strategy of grouping information, resulting in higher-level chunks of information that are simpler to remember. If the learner labels a chunk (category) of information meaningfully (“all the words about weather” or “Japanese expressions for interaction with older, respected people”), this helps strengthen the retrieval cues for remembering the category in general and the more detailed information inside it. Chunking reduces cognitive load (Paas, Renkl, & Sweller, 2004; see later), thus freeing working memory for other uses. It can be helpful to place the most relevant information into one mental chunk and the less important information into a different one, and then to focus only on the first chunk, at least at the current time.




SEQUENCING

Organizing information in memorable sequences or strings(Mandler, 2001) can also be valuable. This is uses the metacognitive strategy of organizing, of course. Organizing material into sequences or strings is useful for terms and sayings that always go in the same order. It also applies to the words and sentences in a dialogue that must be memorized. Sequences or strings can be learned through using strategies like remembering information with sounds and images.




ELABORATING

Elaborating information can be done by using a combination of metacognitive and cognitive strategies. For example, it would be valuable to use the metacognitive strategy of paying attention to new information and cognitive strategies such as making associations (i.e., between what is known and new information that has arrived), using mental images (e.g., mind mapping/semantic mapping), and highlighting (e.g., outlining, color-coding).




USING INFORMATION

To use L2 information, it must be pulled from STM or LTM into working memory (Leaver et al., 2005). Repeated use of L2 information is essential for learning (Leaver et al., 2005). Use of the information elaborates schemata through richer associations and can eventually make them automatic. That is one reason why it makes no sense to split “L2 learning” from “L2 use.” See Chapter 4.






Cognitive Information-Processing Theory

The third theoretical perspective, cognitive information-processing theory as applied to L2 learning (O’Malley & Chamot,1990), coordinates with schema theory, because schemata are built in the first and second stages of cognitive information-processing and are fully automatized in the third stage. The strategies named above for schema theory are directly relevant to stages one and two of cognitive information-processing.


TRANSFORMATIVE GOAl

A key goal of cognitive information-processing theory is to transform (conscious, effortful) declarative knowledge to (unconscious, automatic) procedural knowledge (Anderson, 1985, 1990, 1993). Winne (2011) described procedural knowledge as “knowledge that accomplishes tasks” (p. 17). It consists of habits that are so commonplace that the individual simply does them in order to accomplish a task. An example is applying very familiar L2 grammatical rules in order to make a sensible sentence.




STAGES IN COGNITIVE PROCESSING

Table 5.1 depicts the stages in the cognitive information-processing model with clearer terminology than in Anderson’s (1985, 1990, 1993) version. His technical terms for the first and third stages are confusing. He uses the term cognitive to label the first stage, although this term also refers to the entire cognitive information-processing model. He employs the term autonomous to refer to the automaticity of the third stage, although in education and philosophy that term has many different meanings unrelated to Anderson’s usage.


Table 5.1 Stages in Cognitive Information-Processing: New L2 Knowledge, Moving from Declarative to Procedural, and the Relationship to Strategies at Each Stage









	Stage
	Characteristics of This Stage
	Nature of Strategies in This Stage





	1. Declarative knowledge stage
	Learner encounters new L2 information. Knowledge of the new L2 information is static, conscious, effortful, halting, nonhabitual, expressible in words.
	Learner uses strategies to aid in noticing, taking in, integrating (into schemata, i.e., mental frameworks) the information, which is called declarative knowledge.



	2. Associative stage
	Practice of the new L2 information occurs. Learner practices the new L2 information, combines it in new ways, and thereby strengthens and expands the schemata. The new L2 information becomes increasingly familiar and much easier to use. It is becoming partly proceduralized.
	Learner uses strategies to practice the new L2 information and associate it more strongly with what is already in memory.



	3. Procedural knowledge stage
	Knowledge of the new L2 information is dynamic, unconscious, effortless, automatic, habitual, and tacit (difficult or impossible to express in words). It is now second nature to the learner, part of himself or herself. It is fully proceduralized.

(Note: In a fully functioning system, new declarative L2 knowledge on other topics or in other areas is probably being encountered and integrated at this time.)
	Strategies are no longer used for this L2 information, which has become automatic and habitual. The information is now called procedural knowledge.



	A very basic example: How il y a(this means “there is” in French) is learned:

Using the auditory sense (sound) to remember: I place French [L2] sounds in a sentence with the English [L1] meaning: “There is Ilya” to remember the French phrase il y a,which means “there is.” At first this takes effort and thought (declarative knowledge), but it soon becomes automatic through practice.










Stage 1: Gaining Declarative Knowledge

The first stage involves gaining declarative knowledge,which always involves effort. Declarative knowledge is “declarable” (speakable, identifiable) and is hence not automatic or outside of consciousness. It consists of semantic knowledge(facts, concepts, names, dates, rules) and episodic knowledge(based on memory of an event). A learning strategy can be a form of declarative knowledge if the learner can readily talk about it. Learners mentally organize and represent declarative knowledge as schemata. Winne (2011) noted that declarative knowledge has two effects: “First, when a particular package of declarative knowledge occupies working memory, other knowledge cannot be attended to because of limited capacity” (p. 17). This makes it important for an L2 learner to transform delarative knowledge into procedural knowledge through practice as soon as possible. Winne’s second point is more positive, however: “Second, attending to a particular item of knowledge activates other knowledge” through “spreading activation” (p. 17). That other knowledge might well include a method (strategy) for trying to undeerstand the new material, such as analyzing it, and a recollection that this strategy worked well recently under specific conditions (p. 17).

Declarative knowledge is easily lost if not practiced and used. Consider an analogy: knowing about starting a car, backing up, and then driving off. At the first stage of cognition, this knowledge consists of declarative facts about the key, the ignition, the brake pedal, the gear shift, the accelerator, and so on. At this stage, the knowledge can be discussed by the learner as a set of details that are in conscious awareness, not mentally automatic.




Stage 2: Making Deeper and Stronger Associations and Correcting Misinterpretations

At the second stage, learners build up ever richer, more complex, and more elaborate mental frameworks or schemata. Also during this stage, mistakes and misinterpretations learned in the first stage are detected and eliminated, and associations are strengthened through practice (Anderson, 1985). At this stage, that which is being learned – whether L2 information or a new learning strategy – becomes more integral to the learner, but it has not become automatic. In the driving analogy, the learner is now practicing turning the key, starting the ignition, putting the car into reverse, backing up, and driving off, and these steps are better coordinated. This process is not yet automatic or habitual, but it is becoming a sequence of linked actions and is no longer merely a set of discussable facts or abstract concepts about how to drive.




Stage 3: Making Knowledge Automatic (Procedural)

At the third stage, knowledge that was once conscious and effortful has become unconscious, instantaneous, and habitual. Such knowledge now consists of effortless “if-then productions” that are completely out of awareness (i.e., “if X occurs, then do Y,” O’Malley & Chamot, 1990). This third stage involves expertise and fluidity, not conscious thought. In the driving example, by this stage the person can jump into the car, turn the key, back up the car, and drive off, all done in the twinkling of an eye and without conscious thought. In the L2, use of procedural knowledge might occur in a routine, smooth, effortless conversation or the use of well-rehearsed, fully learned phrases in an essay.




BEING AT DIFFERENT STAGES AT THE SAME TIME FOR DIFFERENT INFORMATION

For a given learner, some areas of L2 knowledge might have progressed from the first stage to the second stage and then to the third stage. However, new L2 input keeps entering the system as declarative knowledge. The learner might be in the third stage for certain earlier information and the first stage for new information. The cycle continues as long as the learner actively accepts new knowledge and keeps on processing it. Thus, different aspects of the L2 “intake” can be at different stages of processing simultaneously. In a sociocultural analogy based on Vygotsky’s (1978, 1981) theory, some of the information might be fully internalized while other information might be only partly internalized, and new information still comes in that is totally non-internalized. Thus, the process is very dynamic.




LEARNING NEW L2 LEARNING STRATEGIES

When a student learns a new learning strategy, the same declarative-to-procedural process occurs. For example, if the metacognitive strategy of monitoring is used with great frequency, it can become a habit and is automatic (procedural knowledge). IMPORTANT: When the strategy has become automatic through extensive practice, it is no longer a strategy but has instead been transformed into something else, which could be called an unconscioushabit. Some experts outside of the L2 field call this automatized action a skill(see Afflerbach, Pearson, & Paris, 2008). However, in the L2 field the term skillcan too easily be confused with the general “skill area” of reading or speaking, so the term skillis replaced here by the term habit,referring to an action that was formerly effortful but has become unconscious, automatic, and habitual. Table 5.2 contains an example.




DIFFERENT PATTERNS RELATED TO PROFICIENCY LEVELS

Interestingly, in some groups, advanced learners are less strategically aware than intermediate learners, because advanced learners have made strategies automatic and unconscious (Green & Oxford, 1995). This creates a curvilinear pattern of strategy use, with low use for low-proficiency learners, higher use for intermediate learners, and low use for advanced learners. (Linear correlations between strategy use and proficiency would miss this pattern.) However, Leaver (2003) found that distinguished L2 learners, who had been taught to optimize their strategies since the very beginning, continued consciously using metacognitive and cognitive strategies even at their high proficiency level. They were constantly aware of their strategies and used them well for strategic improvement of proficiency.


Table 5.2 New Knowledge of a Strategy Moving from Declarative to Procedural Knowledge









	Stage
	Characteristics
	Nature of Strategies





	1. Declarative knowledge stage
	Knowledge of the strategy is static, conscious, effortful, halting, nonhabitual, expressible in words.
	Learner encounters a new strategy and decides it might be useful. He or she decides to learn it. At this stage, the learning might take some effort or feel unfamiliar.



	2. Associative knowledge stage
	Practice of the strategyoccurs. It becomes more familiar and increasingly easy to use.
	Learner practices the new strategy on one or more tasks.



	3. Procedural knowledge stage
	Knowledge of the strategyis dynamic, unconscious, effortless, automatic, habitual, and tacit (difficult or impossible to express in words).
	The strategy has become automatic and is therefore no longer a strategy.A (former) strategy that is habitual is called a habitin the S2R Model.



	Example:

“In my Spanish language textbook I saw the strategy of monitoring. It made sense, of course, to monitor and correct my own work very carefully rather than waiting for the teacher to do it. I started monitoring my written Spanish homework for errors or misunderstandings every day after the intensive Spanish class. At first I had to think about it, but as I used the strategy more, it became easier and took less thought. Now I do it without even realizing I’m doing it.”










MOVING BACK TO CONSCIOUSNESS FROM AUTOMATICITY (FROM PROCEDURAL TO DECLARATIVE KNOWLEDGE)

Sometimes it is possible for certain strategies that have become automatic (procedural knowledge) to move back to the stage of declarative knowledge (see Macaro, 2006). This can occur through personal reflection, spurred by any awareness-raising technique: class discussions, strategy questionnaire completion, think-aloud procedures, diaries or journals, and other types of activities that jog learners’ memories about their habits of learning. Sometimes the question “How did you learn that?” can stimulate learners to examine an automatic, unconscious behavior and bring it back into consciousness.






Activity Theory in Relation to Cognitive Information-Processing and Strategies

The fourth perspective is Leontiev’s (1978, 1981) activity theory, which helps us to understand certain cognitive and affective aspects of L2 learning and is related to cognitive information-processing. Activity theory was briefly mentioned in Chapter 1. As I stated there, for Leontiev, the unit of analysis is the activity as a whole. An activity serves to satisfy a human need.Therefore it is based on a motive,and it exists as action and action chains. Table 5.3 compares the elements of activity theory the terms in the S2R Model.

The learner (subject) can choose among different possible goals (objects). An object or goal for any given learner “could range from full participation in a new culture to receiving a passing grade required for graduation” (Donato & McCormick, 1994, p. 455). An object or goal could be successfully reading a magazine article or a book chapter in the L2, writing an L2 essay for a scholarship or job application, or something more personal, such as making a new friend who speaks the L2 natively. Changing conditions cause changes in how an action (strategy) is implemented; these conditions can “realign” (Donato & McCormick, p. 455) the way the strategy is manifested in operations.


Table 5.3 How Activity Theory Provides a Useful Context for Terms in the S2R Model: An Overview








	Column A

Terms used in activity theory

Note: The activity consists of the sum of all the elements below.
	Column B

Terms used in the S2R Model





	Subject (person)
	Learner



	Object (goal, aim)
	Goal(s)



	[Also any problems or difficulties in the way of meeting those goals]



	Action or action chain to fulfill the object
	Strategy (to meet the goals/solve the problems)



	Conditions (immediate situation or context), which can change
	Conditions (immediate situation or context), which can change



	Operations (specific ways in which the action or action chain is carried out or manifested under the present conditions)
	Specific ways in which the strategy or strategy chain is carried out or manifested under the present conditions





Source: Column A is summarized from Leontiev (1978, 1981). Column B is original.



Table 5.4 show how changing conditions alter what a learner named Joseph does to learn to read Spanish newspapers, and they also reveal the linkage between activity theory and cognitive information-processing (especially movement from declarative to procedural knowledge). In the example shown, the changing conditions are largely external or situational. However, changing conditions could just as easily include internal learner factors, such as interest, degree of motivation, or energy level.


Table 5.4 Components of Leontiev’s Activity Theory with a Focus on Joseph’s Changing Conditions and Learning Strategies over Time








	Background: Joseph, the subject, has a need to become skilled in Spanish for his career. His strongest motive is to learn to read Spanish effectively. His current, immediate object (aim, goal) is to learn to read the Spanish newspaper with understanding. He performs an action (learning strategy, in this case guessing from the context) to move toward the object. The action is carried out under certain conditions, which govern the operations (the way he implements or manifests the action/strategy) at a given time. When conditions change, operations change.



	Column A
Condition in which the action occurs at a given time
	Column B
Operation (way the action is enacted, given the condition)





	Time 1 (Monday in Week 1): Reading an article. Joseph encounters words he does not know. He is not yet adept at guessing from context.
Time 2 (Tuesday in Week 1): Same thing happens with two more articles.
	Joseph expends effort and consciousness to guess from context. The strategy is therefore a form of declarative knowledge.



	Times 3 (Wednesday in Week 1): Articles are at about the same objective difficulty level as Times 1 and 2, but Joseph is becoming more comfortable with guessing contextually as he reads two more articles on Wednesday.
	He does not have to expend quite as much effort or thought as he continues to guess contextually. This strategy is still mostly in awareness (declarative knowledge), but it is becoming less conscious (partly procedural knowledge).



	Time 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 (Thursday, Friday, and Saturday in Week 1, and Sunday, Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday in Week 2): THE CONDITION CHANGES! Articles are at about the same objective difficulty level as before. He is fully adept at guessing contextually while reading many more articles, so for him the articles seem much easier.
	He guesses from the context automatically. This is now a habit, i.e., procedural knowledge.

HE NO LONGER USES THE (CONSCIOUS) STRATEGY BECAUSE IT IS AN (UNCONSCIOUS) HABIT.(See earlier in this chapter.)



	Time 11 (Thursday in Week 2): THE CONDITION CHANGES! A new article is much more objectively difficult and has many long, complex words. He cannot merely guess without great effort. He complains to a friend. The friend asks, “How did you read the other ones?” Joseph thinks back and remembers his (former) guessing strategy.
	  
He remembers that he used to guess from the context. Now he does it again, with consciousness and much effort. It is again – temporarily – declarative knowledge.





Notes:

1 In this table, I link activity theory (subject, action, object, condition, operation) with cognitive information processing (declarative and procedural knowledge).

2 The relationship between learning strategies and activity theory comes from Oxford and Schramm (2007). Thanks to Donato and McCormick (1994) for their ideas about conceptual guessing in light of activity theory.




Table 5.5 Types of Cognitive Load and How L2 Learning Strategies Relate to Them









	Type of Cognitive Load
	
	How L2 Learning Strategies Relate to These Types





	Intrinsic
	
	The learner cannot change intrinsic cognitive load but can handle it strategically.

 
Examples of strategies:

Breaking information down into pieces (analyzing).

Organizing and grouping (chunking)



	Non-intrinsic
	Germane non-intrinsic cognitive load – positive load imposed by tasks or materials that help with the learner’s schema development and automation
	Germane non-intrinsic cognitive load can be increased by combining the senses to process the information (cf. Cooper, 1998).

 
Example of a strategy:

Using multiple senses to understand (e.g., sound and two kinds of visual input) – cognitive strategy



	Extraneous non-intrinsic cognitive load – negative load imposed by tasks or materials that do not help with the learner’s schema development and automation. A key element of extraneous cognitive load is split attention, which occurs when the tasks or materials are poorly designed, forcing learners to pay attention to irrelevant information.
	Extraneous non-intrinsic cognitive load can also be managed by means of strategies.

 
Example of a strategy:

Paying attention (in order to separate the relevant from the irrelevant) – metacognitive strategy










Cognitive Load Theory

Cognitive load theory, the fifth viewpoint, suggests that several types of cognitive loadexist (Chandler & Sweller, 1992; Sweller, 2005). Cognitive load can be either positive or negative. Intrinsic cognitive load refers to the number of information elements and their interconnectedness; it is related to the innate complexity of the information to be learned. Non-intrinsic cognitive load consists of two forms, germane cognitive load and extraneous cognitive load, the former of which is helpful and the latter of which is deleterious (Clark, Nguyen, & Sweller, 2005). Table 5.5 not only defines the types of cognitive load but also indicates how L2 learning strategies (metacognitive and cognitive) can help the learner with them.




Neurobiology in Relation to Metacognitive and Cognitive Strategies

Neurobiology is the last theoretical perspective relevant to metacognitive and cognitive strategies. Many brain areas, as well as learning strategies, are involved in different aspects of L2 learning and processing. Brain areas for perception and attention, both essential for L2 learning, are linked to the cognitive strategy of combining visual and auditory senses for understanding remembering and the metacognitive strategies of paying attention.The parietal, temporal, and occipital lobes of the brain control perception. In a visual processing task, paying attention to key information was shown to be linked to activation of relevant, right frontal-parietal regions but the deactivation of irrelevant, left temporal-limbic areas, and those individuals who did not pay attention or activate/deactivate appropriately performed more poorly on the task (Lawrence, Ross, Hoffman, Garavan, & Stein, 2003). Lawrence et al. hypothesized that “two independent [neurological] circuits” for activation and deactivation might be involved.

Tucked deep in the limbic system, the hippocampus helps convert information from STM to LTM, passes information to other parts of the limbic system and elsewhere in the brain, and helps create mental coherence among perceptual, spatial, and cognitive representations (McClelland, McNaughton, & O’Reilly, 1995). As noted under schema theory, the process of moving information from STM to LTM could be facilitated by means of strategies such as paying attention (metacognitive), organizing (metacognitive), and grouping information (cognitive). Higher-level chunks of information are easier to move into LTM.

New declarative language input, which can be entered into the brain through cognitive strategies, activates the frontal cortex and the temporal cortex and is strengthened through a trace-transfer-consolidation process below the cortex (subcortical), after which declarative memories loop back to the cortical areas. Procedural memory, or memory of “how to” without conscious declarative knowledge, also occurs in cortical and subcortical areas but by a different route. See cognitive information-processing earlier. Memories are stored in specific locations and connected through networks. In recall – when the learner needs to call up the learned information for actual use later – the information is reconstructed, though not necessarily through the same processes as were initially used for putting the information into LTM.

Higher cognition, such as abstract thought, operates in the prefrontal cortex (frontal lobe) but has linkages elsewhere in the brain, such as the limbic system. Operating in the frontal lobe (prefrontal cortex) of the brain are some cognitive strategies such analyzing, comparing, synthesizing, and reasoning (e.g., figuring out a rule from multiple instances of a linguistic feature).

General management or executive control processes (e.g., metacognitive strategies like evaluating and planning) operate in the frontal lobe (prefrontal cortex) of the brain. “The general assumption is that impaired metacognitive processes are related to frontal lobe damage …” (Koriat, 2002, p. 266). These processes also have deeper linkages to the limbic system.




Synthesis of Cognitive Theories and Research

The theories and research in this section pose different ways of looking L2 learning. For instance, self-regulated learning in a cognitive sense is highly structured and involves metacogitive monitoring and metacognitive control, along with cognitive strategies. Schema theory and cognitive load theory can be linked. Uniting related schemata into smaller numbers of categories can reduce cognitive load while making the schemata stronger and more elaborate and eventually automatic (procedural knowledge). The cognitive information-processing paradigm is a step-by-step description of the movement from declarative knowledge and to procedural knowledge. Research supports the assumptions of this paradigm. Activity theory proposes that changes in conditions can cause alteration in the choice of strategies to use at a given moment. This is also relevant to self-regulation theory. Neurobiological theories reveal the activation of different brain components for various L2 learning purposes and involving different strategies. Thus, this part of the chapter has contained a web of interterwined theories, all of which are relevant to the S2R Model.






Relevant Strategies


Metacognitive Strategies (The Master Builder) [image: fig4_1]

Metastrategies for the general, overall regulation of the cognitive dimension are termed metacognitive strategies.As we know, cognition is construction work. Learners construct schemata and adapt them as new information enters. When conscious cognitive construction is going on, the Master Builder (i.e., metacognitive strategies) is there to guide the process.

  Reminder.Chapter 1 stated that all strategies begin in the mind. Some strategies also have observable expressions as well, but that fact does not eliminate the primary mental base of strategies.




Four Metacognitive Strategy Sets and Selected Strategy Examples

Below are four metacognitive strategy sets and examples of strategies in each set.

1 Paying Attention to Cognition. Strategy examples: Paying attention in general. Paying attention to what the teacher says in class. Paying attention to what I am doing. Paying attention to what the other students are saying. Paying attention to my cognitive style and thinking about how to use it to best advantage in learning the language. Paying attention to the video. Paying attention to differences in points of view.

2 Planning for Cognition. Strategy examples: Listing my L2 learning goals in writing for the next two weeks. Thinking about the textbook’s stated objectives for the unit and then setting my own objectives. Recognitizing multiple goals for a given task. Deciding what to focus on. Planning for how to approach the upcoming task. Planning my schedule for writing an international law paper in the target language. Planning to get the help and support that I need for progressing in all four skills. Planning my studies based on the complexity of the task and how energetic I feel. Prioritizing tasks based on importance. Setting up an individualized study plan so I can progress more quickly.2 Distinguishing between what I already know and what I still need to learn about ___ and focusing on the gap.

3 Organizing Learning and Obtaining Resources for Cognition. Strategy examples: Finding a place where it is quiet enough to study the language. Organizing my computer files to find my work more rapidly. Organizing my desk and study area. Gathering the books and technology devices that I need. Looking for opportunities to practice the language online. Looking for tasks that encourage me to analyze, synthesize, or do other kinds of deep thinking in the language. Making a list of the print or video material for my individualized study plan.

4 Monitoring and Evaluating for Cognition. Strategy examples: For prospective monitoring – Predicting which parts of the new lesson will be easy and which will be difficult. (This a judgment about ease of learning, or EOL.3) Thinking about whether I know the material well enough to do well on the next test. (This is a judgment of learning, or JOL.) Sensing whether I will be able to recognize a certain sentence or phrase in an upcoming activity. (This is a feeling of knowing, or FOK). Checking my understanding while reading a chapter. Considering my strategy use during a task and thinking about whether to change strategies. Comparing my cognitive performance to course expectations (or to my own goals). Deciding whether I have learned enough to go to the next textbook unit. Asking myself after a task or an event: How much do I know, what did I learn, and why is it important? (This is a JOL.4) Evaluating whether the strategy I used for the task worked well. Considering whether the strategies I have been using this term are effective enough and whether I need to try other ones. Considering my learning strategies to see which ones have worked the best for me in the long run and which ones no longer support me at my level of proficiency.




Cognitive Strategies (The Building Brigade) [image: fig4_1]

Cognitive strategies are called the Building Brigade because they help learners construct schemata and enable learners to bring information back into working memory when needed. The brigade is available for action whenever learners are conscious and motivated for learning. Six broad cognitive strategy sets are included in the S2R Model.

  Reminder.Chapter 1 demonstrated that all strategies begin in the mind, so when you encounter cognitive strategies that are observable, remember the mental basis.




Six Cognitive Strategy Sets and Selected Strategy Examples

1 Using the Senses to Understand and Remember. Strategy examples: Examining photos and pictures that go along with articles I am reading in the language. Looking at news videos so that I can hear the language and see the events at the same time. Creating charts and figures to help me remember mental associations. Imagining the spelling of words in my mind. Reading aloud both sides of the dialogue and recording them using different-sounding voices. Writing a new word or character many times in order to remember it. Practicing speaking while doing physical exercises.

2 Activating Knowledge. Strategy examples: Reviewing in my mind what I already know about the topic. Mentally scan what I know by imagining my mind as linked pieces of information. Using a KWL chart (what I Know, what I Want to know, and later … what I Learned). Mentally envisioning drawing information from my mind to into my hand. Asking my mind to give me what I need to know. Remembering the original association I used to learn something, and then putting it into reverse to retrieve that information.

3 Using Reasoning. Strategy examples: Applying general rules to specific examples. Using specific examples to help figure out the rules.

4 Conceptualizing with Details. Strategy examples: Comparing and contrasting the grammar of the new language with the grammar of my language. Analyzing the word, the conversation, the article, the story (breaking it into parts). Using a “story grammar” or a plot outline. Making an outline. Highlighting important words and phrases.

5 Conceptualizing Broadly. Strategy examples: Looking for the main idea (getting the gist). Synthesizing material from several sources. Summarizing material from one source. Drawing a semantic map or picture that links various ideas. Putting information into larger categories.

6 Going Beyond the Immediate Data. Strategy examples: Using existing clues to predict what will happen next. Using existing clues to infer the meaning.














The Motivational Domain: Metastrategies and Strategies for Regulating Motivation5


Motivation is an internal state (requently referred to as desire, need, want, or drive) that activates or energizes behavior and gives it a direction. Mercer (2015) descibed motivation as a construct with a strong emotional dimension, and that explains why there is an overlap between motivation and affect (emotion) in my prior discussions of learning strategies (Oxford, 1990, 2011). Motivation does not take the place of learning strategies. As Mercer (2015) stated:

Basically, it is no use having a growth mindset, facilitative emotions and high levels of motivation if these are not accompanied by effective learning actions. Sheer blind persistence will not achieve goals, unless it is accompanied by an effective use of appropriate strategies. Whilst strategies are also not a guarantee of success, they do empower the learner to take control and explore alternative pathways of learning, giving them confidence and direction in language learning tasks.


Theoretical Background

I present here three strands of motivation theory and research: social psychological, cognitively situated, and process-oriented. Within each I present some of the main theories.


Strands of Motivation Theory and Research

Dörnyei and Ryan (2015) summarized three stages in L2 motivation theory and research. The first stage was the social psychological period (1959–1990), which highlighted the groundbreaking work of Robert Gardner (1985, 2011). The cognitive-situated period (1990s), according to Dörnyei and Ryan, featured self-determination theory and attribution theory. The current stage, focusing on process, is from 2000 through the present and centers on motivational change/dynamism, emergence of individual motivation in sociocultural contexts, self-regulation, and possible selves. Dörnyei and Ryan reminded us of overlaps among the stages and called these stages “rough indicators” (p. 74).

The cut-off dates associated with the first two stages are premature, I believe. For example, Gardner recently updated his 1985 model, which is still quite useful in certain locations in Canada (and similar countries or areas) where integrativeness is a serious possibility, although admittedly the meaning of integrativeness is shifting due to technology and global travel. Dörnyei and Ryan labeled self-determination theory and attribution theory as important in the 1990s, but these theories continue to have immense value for present-day understandings of motivation, autonomy, and self-efficacy. I suggest that we should view the three “stages” as strands that weave in and around each other. Stages are more static, while strands are more supple and dynamic.


SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL STRAND

The social psychological strand of theory and research began in the last half of the twentieth century with Robert Gardner (1985) and his colleagues. Gardner created the Socio-educational Model. In its latest expression (Gardner, 2011), the model includes four major variables: (a) motivation, (b) language anxiety, (c) integrativeness, and (d) attitude toward the learning situation. In the model, motivationis construed in terms of motivational intensity, desire to learn, and attitudes toward learning (not toward the learning situation). Language anxiety is an emotional variable reflecting what some learners feel when using the language. Integrativeness reflects the learner’s social and cultural attitudes toward the community where the target language is the main communication vehicle. Attitude toward the learning situation refers to the learner’s perspectives on and emotions about the formal education context, including the teacher and the course. Thus, the context, i.e., both the cultural context and the formal educational context, is highly significant in the model.

Another social psychological strand is best known for the research efforts of Clément (1980) and his associates. Their work focused on linguistic self-confidence, i.e., the individual’s perceptions of his or her competence and ability to accomplish language tasks successfully.6 For Dörnyei (2005), linguistic self-confidence plays a key role in L2 motivation.




COGNITIVELY SITUATED STRAND

Dörnyei and Ryan (2015) identified self-determination theory and attribution theory as part of the cognitively-situated aspect.


Self-determination theory

Table 5.6 displays a synopsis of Ryan and Deci’s (2000) self-determination theory. Amotivation, or lack of any motivation, is on the left as #1. Forms of regulation that are related to extrinsic motivation (no real interest on the part of the learner) are depicted under #2. These forms range from purely external motivation to contingent self-esteem (introjected regulation), to identified regulation, and finally to integrated motivation. Only under #3 does the individual have intrinsic motivation, which Ryan and Deci (2000) described as motivation to do an activity because of inherent satisfaction.

Autonomy and intrinsic motivation are integral to self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2001). “Self-determination theory emphasizes the power of intrinsic motivation in learning and the importance of a sense of personal autonomy to its development” (Benson, 2011, p. 84). According to this theory, intrinsic motivation specifically requires autonomy, along with two other factors: competence and relatedness. In contrast, extrinsic motivation – the desire to “carry out activities for reasons other than their intrinsic interest (e.g., for external reward) or because … [of] external or internalized pressure” (Benson, 2011, p. 84) – does not necessitate autonomy, competence, or relatedness. It is possible for the learner to change from extrinsic motivation to intrinsic motivation “by willfully ‘taking an interest’ in language learning” (Benson, 2011, p. 84). What are intrinsically motivated learners like? Ushioda had an answer:

Intrinsically motivated learners are deeply concerned to learn things well, in a manner that is intrinsically satisfying and that arouses a sense of optimal challenge appropriate to their current level of skill and competence. Compared to their extrinsically motivated counterparts [or to unmotivated learners], … such learners are likely to display much higher levels of involvement in learning, engage in more efficient and creative thinking processes, use a wider range of problem solving strategies, and interact with and retain material more effectively.

(Ushioda, 2008, pp. 21–22)

As Table 5.6 shows, strategies in the broad range of #2 are superficial processing strategies. Strategies in #3, the area representing intrinsic motivation, are deep processing strategies. In other words, the model suggests that deep cognitive processing can only occur when learners are intrinsically motivated. I somewhat disagree with that argument. I recall many days and weeks and months that I spent in learning the intricacies of Russian grammar (at the #2d stage, i.e., integrated regulation), and while doing this, my cognitive processing seemed to be very deep. I was not learning Russian grammar for its intrinsic satisfaction, so Ryan and Deci would have said I had the possibility of only superficial processing, and yet I believe my cognition was deeper than that.


Table 5.6 Synopsis of Ryan and Deci’s Self-Determination Theory, a Continuum

[image: fig4_1]


In a study based on self-determination theory, intrinsically motivated students described learning a language for the enjoyment of finding out new things, for the pleasure experienced when grasping something difficult, and for the “high” experienced when learning or using the language (McIntosh & Noels, 2004). Research by Noels, Clément, and Pelletier (1999) suggested that teacher support for learner autonomy was related to students’ sense of self-determination (in Benson, 2011).




Attribution theory

Attribution theory is clearly related to L2 motivation and learning strategies. See Chapter 2 for details on attribution theory and learning strategies.






PROCESS-ORIENTED STRAND

Some process-oriented motivation constructs include engagement; flow, inspired consciousness, and hot cognition; strategies for regulating motivation in learning (from the self-regulated learning viewpoint); my history with motivational learning strategies; imagining future selves in the L2 Motivational Self System; and unaccomplished goal actions.


Engagement

Positive psychologist Martin Seligman’s (2011) well-being theory consists of five dimensions: positive emotions, engagement, relationships, meaning, and accomplishment (PERMA). In this model, engagement is a motivational idea that refers to the individual’s full involvement in a particular task or situation. Seligman argued that the five PERMA dimensions were independent from each other. However, a series of narrative studies (Oxford, 2014; Oxford & Bolaños, 2016; Oxford & Cuéllar, 2014; Oxford, Pacheco Acuña, Solís Hernández, & Smith, 2015) demonstrated that ongoing engagement was involved with human relationships and connected with positive emotions. Second, engagement was linked with meaning; learners in the studies did not become engaged with learning and stay engaged unless they felt the learning was meaningful to them, either in an intrinsic or an extrinsic sense. These facts revealed serious problems with PERMA. Therefore, I created the “EMPATHICS” model of well-being in which the components are more complex and interactive (Oxford, 2016).

Mercer (2015) outlined three dimensions of learners’ engagement: cognitive, affective, and behavioral. Cognitive engagement can occur when learners “feel sufficiently challenged, mentally focused on the task at hand and willing and able to invest effort at understanding and mastering the task.” Affective engagement can arise when learners “are interested, enjoying the work and feel positively towards the task and those working with them”. Behavioral engagement emerges when learners “are taking part actively and effectively focused on task, cooperating with group members and respecting behavioural norms.” Mercer (2015) called for long-term engagement on the part of learners. She cited a “positive virtuous cycle” (the opposite of a vicious circle) in which positive emotions that are tied to engagement help individuals to broaden their field of thought and action, creating additional resources in an upward spiral (the “broaden-and-build” theory of positive emotions). Thus, engagement is closely related to positive emotions, unlike Seligman’s (2011) assertion of independent dimensions.




Flow, inspired consciousness, and hot cognition

Three instances of advanced degrees of motivation are flow, inspired consciousness, and hot cognition, as shown in narrative research (Oxford, 2013b; Oxford & Bolaños, 2016; Oxford & Cuéllar, 2014). Flow (Csikszentmihalyi, 2008, 2013) is comprised of intrinsic motivation, or the desire to do something based on a combination of interest, enjoyment, and personal challenge (Ryan & Deci, 2001); a balance between challenges and competence (the learner has the power to do a difficult task); heightened control linked with a perception of ease, effortlessness, and lack of self-consciousness; and an altered perception of time (speeding up or slowing down). Inspired consciousness (Silo, 2006) occurs in a highly motivated individual by a sudden flash of intuitive understanding that surpasses deductive reason. As shown in narrative research, learners who are highly engaged can occasionally experience such flashes of insight (Oxford & Cuéllar, 2014).

Hot cognition is mental processing that is sparked by emotion and motivation. William James (1910/1987) described volition as the “hot” merger of personal desire, excitement, will, and tension, creating a higher level of energy. Building on the work of James, researchers Pintrich, Marx, and Boyle (1993) rejected a “cold,” overly rational, and affect-free version of learner cognition and emphasized the need for hot cognition, i.e., learning in which multiple levels of cognition are sparked by motivation and emotions in lively sociocultural contexts. They found that transformation of identity, self-worth, or attitude is linked to hot cognition (Pintrich et al., 1993). Lack of a strong tie to the learner’s emotions can result in cold, unmotivated cognition. Some earlier learner narratives exhibited hot cognition, described by Oxford (2013b). For instance, after Greg threw himself into using Spanish consistently, “miraculous changes occurred” reflecting hot cognition: “he was able to understand far more, quickly became much more fluent, moved in with Spanish friends, and was happy to feel socially accepted almost everywhere” (Oxford, 2013b, p. 98). Hot cognition also emerged for Yaru, a young Chinese woman with a terror of speaking in English. “She suddenly intuited that if she communicated in English, the visiting evaluator who was observing her English teacher would think the teacher was successful. Out of compassion for the teacher, Yaru took the first opportunity to stand and – in a flash of competence, pleasure, and excitement – spoke at length in perfectly understandable English. This event saved the teacher and permanently rejuvenated Yaru’s faith in her own language ability” (Oxford, 2013b, pp. 98–99). She is now successfully teaching English as an associate professor at a highly ranked Chinese university.




Strategies for regulating motivation in learning

Wolters, Benzon, and Arroyo-Giner (2011) contrasted self-regulated motivation with ordinary motivation. They noted that motivational processes can be goal-oriented and sustained without consciousness, but self-regulated motivation requires consciousness and active control. “Wolters (2003) defined self-regulation of motivation as reflecting the thoughts and actions though which students deliberately try to influence their own motivation or motivational processing” (Wolters et al., 2011, p. 300). Wolters et al. pointed to metalevel knowledge (metamotivational knowledge), which relates to the person, the task, or the strategy (although, as Chapter 4 shows, metaknowledge can be more extensive). They noted that metalevel understanding would include declarative, procedural, and conditional forms of knowledge necessary for regulating one’s motivation. They did not, however explicitly lay out any metamotivational strategies. Wolters et al. underscored the importance of the learner’s monitoring of his or her motivation in order to manage it. They also identified the “strategic and purposeful efforts to manage one’s own motivation … [and] include attempts to regulate forms of motivation linked to achievement goals, self-efficacy, task value, and interest” (p. 301).

Here are some key points from the research review provided by Wolters et al. (2011): Among college students the use of strategies for regulating intrinsic motivation was linked to a stronger mastery goal orientation, while those students who used extrinsic-motivation strategies tended to have a performance goal orientation. Students who used interest enhancement strategies tended to enjoy tasks. The defensive pessimism strategy was correlated with lower levels of mastery and higher levels of performance avoidance goals in some studies. On the other hand, sometimes defensive pessimism coincided with strong cognitive and metacognitive strategy use. In some experimental studies disrupting some students’ ability to use the defensive pessimism strategy lowered their performance. Self-handicapping was related to lower achievement in college students. For details on these and other studies, see Wolters et al.

These researchers evaluated multiple ways to assess motivational strategies (forced-choice surveys, interviews, direct observations, think alouds, and trace methods, each of which has strengths and limitations. They also considered ways to help students become more strategically self-regulated for motivation. For instance, they mentioned direct instruction, supported by a “rich history” in self-regulated learning (Wolters et al., p. 306), peer modeling, and timely feedback, which can be part of direct instruction and peer modeling. They also called for more research on motivational strategies, particularly for different ages and in different contexts. “…?S]tudents’ use of motivation regulation strategies appears tied to the particular motivational obstacle they face …” (Wolters et al., p. 309).




My history with motivational learning strategies

In the first edition of this book (Oxford, 2011), I included Wolters’ (2003) eight sets of strategies for motivation. Strategies similar to seven of the eight were in my 1990 book.7 A number of them are included in the present chapter.

Nearly three decades ago, I wrote about learning strategies for improving learners’ motivation. “Self-encouragement strategies are powerful ways to improve attitudes and, thus, motivation” (Oxford, 1990, p. 142, emphasis added). My 1990 book was replete with motivation-regulation strategies, such as self-reward and positive self-talk, placed alongside emotion-regulation strategies in the general category called “affective strategies.” I did not explicitly call them motivational strategies or motivation-regulation strategies. Hence, Dörnyei and Ryan (2015) can perhaps be forgiven for not noticing the motivational strategies in my 1990 book, though Ushioda (2008) immediately recognized their presence. Dörnyei and Ryan mildly rebuked me for including motivational learning strategies in my 2011 book. They asserted that I was guilty of “broadening the conception of learning strategies to the extent that it can accommodate these components” (p. 150). Their assertion of conceptual broadening was incorrect, because motivation-regulation was a steady part of my conception of strategies from the start (Oxford, 1990). For more on my work in motivation and learning strategies, see Kao and Oxford (2014) and Oxford and Bolaños (2016). For my more general work on language learning motivation, see Oxford and Shearin (1994) and Oxford (1996).

Ushioda specifically stated that Dörnyei’s ideas about self-motivating strategies are similar to the literature on learning strategies. “In keeping with much of the literature on learning strategies, Dörnyei (2001) stresses the importance of raising learners’ awareness of self-motivating strategies through discussion and sharing of experiences” (Ushioda, 2008, p. 27). Thus, strategy theorists and Dörnyei are thinking similarly, at least in terms of learner awareness-raising for motivation strategies. Ushioda (2008) set a great example in honoring all who are engaged in work on strategies for motivational self-regulation. She noted the different labels theorists have employed for strategies for motivation-regulation, and she identified each theorist. The list of labels included self-motivating strategies, affective learning strategies, efficacy management, effective motivational thinking, anxiety management, self-regulatory skills, and motivational self-regulation. She did not say that anyone had (negatively) “broadened the conception of strategies” by contributing to these areas, and she welcomed all efforts. I believe we all should be similarly respectful and welcoming of strategy work regarding motivation. In addition, Ushioda (2008) helpfully identified a number of motivation strategies:

These might include setting concrete short-term targets, engaging in positive self-talk, motivating themselves with incentives and self-rewards, or organizing their time effectively to cope with multiple tasks and demands. … Good language learners, it seems, develop strategies for “getting your motivation on line again,” as expressed by one successful and motivated language learner.

(Ushioda, 2008, p. 26)




Increasing motivation through imagined selves

Dörnyei and Chan (2013) defined vision as “a representation that occurs without the need for sensory input.” They explained that mental images, such as possible selves (Markus & Nurius, 1986; Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015), “involve various forms of imaginaryperception (visual, auditory, olfactory, or tactile) conjured up deliberately for a particular purpose” (p.?1). Using imagination, L2 learners can help themselves shape who they will become and can influence their learning. Imagination defines a trajectory that connects our present actions to an extended, projected identity (Wenger, 1998). However, imagination is not just future-oriented. It can allow learners to examine and reframe their past selves and to change the perceptions and actions of their present selves. In helping learners to re-envision their possible selves, imagination contributes to creating identities (Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004) and opening up possibilities.

Possible future selves are the imagined selves most often considered by psychologists and language learning researchers. For an imagined future self to have consequences in behavior, there must be an expectation that this future self is plausible, can actually be realized, and can even be “experienced” in the present (Ryan & Irie, 2014). Focusing on possible future selves, Markus and Nurius (1986) described (a) what the individual might become, (b) what he or she would like to become (ideal self), and (c) what he or she is afraid of becoming (feared self). In an overlapping theory, Higgins (1987) centered on two “self guides:” the “ideal self,” with hoped-for attributes, and the “ought self,” reflecting characteristics that the person believes he or she should possess, based on others’ wishes. Dörnyei and Ryan (2015) noted the dynamic nature of the L2 Motivational Self System, which builds on theories of Markus and Nurius and of Higgins and adapts them to L2 learning.

The L2 Motivational Self System’s first element is the L2 learning environment and experience. Mercer (2015) noted that this aspect of the model was often overlooked and that teachers can influence learners’ motivation by improving the quality of the L2 learning experiences and playing attention to the influence of learners’ past experiences. Two other elements in the system are future self guides: the ideal L2 self (the L2-specific aspect of the person’s ideal self) and the ought-to L2 self (similar to Higgins’ ought self). Notice that the feared self is not included. For the ideal L2 self to be an effective motivator, it must be both a vision of oneself in a future state and a knowledge of how to attain that state. Each of these three components or subsystems of the motivational system – environment/context and experience, ideal L2 self, and ought-to L2 self – can serve as a coordinating influence on behavior, but the cumulative effect will be greater if these three are harmonious (Dörnyei, 2009a, b).

Perhaps a future iteration of the L2 Motivational Self System will benefit from including learning strategies along with a knowledge of how to attain the desired (ideal L2 self) state. A glossy mental image of a desired state without any strategies seems unrealistic. To me, a knowledge of how to attain the state of the ideal L2 self logically requires the intelligent selection and implementation of learning strategies, although that is not part of the model.

Ryan and Irie (2014) provided practical applications of imagined selves. First, to sustain a sense of agency, i.e., the power to act volitionally to influence outcomes, learners should beware of setting implausible, unrealistic, or impractical goals. Second, to help transform their mental images into goal-directed behavior, learners could benefit from explicitly describing their ideal L2 selves with others. Third, to help learners achieve success, teachers could help them retrain their attributions for failures and successes, focusing more on the factors that learners can personally control rather than on external factors that are beyond their control. Finally, because possible selves relate to identity, the imagination aids language learners in developing and negotiating their identities.

Like Ryan and Irie (2014), Mercer (2015) pointed out that a key way of dealing with the L2 Motivational Self System is to help learners consider carefully visions of their possible future selves.

Learners can be asked to create positive, desirable visions of their future selves, making them as realistic, multisensory and concrete as possible. … They then need to envisage concrete pathways to achieving that vision reflecting on how to make their vision become their reality. Once again, a sense of agency as well as positive beliefs and emotions would be vital here. If a learner feels helpless in the face of the challenges of language learning, it is clear that their motivation will be lower. To work on the vision, teachers can get learners to write and talk about their future visions, potentially using multimedia and images to strengthen the vision, or imagining being that person in the future enacting their future lives in role plays and writing.

(Mercer, 2015)

I contend that motivational learning strategies (motivation-regulation strategies for learning) arise from these statements. It need not be just a teacher’s encouragement that leads the learner to consider the L2 self. Learners can consider their possible selves on their own or with a partner outside of class, even without the teacher’s involvement or encouragement. For example, learning strategies based on the model might be:

• imagining a positive, desirable, realistic, multisensory (using art, poetry, prose, music, or dance) future self related to the language (the ideal L2 self);

• imagining, writing about, listing, drawing (on paper or computer), singing about, or talking about concrete pathways to achieving the desired vision (steps to or strategies for attaining the ideal L2 self); and

• using any or all of the senses to demonstrate enacting the future self, both in regard to the L2 and in general.

It might also be valuable to consider – though not to become stuck in – images of the feared self. Some L2 learners are anxiety-ridden; their feared self is palpable. Their anxiety can sometimes be reduced by discussing, drawing, singing about, or writing a poem about their fear (feared self) – especially when the learner exaggerates this frightening self. Sometimes the exaggeration makes the fear seem somewhat ludicrous or even humorous. This does not work for all students, but it does for some.

Building on the L2 motivational self system, Kormos, Kiddle, and Csizér (2011) surveyed the English learning motivations of more than 500 secondary school students, university students, and young adult learners in Chile. Using structural-equation modeling, they analyzed how L2 learning goals, attitudes, self-related beliefs, and parental encouragement interacted in shaping motivated behavior. The most important learning goal of the surveyed students was tied to English as a lingua franca and to the desire to use English for international communication, though that goal varied by group. Kormos et al. discussed that their statistical models implied that “although the vision of the future is part of the ideal L2 self, in our research context, the ideal L2 self needs to be re-conceptualized as a future second-language self-guide, which includes distal personal goals related to L2 learning and one’s beliefs about being able to realize these goals” (p. 507). In other words, the vision is not enough; long-term goals must be allied with beliefs about reaching those goals. Kormos et al. noted with mild surprise that the secondary school students exhibited a strong link between motivated behavior and the ideal L2 self, even though their L2 goals were very distant. A similarly strong linkage was shown for university students whose L2 goals were less distant. Attitudes were related to the ideal L2 self. Internalizing the values of the milieu (ought-to L2 self) into the learners’ self-concept was likely related to maturation. For secondary school students, the ought-to L2 self and the ideal L2 self are unrelated, but university and adult learners showed a linkage.




(Un)accomplished goal actions and motivational self-regulation

Koo and Fishbach (2014) noted that two factors can increase the motivation to stick to a goal, but under different circumstances: goal commitment (what has been done until now, or “to-date”) and remaining goal progress (what still needs to be done, or “to-go”). When people ask the individual about commitment, and his or her commitment has not yet been made certain, focusing on what the individual has accomplished (to date) prods them toward high commitment and increases motivation. An example is when participants study for a relatively unimportant exam for which they are not committed to the goal. Conversely, when commitment is already certain and people ask the individual about goal progress, focusing on what remains to be done (to go) signals to them lack of progress and increases motivation. An illustration is when participants study for an important exam. In short, to-date information and to-go information are both useful, but only when circumstances are appropriate for each.




Norton’s poststructuralist vision: combining motivation and sociocultural context

Bonny Norton (2010, 2013, 2014) gave us one of the most current and most useful ways understanding the sociocultural context of L2 learners, but in my view her theory is equally oriented toward motivation. She defined identity as revealing “how a person understands his or her relationship to the world, how that relationship is structured across time and space, and how the person understands possibilities for the future” (Norton, 2013, p. 4). Identity is often a site of struggle, particularly in contexts where learners experience sexism, racism, or other types of discrimination. Any given learner’s identity is complex, multiple, fluctuating in space and time, and often contradictory. In the lives of many L2 learners, particularly refugees, immigrants, or language minority group members, important situational elements are the degree to which the context is welcoming and whether it offers a sense of power or powerlessness to the learner (Norton, 2014). Although Grenfell and Macaro (2007) were dubious about whether identity-management is relevant to L2 learning, my work on L2 learners in crisis (Oxford et al., 2007) and, of course, Norton’s work implied that identity-management is highly relevant and should not be ignored.

Norton (2010, 2013, 2014) rejected simplistic motivation theories that viewed L2 learners as outside of the orbit of history, society, and culture, and as static, one-dimensional creatures (motivated or unmotivated into eternity). In the place of those weak theories, she created the situated theory of investment. Investment indicates the learner’s historically and socially constructed relationship to the L2 and is linked to the way relations of power are manifested in language learning and teaching in specific contexts, such as the classroom or community. Informed by Bourdieu’s theories, Norton argued that if learners invest in an L2, they do so because they believe they will acquire a wider range of material and symbolic resources, thus increasing their social power and cultural capital. The decision to invest is much easier in circumstances in which learners perceive the sociocultural power relations to be welcoming rather than marginalizing, discriminatory, or punitive. The learner interacts with a specific sociocultural context and considers the nature of the opportunities to practice the L2 in the given context.

A learner cannot be labeled as always introverted or extroverted, anxious or relaxed, unmotivated or motivated, silent or talkative. We must consider the learner’s fluctuating social identity, which is related to how he or she perceives the power dynamics in the sociocultural context in which the L2 is being used. When the learner experiences the context as exclusionary, harsh, or indifferent, he or she feels less identified with the context, less confident, less successful, and less likely to invest in the L2. Even a potentially confident L2 learner can be laid low, at least temporarily, by a negative context.

Darvin and Norton (2015) designed a model in which identity, capital, and ideology intersect, with investment at the intersection point. In this model, investment is influenced by effective positioning, perceived affordances (potential resources inviting possible engagement)/ perceived benefits, and systemic patterns of control embodied in institutions and relationships and supported by ideologies. Learners in this model have the opportunity to question control patterns and reposition themselves, thus claiming their right to the L2.

Though Norton did not focus on strategies, the following strategies are relevant to making a decision about investing: considering existing material resources (e.g., jobs, money) and symbolic resources (e.g., prestige, educational honor such as diploma or certification, and further educational opportunities) that might be gained through investing in the L2; imagining the social power and cultural capital these resources would bring; identifying power relations in the environment, and determining whether those relations are welcoming or marginalizing; evaluating dominant ideologies in relation to power relations; recognizing identity struggles that might occur in learning the L2. The information gained through the strategies named in this paragraph can lead to a major motivational strategy: deciding whether to invest or resist investing.

Deciding to invest in the L2 is a legitimate motivational strategy if, under the power system that exists, the learner expects that upon investing he or she would have a chance at receiving significant benefits, material or symbolic, personal or sociocultural. If the learner makes the decision to invest, it should be followed by a host of cognitive, affective, and other strategies to make the investment successful. The social strategy of finding allies will also turn out to be essential if investment is undertaken. However, resistance is a logical strategy if one’s access to material and symbolic resources is likely to be obstructed or one’s professional achievement or cultural background is already being ignored or denied.

In a novel twist, I contend that the sociocultural context itself is not always definitive and that some learners respond to an exclusionary context by trying even harder to be accepted and by investing as fully as possible in the L2 as an instrument for breaking into the seemingly closed community. This strategy could be called paradoxically deciding to invest in the L2 despite unequal relations of power, and it should be accompanied by finding allies and by a range of cognitive, affective, and other strategies. The degree of success of this strategy depends partly on whether its users believe those with power will ever be willing to recognize them fairly as a deserving part of the community. Recognition or lack of it is a key to a learner’s identity in situations of unequal power relations. As stated by philosopher Charles Taylor, “Our identity is partly shaped by recognition or its absence, often by misrecognition of others, and so a person or group of people can suffer real damage, real distortion, if the people of society around them mirror back to them a confining or demeaning or contemptible picture of themselves” (Taylor, 1994, p. 25).

Some L2 learners are imaginative and courageous enough and have sufficient resources to create counter-stories (counter-discourses, counter-images, new public identities) to oppose negative, prejudicial images that the native language speakers have of them. Opposition is still another socioculturally based identity-management route. Unlike outright resistance, opposition allows some accommodation to the dominant culture when useful. Many students around the world learning English are caught between clashing desires, maintenance of their own cultural identity versus socioeconomic needs (Canagarajah, 1993, p. 601), and therefore show ambivalent opposition rather than outright, radical resistance (Giroux, 1983). The choice of opposition instead of resistance reflects the learner’s recognition of a “domination [that] reaches into the structure of personality itself” (Giroux, 1983, p. 106).








Synthesis of Motivational Theories and Research

In this part of the chapter I have reviewed the three strands, social psychological, cognitively situated, and process-oriented. The social psychological strand focused on the work of Gardner (socio-educational model) and Clément (linguistic self-confidence). The cognitively situated strand highlighted self-determination theory and attribution theory, both of which are still very much of interest today. The process-oriented strand was jumping with activity. It started with engagement and included the following, not in chronological order: flow, inspired consciousness, and hot cognition; motivation viewed from a self-regulation viewpoint; the L2 Motivational Self System; unaccomplished goal actions in relation to motivation; and Norton’s poststructuralist version focusing on investment. The work of Norton, as well as its relationship to Canagarajah and Giroux, will lead us soon to the social domain. In fact Norton’s work is the perfect bridge. First we will look at relevant strategies from the motivational domain.






Relevant Strategies


Metamotivational Strategies (The Guiding Light) ☀

Metastrategies for regulating the motivational domain are naturally called metamotivational strategies.While this is a long word, it is a useful one, because it entails the “meta” level of planning, monitoring, and evaluating in reference to motivation. The image is the Guiding Light because motivation is great light that moves us to action (from the Latin movere).

Reminder.To reiterate, Chapter 1 explained that all strategies begin in the mind. Even if some strategies have observable embodiments, all strategies come from the mind rather than some “external” source.




Four Metamotivational Strategy Sets and Selected Strategy Examples

Below are four metamotivational strategy sets and examples of strategies in each set.

1 Paying Attention to Motivation. Strategy examples: Paying attention to my motivation levels. Noticing when I am bored or exhausted. Paying attention to what times of day I am most motivated. Paying attention to the types of material and/or the types of tasks that make me excited (or unexcited). Imagining a positive, desirable, realistic, multisensory future self (ideal self) and ways for that self to emerge.

2 Planning for Motivation. Strategy examples: Setting mastery goals, especially short-term (proximal) goals, that relate to intrinsic motivation and deep processing. Planning for ways to make myself more motivated. Planning for how to make specific learning tasks seem more interesting. Planning ahead for what will be entertaining and motivating in a week or two. Planning my learning goals so that they really express my motivations. Writing in my journal about what would make me happy and then planning for it to happen. Thinking about all possible ways I might make a forthcoming task more interesting. Planning to reward myself if I do well. Threatening myself to take away a desired activity for not doing well or not reaching the goal. Developing details concerning a positive, desirable, realistic, multisensory future self (ideal self) and ways for that self to emerge and using those details for planning..

3 Organizing Learning and Obtaining Resources for Motivation. Strategy examples: Scheduling my learning at times of day when it would be most helpful to me motivationally. Scheduling my studying so that I can take breaks and watch my favorite news program. Organizing my study site in ways that are the most conducive to motivation. Decreasing the possibility of unmotivated, off-task behavior by reducing distractions or intensity of distractions. Adding something motivating to the environment (e.g., food, music). Finding language resources that reflect a good sense of humor and offer cultural insights, because those qualities are motivating to me. Finding exciting tasks. Identifying tasks that I could make more engaging.

4 Monitoring and Evaluating for Motivation. Strategy examples: Predicting which parts of the new lesson will be motivating for learning and which will not. (This a judgment of MFL, or motivation for learning.8) Monitoring my motivation levels during the task. Evaluating my motivation after I have completed the task. Reviewing my task motivation to see which elements of the task were interesting and which were not. Monitoring to determine the degree to which my task-interest enhancement strategies worked.




Motivational Strategies (The Rays of Light) ☀ ☀ ☀

Motivational learning strategies are the Rays of Light, whereas metamotivational strategies constitute the Guiding Light. The same basic visual metaphor is used: motivation as a light that sparks action. Five broad motivational strategy sets are included in the S2R Model. These are from Wolters (2003) and Oxford (1990, 2011).

Reminder.As we know from Chapter 1, strategies begin in the mind. Though observable instances can occur, the foundation is mental.




Five Motivational Strategy Sets and Selected Strategy Examples

1 Self-consequating. Strategy examples: Providing myself a reward or praise for good progress or achievement. Removing a pleasurable activity for not doing well.

2 Using Positive Self-talk and Positive Self-image. Strategy examples: Using positive self-talk about reasons for achieving the goals. (E.g., “I want to do this.” “This is an important task.” “I can benefit from doing this well.” “I will have an advantage if I meet this goal.”) Using positive self-talk about myself in relation to a particular task or accomplishment. (E.g., “I am fully capable of completing this task.” “I have everything I need to do this task well.” “I can reach my proficiency goal in six months of hard work.” These three are examples of efficacy self-talk.) Creating increasingly clear, detailed, and concrete images of the ideal L2 self.

3 Using Defensive Pessimism. Strategy example: Telling myself that I am not ready, that I do not have ability, and that the deck is stacked against me. (Explanation: Defensive pessimism aims to convince oneself that it is impossible to do well. This can sometimes, but not always, spur motivation to work harder. As noted earlier, sometimes cognitive and metacognitive strategies are used more often by people who also employ defensive pessimism.)

4 Enhancing Learning. Strategy examples: Making learning a game, adding creative drawings, adding music or physical action, joining with other people, etc. to make the learning process less boring or repetitive. Taking advantage of innovative opportunities.

5 Controlling Attributions. Strategy examples: Purposefully selecting causal attributions to maintain or increase motivations. Avoiding blaming academic setbacks on uncontrollable internal factors (ability) because this leads to helplessness. Purposefully using attributions that reflect controllable internal factors (effort, strategy use).

Note: Regulating emotions can also be a means of regulating motivation. See affective strategies for emotion regulation in Chapter 6.














The Social Domain: Strategies and Metastrategies for Regulating the Social Self

The S2R Model underscores the sociocultural nature of L2 learning and of life itself. The next few pages present theoretical background, and after that comes an organized set of relevant strategies.


Theoretical Background

This part discusses theories of interrelationships among communication, culture, and identity and summarizes two key studies.


More than Just a Verbal Tie

Communicative interaction is crucial to life. Tennyson’s “Ulysses” stated, “I am a part of all that I have met …”9 John Dewey, a scholar who helped shape education in America with reverberations around the world, wrote the following:

There is more than a verbal tie between the words common, community, and communication. [Humans10] live in a community in virtue of the things they have in common; and communication is the way they come to possess things in common. What they must have … [is] a common understanding.

(1916, p. 8)

Community, communication, common (strands), context, and complexity – all of these are relevant to L2 learners and their learning.




Self-Regulation, Interaction, and Identity

Chapter 2 discussed the development of self-regulation through social interaction. For instance, novice learners, temporarily on the periphery of a community of practice, learn from more centrally located “oldtimers” or experts (Lave & Wenger, 1991). Cognitive apprenticeships occur in welcoming contexts in which learners work with mentoring helpers or teachers in order to become more proficient or competent (Brown, Collins, & Duguid, 1989). Vygotsky’s (1978) zone of proximal development is a context in which the learner is in an ongoing dialogue with a more capable other and thereby internalizes higher order mental processes on the way to self-regulation; yet the zone of proximal development is also part of a larger sociocultural (Vygotsky called it “cultural-historical”) context. For Norton (2010, 2014), a context is a sociocultural environment in which power imbalances can occur, influencing identity, and Taylor (1994) described social environments in which an individual’s identity goes unrecognized or misrecognized (see earlier).

All contexts make sociocultural distinctions of various kinds. There are some second language learners who tend to have a higher status than others for a number of reasons: their L1 and home culture, or C1, are relatively prestigious; they have adequate socioeconomic resources not to be perceived as a “drain” on the community; they have an acceptable level of L1 literacy; they have attained an adequate or impressive level of prior education (although Norton, 2010, demonstrated that prior education is not a guarantee of social status or acceptability for many second language learners); they have social contacts or, at the very least, official identity papers; they are perceived as outgoing and hard-working; and their religious affiliation does not threaten people in their new context.

It is worthwhile reminding ourselves of Ushioda’s (2009) person-in-context relational view, which was highlighted in Chapter 3 as a bridge to complexity theory and strategies. Turning away from abstract images of learners, Ushioda in particular stressed real learners’ agency within actual sociocultural contexts.




Language and Cultural Realities

“Language expresses cultural reality” (Kramsch, 1998, p. 3). Three layers of culture are (a) the social (current, synchronic), (b) the historical (diachronic), and (c) the imaginative, consisting of the future-oriented imaginings, dreams, and hopes embedded in the culture, as in Martin Luther King’s speech, “I have a dream …” (Kramsch, 1998, p. 8). Adapting ideas from Kramsch (1998), Gee (2005, 2007), and Hall (2010), the S2R Model contends that culture’s three layers, social, historical, and imaginative, interact constantly in what we might call the sociocultural context. The sociocultural context as we experience it includes the social identities of communicators; shared assumptions, imaginings, hopes, and dreams; the communication setting; the communication activity; and, as noted by Gee (2005), the social, cultural, cognitive, material, and political effects of all of these. Learning is called “hot” partly because it is embedded in dynamic, lively, and significant sociocultural contexts, as well as because it involves emotions and motivation. Hot cognition was mentioned earlier in this chapter.

From another perspective, culture is the human-made part of our environment, consisting of shared attitudes, value, beliefs, institutions, symbols, practices, and artifacts of a particular group that considers itself united by a common history. A culture gives particular guidelines for behaving, seeing, interpreting, believing, responding to, and evaluating social realities among those who have the same location or area, language, and historical period. Culture includes unexamined assumptions and shared cognitions that are reflected in “standard operating procedures” and role sequences, all of which are typically accepted without examination or analysis. A few examples include the treatment of elders, the treatment of those from outside the culture and of minorities within the culture, the role of women, the typical marriage age, the prestige of various languages, the degree of cultural demand or encouragement for learning another language, social hierarchies that are reflected in language, cultural metaphors used in the language, and conversation “rules” or expected patterns.




Cultural Competencies for Learners to Develop

What should L2 learners seek to become in relation to culture? Betty Leaver (2008) answered that question.

[W]ithout rich sociocultural and sociolinguistic competence, students do not make it past the minimum level of professional proficiency – and … in today’s world, that is simply not good enough. … We need foreign-language students who, whether or not they acculturate, understand the significance of [cultural] variations in behavioral norms, lexica that … carry divergent cultural salience, paralinguistic communication, pragmatics, dialectical and idiolectal manners of expression … For future generations to survive an unfortunately increasingly hostile, and at the same time, interdependent world, we need … foreign-language graduates who exhibit greater sophistication of expression, comprehension, and analysis, … and who are more cognizant of cultural differences, … more culturally sensitive and accepting.

(p. 11)

The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment(CEFR,Council of Europe, 2001), mentioned earlier, is a major effort to bring language and culture together, or I should say, to telegraph to the world that language and culture have always been together, even if not everyone noticed. According to the recommendations that led to the development of the CEFR(pp. 3–4), better knowledge of languages will facilitate communication, interaction, cooperation, tolerance, respect for cultural diversity and identities, and international mobility and will help overcome prejudice and discrimination. In other words, language and culture are inseparable. In the CEFR,sociocultural competence is described as involving attitudes of curiosity and openness, knowledge of social groups and their products and practices in various cultures, ability to interpret a text or event from another culture and relate it to one’s own culture, ability to acquire new cultural knowledge and interact across cultures under real-time constraints, and critical cultural awareness. Strategies are mentioned many times in the CEFR.

A new European Commission (2015) effort funded by the European Union is called the EUFICCS (European Use of Full-Immersion, Culture, Content, and Service) approach. It involves the development of reflective intercultural competence along with competence in languages. Strong efforts supporting the learning of language and culture together have been mounted by the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL). ACTFL standards included culture and communication among the “5 C’s” of language learning. Anna Chamot (n.d.) created a strategy instruction procedure addressing the 5 C’s. As an update on its prior standards, ACTFL has created the World Readiness Standards for Learning Languages (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages, 2014).




Communication as a Key

Communication is a key to the S2R Model and to L2 learning in general. “… [L2 learning] theorists and practitioners alike almost unanimously emphasize communication of one kind or another” (Kumaravadivelu, 1993, p. 12). Communicative-interactive classrooms focus largely on meaning, although form is important as well (Ellis, 2005). Meaning includes not just the semantic meaning of words but also the pragmatic meaning (contextual appropriateness) of communication acts. The development of true fluency requires opportunities to create pragmatic meaning (Ellis, 2005). The S2R Model’s metasocial strategies and social strategies help learners participate in authentic, communicative interaction that involves context-appropriate meanings. In addition, the motivational and affective strategies help to facilitate the appropriate states to participate in L2 communication and thus learn the L2.


CULTURE, COMMUNICATION STYLES, AND FACE

Culture, communication styles and face are important for L2 learners to understand. As I explained elsewhere (Oxford, 2013a), collectivist cultures, representing approximately 75 percent of the world’s population, focus on the person as part of a social group, while individualist cultures are those that center on the person as a separate, unique individual. Collectivist cultures are made up of strong, tight ingroups, such as extended families, which expect long-term loyalty from the participants, and they closely protect, nurture, and guide group members. The tendency of individualist cultures to highlight the individual person rather than the group results in comparatively loose ties between individuals.

Communication in collectivist cultures is described as high-context, while communication in individualist cultures is known as low-context (Hall, 1976). High-context communication is largely indirect and nonlinear, with much of the message expressed only through voice, facial expression, gestures, posture, politeness rituals, and contextual clues like the speaker’s social status and family background. In contrast, low-context communicators prefer for key information to be direct, logical, and bluntly presented. In low-context communication, decisions are largely made on the basis of facts rather than feelings, discussions are expected to lead to action, and relationships, time, and space are compartmentalized.

Face (honor or credibility in the eyes of others) is viewed differently in collectivist and individualist cultures. Maintaining face and avoiding shame are keys to collectivist cultures. People, groups, or nations can be concerned about maintaining their own face (self-face orientation), maintaining the face of others (other-face orientation), or simultaneously maintaining their face and that of others (mutual-face orientation). Individualist cultures are more prone to to self-face orientation, which is aligned with a dominating conflict style, while collectivist cultures show other-face and mutual-face orientations more often (Ting-Toomey, 2005; Ting-Toomey & Kurogi, 2009).




TWO STUDIES

Gao’s (2010) book highlights the role of agency and context in strategic L2 learning. Gao took a sociocultural perspective and addressed social, political, psychological, and communicative factors motivating mainland Chinese students to attend English-medium universities in Hong Kong. Gao interviewed participants in Hong Kong to uncover their mainland English-learning strategies, why they used these strategies, and how and why their strategies changed in Hong Kong. Gao learned that contextual factors (e.g., resources and limitations, interactions with peers, cultural beliefs, and family pressures) helped to shape learning strategies, ranging from rote memorization to intentional communicative interaction with others who were more competent.

Harish (2014) conducted a longitudinal case study of social learning strategy use involving Malayalee undergraduate students in Kerala State, India. Using interviews and a social strategies inventory, the investigation shed light on these students’ strategies in class, on campus outside the classroom, and off campus and explored the topic from structuralist and sociocultural perspectives. Findings showed that participating Malayalee undergraduate students seemed highly motivated but that they settled for less than optimal use of social strategies, probably because their legitimate right to become proficient speakers of English continued to be hampered by language education policies. In other words, the decision to use or not use social learning strategies was not based solely on individual wishes. Harish argued that a negative sociocultural learning context might be more pervasive than several previous studies of language learning studies had shown. These findings suggest that modification of the context can and must be done in many settings. There is an urgent need to socialize and acculturate the less-proficient Malayalee students into English-speaking groups to make their transition from schools to colleges smoother and to give them more autonomy.






Synthesis of Social Theories and Research

We have explored important theoretical foundations for the social aspect of the S2R Model This part of the chapter has demonstrated that communication, culture, and community are inimately tied together. I discussed self-regulated learning from the viewpoints of mediated learning (Vygotsky, Lave and Wenger, and others) and mentioned the theories of Ushioda. I highlighted Kramsch’s concept of language expressing cultural reality and named three layers of culture. Cultural competencies are being called for by institutions and regions of the world, as noted in this part. I emphasized communication as a key to the S2R Model and explained culture types, communication styles, and face. I also summarized two key studies by Harish (2014) and Gao (2010).

This discussion of the social dimension provides a counterweight to certain existing theories and systems. For example, socially related learning strategies in some prior strategy theories and typologies were extremely limited, i.e., these strategies dealt almost solely with asking questions (e.g., for verification or clarification). Although asking questions is important, it only scratches the surface of the social dimension of L2 learning. Another illustration is some theorists’ questioning of the relevance of strategic identity-management to L2 learning. Evidence cited in this chapter suggests that identity has much to do with L2 learning and that identity-management strategies might be very important to learners who seek higher L2 proficiency and wish to be meaningfully recognized in the target culture.






Relevant Strategies

Now let us turn to a selection of metasocial and social strategies.


Metasocial Strategies (The Community Manager) [image: fig4_1]

Metasocial strategies serve as the Community Manager. For a community to function effectively, there is always a leader with managerial responsibility for activities such as planning, gathering resources, organizing, monitoring, and evaluating.

Reminder 1.As Chapter 1 explained, all strategies begin in the mind. Some strategies also have observable, physical, behavioral manifestations that serve to implement the mental aspects.

Reminder 2.Chapter 4 strongly argued that language learning and language use are not divorced; instead, they interact closely. Communication in the L2 can enhance learning, and learning can foster greater communicative ability. The metasocial strategies should be understood in that light.




Four Metasocial Strategy Sets and Selected Strategy Examples

Below are four metasocial strategy sets and examples of strategies in each set.

1 Paying Attention to Contexts, Communication, and Culture. Strategy examples: Paying attention to the different social identities I have when speaking or writing the language. Paying attention to my introverted (or extroverted) tendencies and ways that I can effectively deal with them in order to learn the language. Paying attention to the differences between the target culture (cultural characteristics, communication styles, and facework) and my own culture.

2 Planning for Contexts, Communication, and Culture. Strategy examples: Putting my goals (communication in the language) ahead of the teacher’s goals (“perfect” grammar). Planning to record myself saying the Chinese tones. Focusing on listening, which has been so difficult for me in fast-paced conversations. Prioritizing my goals while preparing for a speaking task. Deciding to gain more experience in the target language and culture and identifying a plan.

3 Organizing Learning and Obtaining Resources for Contexts, Communication, and Culture. Strategy examples: Seeking experts in the target language. Seeking courses that allow a lot of listening and speaking practice. Looking for tasks that encourage me to interact with others. Seeking conversation partners and study group members. Seeking films that will give me a good understanding of the culture. Finding locations that are conducive to conversation in the language.

4 Monitoring and Evaluating for Contexts, Communication, and Culture. Strategy examples: Monitoring my accuracy and cultural understanding during conversations. Monitoring how well my strategies are working as I perform a speaking task. Listening well to my distance tutor’s phone response to determine whether she has understood what I am saying. Evaluating my speaking performance in the self-reflection stage after the task is done. Evaluating the effectiveness of my social strategies after the task is over. Using the strategy chain of monitoring and then evaluating (orchestrating my strategies in the social domain). Checking whether I am relying too much for help on my study partner and whether I should be more self-reliant.




Social Strategies (The Community Workers) [image: fig4_1]

Social strategies – strategies for sociocultural contexts and communication – directly facilitate communication and deep understanding of the sociocultural context and the learner’s roles in it. In the S2R Model, the social strategies are the Community Workers, who receive guidance from the Community Manager.

Three broad social strategy sets are included in the S2R Model.

Reminder 1.Chapter 1 demonstrated that all strategies begin in the mind. Strategies start as ideas and as decisions to do something for a purpose. Certain strategies can also be observed, though the observable aspect is a reflection of the mental aspect.

Reminder 2.Learning strategies and “use/performance/communication” strategies interact. As noted in Chapter 4, L2 communication can improve L2 learning and vice versa. “Talking to learn” is a reality.




Three Social Strategy Sets and Selected Strategy Examples

1 Interacting to Learn and Communicate. Strategy examples: Working several times a week with a knowledgeable, patient, interested mentor. Reading all the postings on the discussion forum so I can get different ideas and learn the language better. Meeting periodically with a small group of independent learners so we can speak the language together. Forming a study group with two friends so we can study before tests in the language. Emailing my teacher or another student to get clarification when I am confused about this week’s homework. Meeting with refugees to find out about the political situation and speak their language. Writing down questions to ask the distance tutor, and then going over them one by one with the tutor to get explanations.

2 Learning Despite Knowledge Gaps in Communication. Strategy examples: Using a synonym or even an antonym (“it’s not this,” “it’s something like this”) to stay in the conversation, if I can’t remember the right word. Making up a new word while I am talking if I don’t know the necessary word, so that I can keep communicating and learning. “Talking around” a missing word by describing it by its features or what it does. [This is called circumlocution.] Slipping back into my native language for a moment just so I can keep the conversation going. Using gestures or facial expressions to communicate meanings when I have no otherway. Changing the topic to something I can handle more easily, as long as it would fit into the conversation. Repeating what the person said in a question-inflection or with an interest-inflection, and then the person starts telling me more; this helps me understand what I did not understand before.[This is called eliciting information through repeating.]

3 Dealing with Sociocultural Contexts and Identities. Strategy examples: Focusing on the expected amount of silence (waiting times or just peaceful silence) and the presence or absence of interruptions (by whom? between whom?) to figure out more about the culture. Subtly communicating friendship and a positive view of myself that contradicted native speakers’ view of me as a foreigner with an odd accent. Considering the cultural implications of the Japanese bathhouse and spa traditions (or the ubiquitous Russian vodka-drinking tradition),11 especially the values that are involved. Imitating someone’s posture and standing-distance in the culture and trying to understand the cultural meaning.12 Practicing the communication style and facework expectations of the target culture.




An Acronym for Social Strategies

I propose an acronym for strategies to develop certain aspects of sociocultural competence: CRITERIA.The elements are cooperation, respect, integrity, tolerance of ambiguity, exploration, reflection, intercultural empathy, and acceptance of complexity. Table 5.7 presents CRITERIAand shows social strategies in a way that will help learners and teachers to remember them. The CRITERIA acronym lends itself to creativity and flexibility in terms of strategies used for the different components. It can be added to or changed in various ways, as needed.














Conclusion

This has been a journey into three domains: cognitive, motivational, and social. It is rare that strategies are spelled out in a systematic way in these three areas. My goal was to provide theoretical backgrounds for these areas, along with some research findings; to offer meaningful and memorable metaphors (the Master Builder and the Building Brigade; the Guiding Light and Rays of Light; and the Community Manager and the Community Workers); and to present strategies organized clearly by domain and expressed in straightforward language. As we came into the three domains, we also entered the lives of real learners.


Table 5.7 Elements of Sociocultural Competence and Related Strategies: What L2 Learners (and Teachers) Need to Know









	Letter in the word CRITERIA
	Word or Phrase and Definition
	Selected Strategies Relevant to the Word or Phrase





	C
	Cooperation

(ability to work with people whose cultural values are different from one’s own)
	Seeking a native speaker of the L2

Asking questions, if appropriate, about a native speaker’s culture



	R
	Respect

(regard, esteem, or consideration for other cultures and for cultural diversity; rejection of xenophobia, discrimination, and marginalization)
	Showing respect by using culturally appropriate turn-taking and other aspects of pragmatics



	I
	Integrity

(honesty, honor, and fairness in dealing with other cultures)
	Researching the signs of honor and fairness in the friend’s culture. Being sure to communicate by employing this knowledge.



	T
	Tolerance of ambiguity

(ability to face new, often confusing cultural situations without becoming overly stressed, even when these situations include uncomfortable)
	If a confusing cultural situation emerges, asking for help understanding it rather than getting upset.



	E
	Exploration

(willingness to actively explore cultures)
	Watching videos, reading, and using other resources to explore the culture and taking notes to refer to later. Having a friend on social media from the culture.



	R
	Reflection

(ability to reflect, leading to cognitive flexibility and cultural adaptability)
	Keeping a long-running journal about what you are learning about other cultures.



	I
	Intercultural empathy

(an emotional response elicited by and congruent with the perceived welfare of a person or group from another culture; ability to step into another’s shoes; understanding or “feeling with” the other)
	Envisioning yourself as someone you know from another culture and experiencing that person’s feelings and thoughts.



	A
	Acceptance of complexity

(an important counterweight to the human desire to oversimplify the cultural data and accept stereotypes)
	Overcoming stereotypes by recognizing that they are merely generalities, often negative ones, and by focusing on complex characteristics of specific, authentic people from the culture.
















Further Readings

Dörnyei, Z. and Ushioda, E. (2010) Teaching and researching motivation. (2nd ed.) Harlow, UK: Pearson Longman. This volume offers one of the most in-depth, up-to-date perspectives on motivation in the L2 field and is written by the two strongest experts on the topic. This should be the first stop if you want an scholarly treatment of L2 motivation.

Gregersen, T. & MacIntyre, P. (2016). Nonverbal communication for L2 learners. Bristol, UK: Multilingual Matters. This remarkable book deals with various nonverbal communication codes in relation to L2 learning. These codes are gesture, posture, facial expression, eye behavior, space and touch, and prosody. The volume significantly complements this chapter.  Also: Gregersen, T., & MacIntyre, P. (2014). Capitalizing on language learners’ individuality: From premise to practice. Bristol, UK: Multilingual Matters. This work touches on many of the themes in the current chapter. With delightful writing the authors move us from premise (theory and research) to practice, giving us an experience that we will be able to apply. The book is rich with activities to help us understand deep meanings.

Hadfield, J. & Dörnyei, Z. (2013). Motivating learning. Harlow, UK: Pearson Education. This is an unexpected treasure, a book of activities for classrooom use aimed at imaging the future self, mapping the journey, and keeping the vision alive. In addition, there are chapters about implementing a motivational program and conducting action research.

Hall, J. K. (2010). Teaching and researching language and culture. (2nd ed.). Harlow, UK: Pearson Longman. Language and culture are immense topics, and each could merit major encyclopedic treatment. Nevertheless, Hall was brave enough to take them on for the benefit of teachers and researchers. This book grapples with the complexities of language and culture in an approachable, useful way.

Macaro, E. (2006) Strategies for language learning and for language use: Revising the theoretical framework. Modern Language Journal, 90(3), 320–337. This is a cogent, highly cognitive, and metacognitive approach to L2 learning strategies and an important step in theory-building. The author calls for better theorizing and defining of strategies and argues that strategies are completely mental. He downplays affective and social aspects of L2 learning.

Norton, B. (2010) Identity and language learning: Gender, ethnicity and educational change. (2nd ed.). Harlow, UK: Pearson Longman.  Also: Norton, B. (2013). Identity and language learning: Extending the conversation. Bristol, UK: Multilingual Matters.  Also: Norton, B. (2014). Identity and poststructuralist theory in SLA. In S. Mercer & M. Williams (Eds.), Multiple perspectives on the self in SLA (pp. 59–74). Bristol, UK: Multilingual Matters. All of these works are excellent keys for understanding Norton’s philosophy on identity, investment, resistance, non-participation, and unequal power relations in sociocultural contexts.

O’Malley, J.M. & Chamot, A.U. (1990) Learning strategies in second language acquisition. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. This classic book helped establish cognitive information processing as an important theoretical framework for L2 learning strategies but paid less attention to affective and social aspects of L2 learning. The movement from declarative to procedural knowledge is particularly well explained, as is the need for the cognitive perspective on strategies.

 Ushioda, E. (2008). Motivation and good language learners. In C. Griffiths (Ed.), Lessons from good language learners (pp. 19–34 Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. In this chapter, which is full of helpful references, Ushioda described motivation from within, the social context of motivation, and motivational self-regulation, including motivational (learning) strategies. The chapter is relevant to theorists and teachers alike.

Winne, P.H. (2011). A cognitive and metacognitive analysis of self-regulated learning. In B.J. Zimmerman & D.H. Schunk (Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation of learning and performance (pp. 15–32). New York: Routledge. This is an excellent chapter for L2 specialists who want to know more about self-regulation from the cognitive/metacognitive viewpoint. Some of the jargon (e.g., “metamemory”) might be new to certain readers, but the chapter a whole is remarkably useful for our field. The whole handbook provides a fine overview of self-regulated learning.










Questions, Tasks, and Projects for Readers

Use or adapt these questions, tasks, and projects for your own growth or that of your students or colleagues.

1 Macaro (2006) emphasized the essentially mental nature of strategies.


a. Why is it important to keep reminding ourselves that what we might observe with our eyes and ears (e.g., a student asking questions of someone more capable) is only a part of the reality of a strategy?

b. Identify five strategies that have an observable aspect as well as a mental basis.

c. Discuss a and b with someone else who is interested in strategies.



2 What is the overlap between schema theory and cognive load theory with regard to learning strategies? Write or say your answer. If you wish, draw a diagram to illustrate your answer.

3 Consider the potential transformation between a (conscious) strategy and an (unconscious) habit.


a. How can a strategy become a habit? Where does that occur in the phases of cognitive information-processing?

b. How can that which is conscious become automatic/unconscious?

c. Can a strategy ever re-emerge from a habit? If yes, why and under what conditions? Give examples.



4 How does activity theory help explain Joseph’s strategy use? How might other theories explain it?

5 Obtain a diagram of the brain. Identify brain areas in which cognitive and metacognitive strategies operate, as you understand the topic based on the chapter. Discuss with a colleague the basic neurobiology of these strategies. Now do some further sleuthing on your own about neurobiological aspects of strategies in the social domain and the motivational domain. Discuss your findings with the same colleague.

6 Why does self-determination theory remain valuable? How can it be used? Is it compatible with more process-oriented motivation theories? Take notes and then discuss with someone else.

7 How do flow, inspired consciousness, and hot cognition relate to strategy use? To answer this question, read some narrative research studies on strategies. Examples include Oxford and Bolaños (2016) and Oxford and Cuéllar (2014).

8 Consider your current motivation to do something new with regard to language and/or culture.


a. What would you like to do?

b. What is your ideal self in that regard?

c. What is your ought-to self in that regard?

d. What is your feared self in that regard (in the theory of Markus and Nurius, 1986)?

e. Which self seems the most powerful to you at this time and why?

f. What strategies would you use to support or strengthen your motivation?

g. How would motivation strategies relate to students as well?



9 This chapter did not discuss willingness to communicate (WTC) as a motivational issue.


a. Read MacIntyre, Clément, Dörnyei, and Noels. (1998) on WTC.

b. How does WTC compare to the other motivational issues in this chapter?

c. What does the social nature of communication mean for people who feel incapable of or uncomfortable with expressing themselves in front of others? What other factors, such as personality and context, are present, and how much importance do they have?

d. What strategies might help learners become more willing to communicate?

e. Does WTC relate to WTL (willingness to learn, a term I created)? Discuss your answer with someone else.



10 Read Henry, Dörnyei, and Davydenko (2015) on the topic of directed motivational currents (DMCs, or intense, enduring L2 motivation). What factors are involved in these DMCs? Although the authors did not discuss learning strategies, do you think strategies might contribute to DMCs in some cases? Have you ever encountered a learner experiencing a DMC?

11 Think about Bonny Norton’s concept of investment in an L2.


a. In what way is investment related to motivation? In what way is it different? Discuss your perceptions with someone else or write them down for further contemplation.

b. Interview a person who is a member of a linguistic or cultural minority group on the topic of that person’s decisions about investing in the L2 (or the target culture). To do this, use the following guidelines.


i. In advance, read some of Norton’s work and watch some of her available videos.

ii. Write three to five guiding questions for the interview using totally nontechnical language, e.g., “When you moved to ____ (country), how did you feel about learning ____ (English, Spanish, Chinese, etc.)?”

iii. Also consider appropriate techniques for conversational empathy or collaborative dialogue to use in the interview.

iv. Conduct the interview for 20 minutes.

v. After the interview, write the results. Then check them with the interviewee. That should make for an interesting and useful follow-up discussion.





12 Which five strategies would you like to add to the sociocultural competence acronym CRITERIA?Where would you add them?

13 Answer this from the point of view of someone from an individualist culture learning an L2 associated with a collectivistculture:


a. In communication with someone from the target culture (C2), or in watching a C2/L2 film, pay attention to any of the following indications of communication style: signs of formalized politeness rituals, eloquent manner of address, indirectness, circular discussion, lack of details, emotional guardedness, other-face orientation, other indications of high-context communication/collectivist culture.

b. Chart these instances or write notes about them.

c. Indicate areas of confusion by writing a question mark, and discuss them with someone else.

d. What strategies would you teach in order for L2 learners to know how to communicate most effectively in a collectivist culture?

e. Why are these strategies identifiable as both learning strategies and pragmatics strategies (strategies for appropriate speech and behavior in specific contexts)?



14 Answer this from the point of view of someone from an collectivistculture learning an L2 associated with a individualistculture:


a. In communication with someone from the C2, or in watching a C2/L2 film, pay attention to any of the following indications of communication style: signs of bluntness, action-orientation, competition, devotion to facts, impatience, self-face orientation, or other indications of low-context communication/individualist culture.

b. Chart these instances or write notes about them.

c. Indicate areas of confusion by writing a question mark, and discuss them with someone else.

d. What strategies would you teach in order for L2 learners to know how to communicate most effectively in an individualist culture?

e. Why are these strategies identifiable as both learning strategies and pragmatics strategies?



15 Consider various communication style, different cultural values, and ways they relate to learning an L2.


a. Make large, poster-size diagrams with examples of communication styles in individualist and collectivist cultures, as related to different cultural values and contrasting views of self and face.

b. Add small notes or pictures reflecting your experiences or experiences of others whom you know with either (a) a different communication style or (b) different cultural values.

c. Add cultural proverbs in relevant places on the posters, illustrating specific aspects of low- and high-context communication and individualist and collectivist values.

d. What strategies would be helpful for learning about and employing culturally appropriate communication styles?



16 Many people in individualist cultures do not feel comfortable with some individualist cultural values, such as competition and the seemingly extreme focus on the individual, and instead feel more comfortable with collectivism’s emphasis on social cooperation.


a. Read at least one of the following to determine how you feel about the views: Gilligan (1993) and Noddings (2013).

b. How can voices that differ from the dominant voice be heard in society – any society? Discuss with others.



17 Research the reasons why differences in high- and low-context communication make a difference in international interactions related to the Middle East, and give specific illustrations.

18 The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (Council of Europe, 2001) has paid special attention to the learning and teaching of lanuage and culture.


a. Go to the CEFR website.

b. Identify at least five advances that have been made in the teaching and learning of language and culture due to the CEFR.

c. Find as much as you can about strategies as described by the CEFR. Notice that strategies the CEFR considers strategies an absolute need, and see if you can understand the reasons why.



19 On the Internet look at the 2014 ACTFL World Readiness Standards for Learning Languages.How do these standards treat communication and culture in the L2 classroom? How do they differ from the prior ACTFL standards in terms of communication and culture? How do strategies relate to the 2014 standards?

20 Find out all you can about EUFICCS (European Use of Full-Immersion, Culture, Content, and Service), which was started by the European Commission in 2015 with funding from the European Union. How does the EUFICCS approach show the smooth weaving of L2 and C2? How does the EUFICCS approach treat strategies? Does the EUFICCS approach offer any ideas for you? Can you find anyone to contact for more information?

21 Take a walk down memory lane while thinking of face. Consider a time when you lost face in a different culture. Where were you? Who was there? What were the circumstances? How did you feel? What coping strategies did you use? Did you also use any learning strategies in the situation? Did anyone try to help you save face?

22 Idioms unite language and culture in unique ways. I once taught English language idioms to international teaching assistants (ITAs). Here are a few of the idioms I taught: “It’s Greek to me,” “It cost an arm and a leg” (or “a cow and a calf”), “It’s as easy as falling off a log,” “When pigs fly!,” and “You scratch my back, and I’ll scratch yours.” The ITAs shared their own L1 idioms and tried to explain them in English, their L2.


a. In what ways are idioms based on culture? Why are idioms so culturally interesting? Why are they difficult to explain in another language?

b. What do your favorite L1 idioms say about your culture and about you?

c. What optimal learning strategies can be used for learning idioms in another language?

d. Reflect on your own experiences, if any, in teaching or learning L2 idioms. What did you learn? What did you students learn? What strategies did they use for learning idioms? 13












Notes

1 Though Winne (2011) did not talk about it here, standards of acceptability can be the learner’s own or those of someone else, such as the teacher or the educational institution.

2 My colleague Betty Lou Leaver (2003) has used individualized study plans with many of her students at advanced levels.

3 EOL, JOL, and FOK are all shown to be helpful to learning. See Nelson and Narens (1994).

4 As you can see, JOLs can be used for post-performance evaluation as well as for prospective monitoring.

5 Although this book is about learning strategies, it might also be helpful to include motivation strategies for teachers to use with their students. Williams and Burden (1997, pp. 141–142) suggested: Recognize the complexity of motivation. Be aware of both initiating and sustaining motivation. Discuss with the learners why they are carrying out activities. Involve learners in making decisions related to learning the language. Involve learners in setting language-learning goals. Recognize people as individuals. Build up individuals’ beliefs in themselves. Develop internal beliefs. Help to move towards a mastery-oriented style. Enhance intrinsic motivation. Build up a supportive learning environment. Give feedback that is informational. Dörnyei and Csizér (1998, p. 215) offered “ten commandments” (macro-strategies) for motivating learners: Set a personal example with your own behavior. Create a pleasant, relaxed atmosphere in the classroom. Present the task properly. Develop a good relationship with the learners. Increase the learner’s linguistic self-confidence. Make the language classes more interesting. Promote learner autonomy. Personalize the learning process. Increase the learner’s goal-orientedness. Familiarize learners with the target language culture.

6 In some versions, linguistic self-confidence is based on interactions between the language learner and members of the target language community, and the quality and quantity of these interactions strengthen the self-confidence. However, I contend that not all learners have opportunities for frequent, high-quality interactions with members of the target language community. In those cases, learners must work hard to generate opportunities, for example through study abroad or regular eTandem (technology-aided) sessions.

7 The only one of Wolters’ (2003) strategies that was not included in my 1990 book was self-handicapping, which is actually an anti-learning strategy that is meant to make learner feel better about failing. I included self-handicapping in my 2011 book (the first edition of the present book) because it is so often encompassed in discussions of motivational self-regulation, although I warned readers that it is not a helpful strategy for learning.

8 MFL (my term) is not an inherent quality of the lesson, task, technology, or materials; it depends on the learner’s fluctuating attitude and feelings in relation to the lesson, task, technology, or materials. MFL can be monitored at any stage of the task cycle: forethought, performance, and self-reflection. MFL can also be gauged on a wider scale over weeks or months of a course.

9 Written by British Victorian poet Alfred, Lord Tennyson and published in his second volume of poetry.

10 Dewey, born in the mid-19th century, used the old-fashioned, gender-limited word “men” to mean “men and women.” I have changed it to fit current usage.

11 I am not including these as stereotypes. I mean them as cultural traditions, which I regularly encountered when staying in these two countries. Residents whom I met, who were primarily academics, consistently participated in these experiences.

12 As Hall (2005) suggested, for the majority of people in the United States, although not for every subculture there, the following is true: Public space(12–25 feet) is generally reserved for formal meetings or addresses, such as a politician talking to his/her constituents or a professor lecturing to a large class. Social (sometimes called social-consultative) space (4–12 feet) is used by people who do not know each other well and in certain types of business interactions. Where there is room, social space also separates strangers in public areas, such as bus stops, subway stops, and beaches. Personal space (a little less than 2 feet and up to 4 feet) is used among family members and ordinary friends. Intimate space (0–18 inches) is used for communicating emotional closeness. These distances are dramatically different across cultures. For instance, personal space in the Middle East is about 8 to 12 inches. In Japan it is about 3 feet. Normal social and personal spaces can be very different across cultures. What Americans consider as intimate space might be considered personal or even social space in much of the Arab world, where, as Hall (2005, p. 172) pointed out, “it is desirable to stand close enough to the persons with whom you’re interacting to smell their breath.”

13 Go to Omniglot (Ager, 2016) at http://omniglot.com/language/idioms/ to find idioms that would be culturally and linguistically important to teach in the languages you know.
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6 The Multiple Self, Continued

Emotion Self-Regulation Strategies



 

 

 

 



Past the raincloud’s curse,

Beyond the rusted weathervane

That spins wildly in the dark,

I reach for hope.

I pray for courage.

I want to learn.


Rebecca L. Oxford1





 

This poem has much in common with the message of positive psychologists Barbara Frederickson (2001, 2003), Sonja Lyubomirsky (2008, 2013), and Martin Seligman (2006, 2011). It relates to the efforts of L2 positive psychology specialists Peter MacIntyre, Tammy Gregersen, and Sarah Mercer (2016). The Strategic Self-Regulation (S2R) Model, on which the present book is built, honors all who think deeply about emotions. It encourages emotional self-regulation and praises all who choose to regulate their emotions toward the positive. This includes brave L2 learners, their teachers, and others around them.










Some Basics, Some Problems, and Some Hope

For MacIntyre (2002), emotion is “the primary human motive” and “functions as an amplifier, providing the intensity, urgency, and energy to propel our behavior” in “everything we do” (p. 61). It is now common to say that the human brain is an emotional brain, creating relationships among thought, emotion, and motivation (LeDoux, 1996). Mercer (2015) that our emotions color everything about our waking lives, and I add that they color our dream life as well. Quite clearly, emotion and cognition are intertwined.

Affect, which focuses primarily on emotions, plays a key role in L2 learning in the S2R Model and is integral to all learning (Damasio, 1994; LeDoux, 1996). Stern (1983) stated, “…[T]he affective component contributes at least as much [as] and often more … than the cognitive skills” (p. 386). Language learning is emotion-laden; it is “a profoundly unsettling psychological proposition” (Guiora, 1983, p. 8) because of challenges to and shifts in learner identity. While learning a language, and hence while using learning strategies, new or expanded personal identities are born, midwifed by emotion. Identities, emotions, and learning strategies are engaged in the process of symbolically – and sometimes physically – crossing borders during the language learning process.

The affective domain receives its own chapter in this book because it is so important in relation to learning strategies. Nevertheless, Jacobson and Faltis (1990, p. 24) mentioned a “significant problem” soon after L2 learning strategies emerged as a field: the serious neglect of affective strategies for L2 learning. This situation has not changed dramatically since the birth of the field in the 1970s. Few L2 learning strategy researchers have explored affective strategies in sufficient depth. In planning and conducting his meta-analysis of quantitative L2 learning strategy instruction studies (see Chapter 10), Plonsky (2011) found that very few studies highlighted affective strategies.

There have been numerous calls for attention to L2 affect in general (Arnold, 1998; Horwitz & Young, 1991; Moskowitz, 1978; Stevick, 1976, 1989, 1990; Young, 1998) and to affective strategies in particular (Oxford, 1990, 1996, 2011; Plonsky, 2011). Mercer (2015) noted that much work has been done with a focus on positive emotions in the L2 field, largely through humanistic approaches,2 but I perceive that most of the affective research the L2 field has focused on L2 learner anxiety. L2 anxiety enjoyed an outpouring of concern from theorists and researchers, but this did not translate into major attempts to identify and teach strategies to reduce L2 anxiety or to validate such strategy instruction.

Perhaps one reason for the lack of concern about affect (except for L2 anxiety) was that some people believed cognition and metacognition are all-important and that the affective domain does not play a role equal to the cognitive domain. For example, Macaro (2006) suggested that affective strategies are merely part of metacognition. Still another reason for lack of concern might have been that few people understood the amazingly strong neurobiological linkages between cognition and emotion in L2 learning and the implications of those linkages. Two other potential reasons were purely practical. Perhaps teachers felt extremely busy and did not want to have one more pressing thing to think about. Also, some teachers might not have known what helpful affective strategies were or how to teach them; for these teachers, strategy instruction might have seemed new, and teaching affective strategies might have seemed even newer and more daunting.

Signs of hope are occurring. Many of my narrative studies on L2 learning have recognized the roles of emotions and strategies (see, e.g., Oxford, 2014; Oxford & Bolaños, 2016; Oxford & Cuéllar, 2014; Oxford, Pacheco Acuña, Solís Hernández, & Smith, 2015), because these themes have emerged naturally from the data. Christina Gkonou (University of Essex) and I have developed and are testing an exciting, new, scenario-based emotional strategies questionnaire, included in Chapter 10. Jean-Marc Dewaele, Peter MacIntyre, Sarah Mercer, Tammy Gregersen, and Danuta Gabryś-Barker and her colleagues are generating scholarly attention for the affective domain. Some recent books give affect the wide-scale attention it deserves (see, e.g., Gabryś-Barker & Bielska, 2013; MacIntyre, Gregersen, & Mercer, 2016). In addition, the present chapter is an illustration of serious attention to affective strategies. However, the link between affect and strategies needs to be further theorized and studied.










Affect, Cognition, and the Brain

Duncan and Barret (2007) wrote, “Affect is a form of cognition” and provided a neurobiological justification. They explained that affect is an experience of emotion and is a key part of an organism’s interaction with the environment. The affective domain is one of the major subsystems of the mind. It has been said that the affective is part of the cognitive, and the cognitive is part of the affective (Duncan & Barret, 2007). The stronger the emotional connections and the more meaningful the information and linkages, the stronger the memory trace will be (Haberlandt, 1998). However, sometimes anxiety clouds the picture so much that the learner remembers in great detail the learning situation that caused the anxiety but forgets (or never learns) the L2 information from that situation.

It has sometimes been said that emotions are divisible into two subsystems in the brain. The first subsystem (first in its degree of sophistication, but not first in evolutionary development) can be seen as more “cognitive.” It is the link between emotions and attitudes, is found in the frontal lobe of the cerebral cortex, and is strongly influenced by the person’s experience and development (MacIntyre, 2002). The frontal lobe of the brain works with deeper brain structures to control emotion and motivation. For instance, the ability to override immediate gratification in favor of future goals is centered in the frontal lobe.

The more primitive and automatic of the two emotion subsystems encompasses joy, interest, sadness, disgust, anger, and fear and is located in the brain’s subcortical area, with a focus in deeply internal limbic part known as the amygdala. Thanks to the amygdala (also mentioned in Chapter 5), emotions help to shape cognition by modulating perception and attention, and conscious regulation of emotion by the other emotion subsystem in turn influences the amygdala’s function (Dörnyei, 2009). The amygdala produces and responds to nonverbal signs of anger, avoidance, defensiveness, and fear, as well as being the center of the appraisal system mentioned by Schumann (2001a, 2001b), discussed later. The amygdala might provide the nonverbal, deeply emotional connection to the less emotional, highly verbal thoughts about and considerations of strategies that occur in the frontal cortex. The hypothalamus, also in the limbic system, is an organizer and coordinator: it organizes basic nonverbal responses associated with emotions, coordinates survival behavior, and helps control the autonomic nervous system and the endocrine system. The hippocampushas a memory conversion function, but it also appears to be involved in the “down-regulation” (reduction of intensity) of difficult or negative emotions (Kuhl, 2000), such as anxiety, frustration, and anger. Some affective strategies, such as modulating emotional responses (e.g., through deep breathing), can influence the workings of these structures in a useful way. Deep breathing helps the hippocampus reduce the intensity of anxiety.

An additional neurobiological theory might be relevant to the S2R Model, although this tie has not yet been explored. Schumann (2001a, 2001b) viewed sustained, deep learning as mental foraging, involving a stimulus appraisal system heavily weighted toward affect. In Schumann’s theory, motivation for sustained, deep L2 learning involves multiple neurobiological structures: the amygdala, the orbitofrontal cortex (above the orbits of the eyes), and major body systems, such as the autonomic nervous system (part of the peripheral nervous system), the endocrine system, and the musculoskeletal system. The appraisal system learns to recognize environmental cues predicting rewards for the learner. The learner rapidly evaluates these cues with five criteria: relevance (significance) to needs/goals, coping potential, pleasantness, novelty, and compatibility to self and social image. The appraisal creates a bodily state (somatic marker), communicated to the brain as a feeling, on which the learner makes learning decisions, including strategy use decisions. Thus, emotion, motivation, and cognition are directly linked. After frequent associations between bodily states and stimulus appraisals, the bodily states become “centrally represented in the brain itself, obviating the need for processing in the peripheral nervous system” (Schumann, 2001b, p. 23). The neurobiological system is related to the actions described as learning strategies (Schumann, 2001b). Schumann described a learner named Barbara, who made repeated stimulus appraisals as she decided which languages to learn and which learning strategies to use in varied contexts over the years. Her strategies were more than merely “motivated behaviors,” because they reflected the application of various types of metacognitive knowledge and self-regulation.










Multiple Components

Different scholars have generated contrasting lists of components of affect or of affective states:

• Duncan and Barret (2007) contended that affective states have several dimensions: valence (subjective evaluation of an experienced state), arousal (activation of the sympathetic nervous system), and motivational intensity (strength of the impulse to act). Notice the relationship between emotion and motivation.

• Lewis (2005 in Dörnyei, 2009, p. 223) identified four necessary elements of emotions: arousal, action tendencies, attentional orientation, and affective feeling.

• Berry, Poortinga, Segall, and Dasen (2002) argued in favor of a more detailed multicomponential approach to emotion containing the following constituents: antecedent events (situations eliciting an emotion), appraisal (evaluation of a situation), subjective feelings, physiological reaction patterns, action readiness, behavioral expression, and regulation of this expression.

Dörnyei (2009) remarked, “[M]ost human attributes are multicomponential, made up of the dynamic interaction of several layers of constituents” (p. 189). I agree with Dörnyei’s (2009) assessment about the complex, dynamic subsystems involved in language learning and in life itself. It is not surprising that multiple strategies, including those that are not typically considered affective, can be conscripted in the effort to manage emotions because of the interwoven operations of various mental subsystems.

Emotional experiences can vary dramatically in pervasiveness and duration on an emotional continuum (Dörnyei, 2009). Emotional states are dynamic, continuously fluctuating processes that unfold in time. Moods are more prolonged and with less specific causes than emotions. Emotional traits (affective styles, temperament, or emotional habits) are more stable and enduring.










Positive or Negative Emotions?

This discussion outlines some distinctions between positive and negative emotions but also raises some cautions.


Positive Emotions in General

Positive psychologists such as Frederickson (2001, 2003, 2004), Lyubomirsky (2008, 2013), and Seligman (2006, 2011) focus on positive emotions. For instance, Boehm and Lyubomirsky (2011) argued that happy and unhappy people look differently on past life experiences. These researchers contended that happy people more often report savoring past life experiences and contrasting negative life experiences with today’s improved situations. Unhappy people more often report ruminating about negative experiences and contrasting positive experiences with today’s negative situations.

Lyubomirsky (2008, 2013) concentrated on happiness in two books. Frederickson (2001, 2003, 2004) cited happiness, curiosity, interest, pleasure, and joy as positive emotions. Seligman (2011) added “ecstasy, comfort, warmth, and the like” (p. 17) to the list of positive emotions. Such emotions, according to Frederickson, broaden the individual’s attention and build toward innovative thoughts and actions – psychological resources that are useful in the future and that also have beneficial social effects. Positive emotions trigger upward spirals of well-being, contribute to resilience, and aid health. This is Frederickson’s (2001, 2003, 2004) broaden-and-build concept of positive emotions. See Gregersen and MacIntyre (2014) for L2 learning implications. As we can see, positive psychology is focused on finding what works effectively and makes people happy, contented, and successful. This attitude of positivity has existed in education off and on for many years. Dewey (1938/1998) described how experience and education could flow together in ways that are positive for the learner’s emotions, cognition, and behavior. In education, positive emotions such as “pride and satisfaction with one’s efforts” contribute to language learners’ self-regulation (Schunk & Ertmer, 2000, p. 631) and autonomy (Benson, 2011).




Negative Emotions in General

In contrast, “[n]egative emotions warn us about a specific threat: when we feel fear, it is almost always preceded by a thought of danger” (Seligman, 2011, p. 139), such as sadness being preceded by a thought of loss or anger being preceded by a thought of trespass. Our negative emotional reaction is often disproportional to the actuality of the danger. Negative emotions – “the firefighting emotions” (Seligman, 2011, p. 66) – narrow the individual’s response options to survival behaviors (Frederickson, 2001, 2003, 2004).

In many researchers’ narrative studies of L2 learning, although not necessarily my own narrative studies, most of the emotions found were negative and thus potentially “narrowing” in the sense of Frederickson’s theory. Pavlenko’s (2006) narratives of bilingual writers who had learned English as a second language displayed emotions such as guilt, insecurity, anxiety, worry, sadness, and confusion (p. 5). Japanese women learning English self-identified responses of longing, disappointment, sadness, and powerlessness, but also occasional confidence (Piller & Takahashi, 2006). In her book Lost in Translation,Hoffman (1990) explained the emotional changes and sense of dispossession that occurred when she moved with her family from Poland to Canada. In Hunger of Memory: The Education of Richard Rodriguez,Rodriguez (2004) portrayed emotional and social alienation from his familial linguistic and cultural identity. Why was so little positive emotional value found for some of these individuals during a large part of their language learning process?


Anxiety

Language anxiety is the emotion that has received the most attention in the L2 field over several decades. Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope (1986) got the ball rolling early with a seminal article. This was followed by books by Horwitz and Young (1991), Young (1998, 1999), and Gkonou, Daubney, and Dewaele (2016). A host of additional works were published on language anxiety (e.g., Crookall & Oxford, 1990a; Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014; Dewaele, Petrides, & Furnham, 2008; Gregersen, MacIntyre, & Meza, 2014; Horwitz, 2007; Oxford, 1998, 2016).

Language anxiety, like all anxiety, leads toward the fight-or-flight response. Research on language anxiety reveals that this frequently found emotion has many negative correlates: (a) worsened cognition and achievement, (b) negative attitudes toward the language, (c) decisions to drop the language, (d) less willingness to communicate, and (e) diminished self-confidence, reduced personality, and lowered personal agency and control (Dewaele, 2005; Dewaele & Thirtle, 2009; Horwitz, 2001, 2007; Horwitz & Young, 1991; MacIntyre, 2002). As a form of social anxiety, language anxiety often shows physical symptoms, such as tense muscles, sinking sensations, dry throat, trembling, palpitations, twitching, stammering, and blushing; and anticipatory anxiety, manifested as hyper-intention, produces what the person is most afraid of (Oxford, 2015b). Because of such disastrous results, it is important for teachers to become involved in helping students reduce their anxiety and for teachers to create a comfortable, nonthreatening environment.

On the other hand, if anxiety is not too severe, it can provide a facilitative spur to performance (e.g., Marcos-Llinas & Juan Garau, 2009). Facilitative anxiety, with its frisson of excitement and tension, might be enjoyable to many people. Some people object to talking about a “positive” type of anxiety and prefer to call this phenomenon “tension” or “stimulation,” but others use “anxiety” as the term of choice. Anxiety is indeed very complex and multifaceted. The Janus-like (Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014) negative and positive natures of language anxiety can be explained from an existential psychotherapeutic perspective: “Anxiety has a negative expression in angst or anguish and a positive one in excitement and anticipation” (van Deurzen, 2012, p. 153). Learners differ in their tolerance of anxiety and their ability to experience anxiety as facilitative. Interestingly, language anxiety coexists with L2 learning enjoyment in some people, especially women (Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014).

For learners who experience negative effects of anxiety, a range of affective strategies could be useful, especially those related to modifying external situations, changing cognitive appraisals (reframing), and modulating emotional responses. A particularly interesting affective strategy related changing cognitive appraisals is known as the ABCDE strategy. Seligman (2006, 2011) calls it a macro-strategy (not to be confused with a metastrategy in L2 education) due to its importance and multiple steps. This strategy draws on Rational Emotive Behavior Therapy (REBT, Ellis, 2003) and contains a set of interlocking strategies. Specifically, the learner must recognize that beliefs, especially irrational beliefs, about adversity cause consequent negative feelings (e.g., anxiety), but disputation, which means presenting counter-evidence, results in energization, or a positive change of mind (Seligman, 2006). Within the ABCDE macro-strategy, the strategy of identifying irrational beliefs, such as “I must/should” (dogmatic demands), “It’s terrible” (awfulizing), “I can’t stand it” (low frustration tolerance), and “I’m worthless and incompetent” (self/other rating), is crucial for L2 learners, many of whom hold dysfunctional, irrational beliefs that spark negative emotions. The strategy of identifying irrational beliefs must always be accompanied by the strategies of (a) identifying counter-evidence and (b) creating a new mindset, or else the learner will be completely stuck. The ABCDE macro-strategy combats anxious learners’ typically pessimistic explanatory style.




Grief or Sadness

Grief or sadness occur for all of us on a fluctuating basis. However, they can morph into longer-term depression, which can be endogenous (unrelated to specific events or environments) or exogenous (tied to particular circumstances) or both at once. Regarding exogenous conditions for depression, my mind keeps coming back to the refugees who lost their homes to war and had to leave. They walked long miles, day after day, and some rode in dangerously leaky boats, enduring incalculable hardships. As they sought to find a home and a life in a distant land, many became depressed, if they were not already. In that emotional state, they were expected to learn another language and culture. In addition, many of our students who have never been a refugee or an immigrant have experienced depression.

Virtually everyone believes, on the face of it, that the pain and grief that form depression are negative, but depression occasionally results in powerful poetry, tremendous paintings, and incredible music.3 With such creativity coming from the awfulness of depression, at least for some people, can that emotional state be totally negative?

Regardless of whether depression has any redeeming element, it is important in a practical sense to come to grips with its many destructive manifestations, such as exhaustion, sleeping too little or too much, overeating or undereating, excessive rumination on things that are beyond one’s control, loss of interest in many aspects of life that used to be important, and sometimes the presence of suicidal ideation. Lyubomirsky (2008) has a very good appendix on this topic. van der Kolk’s (2014) book on trauma offers some valuable approaches to depression, though depression can also occur without overt trauma. Serious help from professionals is usually needed for people who are depressed, including L2 learners. However, some affective strategies might provide individual aid as well. Examples are affective strategies in the following sets: changing cognitive appraisals (reframing), modifying external situations, modulating emotional responses, selecting situations, and especially making meaning. Meta-affective strategies such as planning for affect and monitoring affect might also be useful. See strategies later in the chapter.




Anger and Guilt

Anger is uncomfortable for some people, though others (as I see during political campaigns) seem to love angry rants. In the right hands, strong anger can be an impetus for positive action and change, though in other hands it can simply destroy everything in its path. Anger is often dysfunctional in the classroom. How, then, should anger be described – as positive or as negative? The emotion of guilt, or feeling bad for something you did, can sometimes keep you from doing the same thing again. On the negative side, guilt can be very unpleasant and can shut down the learner’s classoom performance. Is guilt a negative or positive emotion, or some of both? To the extent that anger and guilt cause a temporary disability for a given learner, they can be ameliorated by the learner’s use of specific affective and meta-affective strategies, such as changing cognitive appraisals (reframing). See the list at the end of this chapter.






What Is Positive and What Is Negative?

Though I generally agree with Frederickson about the value of positive emotions, I argue that any a priori “positive” versus “negative” labeling of emotions is likely to be too simple. Emotions occur in context and in relation to other people and circumstances, and they can only be evaluated on that basis. Mercer (2015) indicated that we cannot easily determine whether an emotion is positive or negative. She encouraged us to think of the function of an emotion in a specific context, rather than overgeneralizing. As noted earlier, she encouraged the development of emotionally safe, comfortable, engaging, meaningful classroom contexts for all learners.












Empathy

Empathy is a combination of affect and cognition. It is defined as an other-oriented response elicited by and congruent with someone else’s needs (Batson, Ahmad, & Lishner, 2011). Empathy includes compassion, sympathy, and caring for the other person. Empathy has been portrayed by some experts as nota trait or long-lasting disposition, but instead as solely situtated in particular times and events. It has also been described by other experts as strong disposition of a given individual.

I see empathy as both dispositional and situated. Supporting the dispositional argument, I can place on a continuum specific people in my life and in the media who tend, across many circumstances, to show more empathy or less empathy than do other people. Particular teachers in my life were remarkable for their repeated instances of empathy toward me and others, and other teachers were much less empathetic across situations and students. This would support the concept of dispositional, trait-like empathy. The experience of reading Nel Noddings’ (2013) book, Caring: A Relational Approach to Ethics and Moral Education,would suggest that its author has a strong degree of native empathy, and and having briefly worked with her in person, I believe that to be true.

On the other hand, empathy operates in specific situations, concerning certain events, and toward particular people. For instance, an L2 learner might feel empathy toward another learner who is anxious, upset, or confused; toward a young sister or brother who is being bullied; toward a teacher who is being evaluated or who is otherwise under stress; or toward a refugee who has just entered the country with no belongings and with a young child and who now needs to acculturate and learn the language as rapidly as possible. However, this L2 learner might not feel empathy toward all of these people, and the amount of empathy, if present, might fluctuate. These examples suggest that empathy is situated rather than dispositional.

The fact that empathy can be intentionally developed, encouraged, and taught might also suggest that empathy is not totally inborn. We could argue, conversely, that some people, compared to others, are more open to such development, encouragement, and teaching of empathy. There has been no definitive answer to the dispositional-situated conundrum, and that is why I believe empathy has both elements.

While pondering all this, we can still, by our attitudes, actions, and words, offer ourselves to students as role models of empathy. In doing so, we can subtly teach empathy every day. By our way of being in the world, we can encourage our students to become empathetic role models to each other and to those around them at home or work. Alternatively, we can take a more direct approach through interpersonal and intercultural games, role-plays, simulations, and other activities that stimulate empathy strategy use in the L2 classroom or in L2 teacher education (see e.g., Oxford, 2017, specifically activities to foster interpersonal peace; also see Crookall & Oxford, 1990b). These activities will always need to be followed by a debriefing to help learners understand and crystallize what they experienced and learned and to give them a chance to discuss empathy-related strategies. (Note that empathy-related strategies might be some of the social and metasocial strategies in Chapter 9. They might also include some of the affective and meta-affective strategies in this chapter.)










Emotional Intelligence

Emotional intelligence is “the ability to understand feelings in the self and others and to use these feelings as informational guides for thinking and action” (Salovey, Mayer, Caruso, & Yoo, 2011, p. 238). Emotional intelligence is often viewed as having four aspects of ability: to perceive emotions in self and others, use emotions to facilitate cognition, understand emotions, and manage emotions in self and others (Salovey et al.).

Emotional intelligence has numerous specific benefits for L2 students and everyone else. Emotional intelligence has been shown to reduce stress, anxiety, and conflict; improve relationships; and increase achievement, stability, self-motivation, social awareness, and harmony (Goleman, 2005). According to Dewaele, Petrides, and Furnham (2008), adult multilinguals with higher emotional intelligence had generally lower foreign language anxiety and, during communication, felt themselves as more capable of identifying their interlocutors’ emotions, controlling their own stress, and feeling confident. Language teachers can help students to develop emotional intelligence and to use it when in contact with other people. See Goleman (2005) for how to aid development of emotional intelligence.










Optimism and Pessimism in Relation to Emotions and Strategies

Optimists anticipate good outcomes, despite difficulties, and this creates positive emotions, such as excitement, while pessimists anticipate negative outcomes and experience more negative emotions, such as sadness, despair, anxiety, and anger (Carver et al., 2011). Optimists and pessimists use different coping strategies, which, in their own way, are learning strategies (or anti-learning strategies in some cases). According to Carver et al. (2011), optimists keep on trying to solve particular problems despite difficulties that are sometimes immense. If a given problem cannot be solved, optimists use other strategies, such as acceptance (restructuring their experience to come to grips with the reality of the situation and find meaning, rather than merely giving up; see Frankl, 1984 and earlier in this chapter) or humor. If the worst happens, optimists readjust themselves, look to the future, and keep on going. Optimists are generally better off than pessimists in terms of achievement and emotional comfort. However, too much optimism can blind the person to a threat, said Brown Kirschman et al. (2011). Carver et al. (2011) argued that there is no sound research evidence to undermine the value of optimism.

“… [O]ptimists appear generally to be approach copers, and pessimists appear to be avoidant copers” (Carver et al., 2011, p. 305). More specifically, pessimists use strategies such as wishful thinking, denial, distractions, escapism, and giving up, all of which embody running away from the problem. It would be helpful to teach pessimists some key affective strategies, such as reframing problems, using humor, and realistically accepting difficulties without letting those difficulties overcome the person. The problem is how to teach these strategies to pessimists without boring the optimists, who do not need reminders of these strategies. If the affective strategy instruction activities are exciting and refreshing, and if they allow optimists and pessimists to work together so that optimists are role models, then everyone wins.

Now let us think about some personal stories involving L2 learners’ emotions.










Getting Personal: Some Stories of Emotion

Three L2 learners, Rui, Cooper, and Alexandra, sometimes had to battle against their emotions or find creative ways of coping. As you read their stories, you might want to keep track of the strategies they individually used and the emotions they experienced. Do not worry so much about the overall categories, i.e., cognitive, metacognitive, and so on, because Chapter 4 showed that a given strategy might have multiple roles rather than being nailed down to one category. Think about the actual needs of the learners and how they chose strategies to meet those needs.


Rui’s Story (in Ma & Oxford, 2014)

Rui kept a diary about her emotions and strategies as a doctoral student from China in the U.S. During the period of the diary, she was so troubled and miserable because of a housing situation that she sometimes could not concentrate in class. She used a range of strategies to deal with such stress. She mainly tried to reorganize and reframe her thoughts to see the situation more positively. She wrote in her diary:

1 “Think of bigger picture. Think of future.

  I must remind myself that the present difficulties will pass and I should not be absorbed into it and lost my perspective of the big picture. A person must focus on things that are really important.

2 Prioritize. Prioritize.

  As a student, learning is my first priority. I should not care too much about other things. I should minimize their effects to as little as possible.

3 Read good encouraging books or remind myself of my heroes.

  I remember once I read a remarkable book about George Washington in 1776. I remember how often he felt so discouraged, so stressed out because of the severe conditions of the war. However, he never lost his perspective and the strong faith that he has a mission and he has a goal to accomplish. …

4 Remind myself of how precious a learning opportunity is.

It is very precious opportunity to learn in a university classroom. I must try my best to learn. I want to be a useful person with true knowledge to convey…

Based on the above thinking, my housing problem becomes very small, no longer so annoying. (March 10).”

Rui also consciously adopted affective strategies to ensure a positive emotional state for learning. The following is an illustration:

When my classmates started to present, and the room became dim because they turned off the light, I suddenly felt very sad. I think the feeling and smell of a spring evening made me very homesick. I suddenly felt very far away from what was going on in the classroom and was overwhelmed by this melancholy feeling. Right there, I remembered how I always cherish an opportunity of learning and here I can have this two hours of learning. I cannot just let it slip by without trying to learn. I literally pulled myself out of this feeling [of sadness and of being homesick], and pushed myself to concentrate on what was going on. I am very happy that I did that because I realize that at that moment, getting involved into the class and trying to think and to actively learn is the best thing I could do.

Strategy: positive self-talk, keep cool and calm and objective when feeling blue, keep focused on the task at hand, cherish learning opportunities.

(March 24)

More about Rui will emerge in Chapter 9.




Cooper’s Story (in Thompson, 2011)

Cooper Thompson, an American who started to learn German in his 50s when he married a German woman and migrated to her country, wrote an entire book about his emotional and cognitive experiences. For him, learning German “was a constant struggle” (Thompson, 2011, p. xvi.) What made it so difficult? He mentioned an institutional/cultural factor: the curriculum and teaching style of German classes in Germany. He cited his own prejudicial beliefs about the country, probably based on history. Then there was the fact that he was an older man learning a new language; he believed his age would get in the way. He had moved to Germany and had plenty of opportunities for learning, but he “experienced this as pressure, as if I must learn and use German” (p. xvi) as fast as possible and with greater fluency than he had developed. He seemed to feel enslaved by this pressure. I interpret this pressure as coming from the insistent “ought-to self.” (See Chapter 5.)

Uncomfortable emotions arose for Cooper. “… [I]t seemed too overwhelming ….” (p. xvi). He compared himself to young children learning their own language, hesitant and sometimes shy. “When children are first learning to talk, they seem to choose when they will practice, as if they need to trust the people around them … Or maybe they are too shy, or it’s just too hard to talk, or maybe they have nothing to say. I felt all of these things.” He experienced fear, confusion, embarrassment, and, for a long while, a great sense of loss or grief. “I was constantly confronted with what I didn’t know and didn’t understand. I couldn’t communicate what I was feeling and thinking. I lost my sense of who I was. I lost my voice. … “ (p. xvi) He felt loneliness, even though he loved his wife, felt gratitude and warmth toward her supportive family, and enjoyed being with new German friends.

Cooper wanted to make progress. He devised a number of strategies to help him cope with the “ought-to self” and with emotions that were dysfunctional for him. For instance, he kept a journal to make sense of his experience. He sought information about the process of learning another language and as a result discovered memoirs by language learners and academic research (somewhat contradictory) on the subject. “I found out that there were names and concepts for what I was going through, and that my experience was not unusual. Other people have the same difficulties” (p. xvii). “In addition to the memoirs and research I found, I drew on resources that I had used in other parts of my life: a daily meditation practice, training in psychology, and an understanding of cultural differences and the dynamics of oppression” (p.?xvii). For help in his German conversation he relied on supportive German people he knew, starting with his wife’s family, and found new people, such as the kindly cashier at the building supply store, with whom to talk.

His motivation helped tremendously: “My desire to speak more than one language in a part of the world where it is common for people to be multilingual kept me going” (p. xvii). To understand this in terms of an important L2 learning theory, Cooper’s image of himself as a multilingal person – what Dörnyei would call an “ideal self” – was highly motivating. It seemed, at least eventually, stronger than his “ought-to” self.

Cooper gradually became acculturated. “Now … I consider Germany my home and plan to stay here. … I have a full life and a circle of friends that includes Germans and other immigrants.” He also became realistic about himself and his learning.

… I now know that I will always be learning German. I will always have an accent and sound like someone whose native language is English. I will always make mistakes. That used to bother me, but not anymore. It’s who I am, and I’m doing the best I can.

This … is a journey as I lose my voice and find another. It’s not exactly a direct route. There are starts and stops, and sometimes I go over the same ground again and again.

And although it seems obvious to me now, I realized along the way that learning German was more than just learning a language. It was, and still is, an opportunity for me to learn about life, and about myself.

(p. xviii)

To recapitulate, at first Cooper felt shy, confused, lonely, and at a loss in learning German. The situation and his emotions sometimes seemed overwhelming, and some dysfunctional beliefs and interpretations stood in the way. For instance, he perceived the context as pressuring him to learn and use German faster than he was able to. His “ought-to self” gnawed at him (see Chapter 5). However, an admirable array of learning strategies, along with a motivating image of himself as a multilingual person, helped him as he acclimated to the language and the culture. Eventually he became one with the context (see Chapter 3), tamed his emotions, and found a new voice, while realistically accepting his inability to be perfect. Much has happened since Cooper wrote the book in 2011, so there is a new version (Thompson, 2016).




Alexandra’s Story

Two general situations involving Alexandra, a French learner at London University, illustrate the flexibility of strategy roles for emotional self-regulation. In the first situation, Alexandra faces some very difficult tasks in learning French. She needs to use strategies to directly help herself regulate her emotions in order to complete the tasks effectively. For example, Alexandra’s French teacher, Mme. Archambault, announces that M. Proulx, a famous scholar from Paris, will visit the class to give a lecture in French about culture clashes and terrorism in France’s major cities. Mme. Archambault says that the students are expected to take excellent notes and ask serious questions after the lecture. In the ten days after the lecture, the students must discuss in French what they have learned from the visitor, read several articles about terrorist attacks in Paris and about other current cultural themes in France, and write a paper on the subject. The teacher has set high expectations for the students. At the same time, Alexandra’s perfectionism arises, saying that she must listen perfectly, take great notes, not make mistakes when asking the visitor a question, and contribute excellently and without hesitation in her small group. Alexandra suddenly feels extremely insecure and anxious, and she cannot seem to reason her way out of these feelings. Even her usual strategies of planning and organizing do not seem to make a dent in her anxiety. Therefore, she shifts into a different type of strategic mode. She calls upon affective strategies that directly help regulate her emotions. These include deep breathing, visualizing herself as enjoying the situation, imagining herself as going to tea with M.?Proulx (or laughingly thinking of seeing him in a silly hat), and remembering a joke that her brother recently told her.

The second situation concerns tasks that seem less difficult but that nevertheless stir up issues with emotion, motivation, and beliefs. Alexandra can regulate these aspects of herself by using strategies. For example, she feels a little anxious when preparing for an assigned task involving reading a detailed article about the policies of the French president and writing, in French, her opinions about these policies. She believes she might not understand the article and might make some serious mistakes in her written response. However, her motivation remains high, and she thinks her regular strategies will help her over any rough spots in doing the task. Like Arnold in Chapter 3, she uses analysis (usually considered a cognitive strategy but able to have an affective role as well; see Chapter 4) to help her understand the sources of the anxiety and her limiting belief, and doing so helps her have greater control. Planning for the task (usually considered a metacognitive strategy but with an affective impact) and using reasoning and predicting while reading (typically viewed as cognitive strategies but in this case providing affective control) give Alexandra greater agency and task success, which lead to the positive emotions of pride and satisfaction. To underscore what might already be obvious, Chapter 4 indicated that strategies are flexible and do not necessarily “belong” permanently to only one strategic category, such as cognitive or metacognitive. In short, a strategy can have multiple roles.

Now we will turn to some fundamental sets of affective strategies, and this will later lead to a formal list of L2 meta-affective and affective learning strategies.












Some Fundamental Affective Strategies

Based on extensive research Gross (2014a) summarized five families of emotional self-regulation strategies. I will share that information. I will also mention Frankl’s concepts about finding meaning.


Five Families of Strategies

Gross (2014a) listed the following five families of emotional self-regulation (affective) strategies:

• Situation selection – taking actions that make it more (or less) likely that one will be in a situation that one thinks will cause desirable (or undesirable) emotions. Example: Avoiding an unpleasant classmate in the L2 class. One problem is that some learners want to avoid emotionally stressful situations involving listening to or speaking in the L2, so situation selection is not always the best strategy.

• Situation modification – directly changing an external situation to alter its emotional impact. Example: Straightening up the study location in order to feel better about oneself as an L2 learner.

• Attentional deployment – directing attention during a specific situation to control emotions. Example: Using a distraction to reduce language anxiety.

• Cognitive change – modifying how one appraises a situation so as to change its emotional significance:


○ Modifying how one appraises an external situation. Example: Telling oneself that the upcoming presentation in the German class is not a threat but a learning experience, or that the interview with the visa officer is a chance for a good outcome.

○ Modifying how one appraises an internal situation, as in, “I’m not anxious – I’m getting ‘pumped up’ …” (p. 10). 
Note: This is also known as reframing or reappraisal.



• Response modulation – directly influencing experiential, behavioral, or physiological aspects of emotional responding. Example: Using deep breathing to calm down before or after a difficult conversation or hard test in the L2, or going out for a beer as a way to relax.

All of the above emotion-regulation (affective) strategies can have effects on L2 learning. This chapter will present more.




Finding the Meaning

Meaning is personal relevance and significance that gives purpose to life. Meaning “enables people to interpret and organize their experience, achieve a sense of their own worth and place, identify the things that matter to them, and effectively direct their energies” (Steger, 2011, p. 680) – even in the worst of times. Those who believe they have meaning or purpose in their lives are happier, more engaged, and more satisfied, and they experience less depression, anxiety, suicidal thoughts, workaholism, substance abuse, and need for therapy (Steger, 2011). Those who have experienced traumatic events and have found meaning in them report better outcomes than those who have experienced such events as meaningless (Steger, 2011). In my experience, L2 students who have experienced serious intercultural faux pas and major linguistic breakdowns, or even minor ones, when trying to use the language can benefit from giving meaning to these events. It is useful to mentally transform these events into learning experiences (see cognitive change above), rather than leaving them as permanently painful thorns in the flesh.

My favorite psychiatrist of all time, Viktor Frankl, lived through the Nazi annihilation of his whole family at Auschwitz. Rather than becoming shattered in hopelessness and grief, Frankl helped himself and others in the concentration camp to recognize meaning in their lives, and as a result he developed his existentialist approach called logotherapy (meaning therapy). For a given person life’s, meaning changes from day to day and hour to hour, so Frankl (1984) decided that what matters is “the specific meaning of a person’s life at a given moment” (p. 113). This meaning can be found through a sense of responsibility at any given instance – recognizing that the person has a problem to solve right now. Frankl listed important ways to create meaning. He did not call them strategies, but I believe we can see them that way. His strategies complement the ones Gross presented. Here are Frankl’s strategies for developing meaning:

• Do a deed or create something.

• Experience something special (good, beautiful, generous) and value it.

• Encounter another human being, and intentionally love that person in some sense, and do something for the person.

All of these strategies were possible and fruitful even amidst the brutalities, indignities, and often fatal situations in the concentration camp. If a person had not yet died in the camp, the use of one or more of these strategies reinvigorated meaning in that person and possibly others around him or her. Even if that person died shortly after, he or she had experienced meaning. If struggling people in death camps could use these strategies and create meaning in their lives, any L2 learner can use these strategies, especially if he or she is explicitly encouraged to try them. Examples of these strategies as related to L2 learners are presented in the meta-affective strategy list at the end of the chapter.

Frankl proposed a fourth broad strategy: having a positive attitude in the face of suffering, i.e., when in a situation that seems truly hopeless. Regarding this strategy, he said that we may “transform a personal tragedy into a triumph, … turn [the] predicament into a human achievement. When we are no longer able to change a situation … we are challenged to change ourselves” (p. 116) by altering our attitude. Clearly, L2 learners are not usually in a completely hopeless situation, but occasionally they might feel that way. If all else fails, they can deal with seemingly impossible situations by, as Frankl suggested, by transforming themselves through dignity and a good attitude.

Accepting both painful and pleasant emotions could comprise happiness, according to Matthieu Ricard (2003), and this acceptance sounds much like Frankl’s fourth strategy. Another way of saying it is to paraphrase Florida Scott-Maxwell (1983), who wrote, “When you truly possess allyou have been and done and felt … you are fierce with reality” (p. 42, emphasis added). Acceptance of all of one’s emotions, including joys and sorrows, means acceptance of oneself. This reminds me of the song “Both Sides, Now,” Joni Mitchell’s (1969) song,4 in which she accepted the amazingly beautiful and the complete opposite for clouds, love, and life itself. These three disparate individuals – Ricard, Scott-Maxwell, and Mitchell – are in good company with Viktor Frankl. I now move to an organized presentation of relevant meta-affective and affective strategies, using ideas from Gross and Frankl for the affective strategy sets.












Relevant Strategies in the Affective Domain

Chapter 5 presented strategies and metastrategies for the cognitive, motivational, and social domains. This part of Chapter 6 will do the same for the emotional (affective) domain. As this chapter will show, four meta-affective strategies help L2 learners to be aware of and control their affect in general terms, while six affective strategiesenable L2 learners to directly promote positive emotions.


Meta-affective Strategies (The Master Framer) [image: fig4_1]

Although reframing (cognitive change, or modifying appraisals of internal or external situations) is only one of the families of emotion-regulating strategies (Gross, 2014a), the image of the picture-framer is captivating as a general symbol of strategies in this domain. Therefore, meta-affective strategies are the Master Framer.

Reminder.Chapter 1 stated that all strategies begin in the mind. Some strategies also have observable expressions as well, such as modifying the environment, but the primary basis for strategic decision making is mental.


Four Metacognitive Strategy Sets and Selected Strategy Examples

Below are four meta-affectve strategy sets and examples of strategies in each set.

1 Paying Attention to Affect. Strategy examples: Watching for physical signs of stress or anxiety regarding language studies so I can take care of the situation. Thinking about how I feel before starting my homework: happy, contented, interested, anxious, angry? Thinking about how my emotions affect my motivation for learning at this moment. Considering factors that make me feel a certain way. Considering the emotional load of this task (is it stressful or non-stressful for me?).

2 Planning for Affect. Strategy examples: Figuring out how to become less anxious in speaking and listening and planing how to apply the information. Planning ways to relax and enjoy learning this language. Finding ways to feel good about myself in this language and planning to use them. Planning how to find out exciting things about the language and culture. Planning to be calmer about the next task by realizing how similar it is to tasks I have done before. Planning specific steps to lower my anxiety and increase my enjoyment of this language. Planning to use automatic study reminders on my smartphone so that I will do what I need to feel confident and happy about this language. Starting a can-do chart for the whole month to make me feel more confident.5

3 Organizing Learning and Obtaining Resources for Affect. Strategy examples: Finding blogs and websites to learn more about reducing my anxiety in language learning. Searching for relaxing music to play in the background while I study the language. Searching for exciting music from the country to rev me up. Finding books on how to become a more confident and competent language learner. Getting family help when I need to study. Arranging for ways to minimize disruptions so I will feel less anxious.

4 Monitoring and Evaluating for Affect. Strategy examples: Monitoring how I am feeling when my thoughts wander. (Am I bored? Am I physically fatigued? Am I feeling overwhelmed, upset, or anxious? Am I depressed about something that has nothing to do with language learning?) Wondering whether my wandering thoughts mean I need a break to relax for half an hour. Monitoring my affective strategies for staying calm and involved while doing a difficult task. Recognizing that I will have to change my affective strategies if they do not work on this difficult task. Considering whether I feel confident and contented at the end of this week of language study. Judging how confident I am about the answers I gave on the test.6 Considering whether the good result of the language exam was due to easiness of the exam, easy grading on the part of the teacher, or my own preparation and knowledge.7






Affective Strategies (The Framing Associates) [image: fig4_1]

Just as the meta-affective strategies comprise the Master Framer because they set the overall frame for the learner and help the learner modify the view, affective strategies are the Framing Associates, guided by the Master Framer. The affective strategies, or the Framing Associates, help learners directly accomplish the work of emotion-regulation. I will use the five families of strategies from Gross (2014a). The general set of strategies for meaning-making from Frankl (1984) will be the sixth strategy set. I will also employ research-based affective (mostly anxiety-based) strategies from Christina Gkonou’s study of EFL learners in Greece (personal communication, November 15, 2015). Where relevant I will incorporate them into the framework of the six strategy sets.

Reminder.Chapter 1 explained that all strategies begin in the mind, so when we encounter affective strategies that are observable, the mental foundation is still present.


Six Affective Strategy Sets and Selected Strategy Examples

1 Selecting the Situation to Influence Emotions. Strategy examples: Avoiding an unpleasant classmate in the L2 class. Avoiding an L2 teacher known for giving terribly hard final exams. Sitting next to a very intelligent, helpful student in order to feel secure. Going to the study session the night before an exam to give myself the best chance of performing well. Meeting regularly with a native speaker of my L2 so that I can develop my speaking and listening skills. (The opposite: Avoiding emotionally stressful situations involving the L2.) Asking students if they understand what happened in class. Trying to compare my answers with other students’ answers at the end of the task. Working together with the person sitting next to me. (The last three were from Christina Gkonou’s study. She called them “Peer Seeking.”)

2 Modifying External Situations to Control Emotions. Strategy examples: Wearing bright colors on the days I am going to study the language so that I will feel wonderful. Decorating my desk with bright, cheerful objects from the culture. Straightening up the papers and books on my desk so I can feel good about studying. Going to the library to study so that I can feel like a good student. Meeting with my study group, which is composed of the smartest people in the class; then I will feel good for being smart. Listening to many songs in the language to feel I am getting good at the language. Watching many films in the language for the same reason. (Versions of the last two were from Christina Gkonou’s study.)

3 Deploying my attention to control emotions. Strategy example: Using a distraction to reduce language anxiety. Watching a funny television show to take my attention away from tension. Focusing on the wine that comes from ____ country [the county where the target language is spoken] to make myself feel engaged and happy. Focusing on artwork from the culture and sometimes writing interesting captions in the language. Thinking of something else. Trying not to think of my anxiety. (The last two were from Christina Gkonou’s study.)

4 Changing cognitive appraisals of situations (internal or external) to shape emotions (reframing). Trying to think of something that makes me happy. Thinking of times when I’ve studied hard. Trying to think positively. Thinking of a success in the future. Trying to think that I will do very well. Thinking of both success and failure possibilities, and choosing the one I like. Telling myself that I will do it. Telling myself that I am not anxious. Telling myself that there’s still time to practise. Telling myself that there is no reason to be anxious. Telling myself that learning is more creative than being anxious. Trying to convince myself that I will be able to find a solution. (All of the prior ones were from Christina Gkonou’s study. She grouped them as “Positive Thinking.”) Putting myself in a good mood for studying the language by thinking of something good I have done today. When hearing a negative voice in my mind telling me that I just can’t do it, switching off the voice like turning off the phone or TV. When feeling angry or overwhelmed about all the homework, immediately substituting a feeling of harmony and peace. If feeling threatened by contradictory information, or thinking this language is too strange, intentionally telling myself that the contradictions and strangeness are fascinating. Telling myself that my pronunciation is fairly good and that it is a lot better than two months ago. Telling myself that others will be excited about what I have to say. When feeling weak and incompetent, telling myself that my friend M was able to do this, and I can, too. Using the ABCDE strategy to change my perspective step-by-step. Encouraging myself by saying that every hour I study will put me closer to my goals. Intentionally making a mistake so that I will not be so anxious about making one.8

5 Modulating My Emotional Responses. Strategy examples: Closing my eyes and going to a place that calms me down. Trying to relax. Trying to calm down. Trying to take it easy. Drinking water to get calm. Taking a deep breath. (All of these were from Christina Gkonou’s study. She labeled them “Relaxation.”)9 Managing my emotions by having a drink and laughing with friends after the difficult exam. Relaxing with music before my eTandem language session. Taking a short break if I am feeling too tense while I am getting ready to do a talk in the language. Joking with friends as a way of relaxing before and after studying.

6 Making Meaning as a Means of Handling Emotions. Strategy examples (listed this way because there are so many in this set):


a. Doing anything in the L2 that would be new, different, and positive – Writing a small card for someone in the L2. Finishing my the L2 homework on time instead of late. Watching ten minutes of an L2 video on YouTube or elsewhere.

b. Experiencing something special and valuing it – Going with a friend to a foreign language film. Looking online to see the news in the target culture. Finding a travel brochure or website for a country where the L2 is spoken and dreaming about a vacation there. Reading a poem (even in L1 translation) by a poet who writes in the target language. Talking, writing, or tweeting about any of these experiences.

c. Encountering someone, caring about that person, and doing something for that person – (1) Saying sincere words of gratitude to three people today. (2) Tutoring English literacy, oral communication, or various academic subjects for ESL learners through the regional Literacy Council. This is empowering for the ESL learners and empowering to me as the tutor, having beneficial effect on my own learning of another language.

d. Accepting difficulties with equanimity (having a positive attitude in a seemingly hopeless situation) – Realizing that the other person does not understand what I am saying in the language, and accepting that it is OK. Telling myself that it is OK if I don’t understand everything. Knowing that I did not make an A or even a B in the language course and that this might affect my acceptance to a top-ranked university, but accepting the situation with grace. Recognizing that I will need to take the language course again, but accepting that this is all right. (Add a change of cognitive appraisal: Knowing that I will be much better prepared when taking the course the second time.) Being aware that my refugee status might make me unpopular with some people in the new country, but knowing that I can deal with anything.



We have explored L2 meta-affective and affective strategies in a way never before seen. This formulation will continue to be developed and tested with input and cooperation from teachers and researchers in different parts of the world. Affect is still the weakest link in the strategy chain, and it deserves all the attention that we can offer. I will provide some initial ideas about strategy instruction in the affective domain.














Some Initial Ideas about Affective Strategy Instruction in the Affective Domain

Little has been written about affective and meta-affective strategy instruction Little is written about affective strategy instruction, although Moskowitz (1978), Stevick (1989), Arnold (1998), and others encouraged setting up classroom environments and activities to honor the dignity and wholeness of learners. Here are a few ideas about affective and meta-affective strategy instruction. I think that since such strategy instruction often deals with strategies related to stressful conditions, either inside and outside of the learner, it must be handled gently, diplomatically, and with great empathy on the part of the teacher.


Affective and Meta-Affective Strategy Instruction Organically Arising Out of Difficult Tasks

The teaching of affective and meta-affective strategies can be meaningful when students are doing difficult L2 tasks, but it is probably not helpful to use technical terms like affective and meta-affective. I use these terms here only because they are precise and understood by readers of this book. Strategy instruction in this domain should involve learners as highly active agents who help to generate the strategies themselves. When students are having a hard time with the language material, it is a good time to ask students how they could optimally cope with the situation. The teacher could say, “OK, most of you are think this task is hard. Well, you’re right. You could start to feel bad about the task or about yourself. You could feel fearful, angry, discouraged, or sad. Or instead you could feel challenged and excited. What strategies could you use to feel good about the task and yourself right now? What strategies could you use to feel good, to think positively, and to believe you will do a good job on this task?” Letting students generate ideas for affective and meta-affective strategies (often through pairwork or small group work followed by reporting to the whole class) can be the most useful way to proceed. If students have trouble thinking of affective strategies at first, ask them to think about the most difficult aspect of the task and then a strategy for how to deal with that aspect; then ask them to think of the next most difficult aspect and come up with a strategy for it; and so on. Students often have many strategy ideas of their own if they are asked in that targeted way, even though they might not have used these strategies yet. (The teacher can also add a few strategy ideas that have not been mentioned, but without diminishing the importance of the students’ ideas.) Writing down all the task-based affective and meta-affective strategy ideas on the board (and later on a class wiki or other website might be valuable.) The pace must kept fast to maintain interest.

Students would then select (on an individual or group basis) one or more affective or meta-affective strategies that have been generated. They would try out the selected strategy/strategies as they continue with the same difficult task. After the task, they would report on how well the strategies worked and why. They would talk about which strategies they would like to use again with another difficult task.

This process makes strategy instruction meaningful, non-threatening, important, and organically situated in the ongoing life of the classroom. It acknowledges that strategies are indeed owned by the students. Of course, this process would need to be adapted to different cultures. Some cultures encourage students to wait for instructions from the teacher, rather than generating ideas and sharing them publicly. In that case, perhaps affective and meta-affective strategy instruction will need to be somewhat more teacher-directed, even though the students are the actual center of attention.

In any case, strategy instruction in this domain, just as in the cognitive, motivational, and social domains, needs to contain elements of humor, intentionality on the part of the teacher and the students, caring, some form of structure, learner activity, and strategy use in a meaningful task – an L2 task that is an expected element in the class or at least highly relevant to the class. (Artificial, irrelevant tasks are not valuable; using such tasks for strategy instruction will make strategies seem applicable only to artificial, irrelevant tasks.) If the class is conducted by distance, the same characteristics, e.g., humor, intentionality, caring, and so on, continue to apply to affective and meta-affective strategy instruction. If the learner is studying independently with a book or website, a modified affective strategy instruction process can be included, explaining what the learner should do when encountering a really difficult task. The textbook or website could provide hints about affective and meta-affective strategies but should call upon the learner to generate his or her own strategy possibilities. In most cases, as suggested earlier, it is better to use learner-friendly wording, such as “steps you might take to improve your learning or have greater control” (and especially wording that students generate, such as “things I do to feel less anxious before a hard test”), rather than technical terms for strategies.




Teaching Several Affective Strategies with a Memorable Acronym (LET)

In my early work (Oxford, 1990) I recommended three general sets of affective strategies for learners: lowering anxiety through deep breathing or other means, encouraging oneself through positive self talk, and taking one’s emotional temperature (knowing one’s own emotions at any given time). The third consisted of keeping a diary, discussing feelings, responding questionnaires or emotional checklists, and reflecting on the nature and the reasons behind a certain emotion. These strategies were all meant to give learners greater power in the affective domain.




Teaching a Learner-Centered Strategy Sequence

Mercer (2015) provided a sequenced, learner-centered, affective strategy approach that could be taught to learners directly. In essence, it is an affective strategy chain. It starts with identifying a strong emotion as it arises and recognizing any results that could be useful (rather than jumping to identify the emotion as positive or negative). She gave the example of sadness. A learner who feels sadness might stop practicing verb tenses and enjoy an L2 song or magazine instead. Next the learner could notice how this encourages learning. If no useful outcome of the emotion can be imagined, the learner can accept the emotion or employ (other) affective strategies.

This chain could be discussed and practiced when any strong emotion arises, not just when situations have reached an extreme point. It would not hurt to have reminders (teacher hints, overt teacher comments, or suggestions from students) to use affective strategies when stress becomes truly high. Humorous but seriously intended wall posters are often valuable as reminders. If there is a class website, a page could be devoted to affective ideas like the ones Mercer mentioned, as well as others in this chapter.

My 1990 book and Mercer’s 2015 article, just discussed, did not specifically speak of meta-affective strategies, which I identified five years ago (see Oxford, 2011). As noted earlier in this chapter, meta-affective strategies involve paying attention to affect (emotions) and regulating emotions through planning, organizing, monitoring, and evaluating. Meta-affective strategies, like affective strategies, can be woven into various forms of strategy instruction












Conclusion

This chapter has underscored the undeniable importance of affective factors in learning in general, in L2 learning in specific, and in the S2R Model. Affective and meta-affective strategies are crucial for many learners at all levels, but their role is most obvious at the lower levels of proficiency. It is surprising that few L2 learning strategy theorists and researchers have explored this area in depth. This chapter has aimed to alter the situation and has intended to open the door to wisdom-hungry teachers who want to understand and help their students.

My suggestions are these. First, more teachers, researchers, and learners should recognize that affective and meta-affective learning strategies exist for reducing anxiety, dealing effectively with many other emotions related to negative learning outcomes, and encouraging emotions that appear to relate to positive learning outcomes. We do not have all the answers about this, however, since so little systematic research has been done on affective learning strategies.

Second, those interested in expanding their understanding should read more of the extensive research on emotions in learning outside of the L2 field. Positive psychology as mentioned in this chapter is potentially very helpful. Neurobiology, when explained clearly, can offer many insights. L2 researchers, teachers, and others should study L2-related emotions in relation to strategy use. If possible, they should participate in the affective studies with Christina Gkonou and me. The goal is to help the L2 field develop a carefully theorized, well studied understanding of strategies in the affective (emotional) domain (affective and meta-affective strategies), with implications for how such strategies can help students and how such strategies can be effectively taught.










Further Readings

Ben-Eliyahu, A. & Linnenbrink-Garcia, L. (2013). Extending self-regulated learning to include self-regulated emotion strategies. Motivation and Emotion, 37, 558–573. This article discusses a new study of emotion strategies, specifically reappraisal (which is helpful), rumination (not helpful), and suppression (only occasionally helpful) in relationship to participants’ favorite and least favorite courses. The article has a good literature review on emotional self-regulation.  Also: D’Mello, S. & Graesser, A. (2012). Dynamics of affective states during complex learning. Learning and Instruction, 22, 145–157.  Linnenbrink, E.A. (2007). The role of affect in student learning: A multi-dimensional approach to considering the interaction of affect, motivation, and engagement. In P. Schutz & R. Pekrun (Eds.), Emotion in education (pp. 107–124). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Dewaele, J.-M. (2012). Emotions in multiple languages. Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillan. This book was written by a highly regarded, multilingual, and multicultural scholar who is also widely known for his sense of humor. The book reports qualitative and quantitative findings about how multilinguals feel about their languages and use them to communicate emotions. It also deals with factors influencing self-perceptions of competence, attitudes, communication anxiety, code-switching, and language choice.

Dörnyei, Z. & Ryan, S. (2015). The psychology of the language learner – revisited. (2nd ed.). New York: Routledge. This is a significant book. It provides an excellent overview of emotion, motivation, and other key areas of language learning. The tone of the discussion about strategies is much improved over the first edition. The book does not particularly focus on affective strategies, but it is worth reading.

Gabryś-Barker, D. & Bielska, J. (Eds) (2013). The affective dimension in second language acquisition. Bristol, UK: Multilingual Matters. This compilation of papers brings together themes such as affctive variables in language learning; motivation, attitudes, and learning expriences; affectivity in language production; and the affective dimension in educational contexts. I dog-eared dozens of pages as I read. I was pleased to see that motivation and self-efficacy were realistically integrated with emotion.

Gkonou, C., Daubney, M., & Dewaele, J.-M. (Eds) (2016). New insights into language anxiety: Theory, research, and educational implications. Bristol, UK: Multilingual Matters. This new book takes a fresh look at a field that was begun by Elaine Horwitz decades ago. It contains chapters written by well-known L2 anxiety experts as well as rising stars and is likely to push the field in useful directions. It sees anxiety in a complex way, not just as a negative.

Gregersen, T., MacIntyre, P.D., & Meza, M.D. (2014). The motion of emotion: Idiodynamic case studies of learners’ foreign language anxiety. Modern Language Journal, 98(2), 574–588. This article, mentioned in Chapter 10 of this book for its innovative research methodology, is a readable and captivating way of looking at language anxiety. Reading it might make you want to try out the idiodynamic method. At the very least it will convince you of the power of emotion in language learning.

Gross, J.J. (2014b). Handbook of emotion regulation. (2nd ed.). New York: Guilford. This encyclopedic volume contains excellent contributions on foundations; biological, cognitive, developmental, social, personality-related, and psychotherapeutic approaches; interventions; and health implications. A number of chapters relate to strategies, called by various names.

 Lopez, S.J. & Snyder, C.R. (Eds) (2011). The Oxford handbook of positive psychology. New York: Oxford University Press. I read this handbook from cover to cover. That is hard to imagine, because it contains many dozens of chapters and is a very large volume. Numerous chapters touch on emotions or on factors, such as meaning, which influence emotions or are influenced by emotions. The topic of hope is treated as a cognitive factor tied to emotion. This might be a very fine book to delve into simultaneously with MacIntyre, Gregersen, and Mercer (2016).

Lyubomirsky, S. (2008), The how of happiness: A new approach to getting the life you want. New York: Penguin.  Lyubomirsky, S. (2013). The myths of happiness: What should make you happy, but doesn’t, what shouldn’t make you happy, but does. New York: Penguin. Unlike self-help books, these two volumes are based on rigorous investigations. They are clever and convincing. You might read them for the science or explore them for what their suggestions can do to improve your own life.

MacIntyre, P.D., Gregersen, T., & Mercer, S. (2016). Positive psychology in SLA. Bristol, UK: Multilingual Matters. This volume brings positive psychology full-scale into the field of second language acquisition and language learning. It is a ground-breaking book. It is also scholarly, entertaining, and challenging. Aside from my own chapter, the writing of which changed my life, I was enlightened by all the others. Read this in tandem with your favorite selections from Lopez and Snyder (2011). For additional depth, read the special issue edited by MacIntyre and Gregersen (2014; see references).

van der Kolk, B. (2014). The body keeps the score: Brain, mind, and body in the healing of trauma. New York: Viking. I could not put down this brilliantly written, scientifically strong, touching, and heartfelt book by a well known psychiatrist.10 It contains stories of real people whose lives have been traumatized but who have managed, with help, to regulate their emotions. The book contains readable, scientific explanations about the body, trauma, and emotions. In case you think this book is not relevant to L2 learners, consider the millions of refugees and immigrants pouring into Europe and elsewhere. Additionally, contemplate L2 students whose families have been shaken by divorce, drugs, depression, or violence, even if we do not know about them all.
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Questions, Tasks, and Projects for Readers

Use or adapt these questions, tasks, and projects for your own growth or that of your students or colleagues.

1 What are meta-affective strategies (this chapter), and what forms of meta-affective knowledge support them (see Chapter 4)?

2 What is the difference in purpose of meta-affective strategies and affective strategies in the S2R Model?

3 How can L2 learners deal strategically with emotions that align with negative learning outcomes?


Table 6.1 Emotional Issues, Relevant Strategies, Strategy Instruction, and Strategy Research










	Learning-Related Emotional Problems Often Found in L2 Learners
	Potentially Relevant Affective or Meta-affective Strategies for Each Problem
	Strategy Instruction Needs (Same for each problem, or different? Formal or informal? Teacher-led or with strong learner input?)
	Research Needed, How to Do It, and Who Should Do It?
	Other Comments



	 



	 



	 



	 



	 



	 



	 







a. What are some of the main learning-related emotional issues L2 learners have? List these in Table 6.1 above.

b. In your opinion, which affective and meta-affective strategies might help with those issues? Include the general strategy set and any specific strategies that you can identify. Add to Table 6.1.

c. What kinds of strategy instruction might learners need from teachers, technology, or other sources in order to learn and practice appropriate affective and meta-affective learning strategies? Add to Table 6.1.

d. What kind of reseach would be necessary to discover optimal ways to conduct strategy instruction in the affective domain? Add to Table 6.1.



4 Schumann (2001a, 2001b, 2004), Seligman (2006, 2011), and Oxford (2015b, 2015c) have distinctly different approaches to emotion.


a. Read as many as you can of these.

b. Create a table to compare and contrast them.

c. What are the main similarities? What are the differences?



5 Look back at the stories of Rui, Cooper, and Alexandra.


a. What strategies did each one use and for what purposes?

b. What similarities and differences did you find?



6 What affective and meta-affective strategies would be useful for the learners in the situations described in Table 6.2? Why?


a. Complete Table 6.2.

b. What similarities occurred in the strategies you suggested? What differences emerged?

c. How would you suggest teaching the students these strategies? Would simple hints be enough? Would formal strategy instruction be needed?

d. How could students learn the strategies without feeling negatively judged by the person helping them? In other words, how could a welcoming, nonjudgmental evironment be established?



7 Some readers of this book are highly visual and like to use pictures.


a. Find five pictures (from magazines, the Internet, or other sources) that you believe are related to emotions of L2 learners. These emotions can be related to positive or negative learning outcomes or both.

b. Make a collage of these pictures.




Table 6.2 Activity on Identifying Affective and Meta-Affective Strategies for Specific Learners







	Learners and Their Stories
	Strategies Each Learner Could Use and Short Notes about Why



	Ana, an adult learner, is worried, sad, and a little angry about possibly having to drop out of her ESL class to take care of her young children if her sister can no longer help.
	



	Ten-year-old Tom, who is trying to cope with his parents’ divorce, cannot seem to put aside the thought that he is the cause, and he feels decreasing interest and capability in learning Spanish.
	



	Vladimir, whose grandmother is dying, cannot seem to keep his mind off his grief. He knows his diminishing interest in learning English is really related to his emotions.
	



	Teenaged Marcia does not want to make a fool of herself by performing in German, particularly in front of her boyfriend, who is in the same class.
	



	Billy is a sixth-grade student who is learning Chinese at school. He feels anxious about failure, because his parents demand that he must be at the top of the class in all subjects and expect that he will succeed brilliantly in extracurricular soccer, piano, and art.
	



	University student Steve is anxious about whether he will pass his Russian midterm exams, be able to cope with all of his classes, and pay his student loans when and if he graduates.
	



	Little Carmen, learning ESL, tries to be respectful to her English teacher and therefore looks down when answering the teacher. When she is castigated for not looking her teacher in the eye, she feels like crawling under the table and decides to stop trying to speak.
	



	Ralph’s lack of self-esteem, along with pressure from university friends, influenced him to take drugs, and he is now dealing in opioids, sleeping less, and skipping university Japanese classes. Formerly an honor student, he feels like a failure in Japanese classes and in all parts of his life.*
	



	Sylvia, also a university student, is clinically depressed to the point of dysfunction and can hardly pay attention to her Italian studies. She is getting medical help and therapy but believes she needs some affective strategies so she can also help herself on her own.
	



	Add a story here:
	



	 
	 




Note:

* This is not a unique situation. I have had very intelligent but confused students like this in my recent university teaching at the undergraduate level.




c. Label the emotions (if they are not obvious) and include labels or post-it notes about the kinds of affective and meta-affective strategies that might be relevant for emotions usually judged as negative.

d. Discuss why certain emotions in the collage are considered more positive than others for L2 learning.

e. What arguments could be made that “positive” and “negative” are artificial terms for L2 learning-related emotions? What would Barbara Frederickson (2001, 2003, 2004) say about that?



8 Mercer (2015) is correct in saying that few positive psychology activities have come into the learning field, but that interest is rising. One recent positive psychology chapter (Oxford, 2017) was written under the aegis of innovations in L2 teacher education. More than half of the 36 detailed activities are focused on developing inner peace through emotional self-regulation (affective and meta-affective strategies). Though written to be used with future teachers, these activities can be easily adapted for conducting affective and meta-affective strategy instruction with L2 students. In fact, most of the activities have instructions about how you could use them with L2 students.


a. Find and read the chapter by Oxford (2017).

b. Try out five of the activities for inner peace (emotional self-regulation/affective strategies) on yourself. Write down any changes in emotions or in your emotional awareness, emotional control, emotion display, empathy, or relationships.

c. If you are an L2 teacher or a teacher of future L2 teachers, use several of the activities as a form of affective strategy instruction. Write down how this process worked for you and the students. Identify any changes, immediate or delayed, in emotions, emotional awareness, emotional control, emotion display, empathy, or relationships.

d. If you are not a teacher or teacher educator, discuss this chapter with someone who is. Offer to help the teacher or teacher think of how to use some of the activities in the classroom for affective strategy instruction.

e. If possible, let me know your findings.



9 If you like poetry, try writing your personal philosophy in poetry. To what extent does it relate to emotions? In what ways?










Notes

1 This is my philosophy in the form of a poem, June, 2016.

2 I want to highlight the humanistic L2 work of Earl Stevick (1976, 1989, 1990) and Gertrude Moskowitz (1978).

3 Kay Redfield Jamison (1993) wrote an outstanding book on the documented link between depression or manic-depression and creativity in literature, art, music, and other fields. The book deals with many famous people who fall into the categories: Anne Sexton, Sylvia Plath, Virginia Woolf, Lord Byron, Robert Schumann, Percy Bysshe Shelley, and dozens more. See also Oxford (2015a).

4 The song was first sung by Judy Collins and others but then officially recorded and released by the author, Mitchell (1969) herself.

5 Note: In Christina Gkonou’s study of Greek EFL learners there were many examples of strategies for preparation and review (she labeled them generally as “Preparation”) that seemed to be planned not just for learning but also for feeling better emotionally. Here are some examples: Reviewing the material covered in class. Trying to do my best. Aiming to improve my grade. Studying hard. Overviewing for the vocabulary test for my own good. Studying more vocabulary, so that the exercises become easier and my anxiety becomes lower. Thinking of my weaknesses and trying to work on them. The more I learn about the English language, the less anxious I am. Preparing myself better. Asking the teacher some questions. Asking my teacher to rephrase her question. Reading the questions carefully. Trying to guess the meaning of an unknown word. Perusing the material before I am called on by the teacher.

6 Nelson and Narens (1994) consider this to be retrospective monitoring.

7 Based on attribution theory.

8 This is a pre-emptive negative behavior. It’s like scratching your new car on purpose so that you won’t get upset when you do it by accident.

9 Christina Gkonou (personal communication, Nov. 15, 2015) received the following comment from an EFL student in her investigation: “I don’t really believe that there exists a specific strategy you can use to reduce your anxiety, because as I said before anxiety is a personality trait.”

10 As noted, Frankl (1984) is my favorite psychiatrist. To me, van der Kolk (2014) might be a close second.
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Section C
Live Applications

Strategies in the Skill Areas and the Language Subsystems


 

 

 

 

 


Section C takes us to research on strategy applications in the following:

• the language subsystems of grammar and vocabulary (Chapter 7),

• the language skills of reading and writing (Chapter 8), and

• the language skill areas of listening and speaking /oral
communication, along with related skill aspects (subareas), such as
phonology, pronunciation, and (spoken) pragmatics (Chapter 9).

No single, overall L2 learning strategy model as yet guides strategy research
across language subsystems, skill areas, and skill subareas. However, there are
some signs of increasing interest in self-regulation, the heart of the Strategic
Self-Regulation (S2R) Model. As S2R gains attention over
time, researchers and teachers will apply it to fostering and investigating L2
learning strategies. In the meantime, we can learn from and evaluate what
exists, i.e., diverse strategy approaches and definitions (most of which
fortunately do include intentional, responsible steps toward a learning goal)
examined in wide-ranging L2 investigations in grammar, vocabulary, reading,
writing, listening, speaking, and relevant skill subareas. There is much to be
learned from and evaluated in such strategy research. Section C provides
assistance. It synthesizes foundational research and introduces recent,
excellent studies in a consistently useful way.






7 Strategies for L2 Grammar
and Vocabulary in Context



 

 

 


Like everything metaphysical, the harmony between thought and
reality is to be found in the grammar of the language.

Ludwig Wittgenstein

Language is an “ever-developing” resource
(Larsen-Freeman, 2013, p.
1).1 Two of the
key elements of this evolving resource are grammar and vocabulary.
Historical changes in a language occur over time in terms of grammar
and vocabulary, as well as other aspects, such as pronunciation and
pragmatics (Chapter
9).2

Grammar is the astounding force that unites the words in sentences,
gives them depth, clarifies their meaning, and makes them ideally
practical for communication. Vocabulary has its own allures:
intriguing etymologies and borrowings from other languages, as well
as multiple meanings and implications that make communication an
amazing process. However, some learners might naïvely say,
“All we need is vocabulary,” “Words will take care
of everything,” or “Grammar is too hard and too
confusing.” A common ethnocentric refrain is, “I
don’t have to learn someone else’s grammar. I expect
everyone else to learn mine.”

Humans can sometimes communicate at a rudimentary level just by using
words, such as strategy read book table. We can all
get a sense of what that means. Or can we? Question
#1 in the section Questions, Tasks, and Projects for Readers at the
end of this chapter will show that grammatical competence is needed,
along with competence in using vocabulary, for optimal communication
any language. “A language cannot work with words alone”
(Quirk, 1971, p. 77, in
Bade, 2008, p. 176).
Moreover, a language cannot work outside of some form of context, a
view stressed throughout this book and by Oxford and Amerstorfer
(2017).

Here is an admittedly extreme but true L1 example of the importance
of both vocabulary and grammar. When a girl named Genie was 20
months old through 13 years old, her father harnessed her to a
child’s toilet during the day; placed her, immobilized, into a
screen-covered crib at night (except when he left her on the toilet
all night); fed her minimally; and forbade other family members to
interact with her. When Genie was set free at age 13, she lacked any
verbal language, and her nonverbal communication was at first
severely restricted. Scientists like Susan Curtiss (1977) helped her with language
and socialization, and her nonverbal communication3 became more
appropriate. She quickly developed a repertoire of words and used
them in short utterances, which she sometimes strung together.
Genie’s oral communication was always limited by her extremely
low competence in expressive grammar. Many researchers attributed
this limitation to Genie’s being past the critical period for
language acquisition (Curtiss, 1977; Curtiss, Fromkin, Krashen, Rigler, & Rigler,
1974; Curtiss, Fromkin,
Rigler, Rigler, & Krashen, 1975), though others disputed that reasoning.4 After Genie was set
free, she did develop enough
receptive grammar to understand other people. As presented here, her
story shows a unique case of severely restricted L1 vocabulary and
grammar development. It underscores why vocabulary and grammar are
both necessary for optimal communication in any language.

However, the central emphasis in this chapter is not the evolution of
grammar and vocabulary in any particular language or the importance
and utility of grammar and vocabulary. Instead, the focus is on
accessing the L2 by means of strategies for grammar learning and
vocabulary learning. Any L2 learner can benefit from grammar
learning strategies and vocabulary learning strategies, but some
learners need the help of these strategies more than others do, and
perhaps for a longer time, because of the natures of the L1 and the
L2. Importantly, the less similar the L1 and the L2 are, the more
strategic the learner will need to become.5 Phrased more technically, the
more distant the L2 is from the L1 in terms of language families,
the more difficult the L2 is considered for the learner, and the
more helpful grammar learning strategies and vocabulary learning
strategies will be. Yet language features (L1 and L2 closeness or
distance) are not the only important factors contributing to the
learner’s perception of difficulty or ease of the specific
L2’s grammar and vocabulary. Other learner factors include
learning style, life experience, interests, and motivation.
Additional factors include the affordances of the environment, such
as support from others, helpful materials and technologies, and
opportunities to practice and use the language, not to mention the
social prestige (or lack of it) of the L2 in relation to the L1.
Calculating the difficulty or ease of the language for a given
person and predicting the strategies he or she might use for
learning grammar and vocabulary would be impossible without
considering the characteristics of the person, the tasks, the
context, and the language features.

The first section of the rest of this chapter contains an important
overview of grammar and vocabulary learning strategies. The second
section intensively focuses on grammar learning strategies, followed
by the third section on vocabulary learning strategies.










Overview of Strategies for L2 Grammar and Vocabulary Learning

The following definitions are important for this chapter:

• L2 grammar learning strategies are
teachable, dynamic thoughts and behaviors that learners
consciously select and employ in specific contexts to
improve their self-regulated, autonomous L2 grammar
development for effective task performance and long-term
proficiency.

• L2 vocabulary learning strategies are
teachable, dynamic thoughts and behaviors that learners
consciously select and employ in specific contexts to
improve their self-regulated, autonomous L2 vocabulary
development for effective task performance and long-term
proficiency.

These definitions are short versions of the major strategy definition
given in Chapter 1.

The terms grammar-related task, vocabulary-related task,
grammar proficiency, and vocabulary proficiency
do not imply that the tasks or the proficiency are strictly
for grammar or for vocabulary. In fact, most L2 tasks, particularly
those on the authentic end of the continuum, and most meaningful
measurements of L2 proficiency include a combination of grammar and
vocabulary, as well as a focus on one or more particular L2 skill
areas, such as reading, writing, speaking, and/or listening. See
Chapter 1 for more
comments on integrated L2 skills and L2 areas.

Because this book is about L2 learning strategies, this chapter
employs the terms “grammar learning strategies” and
“vocabulary learning strategies” but with the clear
reminder – educationally,
psychologically, and philosophically based – that language
learning can only occur with the help of some
amount of language use. For example, the learner who never uses L2
grammar or vocabulary for any purpose will have a hard time
retaining it. Regarding a language skill area, a learner who never
tries to actually read a story or magazine in the L2 is unlikely to
learn to read in the L2.

When referring to the work of Andrew Cohen and his colleagues
regarding strategies for Spanish grammar, I use the term
“Spanish grammar strategies,” just as these specialists
do (e.g., Cohen & Pinilla-Herrera, 2010). The strategies in the Spanish Grammar
Website appear appropriate for both learning and use of the
language, seeming to imply that it is difficult to separate the
conjoined twins of L2 learning and use, although Cohen (2011) emphasized that learning
and using the language are very different. See Chapter 4 for the
learning versus use debate. Fortunately, there is a long and rather
illustrious tradition of researching vocabulary learning strategies.
The same cannot be said for grammar learning strategies, which I
called elsewhere the “Second Cinderella” of L2 learning
strategy research (Oxford, Lee, & Park, 2007) because of the lack of attention
investigators traditionally paid to these strategies. Grammar itself
has been in the spotlight for as long as there have been L2 learners
and teachers, and grammatical principles are now a key to artificial
intelligence and computer programming languages, but grammar
learning strategies have until recently been relegated to a dusty,
unvisited corner of the L2 research universe. The first-named
“Cinderella” in the L2 field consisted of inadequately
researched listening strategies (Vandergrift, 1997), although listening strategies have
received much attention in the decades since Vandergrift’s
early pronouncement about the first Cinderella (see listening
strategies in Chapter
9).

I now turn to L2 grammar learning strategies. These strategies need
the attention of teachers, researchers, and learners.










L2 Grammar Learning Strategies

Bade (p. 176) optimistically stated, “Good language learners
will develop strategies for using language to communicate meanings
effectively and they will use the new grammar system to communicate
in new situations.” Actually, this is what we should desire
for all language learners. Cohen and Pinilla-Herrera stated,
“The problem is that various grammar forms are not just
magically acquired, but rather their learning calls for conscious
attention” through grammar strategies (p. 64). As Pawlak
(2013) stated, learning
grammar is not just understanding and remembering grammar rules, but
it also involves “trying to use these rules in spontaneous,
real-time communication” (p. 193). This underscores the fact
that grammar learning and grammar use are intertwined.

Are young learners the only ones who can learn grammar? The answer is
no. Bialystok and Hakuta (1999), with an emphasis on grammar, rejected the concept
of a critical period limiting the ability of older learners to
develop an additional language,6 and Scarcella and Oxford (1992) enumerated advantages of
younger and older learners in L2 learning. Grammar learning
strategies are helpful to learners of all ages. How do grammar
learning strategies work, who uses them, and under what
circumstances are they used? The answer is: We do not know very
much, but we will know more soon.


Grammar Learning Strategy Weather Report: Cloudy but Clearing

Many researchers are unhappy with the state of the art in
research on grammar learning strategies. Anderson (2005) realistically
commented, “What is greatly lacking in the research are
studies that specifically target the identification of learning
strategies that L2 learners use to learn grammar and to
understand the elements of grammar” (p. 766). As mentioned
earlier, Oxford et al.
(2007) called
grammar learning strategies the “Second Cinderella”
because they had so little attention. In most empirical studies
of learning strategies, grammar learning strategies have been
ignored or hidden away in the cognitive strategy category. Some
researchers have been reluctant to study grammar learning
strategies because such they erroneously think such strategies
do not fit the communicative approach to L2 teaching (Oxford et
al., 2007). As a result,
grammar learning strategies have garnered the least interest and
concern of any area of L2 learning strategies. Pawlak (2009a) also bemoaned the
situation, saying that “specialists [have] yet to
identify, describe, and account for all the various strategic
behaviors that learners fall back on when studying target
language grammar, not to mention appraise their effectiveness,
determine the effects of training or describe the factors
impacting their use” (p. 45).

However, the weather for grammar learning strategies appears to
be improving. The gray clouds are parting, and a few glimmers of
sunshine are now visible. Grammar learning strategies are
beginning to attract attention from knowledgeable strategy
specialists, who are now discussing assessment tools and
categorization systems for these strategies. There is a long way
to go, but hope is emerging, along with new ideas and research
findings. The rest of this section explains what we know and do
not know about grammar learning strategies.




Some Factors Influencing a Learner’s Choice of Grammar
Learning Strategies

“L2 learning is the purview of the learner; … no
matter what the teacher does, learning is not guaranteed, and
… a given L2 instructional mode does not necessarily
predict” a particular learner’s strategies (Oxford
et al., 2007, p. 124).
The student is the ultimate arbiter and user of grammar learning
strategies. If a student encounters a given L2 grammar
instruction methodology, he or she is not necessarily motivated
to use any particular grammar learning strategies that might
logically be stimulated by that methodology. Moreover, the
student might not be sufficiently aware to recognize what a
given grammar instructional mode implies in terms of strategies
for learning or using grammar. Furthermore, the student might
intentionally rebel against a given grammar instruction mode by
using strategies that undermine it or go around it. (Sometimes
it is smart to rebel, given the nature of certain ways of
teaching grammar.) Oxford et al. (2007) mentioned many factors influencing
the fit between a grammar instructional mode and a given
learner’s grammar learning strategies: developmental
stage, age, gender, ethnic or racial background, linguistic
background, educational level, beliefs, goals, values, and, as
discussed below, learning styles.

Research suggests that learning styles, or preferred ways of
learning mentioned above and in Chapter 1, are related to the types of
grammar learning strategies that learners select and use. For
example, in my observation, learners whose learning style has
been identified as analytic tend to use grammar learning
strategies that involve looking at specific parts (often small)
of the language system, comparing and contrasting, putting
information into organized hierarchies, and testing hypotheses
about the L2, whereas learners whose learning style is more
holistic prefer strategies that involve less analysis and that
involve seeking the big picture or general tendencies (Oxford,
1990a, 1990c, 2001). I will also mention
the concrete-sequential learning style now and several times
later in this chapter. Learners with a concrete-sequential
learning style have a low tolerance of ambiguity and therefore
need clear directions, step-by-step explanations, and grammar
rules to follow, while learners with an intuitive-random
learnirng style want to figure out grammar on their own, would
rather ignore teachers’ directions and explanations, and
can easily tolerate the ambiguity of certain grammar instruction
modes (the implicit modes and the explicit, inductive mode).

Richards and Reppen (2014, pp. 11–12) remarked, “Approaches to
teaching grammar need to acknowledge that learners have
different learning style preferences when it comes to the learning of grammar. Some
students like explanations and are uncomfortable when they do
not have a clear understanding of something. They like to find
logical relationships, rules, and structure. Others are more
tolerant of ambiguity and do not feel the need for detailed
explanations.” (See also Abraham, 1985; Celce-Murcia, 1991).

Learning style not only helps to shape learners’ choice of
grammar learning strategies, but it also influences
learners’ responses to the way grammar is presented in L2
classes and textbooks. Ellis (2006) noted that appropriateness of inductive
instruction versus deductive instruction depends on a
learner’s skill in grammatical analysis. Grammatical
analysis skills imply the use of analytic strategies, with more
skilled learners being better able handle the inductive mode and
less skilled learners needing the deductive mode.7




Types of Grammar Knowledge, Modes of Grammar Instruction, and
Grammar Learning Strategies

Implicit knowledge is the learner’s
intuitively, implicitly held knowledge cannot be put into words;
hence this knowledge is tacit (Richards & Schmidt, 2009). Explicit
knowledge is the learner’s overt knowledge
that he or she can explain in words (Richards & Schmidt,
2009). Learners
experience “dynamic interactions of explicit and implicit
language knowledge” (Ellis, 2005, p. 305).


Four Modes of Grammar Instruction

Oxford et al. (2007)
offered a general typology of four modes of L2 grammar
instruction: (a) implicit, purely meaning-focused
instruction; (b) implicit, form-focused instruction;
(c) explicit, inductive instruction; and (d) explicit,
deductive instruction. We aligned these modes with types of
knowledge (implicit/explicit, mentioned above) and with
various grammar learning strategies. One of the best sources
of information on implicit and explicit learning is De
Keyser (2003).


IMPLICIT INSTRUCTION MODES

Two implicit-learning grammar instruction modes exist,
one that focuses on meaning and the other that focuses
on form. We might at first think that no consciousness
regarding structures is needed for implicit learning of
L2 grammar. However, as noted by Nick Ellis (1994, 1995), one aspect
of consciousness is necessary for implicit learning:
detection, which is also known as focal attention or
conscious registration of sensory stimuli (see Chapter
1).

• Implicit, purely meaning-focused
instruction asks students to develop
competence without any awareness of linguistic
targets or metalinguistic information and without
intentionality.

○ This mode centers only on real-life
communication with comprehensible input. It
encourages learners to develop language through
use and theoretically prohibits a discussion of
grammar or any overt teaching of the L2. It could
be argued that this mode is not instruction at all
but merely exposure to the L2. This mode is
sometimes described as reflecting the “no
interface” position of grammar instruction,
because it holds that no relationship can exist
between implicit knowledge and explicit knowledge.
In other words, no amount of explicit knowledge
(gained through overt teaching of the language)
can create implicit knowledge. The best known
example of implicit, purely meaning-focused
instruction is the Natural Approach (Terrell &
Krashen, 1983).

○ One might
assume that this mode of instruction does not
involve or benefit from any learning strategies,
because strategies are conscious actions (see
Chapter
1 for the complete definitions of
strategies and consciousness). However, detection
(conscious registration) is an element of
consciousness at a very basic level and is part of
any implicit learning (see Ellis, 1994, 1995 above).

○ Some organized, concrete-sequential style
learners, who by definition have a low tolerance
of ambiguity, might generate learning strategies
in subtle reaction against this seemingly
unstructured, freestyle teaching mode, simply in
order to cope with the onrushing ocean waves of
language. For instance, such learners might pay
close attention to repeated words and common
structures, write them down in a notebook,
organize them into categories, study this
information carefully, and intentionally use it in
class. These grammar- and vocabulary-oriented
strategies help learners become highly conscious
of the L2 and allow them to organize it for
themselves in the absence of organization from the
teacher, a textbook, or other sources. Such
consciousness-promoting strategies fly in the face
of the implicit, purely meaning-focused
instructional mode (e.g., Terrell &
Krashen).

• Implicit, form-focused instruction
involves paying attention to rules and
structures incidentally, while in the course of
communicating meaning and messages.

○ This is grammar instruction with a “focus
on form” (Cullen, 2012; Long, 1991; Long &
Robinson, 1998). It often uses recasts of errors to
draw students’ attention to grammar elements
that incidentally emerge in communication-oriented
L2 lessons. Rules are not highlighted or
discussed, because that would become explicit
grammar instruction.

○ Sheen (2002) explained that focus on form
instruction is based on (a) an assumed
relationship between L1 acquisition and the L2
acquisition, with both based on comprehensible
input, but (b) a simultaneous assumption that mere
exposure to L2 structures is not sufficient and
that teachers must help learners focus in some
fashion on grammatical features.

○ A battle royal emerged about whether focus on
form instruction can aid in grammar acquisition in
a variety of different classroom settings (see
Ellis, Loewen, & Basturkmen, 2006 and Sheen
& O’Neill, 2005 on the two sides of the
issue).

○ According to Oxford et al. (2007, p. 128),
grammar learning strategies associated with
implicit, form-focused instruction might include
paying attention to the way more proficient
individuals say something and then imitating it,
noticing grammatical structures that cause
obstacles with communication and meaning, and
noticing someone else’s corrections of
one’s utterances. In addition, learners
might use strategies such as analyzing, guessing,
predicting, reasoning, and asking questions.

○ Although implicit, form-focused instruction
grammar instruction might seem more solid and
sound than the prior mode (implicit, purely
meaning-focused instruction), it is still
implicit. Therefore, learners with a
concrete-sequential style, which involves
intolerance of ambiguity, will be uncomfortable
with it. In response to implicit, form-focused
instruction these learners might generate
strategies similar to the ones noted above for
fighting against implicit, purely meaning-focused
instruction.

○ I argue that once structures are brought into
awareness and understood in the learners’
own fashion, they are by definition no longer
implicit knowledge. Therefore, it appears that an
implicit type of instruction does not necessarily
determine how the learner deals with the
information.




EXPLICIT
INSTRUCTION MODES

Explicit grammar instruction involves an overt focus on
forms (rules and structures), in contrast to the
implicit way of focusing on form noted above. In one
type of explicit grammar instruction, the learners must
discover the forms inductively, but in the other, the
teacher presents the forms to the learners for deductive
use. In either of these modes, the forms are very
important, and learners are expected to use them once
they know them.

• Explicit, inductive grammar instruction involves discovering rules and patterns from input data.

○ The teacher does not present rules but instead
sets up conditions that help learners uncover
rules on their own. Although the teacher does not
talk about rules, learners themselves might do so
in the L2, making grammar a subject of
conversation as well as a vehicle for
communication. In this mode, teachers work hard to
get learners to attend to form using some
complicated and often obtrusive techniques: garden
path, input practice involving forms,
metalinguistic feedback, and many others. This
mode has garnered criticism for being inefficient,
confusing, and difficult to implement, though it
has some fervent adherents.

○ In the view of Oxford et al. (2007, p. 128),
grammar learning strategies related to this mode
of grammar instruction might be identifying and
finding resources, initiating and participating in
rule-discovery discussions, creating and testing
hypotheses about how the target structures work,
keeping a notebook of structures for which the
rule is being sought, and checking with more
proficient peers about one’s own
interpretation of a rule.

○ As noted several times earlier, learners with a
concrete-sequential style have a low tolerance for
ambiguity. They will dislike having to figure out
rules and structures for themselves and will
legitimately want to be told the information they
need. One learning strategy they will typically
use when facing the explicit, inductive
instructional mode is asking questions, either to
get the rule directly from the teacher or peer or
to obtain immediate verification or clarification
of what they think they have discovered.

• Explicit, deductive instruction
involves the conscious application of
structures and rules which are usually provided by
the teacher or a textbook, generally in an
isolated, discrete fashion.

○ This is what we know as traditional grammar
instruction. It represents the strong
explicit-to-implicit interface position, which
says that explicit knowledge can be transformed
into implicit (tacit, automatized, proceduralized)
knowledge through practice (De Keyser, 1995, 1998). This
concept is strongly tied to cognitive theory
(Anderson, 1985).

○ Although explicit, inductive instruction
mentioned earlier is a type of focus on forms
instruction, we can say that explicit, deductive
instruction is the quintessential focus on forms
mode.

○ In Oxford et al. (2007), some grammar learning
strategies associated with this mode are
previewing the lesson to identify key forms to be
covered, paying attention to rules provided by the
teacher or textbook, applying rules with care,
memorizing rules, memorizing how structures change
their forms, making grammar charts, and using new
rules/structures in context as soon as
possible.






Balanced
Instructional Approaches

Many specialists (Ellis, 2006; Moeller & Ketsman, 2010; Richards &
Reppen, 2014) have
encouraged balanced approaches to the teaching of grammar
(implicit/explicit; inductive/deductive), perhaps a
variegated mega-approach. This would have the benefit of
relating to wide range of learning styles (see Chapter 1) and
might also tend to stimulate the use of an array of grammar
learning strategies.




Comments on the Implicit/Explicit Instruction System
Above

Pawlak (2009a, p. 45)
praised the descriptive, implicit/explicit
grammar-instruction scheme of Oxford et al. (2007), shown above,
saying that it “can be profitably exploited in the
preliminary stages of research” in the area of grammar
learning strategies. Indeed, he used the scheme himself
(Pawlak, 2009a).
However, he cautioned that looking at strategies through the
lens of grammar instruction modes makes this scheme
teacher-centered, emphasizes cognitive strategies rather
than other types, and “places a premium on noticing,
understanding, and remembering grammar structures without
giving ample justice to the ways in which points of grammar
are practiced” (p. 45), such as formal practice and
the use of memory strategies and metacognitive strategies.
Some of this argument appears valid to me, especially the
need to look at the way learners practice as well as learn
grammar. However, I emphasize that learning grammar and
practicing grammar, including socially, cannot be clearly
split. (See Chapter
4.) We must discern how learners, individually
and in groups, work toward grammar improvement by flexibly
employing strategies in cognitive, metacognitive, affective,
social, and other ways (Chapter 4). Optimally, learners
will recognize that there are multiple routes toward grammar
improvement.

An important reminder is that if learners are encouraged by
an instruction mode to employ certain thoughts or behaviors,
those thoughts or behaviors are not
strategic unless learners use them with at
least some elements of consciousness, such as attention,
awareness, intentionality, and control. (See Chapter 1.)






Empirical Studies about Grammar Learning Strategies

Now I present a selection of empirical studies about grammar
learning strategies. Some of the research below is formal and
meticulous, but other studies are less rigorous. All of them
provide valuable information.


Early Research on Grammar Learning Strategies

One early line of L2 grammar learning strategy research,
i.e., investigations resulting in the identification of
three general categories of strategies for noun gender
assignment, occurred in the period 1977 through 1997, with a
key publication on this theme every ten years (e.g., Tucker,
Lambert, & Rigault, 1977; Cain, Weber-Olsen, & Smith, 1987; Oliphant, 1997). These studies
showed that grammar learning strategies fell into three
groups: morphological, semantic, and syntactic. Choice of
strategies for assigning noun gender was dependent on age,
the state of L2 development, and the nature of the L2 and
the L1, among other factors. Most learning strategy experts
have tended to not to conduct such sharply focused grammar
learning strategy studies, and investigators studying noun
gender assignment and other highly specific grammar-strategy
topics have not tended to cite broader areas of learning
strategy research.

Pawlak (2009a) noted
that learning strategy research in 1970s and 1980s (e.g.,
Rubin, 1975; Stern,
1983; Naiman,
Fröhlich, Stern, & Todesco, 1978/1996) revealed that a strategic
orientation toward
grammatical structures was important for successful language
learning. Effective L2 learners across numerous studies were
found to use strategies associated with but not limited to
form. This finding was underscored by Bade (2008) and Oxford et
al. (2007).




Grammar Learning Strategy Studies from around the
World8

Using a partially open-ended survey, Bade (2008) examined the
grammar learning strategies of a class of EFL students in
New Zealand. The class was composed of diverse learners with
different goals for learning English. Some wanted to focus
on grammar and vocabulary, while others preferred to
concentrate on oral skills. Bade reported that the students
“showed an overwhelming desire to be taught grammar,
to concentrate on accuracy, and to have their errors
corrected” (p. 178). Accuracy was thus a high
priority, and students employed varied strategies for
learning grammar.

Tilfarlioğlu (2005) studied the relationship between English
language attainment of Turkish students and their use of
grammar learning strategies, reporting no differences in the
frequency with which successful and unsuccessful learners
used these strategies. The study, however, showed that
strategy selection was influenced by gender, length of
study, and educational background.

In Morales and Smith (2008), American university students of Spanish
who had received strategy instruction to make mental images
for forms such as ser and
estar outshined students who did not
receive such training. The former were better able to
distinguish between correct and incorrect uses of the forms.
In a study by Trendak (2012), students received instruction in the use
of cognitive and memory strategies. This strategy
instruction resulted in more frequent reliance on grammar
learning strategies in general. The memory strategy group
outperformed the cognitive strategy group both immediately
and in the long term.




Grammar Learning Strategy Studies in Poland, a New
Research Hub

We can be thankful for Poland, which has become the site of
“a particularly robust line of inquiry” into
grammar learning strategies and that deals with
“different ages and educational levels” (Pawlak,
2009a, p. 46).
Droździał-Szelest (1997) conducted a major survey study
of strategies used by high school students in Poland. This
study, which concerned the whole repertoire of learning
strategies rather than just grammar learning strategies,
discovered that high school students used primarily
cognitive strategies for learning grammar. These particular
cognitive strategies, such as applying rules (using
deduction), were unoriginal and uncreative, reflecting the
traditional instructional practices these students
encountered in their school English classes
(Droździał-Szelest, 1997). Much less frequent use was made
of most metacognitive strategies, though selective attention
was employed.

Mystkowska-Wiertelak (2008a) employed a modified version of the
Strategy Inventory for Language
Learning (in Oxford, 1990b) with senior high students and,
unlike Droździał-Szelest, discovered that high
school students used metacognitive strategies the most
frequently. In a different study, Mystkowska-Wiertelak
(2008b) gathered
data on grammar learning strategy use from advanced students
majoring in English. She employed a checklist included in
the European Language Portfolio for Senior High
School Students and Language Learners in Institutions of
Higher Education. Results indicated that these
students used strategies such as remembering example
sentences, using reference grammars, and highlighting new
structures.

In a longitudinal diary study, Pawlak (2008) found that highly proficient
English majors were aware of a range of strategies but
primarily relied on traditional cognitive strategies, such
as formal practice. This was explained by the fact that the
end-of-year examination and the instructional methodology in
the classroom stressed this type of grammatical emphasis. In
a study using a
data-gathering instrument based on the four-part
grammar-instruction system of Oxford et al. (2007), Pawlak (2009b) found that
students claimed to frequently use implicit learning with a
focus on form, but he stated that this finding did not
reflect reality.

Pawlak (2009a)
examined grammar learning strategy use of English-department
students in relation to their grammar attainment and overall
English proficiency. He used a largely close-ended survey of
strategy use, with strategies organized according to three
of the four grammar instruction modes in the Oxford et al.
(2007) scheme
reported earlier: the implicit, form-focused mode, in which
structures are noticed during meaning-focused activities:
the explicit, inductive mode, i.e., rule-discovery; and the
explicit, deductive mode, i.e., rule application. The survey
did not ask the instruction modes the students’
grammar teachers actually used. Supposedly reporting the
frequency of their strategy use, learners checked off the
greatest number of strategies in the category of implicit,
form-focused learning, followed by strategies related to
explicit, deductive learning and explicit, inductive
learning. The strategy-use means for these three categories
were relatively high. However, when asked in an open-ended
item to describe their favorite ways of learning grammar,
students wrote down only a limited range of uncreative
strategies. Thus, there was a great disparity between
Likert-scaled survey results and open-ended results about
strategy use. Responding to the open-ended item, only a few
students referred to ways to learn grammatical structures
from spontaneous communication, so Pawlak determined there
was something wrong with the instrument (indeed, he
mentioned quite a few problems with it) or the students were
responding in a socially desirable way to the quantitative
items. With very inflated quantitative results about
strategy use, the statistical relationships between the
strategy use data and L2 attainment (grammar course grades
and overall proficiency) were low.

Summarizing a number of his own studies and those of
Mystkowska-Wiertelak, Pawlak (2013) repeated the fact that there is
a large gap in some studies between what learners answered
on Likert-scaled surveys, which suggested frequent use of
grammar learning strategies related to implicit,
focus-on-form learning, and what they said in response to
open-ended items, which revealed a great emphasis on
traditional, formal practice. To solve this conundrum, he
emphasized the possibility of using two perspectives in
research on grammar learning strategies: (a) the
macro-perspective, which involves
gathering data about the use of these strategies by means of
a Likert-scaled strategy questionnaire on a single occasion
with no connection with a specific task or context, and (b)
the micro-perspective, which is far more
contextualized. Pawlak’s (2013) micro-perspective

would involve tapping the application of these
strategic [grammar-learning] devices in the course
of the performance of different types of activities
and tasks (e.g., controlled and communicative),
taking into consideration the impact of context,
… as well as considering individual variables.
Clearly, obtaining such data calls for the
employment of a variety of data collection tools,
such as immediate reports or think aloud protocols
used during or after tasks, as well as interviews or
transcript analysis.

(p. 202)

Pawlak contended that neither the macro- nor the
micro-perspective is sufficient by itself, they should both
be used.






A Taxonomy of Grammar Learning Strategies for Possible Use in
Future Research

Pawlak (2013 pp.
200–202) reported the development of a taxonomy of grammar
learning strategies that he constructed on the basis of a
strategy categorization that was an updated compromise of the
rather old strategy systems of O’Malley and Chamot (1990) and Oxford (1990). The taxonomy also
included modified items from the Strategy Inventory for
Language Learning (SILL, in Oxford, 1990b)
and Ellis’s inventory of techniques for form-focused
instruction, modified by Pawlak (2006). Table 7.1 summarizes the taxonomy.


Table 7.1 A Summary of Pawlak’s Grammar Learning Strategy
Taxonomy




	
• Metacognitive strategies (e.g., seeking
opportunities to practice structures in different
ways, scheduling grammar reviews, and developing
specific goals);

• Affective strategies (e.g., trying to relax
when experiencing difficulties in understanding
grammar, encouraging oneself to practice
structures that cause problems, and keeping a
diary about learning grammar);

• Social strategies (e.g., asking the teacher to
repeat or explain a grammar point, practicing
grammar structures with peers, and helping others
understand structures); and

• Cognitive strategies, which are the most
numerous and are divided into four groups
(strategies aiding the production and
comprehension of grammar during communication
tasks, strategies employed in developing explicit
knowledge of grammar, strategies employed in
developing implicit knowledge of grammar, and
strategies employed in dealing with corrective
feedback on erroneous use of grammar).







Source: Based on Pawlak (2013)



This taxonomy – actually, it would be safer to call it a
typology – has already been tested and will be used
further in future research in Poland. For further elaboration of
Pawlak’s taxonomy, I suggest considering strategies from
various grammar learning strategy studies mentioned in this
chapter. In addition, researchers’ employment of any
taxonomy of grammar strategies must take into account the
complexity of the sociocultural context (see later in this
chapter) and the dynamism of any learner’s use of grammar
strategies. In addition, new research modes (see, e.g., Chapter 10) might be
needed for deeply understanding the use of grammar strategies
and other learning strategies in authentic settings.




Strategy Instruction via a Spanish Grammar Strategy Website

Cohen and Pinilla-Herrera9 (2010) reported on the creation of a website
containing 72 strategies for learning Spanish grammar (Center
for Advanced Research in Language Acquisition, n.d.). The
website creators did not seek to generate a typology of grammar
strategies in general. The website is also not meant to offer
Spanish language instruction or provide a thoroughgoing resource
for Spanish grammar or vocabulary. Instead, the creators based
the website on information about the most difficult areas that
students and teachers mentioned in questionnaires and
interviews. The website raises learners’ awareness of
their current strategy use and poses strategies for them to
consider. It uses English to convey the grammar strategy
information and includes chants, songs, rhymes, diagrams,
charts, visual schemes, drawings, mind maps, acronyms, and other
strategic devices. Video and audio clip descriptions from
learners and nonnative teachers are included. The website can
serve as a model for creating grammar strategy websites for
other languages.

Cohen, Pinilla-Herrera, Thompson, and Witzig (2011) conducted and
reported on a 2009 evaluation of the Spanish grammar strategy
website with 15 learners over a period of six to eight weeks.
This useful article reproduces many pages of the website. Users
of the website in an earlier review described it as credible,
detailed, not too academic, personable, and interesting due to
audio and video. In the 2009 evaluation, the users gave ratings
of the success of the strategies they selected. Two-thirds of
the user-selected strategies were rated as helpful. In
interviews and written reflections, most users expressed that
the reason for employing the website was to find strategies for
specific grammar problems. They described the website as
attractive to a wide variety of students. In terms of overall
attitudes toward the website, most felt they benefited somewhat,
and some said they benefited greatly. The authors stated that further research was
needed to determine effectiveness of the strategy use on actual
Spanish learning.




More about Context

I underscored the significance of context earlier in this chapter
and will further highlight it here. There are many ways to learn
grammar, and some are more effective than others. As an
educational psychologist, L2 learning researcher, L2 teacher,
and L2 learner, I argue that trying to learn grammar out of
context is a fruitless venture, particularly if the goal is to
be able to use the language for reading, listening, speaking,
and writing instead of just fulfilling a language requirement.
Learners need to have meaningful tasks in contexts that relate
as closely as possible to authentic language use. Although
learners can sometimes benefit from grammar drills and
discrete-point, multiple-choice grammar items on a test, they
more strongly need to learn grammar in context, and they need
appropriate grammar learning strategies to do so.

I have explored grammar learning strategies in relation to
knowledge types, instruction modes, empirical research studies,
a recent taxonomy, a promising website, and the need for context
in grammar learning. It is now time to turn to vocabulary
learning strategies.












L2 Vocabulary Learning Strategies

This section includes factors in vocabulary teaching and learning,
reasons for using vocabulary learning strategies, specific
vocabulary learning strategies, perspectives on contextualization
and on strategies for vocabulary learning, strategies for
intentionally learning vocabulary from reading, strategies for
intentionally learning vocabulary with the assistance of technology,
and issues in vocabulary strategy instruction.


Factors in Vocabulary Teaching and Learning

When choosing vocabulary to teach or learn, the following factors
must be considered: frequency of use in real-life situations or
in the curriculum; language needs; availability and familiarity;
coverage, or capacity of the word to take the place of another
word; range, or the number of different types of text in which
the word will occur. High frequency, wide range words are the
most valuable to teach and learn (Nation, 1990). Vocabulary teaching and learning
should be systematic and networked, because the mind stores
words in an organized, interconnected matter, not as words on a
list (Nation, 1990).
Teachers should take into account that many exposures to a word
or phrase in different contexts are necessary before it is
learned (Aebersold & Field, 1997).




Reasons for Using Vocabulary Learning Strategies

Two reasons for employing vocabulary learning strategies include
(a) the complexity of knowing a word and (b) the necessity for
learning many words and doing so in a rapid fashion.


Reason 1. Complexity of What It Means to Know a Word

Vocabulary instruction should include learning what it means
to know a word (Moir & Nation, 2008; Nyikos & Fan, 2007; Oxford &
Scarcella, 1994).
Language awareness, especially realizing that knowing a word
means more than just knowing its dictionary meaning, is
important to L2 vocabulary learning. Oxford and Scarcella
(1994) outlined
the following types of knowledge as essential to knowing a
word (see Table
7.2).


Table 7.2 What It Means to Know a Word




	
• Form, e.g., pronunciation, spelling, word
parts, changes in form, and ways to combine forms
to build up different forms of the word;

• Grammatical use, e.g., plural forms, prefixes,
etc. in real sentences;

• Collocations, including the order in which the
co-occurring words should be placed;

• Discourse function in particular situations
and contexts (social, geographic, disciplinary);

• Shades of meaning, such as connotations; and

• Receptive and productive uses.












Reason 2. Need to
Learn Many Words Quickly

Compared to L2 learners, native speakers have a great edge in
vocabulary development. Let us take the English language as
an example. Native English speakers will acquire 1,000 word
families each year of their lives, until they reach the
level of 20,000 word families (for a native speaker of
English who is a university graduate) (Nation & Waring,
1997), although
Mackey (1965, in
Oxford & Scarcella, 1994) reported that college students must
understand 60,000–100,000 words. Children who are
native speakers of English begin school with about 5,000
word families (Nation & Waring, 1997). However, many adult learners of
English as a second or foreign language know many fewer than
5,000 word families after several years of study (Nation
& Waring, 1997).

Academic achievement rests largely on extensive, readily
accessible vocabulary knowledge for reading, writing,
speaking, and listening (Grabe, 1988; Nation, 1990). Vocabulary learning strategies
can facilitate the gaining and accessing vocabulary
knowledge for use in all language skill areas. L2 learners
must store much vocabulary in their long-term memory within
a short amount of time, and vocabulary learning strategies
facilitate development of schemata where this vocabulary is
stored (Oxford & Scarcella, 1994).






Specific Vocabulary Learning Strategies

A particular vocabulary learning strategy, like any kind of
learning strategy, will not necessarily be effective for every
student. Learning style, age, developmental stage, gender,
educational background, culture, and other factors influence
strategy effectiveness. However, looking at the research tells
us that certain strategies are valuable in many instances. As
noted by Moir and Nation (2008),

In order to take control of their vocabulary learning,
learners need to know what vocabulary to learn, how to
go about learning it, and how to assess and monitor
their progress. This vocabulary requires a range of
learning strategies, such as learning the vocabulary of
the subject area … or guessing from context.
… There are also deliberate learning strategies
such as word part analysis, learning using word cards,
and dictionary use … that are important shortcuts to
vocabulary growth.

(p. 159)


Intentionally Creating Associations

A number of vocabulary learning strategies involve
intentionally creating mental contexts by means of
associations. These associations might involve creating
analogies or linking new words with relevant words or
concepts already in learners’ schemata (Oxford, 1990b). Moir and
Nation (2008)
mentioned “using mnemonic techniques, especially the
keyword technique” (p.?171), in which images are
associated with sounds for learning new words. Keyword
technique was also highlighted by Oxford (1990b) and Beaton,
Gruneberg, and Ellis (1995).

Learners make
intentional associations on paper or online by creating
visual vocabulary clusters (semantic webs or semantic maps)
(Nation, 1990;
Oxford, 1990b),
semantic grids (Oxford, 1990b), drawing and completing T-charts (Oxford,
1990b), and
making a personalized dictionary or notebook (Oxford, 1990). Learners employ
the kinesthetic and tactile senses for associating words
with physical movements through Total Physical Response
techniques and by linking words with objects (Oxford, 1990b; Thornbury,
2002). Any of
these strategies necessitates the strategy of selective
attention (Gu & Johnson, 1996). It is impossible to make
purposeful associations without attending to the information
at hand.




Sentence-Production Strategy

Associations and selective attention are not enough; learners
benefit from actively producing new words in communication.
Gu and Johnson underscored the value of the strategy of
early, self-initiated use of new words. Similarly, Moir and
Nation (2008)
stated, “[N]ew vocabulary needs to be learned both
receptively and productively because it is by productive use
of such vocabulary that learners signal that they have
become part of their particular communities” (p.
159).




Dictionary Use Strategies

Gu (2003) cited the
debate about whether dictionaries should be used in foreign
language classrooms. He indicated that most studies of
dictionary-using strategies were conducted concerning
reading comprehension, not vocabulary learning. Dictionary
strategies have typically been encouraged in a prescriptive
way, not giving students much choice (Gu). Learners carry
around their L2 dictionaries, not their grammar books (Gu).
Gu mentioned several studies supporting the advantage of a
dictionary in EFL settings in Japan (Luppescu & Day,
1993) and for
reading comprehension and for production of new words in
sentences (Summers, 1988). Research has demonstrated the various
advantages of monolingual dictionaries, bilingual
dictionaries, and “bilingualized” dictionaries
(Gu).

Scholfield (1982) and
Nation (2001), both
in Gu (2003),
described L2 learners’ dictionary use as a complicated
process of hypothesis testing. However, Gu argued that we do
not know if learners actually approach dictionary use in
this way. Neubach and Cohen (1988) examined the dictionary use of
EFL university students in Jerusalem. Using verbal reports
and interviews, the researchers found that advanced students
did not need to use the dictionary very much, and weak
students did not use dictionaries effectively. Some
low-proficiency students simply stopped using the
dictionary.

Gu (2003) mentioned
the need for research on electronic dictionaries. At this
point in history, years after Gu’s article, learners
carry around their smartphones and iPads so that they can
instantly look up words in electronic dictionaries. The
value of electronic dictionaries deserves intensive
investigation.




Contextual Guessing Strategy

Contextual guessing (and checking accuracy of guesses) was
praised by Oxford (1990b) and was correlated with vocabulary size
and overall proficiency in a large Chinese EFL study (Gu
& Johnson, 1996). However, in an Australian study of university
learners of Italian, Lawson and Hogben (1998) showed that
contextual guessing was less efficient than some other
strategies, because a rich context reduces the need to focus
on the new word itself.




Rote Repetition
Strategies

Research showed that the advantages of rote repetition were
inconsistent. In the Gu and Johnson (1996) study of strategies employed by
Chinese EFL learners, rote oral repetition had a positive
relationship with proficiency and size of learned
vocabulary, but rote written repetition was negatively
related to vocabulary size. Rote oral and written repetition
was viewed as very important to Japanese EFL learners
(Schmitt, 1997) and
Australian learners of Italian (Lawson & Hogben, 1998).

Gu (2003) noted that
four key issues concerning the rote learning of word lists
are: (a) the number of repetitions needed to remember a word
list, (b) the optimum number of words to be studied at one
time, (c) the timing for repetition, and (d) repeating
silently versus repeating aloud. This chapter does not have
space to address these issues, so please see Gu.




Mnemonic Strategies

Mnemonic strategies, such as the keyword method (Oxford,
1990b), can be
valuable as long as the goal is to boost retention of
simplistic pairings of L1-L2 word sets without deep
processing of information. Gu (2003) stated that mnemonics ignore
multiple dimensions of meaning, such as syntactic,
emotional, and pragmatic, and that abstract words are not
amenable to mnemonic learning.




Word-Formation Strategies

Word-formation strategies are based on the work of
lexicographers and etymologists. Such strategies involve
learning words based on how they are broken down or added to
(affixation) in a formal sense. Gu (2003) contended that future research
should study the seeming dominance of formal errors among
beginning to intermediate EFL learners as associated with
their selection of vocabulary learning strategies.




Semantic Network Strategies

Earlier I mentioned the potential benefits semantic network
strategies, such as sematic mapping and semantic grids, for
learning L2 vocabulary. Gu (2003) cautioned the possibly prescriptive nature
of these strategies, but I have never seen or used them in
that way. Apparently Gu’s caution was based on
instances of teachers actually teaching specific semantic
associations among words, rather than allowing students to
come up with their own associations.






Perspectives on Contextualization and on Strategies for
Vocabulary Learning

Here I mention Gu’s (2003) contextualized, person-task-strategy
perspective and other persectives on contexualization and
strategies in vocabulary learning.


A Contextualized, Person-Task-Strategy View

Gu (2003) proposed a
person-task-strategy view of vocabulary learning. This view
contends that language learning in general and vocabulary
learning in specific are “problem-solving tasks at
different levels of complexity” (p. 2). Meeting a
difficult task, learners must use problem-solving strategies
(see Chapter
1). Encountering new words while reading, learners
intentionally must solve the problem of lack of
understanding of the words by means of strategies such as looking up words in a
dictionary, integrating dictionary definitions into the
context where the unknown word is found, and checking for
collocation and complementation, part of speech, and breadth
of meaning. Gu explained that the success of such strategies
depends on (a) features of learning tasks, such as task
complexity and (b)?characteristics of the learner, such as
self-efficacy. This study was a step in the right direction
of personalizing and contextualizing research on vocabulary
learning strategies.




Contextualized Vocabulary Learning Strategies

Like Oxford and Scarcella (1994), Nyikos and Fan (2007) distinguished between
decontextualized strategy types (not related to meaningful
contexts, authentic tasks, or normal usages) and
contextualized strategy types. According to Nyikos and Fan,
examples of decontextualized strategies include rote
memorization, repetition, and associative strategies,10 as well
as the keyword mnemonic. Contextualized strategies included
inferring vocabulary meanings from a reading text, which
allows learners to see new words in their proper grammatical
use in varied meanings in an authentic semantic field, with
collocations and connotations (Nyikos & Fan; Oxford
& Scarcella). Nyikos and Fan also described other
strategies, such those for looking up words in the
dictionary or electronically, and they mentioned many
typically unrecognized complexities involved in such
strategies.




Strategies Must Be Linked and Contextualized

Wang (2015) argued
against the illogical concept that vocabulary learning
strategies can be used in an isolated fashion outside of any
context and added that this lack of logic is perpetrated by
some large-scale questionnaire-based studies. Her study
examined vocabulary learning strategies of two Chinese
students in a pre-university course in the UK. The research
used data from interviews, classroom observations, and
VOCABlog (with photovoice11 and diaries). Wang interpreted
the results through a holistic combination of sociocultural
theory and cognitive theory. From that double perspective,
the results implied that in order to enhance vocabulary,
international students should (a) intentionally use strategy
combinations rather than isolated strategies as they
interact verbally with more capable others and (b) seek ways
to interact often with target language speakers in authentic
contexts while paying attention to the nature of those
contexts. Wang emphasized that when L2 learning strategies
are in use, they are complex and contextually situated.






Strategies for Intentionally Learning Vocabulary from Reading

Wu, Lowyck, Sercu, and Elen (2013) examined strategies used by university EFL
learners in China for intentionally learning vocabulary from
reading tasks. Variables included task complexity, vocabulary
learning self-efficacy beliefs, prior vocabulary knowledge,
learning strategy use, and task performance. The experiment had
two task conditions, simple and complex. The simple task
condition was to learn the unknown, target vocabulary during a
reading task (about the psychologist Jean Piaget), for which
they were allowed to use word glosses. The complex task was not
only to learn the same target vocabulary but also to understand
the content of the Piaget text. Participants were randomly
assigned to simple versus complex tasks. The researchers
administered a Nation’s Vocabulary Level
Test to determine the level of participants’
prior English vocabulary knowledge (vocabulary level). The
vocabulary learning self-efficacy scale, which participants
completed after they looked at the task, was based on research
(e.g., Gu & Johnson, 1996; Schmitt, 1997) to measure participants’ beliefs about
their ability to initially handle new words, find information
about words, guess the
meaning from contexts, use resources (dictionary/glossary), and
establish vocabulary knowledge. The vocabulary learning strategy
questionnaire drew on Gu and Johnson’s (1996) and included items
such as contextual guessing strategies, dictionary and glossary
strategies, note-taking strategies, rehearsal strategies,
encoding strategies (eg., making mental images), and activation
strategies (e.g., make up my own sentences).

Pre- and post-test Vocabulary Knowledge Scales
were administered (not the same as Nation’s test). Results
indicated that stronger prior vocabulary knowledge was
associated with greater self-efficacy, higher frequencies of
vocabulary learning strategy use, and better task performance.
Although task complexity showed no significant effect, an
interaction effect arose between prior vocabulary knowledge and
task complexity. Very importantly, path analysis showed that
students’ prior vocabulary knowledge and frequency of
learning strategy use had significant direct effects on task
performance. Strategy use was the mediator between self-efficacy
beliefs and task performance. Specifically, self-efficacy
beliefs had an indirect effect on task performance through the
effects of those beliefs on frequency of strategy use. The
researchers suggested that “the predictive power of
self-efficacy may lie in its association with mental effort.
When learners perceive themselves as more capable in doing the
task, they will invest more effort, and use more learning
strategies, and this subsquently helps them perform
better” (p. 176). The researchers suggested that these
findings highlight the importance of learner factors, such as
prior knowledge, self-efficacy, and learning strategy use, in
vocabulary learning based on reading tasks.




Technology-Aided Strategies for Intentionally Learning
Vocabulary

Smith, Li, Drobisz, Park, Kim, and Smith (2013) noted that many computer-assisted
language learning (CALL) systems have effectively taught L2
vocabulary by (a) making it interesting with video and images
and (b) reducing cognitive load with multimedia glosses (e.g.,
hypertexts with definitions, connotations, and words in actual
use). Smith et al. noted that such glosses can have a large,
positive effect on L2 incidental vocabulary learning. Most
studies of this topic have not been connected with specific
courses.

However, the Smith et al. study concerned L2 intentional
vocabulary learning for a specific EFL course for university
undergraduates in China. Smith et al. created a counterbalanced
study (i.e., all students participated in the control and
experimental condition but at different times) based on
principles of a “design experiment” (a holistic
study that does not artifically isolate variables but instead
examines the entire intervention). The experimental condition
involved using computer games integrated with researcher-created
eBooks, specifically called IMap Books. Together the games and
the eBooks were intended to stimulate the learners’
inferencing strategies for vocabulary learning. The combination
was designed to encourage deep processing, or semantic links
with other information in memory. Learners were asked to
identify the degree to which they knew, i.e., could infer,
researcher-targeted words and, if possible, to use the words in
sentences to indicate their knowledge. The control condition
involved using traditional hardcopies of books, lists of words,
and multiple-choice vocabulary tests. Results indicated that the
experimental condition, computer-game-enhanced L2 reading, in
comparison to the control condition, showed greater use of
inferencing for vocabulary development and deep processing.

Lan (2013) reported on a
five-week, Taiwanese study involving the intentional,
technology-aided, self-regulated EFL vocabulary learning of
sixth-grade EFL students. The study used
“Mywordtools,” a co-sharing vocabulary learning
strategy system that enables learners to self-construct, use,
and share vocabulary learning strategies. Learners can employ
the system’s e-tools for vocabulary learning in indoor and
outdoor settings during their free time. Results indicated that
learners who used Mywordtools to practice and share their
vocabulary strategies significantly outperformed (a) those who did not use
Mywordtools at all and (b) those who used the system but did not
share their strategies with others. The study showed that
strategies are learnable and that scaffolding self-construction
of strategies and co-sharing of strategies enhanced vocabulary
learning strategy development and overall vocabulary
development. The author suggested future research on learning
styles, gender, and self-regulation with regard to this type of
system.

I am not including significant discussion of the
incidental learning of L2 vocabulary,
because such learning, logically speaking, does not involve the
use of strategies, which are conscious at least to some extent.
On the other hand, Gu (2003) indicated that Parry (1991, 1993) demonstrated a combination of incidential and
intentional vocabulary learning in reading. Gu argued that this
combination fostered development of L2 vocabualry and academic
success in the L2. Gu also noted that the term
incidental has varying interpretations and
that there is a blurring of distinctions between intentional and
incidental vocabulary learning. Though traditional studies of
incidental vocabulary learning strategies through reading have
simply told learners to read for comprehension, more recent
incidental learning studies have asked learners to look up new
words for comprehension and to recall and retell what is read
(Gu). Research has indicated that the more demanding a task is,
the greater the reading-based vocabulary developement will be
(Gu). Gu contended that incidental vocabulary learning
strategies can be effective for reading and listening for native
speakers and intermediate to advanced L2 learners.




Vocabulary Learning Strategy Instruction

It is very difficult to internalize and become comfortable using
a new strategy after a very limited exposure during strategy
instruction, particularly if that strategy is the opposite of
strategies used in one’s home culture. This is one of the
lessons learned by Moir and Nation (2008) in their study in New Zealand. In
their study, adult learners of ESL were enrolled in a vocabulary
program that was designed to raise consciousness about what is
involved in vocabulary learning, to enhance vocabulary learning
strategies, and to improve productive vocabulary. Participants
were required to study 30–40 self-selected words per week
using a vocabulary notebook, which contained columns to complete
for each word concerning, among other things, pronunciation,
meaning, grammatical use, collocations, use in a sentence, and
associated items from the same word family. Weekly tests
assessed progress in learning the chosen words. At the start of
the program participants, whose vocabulary repertoires were
limited, received instruction on vocabulary learning strategies,
such as the keyword method and word cards, and how to choose
words to study. Results showed that although participants
selected the words themselves, all but one (Abdi, a very
strategic, motivated, energetic learner) chose words that they
felt were unimportant, not personally useful, and generally too
difficult; in short, they chose not to personalize their
vocabulary learning. They worked hard to complete their
vocabulary notebooks, but they had little awareness of what
knowing a word implies and had an inflated idea of their
vocabulary. Despite strategy instruction, for cultural reasons
they continued to use mundane strategies for vocabulary
learning, such as rote memorizing and copying words, and did not
question their strategies. They did not improve their vocabulary
much. Moir and Nation provided suggestions for future vocabulary
strategy instruction: modeling goal setting for learners, giving
practice in setting personal goals for learning, and providing
opportunities for learners to discuss with each other their
reasons for selecting words (with an eye toward improved
selection). They also recommended giving more time for learners
to become knowledgeable about and comfortable using a core set
of new strategies.

Nyikos and Fan (2007) urged L2 teachers to
incorporate vocabulary learning strategy (VLS) instruction into
language courses and materials. They stated:

Pedagogically, the main lessons of research are: (1) that
integration of VLS into instruction appears to be more
effective than non-integration, (2) that significantly
better vocabulary performance is possible with VLS
instruction, and (3) that combination of metacognitive
and specific VLS seems to work better than either in
isolation. … In short, VLS instruction should be
integrated throughout a course as a crucial pedagogical
component in course materials which are sensitive to the
learner’s needs.

(p. 273)












Conclusion

Although over the years, we have seen more published information on
strategies for vocabulary learning than on strategies for grammar
learning, it is very likely that most L2 learners have not received
significant strategy instruction in either aspect of the languages
they are learning. The lack of such strategy instruction is
reprehensible, because not all learners can independently figure out
how to learn complex new structures or unfamiliar words. Some
linguistically talented learners, such as Abdi, the shining star in
Moir and Nation’s chapter, have a background in personalizing
their learning and know how to use learning strategies, but this is
not true of everyone. Many or most learners need help in
“learning how to learn” grammar and vocabulary. Strategy
instruction for grammar and vocabulary must (a) be designed to
address what learners need to know; (b) present strategies in
simple, relevant, and learning-style-compatible ways; (c) offer
extensive strategy practice; (d) show how to transfer strategies to
new tasks; and (d) overcome cultural barriers to the use of
strategies beyond rote memorization and copying.

Strategy instruction for grammar and vocabulary, like all strategy
instruction, should fit the context, the task demands, the nature of
the L1 and the L2, and the characteristics of the learners, such as
interests, age, personality, gender, learning styles, and prior
experience, as well as educational, socioeconomic, and cultural
background. One size does not fit all, so any vocabulary- and
grammar-related strategy instruction, to be optimally effective,
must offer choices and alternatives. Encouraging learner choice in
terms of strategies, grammar structures, and vocabulary personalizes
strategy instruction and makes it memorable, although some learners
will have to be taught how to make and take advantage of such
choices. As shown by the humor, artwork, acronyms, personalization,
and technological enhancements mentioned in this chapter, strategy
instruction for grammar and vocabulary can be exciting and
meaningful. Although such strategy instruction is serious business,
it can be leavened with good humor, lightened with art, and touched
by the magic of personalization.
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These delightful books are among my linguistic favorites. They reveal
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strategy instruction.










Questions, Tasks, or
Projects for Readers

Use or adapt these questions, tasks, and projects for your own growth
or that of your students or colleagues.

1 Without words there can be no meaning, but grammar
influences the meaning and impact of words. Keeping this
in mind, answer the following questions.
 
a. What are the possible interpretations of the
following string of words? strategy read
book table. We can create many sentences
with these words. Here are a few possibilities:

• “Yesterday I read the
strategy book at the
table.”

• “I always read the
strategy book at the
table, because there is nowhere else to
sit in this room.”

• “Have you read Table 1
in the strategy book? It’s
fantastic! Life-changing!”

• “Drat! I can’t find my
book! I wanted to
read it on the bus. My
strategy was to put it on the
table so I would remember to take
it with me.”

• “I read the
strategy book, and I liked it so
much that I put it on the table
for you to read.”

• “My strategy is to hide
the tantalizing book under the
table so my mother won’t
notice that I am reading
it.”

• “If I had read the
strategy in the male-female
attraction book, I’d be at
the table with a gorgeous date
right now.”

• “Strategy, damn it all!
We need a better strategy to make
a profit for the company! Let’s
read the marketing
strategy book and then put all
our ideas on the
table.”

b. Which of the above sentences do you like and
why?

c. What other possible sentences could you make if
you added the prefix re-, made
book or table plural, used
book or table as
a verb (interesting outcomes would occur!),
changed read to an adjective
(especially with the prefix un-),
employed a preposition different from
under or on,
used a dependent clause starting with
who or which, or
employed the present progressive?

____________________________________________

____________________________________________

____________________________________________

d. What sentences would be possible if you
transformed strategy to a verb by
throwing out the y and adding a
few letters
(→strategize)?

____________________________________________

____________________________________________

____________________________________________

e. How could you use simple words to help your
students learn grammar and vocabulary in humorous,
interesting ways?

2 The critical period hypothesis was refuted by Bialystok
and Hakuta (1999), although it is still supported by some.

a. What is your opinion of this hypothesis based
on your experience and observation?

b. What about the sensitive period hypothesis,
which was not mentioned in this chapter? (Look
this up if you do not know what it is.)

c. Read research articles and book chapters about
critical and sensitive periods for language
learning. Have your beliefs changed based on these
readings?

d. How would the presence or absence of a critical
period affect older learners’ motivation for
learning grammar and the strategies they might
use?

3. Go to the Spanish
grammar strategy website mentioned in this chapter:
http://carla.umn.edu/strategies/sp_grammar/

a. What strategies on the website do you like the
best and why?

b. In your view, what are the most important
features of grammar strategy instruction? Does the
website have them? What evidence can you give?

c. One key feature of grammar strategy instruction
(or any strategy instruction) is extensive
practice with any given strategy. How does the
website encourage this?

d. Does the website appeal to you overall and make
you want to use strategies? If yes, in what
ways?

e. If you ever studied Spanish, which of the
strategies in the website would have helped you if
you had known about them?

f. The website has garnered quite positive
responses from students. Why do you think this
happened? (See Cohen, Pinilla-Herrera, Thompson,
& Witzig, 2011. Notice that some of the article
authors are interested language students.)

g. As you know, the website is a strategy
instruction tool oriented toward traditional-age
university students. However, many non-traditional
students, particularly those in their thirties,
forties, and older, are now going to universities.
If you were to adapt the website for these
students and had lots of money and time, what
would you need to do regarding the format and the
content? Would you need to add any new grammar
strategies? If so, which strategies? If made these
changes, would this disturb traditional-age
university learners, and how could you handle
this?

h. If you were to adapt the website for learners
younger than university age (e.g., elementary
school students and secondary school students) and
had all the time and funding you required, what
would you need to do regarding the format and the
content? Would you need to add any new grammar
strategies? If you did make these changes, would
this disturb traditional-age university learners,
and how could you handle this?

i. If you had all the money and leisure in the
world, would you create multiple different grammar
strategy websites to meet the needs and interests
of various age groups? Would you include certain
strategies in all three websites but present them
differently? What strategies would you omit or
include for any particular age group?

4. The Spanish grammar strategy website is obviously for one
language at this time, and it concerns grammar rather
than vocabulary.

a. Discuss with a friend or colleague or write
down your answers: Would technology-based strategy
instruction be useful for teaching …

• Vocabulary strategies for a particular
language?

• Grammar strategies that cut across all
languages, not just those for one language?

• Vocabulary strategies that cut across all
languages, not just those for one language?

b. Explain your answers.

c. Give examples of strategies you would include
for different purposes.

5 Why do you think there is such a great interest in
grammar learning strategies in Poland? What innovations
and insights are arising in the Polish studies of
strategies for vocabulary learning? What else could be
done in those studies? Would you ever be interested in
collaborative grammar strategy studies with Pawlak and
his colleagues or with anyone else named in this
chapter?

6 Were you surprised about all the aspects of knowing a
word? Choose a word in a language you have learned. Go
through the list of aspects needed for knowing a word.
Do you know all the information for the chosen word? If
not, what would you need to find out?

7 Novelist Evelyn
Waugh wrote, “One forgets words as one forgets
names. One’s vocabulary needs constant
fertilization ….”11

a. Do you think this is true in your native
language, as well as in any additional languages
you might learn? Why or why not?

b. Would your strategies be different if you were
relearning vocabulary as opposed to learning it
for the first time?

8 Read the Wang (2015) study about vocabulary learning
strategies. After reading it, answer these questions:

a. What is meant by the statement that Wang
interpreted the results through a holistic
combination of sociocultural theory and cognitive
theory? What does this multiple perspective imply
for understanding the results?

b. How was the VOCABlog used and why?

c. Why is important to think about vocabulary
learning strategies in the context of particular
tasks and settings? Why are isolated strategies
less meaningful?

9 Read Wu et al. (2013). Then answer these questions:

a. In what ways do task complexity and
self-efficacy relate to the use of vocabulary
learning strategies in Wu et al. (2013)?

b. How do task complexity, self-efficacy, and the
use of vocabulary learning strategies relate to
task performance in this study?

c. This study concerns vocabulary strategies. Can
you design (mentally, on paper, or electonically)
a study that measures task complexity,
self-efficacy, and strategies for some
other language area, such as
grammar or writing? If so, what measures would
that study contain? Would you consider conducting
such an investigation?

10 Read Smith et al. (2013) regarding the IMapBooks study, in
which games and electonic books were integrated (for the
experimental condition) and which stimulated inferencing
for vocabulary learning. Answer these questions:

a. What do you think of the concept of a
“design experiment”? What are its
benefits and drawbacks?

b. How did counterbalancing work in this
study?

c. In what way was the strategy of inferencing
assessed in this study? In what ways did
inferencing serve for reading and for vocabulary
development?

11 Read Plonsky and Loewen (2013) concerning focus on form and
vocabulary acquisition in “instructed second
language acquisition” (ISLA), which is divided
into meaning-focused and form-focused instruction (p.
2). This article provides an excellent review of the
literature on vocabulary acquisition from the
authors’ viewpoint.
 
a. How does ISLA compare with
Larsen-Freeman’s view about language
acquisition? Do you agree with one view more than
the other?

b. How did the researchers select and teach the
seven words, and how did they track the occurrence
of specific words over a semester?

c. What did you learn from this study?

d. How did the design and the results of this
study compare with those of other studies in the
chapter?

12 In addition to the studies already discussed in this
section on Questions, Tasks, or Projects for Readers,
find other interesting studies in the reference list in
this chapter or online.Select two. For each of them,
after reading the study answer the questions below:

a. What was the objective of the study with
reference to grammar or vocabulary?

b What age groups were involved?

c. What strategies were mentioned for either
vocabulary or grammar?

d. Was the study about strategies for learning or
using grammar or vocabulary?

e. What measurement instruments were used?

f. Was
strategy instruction conducted, and of so, how and
with what outcomes?

g. If strategy instruction was not conducted, what
were the study’s findings?

h. Why is this study valuable?

i. Would you recommend it to someone else?

13 In your view, what questions remain to be answered about
the best ways to conduct strategy instruction for
grammar and vocabulary?










Notes


1
Larsen-Freeman (2013)
dislikes the term “lanuage acquisition,” as if a
language were something that could simply be acquired,
transferred, traded, etc. I agree with her. See Harper
(2016a) for the
historical basis of the term “acquire.”



2
A couple of interesting online sources about English language
change are www.etymology.com for vocabulary (Harper, 2016b) and www.thehistoryofenglish.com for English in
general (Mastin, 2011). Of course, many books are also available
on etymology and historical linguistics regarding a range of
languages.

Within a single language, vocabulary changes. There are
always newly coined slang terms, fresh idioms, and these
days unexpected “twitterisms” to deal with.
Additionally, there is an increase in language fusion or
“fused lects.” The following are a few of
today’s many fused lects: Chinglish = Chinese +
English; Spanglish = Spanish + English; Franglais = French +
English; Fraponais = French + Japanese; Svorsk = Swedish +
Norwegian; Englog/Taglish = Tagalog + English. See Auer
(1999) for more
on this phenomenon.

Changes in the acceptability of particular grammatical forms
also occur within a language. Witness the great increase in
the use “different than” in nonacademic parlance
in the U.S. today, while “different from” is
more academically valid, and “different to” is
often used in the U.K. (Grammarist, 2014).


3
This chapter does not have the space to highlight nonverbal
communication, which I would describe as having its own
culturally based “vocabulary,” such as gestures
and gaze. A culturally powerful, nonverbal
“grammar-pragmatics system” for the body
indicates when, why, by whom, and how various aspects of the
nonverbal vocabulary should be employed. Just as the
vocabulary and grammar of a person’s native language
are often taken for granted and not thought about, the
vocabulary and grammar of the body in context are often
unconsidered, thus creating problems in intercultural
communication. For nonverbal behavior for L2 learners, see
Gregersen and MacIntyre (2016). Even though this book does not cover the
“grammar” and “vocabulary” of
nonverbal communication, let us never forget their
importance.



4
In the L2 arena, some researchers such as Bialystok and
Hakuta (1999) have
rejected the concept of a critical period for language
learing, as seen in this chapter. Regardless of what people
believe about the critical period hypothesis or the related
hypothesis about a sensitive period, Genie did make language
progress though she started with no language at age 13.
Unfortunately, her verbal language advancement and mental
improvement did not continue after the scientists were
suddenly forbidden to communicate with her or work with her
any longer. Her language competence was said to decline even
more after Genie endured a long series of often abusive
foster homes and other living situations (James, 2008), although sign
language helped.



5
Understanding the distance between languages or their
closeness to one another involves the study of language
families. For information on language families see Lewis,
Simons, and Fennig (2016) and Thompson (2015). Even within a given language
family, such as Indo-European, there are often major
differences. For instance, Russian, English, German, French,
Spanish, Italian, Albanian, Armenian, Iranian, and many
others are in the Indo-European language family. Some, such
as Russian, Armenian, and English, are very distinct from
each other. Now consider how different an Indo-European
language is from an Afro-Asiatic language, such as Arabic,
Hebrew, or Somali; from a Niger-Congo language, such as
Wolof or Swahili; from a Sino-Tibetan language, such as
Chinese, Burmese, or Tibetan; from an Altaic language, such
as Turkish or Mongolian; and from a Uralic language, such as
Finnish or Estonian. Many more comparisons could be
given.



6
Bialystok and Hakuta (1999) contended that any advantages of younger
L2 learners can be explained by social factors unrelated to
a critical period, such as nurturing environments,
educational opportunities, cooperative peers, and simplified
input. They also mentioned flaws in studies that supported
the critical period hypothesis.



7
Age as a major factor in
preference for different grammar instruction modes was
raised by Midford and Kirsner (2005).



8
Thanks to Mirosław Pawlak (2013) for identifying several studies
(by Morales & Smith, Tilfarlioğlu, and Trendak) and
for his excellent cooperation in sharing all of the Polish
investigations with me.



9
I appreciate Andrew Cohen for sharing his grammar strategy
website research with me and for allowing me to be an
advisor early in the website project. The advising
experience was exciting and highly informative, and I honor
the website.



10
The term “associative” was used by Nyikos and Fan
in a highly particular way: associating one item with
another without any context. However, in broader terms
“associating” is a general process of linking
information with information in long-term memory and can
occur at various levels of processing, from shallow to deep.
Associating underlies a number of learning strategies.



11
Photovoice is a technique that has participants take photos
in response to a prompt, reflect on the meaning behind a
selection of their photos, and share the photos to find
common themes (collaborative interpretation). It is usable
as a prewriting activity.



11
Evelyn Waugh’s quotation about vocabulary was retrieved
from:
http://www.brainyquote.com/quotes/authors/e/evelyn_waugh.html
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8 Strategies for L2 Reading
and Writing in Context


 

 

 



Either write something worth reading, or do something worth
writing.

Benjamin Franklin

This chapter discusses strategies for L2 reading and writing. These
strategies unlock doors to academic learning and to major aspects of
human communication. L2 teachers and researchers now recognize that
reading is an active process, rather than a merely
“receptive” skill, that reading and writing are closely
tied together, and that learners need strategies for L2 reading and
writing. Learners should be encouraged to read and write in order to
enhance L2 development in general, and strategies relevant to
reading and writing should be taught explicitly (Anderson, 2012; Ferris, 2012).

We often hear the terms “reading strategies” and
“writing strategies.” At least in the education arena,
these short phrases imply strategies for L2 reading or writing
development (or reading/writing skills
development), that is, learning to read and write in the new
language. Strategies for developing or learning
reading or writing skills are often the very same
strategies employed for L2 reading or writing use or
performance. For example, the strategy of finding a
purpose for reading is employed in learning to read in the L2 and in
using the L2 for reading. The strategy of monitoring one’s
writing is important while learning to write in the L2, and its
importance never diminishes as the learner’s writing skill
becomes strong and as it transforms into true expertise.

Specific definitions include:

• L2 reading strategies are teachable,
dynamic thoughts and behaviors that learners consciously
select and employ in specific contexts to improve their
self-regulated, autonomous L2 reading development for
effective task performance and long-term
proficiency.

• L2 writing strategies are teachable,
dynamic thoughts and behaviors that learners consciously
select and employ in specific contexts to improve their
self-regulated, autonomous L2 writing development for
effective task performance and long-term
proficiency.

These definitions are short versions of the major strategy definition
given in Chapter 1.
Reading and writing are complex processes influenced by cultural and
individual factors. Fledgling L2 readers and writers sometimes need
help in sorting out their own cultural assumptions from those of the
target culture. In addition, many other issues related to the person
in a social context, such as class, gender, religion, age, education
level, and personality, play a
role in L2 reading and writing. We will start with a discussion of
L2 reading strategies.










L2 Reading Strategies

Reading teaches L2 learners the conventions of the language and helps
learners understand how cultural values and beliefs help shape
language use (Kern, 2012).
It is the key to a world of knowledge found in books and magazines,
in written articles on the Internet, and in the short bursts of
written communication we call tweets. Formal documents like
contracts, marriage licences, passport applications, and mortgage
papers all require reading, as do most cartoons and billboards and
even many televised news reports. Though less frequently found these
days, personal letters used to be the pulse of social and business
reading and writing. Now when they arrive, even in a truncated email
format, they can still affect us deeply.

Because of the importance of reading, it is not surprising that
regarding strategies for the L2 skill areas, the most research has
been done on reading strategies. L2 learners need reading as a major
resource in their lives, and it must be taught explicitly in ways
that will stimulate interest and self-efficacy. As part of L2
reading instruction, it is crucial to teach reading strategies.
Reading is an active, nonlinear process in which readers make and
test hypotheses and in which they use world knowledge and linguistic
knowledge (e.g., vocabulary and grammar) to understand meaning.
Knowledge of grammar and vocabulary is not enough to guarantee an
understanding of meaning. Reading comprehension is enhanced when the
individual actively reflects on what he or she is reading (Scarcella
& Oxford, 1992).

Meaning is not inherent in the text only. It is created by the
reader. “Because readers bring salient differences into their
reading processes, and engage in those processes in varied contexts
… it is inevitable that texts mean different things to
different readers. These readingss, furthermore, can legitimately
differ from what was intended by the author.” (Aukerman,
Brown, Mokhtari, Vanencia, & Palincsar, 2015, p. 75). Nevertheless, reading
assessments often “continue to privilege the one
‘right’ answer and researchers regularly direct teachers
to correct students’ interpretations that do not match their
own” (Aukerman, p. 76). This is a problem in both L1 and L2
reading.


Transfer of L1 Reading Skills to L2 Reading –
Metacognition Plays a Role

One of the key issues is whether it is possible to transfer L1
reading skills directly to L2 reading. Vandergrift and Baker
(2015) synthesized
research on this topic, showing that the answer to the transfer
question is neither “yes” nor “no”. L1
reading skills can be transferred to L2 reading but not in a
major way.

The empirical studies that subsequently explored this
question revealed that L2 reading appears to be a
function of both L1 reading ability and L2 proficiency.
… In fact, all these studies arrived at
surprisingly similar results: L1 reading ability
contributes about 14%–21%, and L2 proficiency
contributes about 30% to reading ability (Bernhardt,
2005). These
results suggest that the transfer of L1 reading
skills to L2 reading is only possible when,
understandably, readers have acquired some L2
knowledge.

(Vandergrift & Baker, 2015, pp. 391–392, emphasis
added)

Vandergrift and Baker mentioned a study by Schoonen, Hulstijn,
and Bossers (1998), who
found that transfer of L1 reading skills to L2 reading only
occurred after an L2 proficiency threshold had been reached, and
that metacognition – which is at the heart of much L2
learning strategy use – played a complex role in this
situation.




EFL and ESL Contrasts in
Reading Strategies

Anderson (2003) suggested
that the dichotomy between EFL and ESL contexts in relation to
reading has decreased in significance. This dichotomy has become
less important for two reasons: increased global contact among
individuals and groups and increased global opportunities to
access English language media. Therefore, the process of
learning to read in English might be more similar for the second
language context and the foreign language context than in the
past. Even with the reading resources increasingly abundant
thanks to global contact and technology, cultural assumptions
can get in the way of reading effectiveness.




Overview of Top-Down and Bottom-Up Processing in L2 Reading

Researchers have extensively studied the modes of mental
processing in reading, with a focus on top-down and bottom-up
proessing. This line of research, based on work by cognitive
psychologists (e.g., Stanovich, 1980), was popular among L1 researchers, and then
captured the imagination of L2 reading investigators (see
Brantmeier, 2001). It is
important to note that learners’ preferences for top-down
or bottom-up processing or for some middle range processing mode
might depend on their personal learning style (Leaver, 2003a, 2003b). Learners with a
more holistic style might prefer top-down processing, while
learners with a more analytic style might prefer bottom-up
processing. Finkbeiner (2005) noted that top-down and bottom-up processing
in L2 reading should not be considered separate functions; they
are better understood as being on a continuum. A more complex
and nuanced model of processing was presented by Grabe (2009).




Top-Down Processing in L2 Reading

Some L2 theorists, such as Gass and Varonis (1994) and Lee and Van
Patten (1995), expressed
a preference for a top-down model of L2 reading processing.
Top-down processing refers to a mode in which learners combine
their own background knowledge with information they obtain from
the text in order to understand the text. In top-down
processing, learners combine their own background knowledge with
the information in a text to comprehend that text (schema
theory). Carrell (1983)
described two main types of schemata: (a) content schemata,
referring to background knowledge of the world; and (b) formal
schemata, referring to background knowledge of the form of the
text (how the text is constructed, Carrell, 1992).

Carrell and Eisterhold (1983) asserted, “Every act of [reading]
comprehension involves one’s knowledge of the world
…” (p. 73). This means every act of reading
comprehension involves one’s relevant world knowledge,
organized as schemata in long-term memory. A related theory is
the interactionist model, which which asserts that readers
interact with the text using prior content knowledge and
cultural background (Pritchard, 1990).


Strategies for Top-Down Processing in L2 Reading

Relevant strategies for or involving top-down processing for
reading include, among others: guessing the meaning
(inferring) based on background knowledge and current
context; predicting what will come next in the text by using
background knowledge and context; employing imagery to
activate background knowledge; and skimming the text to
obtain the main idea rapidly, which requires the application
of at least some background knowledge (while tending to
ignore some of the small details that would be the focus of
bottom-up processing). Pre-reading tasks are meant to help
activate existing background knowledge and, in some instances, provide some
relevant knowledge for top-down processing if this knowledge
is missing in the learner.

Hosenfeld (1977), who
studied self-reported reading strategies of successful and
less successful students of German, Spanish, and French,
found that successful learners used “main
meaning” strategies (top-down), such as reading or
translating in broad phrases, inferring, keeping meaning and
context in mind, and only looking up words as a last resort.
Less successful readers could not hold onto the main meaning
because they were so busy with bottom-up decoding and paying
attention to every word.

Block (1986) studied
the reading behavior of less successful college-level
learners reading in their L1 or their L2 and compared the
better ones with the worse ones within the less successful
group. Within the less effective group, the somewhat better
readers used strategies that involved background knowledge
of text structure (top-down), along with other strategies,
while the worse readers focused only on their reaction to
the text and did not use strategies involving knowledge of
text structure.

Zhang, Gu, and Hu (2008) conducted a Singaporean study using a
cognitive-information-processing perspective. They employed
think-aloud procedures to examine the ESL reading strategies
of pupils in upper elementary grades. English is the medium
of instruction in the education system. Results indicated
that proficiency influenced reading strategy use. Learners
with high proficiency tended to use strategies for meaning,
which (in my view) were more top-down. These strategies
included, for example, predicting, summarizing, inferring
meaning, and monitoring comprehension. Learners with low
proficiency, in comparison to learners with high
proficiency, were blunted in terms of number and types of
reading strategies used. Learners at higher grades
outperformed learners at lower grades in terms of number of
strategies used.




Cautions about Top-Down Processing

Eskey (1988), Paran
(1997), Stott
(2001), and
others criticized schema theory for overemphasizing the
value of top-down processing, for demeaning bottom-up
processing, and for not being consistently validated by
research. Research shows that poor readers often use
background knowledge for guessing words, thus engaging in
top-down processing (Paran, 1997). Top-down processing might sometimes be a
compensatory strategy for weak readers, not always a goal to
be achieved (Paran, 1997).

Another issue in top-down processing concerns the cultural
assumptions the L2 learner makes. When reading about a
particular subject, the L2 learner might bring along
assumptions of meaning based on his or her own culture. One
of the activities at the end of the chapter concerns this
issue.






Bottom-Up Processing in L2 Reading

Bottom-up processing involves perceiving and decoding almost
every letter, syllable, or word in order to grasp the meaning.
Some researchers say bottom-up processing is used only
by less proficient readers, but this is not the case.
The Grammar Translation Method of L2 instruction focuses on
details and hence encourages bottom-up processing for learners,
no matter how adept these learners are.

Although we think of rapid readers as using much background
knowledge in order to go so rapidly through the text (see my
comments above), Stanovich (1980) declared that some very rapid readers use
bottom-up processing in an almost instantaneous way. This would
allow them to read more extensively while still decoding. This
is a very interesting idea to investigate with research.




More on Top-Down and
Bottom-Up Strategies in L2 Reading

In a university study of ESL learners, Anderson (1991) compared better
readers with less successful readers by eliciting strategies
while students read texts and took tests. Resulting strategies
were then organized into five categories: supervising, support,
paraphrase, coherence, and test-taking. Each category contained
some bottom-up (analytic) and top-down (holistic) strategies.
Better readers used more but not different strategies in this
research. Top-down versus bottom-up strategies could not be tied
clearly to one group (more successful or less successful
readers). In this study, better learners orchestrated and
monitored strategies more effectively than did less successful
learners. Anderson concluded that the reader must know how to
deploy any reading strategy successfully and orchestrate its use
vis-à-vis other strategies according to the tasks at hand.
“It is not sufficient to know about strategies; a reader
must also be able to apply them strategically” (Anderson,
1991, p. 469).

Grabe (2009) took a major
step by offering insight into the mental model of meaning
required for reading multiple texts in more than one language.
This is a nuanced, encompassing view that conceptually unites
what might have been formerly called bottom-up processing with
top-down processing, but it goes further. Grabe proposed that
working memory interacts with lower mental processes, such as
syntactic parsing, word recognition, and proposition encoding,
to create a textual model. This model is enriched by the
reader’s (a) broader knowledge about the topic and about
purposes and genres, (b) inferencing, and (c) affective and
evaluative responses. When all these factors are brought
together, they form the situational model of interpretation. The
“executive control function” (metacognitive
strategies in this case) manages the process of assembling the
textual model and the situational model. This function sets
goals, monitors comprehension, pays attention to relevant
information and inhibits other information, and uses
metacognitive knowledge to spark the conscious use use of
pertinent strategies.

Metacognition in reading “entails knowledge of strategies
for processing texts, the ability to monitor comprehension, and
the ability to adjust strategies as needed” (Auerbach
& Paxton, 1997, pp.
240–241). Better readers are more metacognitive in their
approach (Carrell, 1992). Sheorey and Mokhtari’s (2001) work is emblematic
of the metacognitive approach in L2 reading research. These
researchers created the Survey of Reading Strategies
(SORS), a questionnaire containing three types of
strategies: metacognitive, cognitive, and support. Their 2001
study explored differences in metacognitive awareness and
perceived use of academic reading strategies by ESL students and
U.S. college students. ESL students used more support strategies
than U.S. students, regardless of proficiency level. Compared
with low-reading-ability peers, high-reading-ability students in
both groups demonstrated higher usage of metacognitive and
cognitive strategies.




Multiple Variables Influencing L2 Reading Strategy Success

As seen above, Anderson’s (1991) study revealed that the orchestrating of
reading strategies was related to reading performance for
successful learners. What about the effectiveness of a single
reading strategy, which is not orchestrated with other
strategies? Research indicated that multiple factors influence
the effectiveness of a reading strategy: interactions between
the text on the one hand and the reader’s background, the
setting, the reading level, and the nature of the L1 and the L2
on the other hand. Some strategies that were helpful to certain
learners were not helpful to other learners (Sarig, 1987). Sarig identified
four strategy categories: (a) technical aids like skimming and
using glossaries; (b) clarification and simplification, e.g.,
paraphrasing and inferring; (c) coherence detection, e.g., using
prior knowledge and recognizing text structure; and (d)
monitoring, which can result in changing one’s action, as
in leaving an unknown phrase and varying reading speed.




A Phenomenological
Approach to L2 Reading

In a phenomenological study, Schramm (2001) used think-aloud protocols of German
readers of texts for English for specific purposes, i.e., in a
psychology class. Her purpose was to examine the students’
reading strategies and to reconstruct their interactions with
authors’ written texts. In this in-depth study the
researcher discovered new strategy phenomena, such as
dissociated translation and compensatory elaboration for
conclusion-making. She identified the functions and steps
involved and discerned which ones characterized good readers and
poor readers.




L2 Reading Strategy Instruction

Cultural patterns temporarily influenced strategy instruction
success in a Korean EFL experimental study, but then those
patterns fell away as the treatment group students recognized
the value of the strategy instruction (Lee, 2007). The treatment group
had the advantage of color-coded, interesting reading strategy
instruction and innovative materials. The control group learned
and practiced reading normally. The strategy instruction was
totally new to the students, so the treatment group’s
midterm score was not good; but by the end of the term, the
treatment group statistically surpassed the control group in
reading comprehension and had very positive attitudes toward
strategy instruction.

Aghaie and Zhang (2012)
reported on a quasi-experimental study of explicit teaching of
EFL reading strategies to Iranian students. The investigation
employed a questionnaire adapted from a well-known strategy
framework. The treatment group, which received four months of
reading strategy instruction, achieved significantly stronger
reading comprehension results, improved in terms of reading
strategy use, and showed more autonomous reading behaviors. The
article provides a very good literature review, which indicates
that strategy transfer to other learning situations can only
occur when the strategies in question are in the learners’
awareness.

I have explored an array of issues concerning L2 reading
strategies, including reading strategy instruction. I now turn
to L2 writing strategies.












L2 Writing Strategies

What do we know about L2 writing and about L2 writing strategies?
Manchón, Roca de Larios, and Murphy (2007) synthesized existing research findings
as follows:

Research findings point in three main directions: (1) L2
writers implement a wide range of general and specific
strategic actions in their attempt to learn to write
…; (2) given the socio-cognitive dimensions of
composing, the L2 writer’s strategic behavior is
dependent on both learner-internal and learner-external
variables; and (3) the writer’s strategic behavior is
mediated by the instruction received and can be modified
through strategy instruction, although this finding needs
further empirical validation.

(Manchón et al., 2007, pp. 229–250)


Feedback in Writing

Much research on L2 writing has considered the role of teacher
feedback, which is often confusing (Zamel, 1985), inconsistent in nature and
effectiveness (Fathman and Walley, 1990), and ignored by students (Semke,
1984). L2 writers
often dislike feedback given by one word or a symbol as opposed
to a fuller response (Keh, 1990). Teacher feedback affects the use of strategies. At the
same time, strategies influence the use of teacher feedback. A
self-regulated student might use the strategy of asking for
feedback. Due to his or her initiative, this student would be
more likely to pay attention to that feedback and use it as
guidance for further writing in the L2.




Metacognitive Knowledge, Metacognitive Strategy Use, and the
Purpose of Writing

Research has shown that successful adult L2 writers have
metacognitive knowledge about (a) who they are as writers, (b)
features of the writing task, and (b) appropriate strategies for
achieving their writing purpose (Devine, 1993a, 1993b). Kasper (1997) revealed a positive correlation between
metacognitive knowledge and writing proficiency in adult ESL
students. In that study, both successful and less successful
writers used the strategy of defining the purpose of their
writing, but the purpose differed. For successful writers, the
expressed purpose was to communicate ideas to readers, while
less successful writers said their purpose was to write without
grammar mistakes.




Activating Background Knowledge for Writing

In a study involving adult ESL learners, Weissberg (2006)
examined “pre-writing talk” (to activate
students’ background knowledge and expectations of a
writing task) and “invention talk” (to generate
ideas and ways to express them). These writing strategies were
found to be useful to the learners. Also valuable was oral
prompting from teachers while students were composing.




Planning Strategies for Writing

Sasaki (2002) videotaped
L2 learners while they were writing and later asked them to
explain their writing-related thinking. This research identified
three kinds of planning strategies for L2 writing: (a) global
planning, i.e., carefully considering readers’ needs and
the general organization of a text (an expert-writer strategy);
(b) thematic planning, i.e., less detailed planning of the
organization of ideas; and (c) local planning, i.e., planning
about adding ideas to a text without considering the
organization (a novice-writer strategy).

The strategy of planning in the L1 often helps produce better
results in L2 writing, but this depends on the nature of the
task, the familiarity of the topic, the differences between the
L1 and the L2, and other factors. For reviews of research on L2
composing strategies, see Cumming (2001), Manchón (2001), and Manchón, Roca de Larios, and
Murphy (2007). For the
teaching of writing, see Grabe and Kaplan (1996).




Writing Strategy Instruction Based on Learners’ Needs
and Goals

Ferris (2012) stated that
writing instruction must be attuned to the needs and goals of
learners. This suggests that teachers must ask learners their
requirements and aspirations – something that is rarely
done – and must provide useful feedback to learners based
on sound assessment procedures. Writing instruction syllabi,
tasks, and materials must be relevant. Development of grammar
and vocabulary must be related to writing instruction. These
actions combine to create a major responsibility for
teachers.




Gordon’s Analysis
of Three Writing Instruction Approaches and Associated
Strategies

Aside from the conceptions above about the nature of writing,
there are three current approaches to writing instruction: (a)
the writing process approach, (b) the genre approach, and (c)
the functional approach (Gordon, 2008). I will discuss each of them
below.

The writing process approach, which views
writing as a complex, cognitive process, has been used since the
1980s. In this approach, the writer plans, drafts/composes, and
(based on his or her reviewing) revises the material
recursively. Planning and reviewing are metacognitive strategies
that are goal-oriented and aimed at problem solving (Scardamalia
& Bereiter, 1986).
Writing process research and practice often asks budding writers
to talk aloud while writing (see, e.g., Flower & Hayes,
1980, 1981). This is sometimes
called a “write-aloud” and is modeled after the
teacher, who performs the write-aloud to demonstrate decisions
that he or she makes while writing.

Instruction that makes writing processes visible to
students is key to improving their writing skills.
… During write-aloud, like think-aloud [which is
used in reading], teachers verbalize the internal
dialogue they use as they write a particular type of
text, explicitly demonstrating metacogitive processes.
… It may also be useful to ask students to talk
about their own thinking and decision-making used while
they are writing this same kind of text or to work with
a partner to write their own example.

(International Literacy Assocation/National Council
of Teachers of English, 2016, para. 3, 10).

The writing process approach has long been honored by many L1
teachers of English and has had much influence in L1 and L2
writing research. However, criticisms of this approach are also
frequent. First, some view it as an “abnormal” way
to write (Berkenkotter, 1983). Second, some say that this approach
overemphasizes the writer as an independent text-producer and
ignores the sociocultural context in which writing occurs
(Swales, 1990). Third,
some say that the model lacks a formal way to incorporate
feedback and evaluation into writing (McDonough, 1999), although the
strategy of reviewing is a clear part of the process. Fourth,
when the writing process approach is used for L2 writing, the L2
learner often speaks in the L1 while writing in the L2, which
increases task difficulty. Fifth, despite this model’s
insistence on the use of the planning strategy, McDonough (1999) cited numerous
investigations on the L2 writing process indicating that many L2
writers do not plan but instead jump directly into writing.

The genre approach, which has been on the scene
since the mid-1990s, takes a very different tack. It emphasizes
that writing is socioculturally situated communication (Gordon,
2008; Kent, 1999). This model contends
that sociocultural settings and purposes influence the writing
genre (e.g., personal letter, email, report, article, or novel).
An expert text in a given genre (and for a particular purpose)
is analyzed, then the teacher models how to write such a text
while learners provide input. This initial step orients the
learner to text analysis and to writing for a purpose in a
particular sociocultural situation, and students can then
construct a text in that genre. Writing strategies keyed to the
genre approach include but are not limited to the following:
identifying the purpose, analyzing the expert text, paying
attention to the social context, and imitating a genre model.
This approach does not seem to have as much structure as the
writing process approach. Perhaps for that reason, Gordon (2008) recommended that
when L2 learners begin to write using the chosen genre, the
writing-process mode can be used concurrently, with its
recursive stages of planning, composing, and revising.

The third model is known as the functional
approach and has been present since early in this
century. It was founded on the idea that certain language forms
have particular communicative functions, which students need to learn
(Hyland, 2003). This
model teaches learners to use several strategies: (a) breaking
down a chunk of writing, such as a paragraph, into parts; (b)
identifying these parts (e.g., topic sentence and supporting
sentences); and (c) discussing purposes of these different
components. In this approach, learners discover the general
purpose of a paragraph and then how to achieve coherence and
cohesion on a broader scale. This approach, while strategic,
focuses on more compositional patterns than on meaning (Hyland,
2003). It is purely
text-based, does not give learners the benefit of sociocultural
insights that are available in the genre approach, and does not
have the metacognitive dynamism of the writing process
approach.

Thus, all three approaches include writing strategies, but each
seems limited in one way or the other. Gordon’s suggestion
to use writing process stages along with the genre model appears
to be a good solution. Perhaps incorporating some of the ideas
about coherence and cohesion from the functional approach would
also be valuable. Writing strategies were highlighted above in
depicting all three models. In addition, Gordon (2008) described the good
L2 writer as strategic in additional ways: such a writer reads,
pays attention to vocabulary, develops strategies to manage
uncertainty, and strategically creates opportunities to write
outside the classroom.




Self-Regulated Strategy Development in Writing

This discussion concerns an L1 writing strategy instruction study
focused on self-regulation strategies, and it has tremendous
implications for L2 writing strategy instruction. The study,
conducted by MacArthur, Philippakos, and Ianetta (2015), was based on the
Self-Regulated Strategy Development (SRSD) model, which has been
extensively researched at elementary and secondary school levels
and has been shown to have major effects (see, e.g., Graham,
Harris, & McKeown, 2013; Graham, McKeown, Kiuhara, & Harris, 2012; Graham & Perin,
2007). This model
has also met with success when used with adult learners and with
college students with learning disabilities (see MacArthur et
al., 2015). This model
“is designed to address the demands of writing on
discourse knowledge, strategy use, self-regulation, and
motivation” (MacArthur et al., 2015, p. 856) with an emphasis on both
cognition and sociocultural contexts. This model views writing
as a complex cognitive and social process drawing upon
motivation, self-regulation, skills, strategies, and knowledge.
MacArthur et al. mentioned writing strategies for planning,
drafting, evaluating, revising, and effectively using discourse
and content knowledge. Some of the most important
self-regulation strategies for people learning to write include
goal-setting, giving self-instructions, self-monitoring,
self-evaluation, self-reinforcement, and management of time and
environment (Harris, Graham, MacArthur, Reid, & Mason, 2011; Schunk &
Zimmerman, 2007).

A quasi-experimental study, which included 13 writing instructors
and 276 students, employed the SRSD model for a semester in
developmental writing programs for underprepared university
students at two U.S. universities. Treatment instructors and
students were involved in the SRSD implementation, while control
instructors and their students were engaged in ordinary
developmental writing instruction efforts. The following aspects
were included in the treatment: (a) discussion of each genre and
the reasons for its organizational elements using models of weak
and strong papers; (b) explanation and modeling of
self-regulation strategies named earlier (“to make the
cognitive processes visible,” MacArthur et al., 2015, p. 857); (c)
scaffolding students’ use of the strategies through
collaborative and guided practice, with control being released
as students’ independence grew; and (d) emphasis on
self-evaluation, with students being given evaluation criteria
based on genre elements and with ample opportunity to practice
evaluating and revising unknown peers’ writing before they
engage in actual peer review and self-evaluation. The capstone
aspect seems to be the combination of motivation and self-regulation that is
described this way: “The curriculum includes an overall
self-regulation strategy that includes goal setting task
management, progress monitoring, and reflection. Students use
their journals to reflect on their learning and set new goals,
and instructors guide discussions of goals, strategies, and
progress” (p. 857).

The self-regulation strategies helped students to become more
effective in writing and to experience more control over their
learning, said the researchers. Results for writing showed
positive effects for overall quality on a persuasive essay and
for length but not for grammar. Other positive results emerged
for learner motivation in terms of mastery goals and
self-efficacy, but not in terms of beliefs or affect.
Instructors in the treatment group “commented positively
on the organized set of writing strategies that integrated genre
elements but remained consistent across the genres. They agreed
that the strategies provided a systematic way for students to
approach writing assignments …” (p. 864), and felt
that their think-aloud modeling was critical to the success of
the approach. Although the instructors had taught writing
strategies in the past, they had not used self-regulated
strategy instruction before participating in this project.
Future research, according to MacArthur et al., should include
randomized control trials, the teaching of grammar, evaluation
of each of the self-regulation components, and use of the model
for other types of basic writing programs.

I strongly suggest that a key step for future research is to test
the SRSD model with L2 learners in EFL or ESL writing classes.
It is possible that the researchers would be willing to share
the excellent curriculum and instructional materials if
institutions want their writing instructors and EFL or ESL
students to become part of the research.




Another Form of Instruction for Writing Strategies

Nguyen and Gu (2013)
conducted strategy-based writing instruction in a Vietnamese
university. The goal was to promote learner autonomy,
conceptualized and operationally defined in the study as learner
self-initiation and learner self-regulation, in a regular EFL
writing course. The focus of the strategy intervention was the
teaching of metacognitive strategies for use in writing tasks.
Students in the experimental group exceeded students in the two
control groups in the ability to plan, monitor, and evaluate a
writing task. Planning became the most frequently used strategy,
followed by evaluating and monitoring. The researchers found
that improvement of writing was maintained even on a delayed
measurement. They concluded that strategy-based instruction for
task-specific self-regulation enhanced learner autonomy in
writing and more generally in learning.












Conclusion

This chapter has largely spoken of L2 reading and writing as though
they were separate. However, it is artificial to disconnect these
two important areas of L2 instruction and strategy use (Grabe &
Zhang, 2013; Hirvela, 2004). In fact, it is
practically impossible to teach writing and conduct writing strategy
instruction without any reading by learners. At the very least,
learners read their own writing in such situations, and they are
likely to read others’ writing as well. Sometimes they read
and analyze example texts. In addition, it is difficult to imagine
teaching reading or conducting reading strategy instruction without
some learner production through writing (writing a summary of what
is read) or speaking (discussing what is read). Hirvela’s book
provides an eloquent justification for connections between reading
and writing in the L2 field. However, Hirvela asked a trenchant question:

Teaching reading in a writing course may seem like an odd
idea, if not an entirely unnecessary one. It may also be the
case that second language writing teachers feel ill prepared to teach
reading, especially in connection with writing. How
many have actually been taught to teach the two skills
together?

(Hirvel, 2004,
pp. 2–3, emphasis added)

The reality of any language is that reading and writing go together.
It is possible to tease them apart to focus on one skill or the
other, but ultimately they support each other. Let us consider how
we can conduct research on reading and writing in a connected way.
Let us think about how to design and implement strategy instruction
that intentionally links reading and writing. Recognizing
reading/writing connections would mean accepting the way languages
actually operate and would also offer greater literacy power and new
strategies to L2 students.
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Questions, Tasks, and Projects for Readers 

1 In what ways are strategies for L2 reading and writing the same or different from strategies for learning to read or write in the L1? Give examples supporting your answer.

2 It has been argued that L1 reading strategies can be easily “transferred” to the L2 without any strategy instruction and that therefore L2 learning strategy instruction is useless and unnecessary. Do you believe that this argument is correct? If yes, why? If not, why not?

3 A schema from the L2 learner’s native culture can sometimes interfere with the learner’s success in understanding what is to be read in the L2. Cultural assumptions can influence comprehension in a top-down way. Consider the following: the Day of the Dead is celebrated in Mexico, Halloween is celebrated in the U.S., and Tomb Sweeping Day is a traditional Chinese festival. All three cultural events honor the dead but in very different ways. Now answer the following questions, and discuss your answers with someone else

a If an EFL learner in China is reading about the Mexican Day of the Dead and about Halloween in the U.S., what cultural assumptions might that learner make? Would these assumptions be accurate? If not, how could he or she overcome these assumptions?

b. If an EFL learner in Mexico is reading about Tomb Sweeping Day in China and about Halloween in the U.S., what cultural assumptions might that learner make? Would these assumptions be accurate? If not, how could he or she overcome these assumptions?

c. If a native-English-speaking American learner of Chinese and a British learner of Chinese are reading about Tomb Sweeping Day in China, what what cultural assumptions might these two learners make? Would their assumptions be the same? Would these assumptions be accurate? If not, how could these learners overcome their assumptions?

d. Even within a given language-using group, such as those who learned English as a mother tongue, there can be vast differences in cultural assumptions. For instance, what cultural assumptions might a British native speaker of English make when reading about Halloween in the U.S.? Would these assumptions be accurate? If not, how could he or she overcome these assumptions? What cultural assumptions might an American native speaker of English make when reading about Halloween in the U.K.? Would these assumptions be accurate? If not, how could he or she overcome these assumptions? (The Internet is full off information about Halloween as celebrated – or not – in the U.K. and the U.S.)

e. Why must we be cautious when discussing the cultural assumptions of any given group and how such assumptions might influence top-down reading? What factors other than culture might influence readers’ top-down reading? Why are these factors important?

4 Abbott (2006) investigated reading strategies of Arabic and Mandarin speakers who were learning ESL. She asked them to answer 32 questions about their favored reading strategies. Read the article and answer the following questions:

a. Were the items translated to meet the needs of the participants? Do you have any questions about whether the participants could easily handle the questions?

b. Which reading strategies were preferrd by Arabic speakers?

c. Which reading strategies were favored by the Mandarin speakers?

d. Do the results make cultural sense?

e. How could you use the results and implications of the study?

f. How do you rate the study in terms of quality?

5. William Grabe and Frederika Stoller are landmark contributors to the field of L2 reading. 

a. Obtain their most recent volume (Grabe & Stoller, 2013) and read some of the key chapters. What are the most noteworthy points?

b. How does this volume compare with the volume by Grabe (2009)?

6. Find and read articles and book chapters about the Self-Regulated Strategy Development model for writing, starting with those in this chapter (e.g., Graham, Harris, & McKeown, 2013; Graham, McKeown, Kiuhara, & Harris, 2012; Graham & Perin, 2007; MacArthur et al.). Then answer these questions, and discuss your findings with others: 

a. Why is this model useful for different age groups?

b. Why is this model useful for learners with disabilities?

c. Why would it be useful for L2 learners?

7. Gordon (2008) described (a) the writing process approach, (b) the genre approach, and (c) the functional approach, as summarized in the present chapter. Answer the following questions and discuss your answers with someone else who is interested.

a. How does the Self-Regulated Strategy Development model compare with the three approaches Gordon described? Is there any overlap?

b. What different purposes are addressed by the SRSD model, the writing process approach, the genre approach, and the functional approach?

c. What do you think the self-regulation aspect adds to learners’ writing?

d. What more would you like to know about these writing approaches and the SRSD model? How could you obtain the information?

8 How do Hyland’s (2015) book and Ferris’ (2012) chapter on L2 writing compare to what you know about the various approaches and models for writing?

9 Hirvela (2004) argued that reading and writing should be taught together. Grabe and Zhang (2013) quite strongly agreed. However, Grabe and Zhang sadly contended that “opportunities to learn and practice reading/writing connections seldom happen in L2 settings (and often not in first language … settings)” (p. 10). 

a. Do you agree that there are few opportunities for reading/writing connections in the L2 field? If so, why? If not, why not? Provide examples justifying your answer.

b. If there are indequate opportunities for reading/writing connections, how could you help to change this?

c. Obtain Hirvela’s (2004) book on reading/writing connections. Read key chapters. Take notes on the theoretically sound array of possibilities for L2 reading/writing connections. To what extent do you agree with Hirvela?

d. If you are a teacher or researcher, which of Hirvela’s possibilities might you use in your teaching or research, and how would you apply them to reach reading and writing strategies?

10 Nicolás-Conesa, Roca de Larios, and Coyle (2014) conducted research on EFL writers’ mental models (internal process factors) at a university in Spain. The researchers used a variety of instruments to track students’ longitudinal development of beliefs, goals, and self-perceptions of contributions to written performance. Results indicated that mental models became more sophisticated over time and were related to self-regulation, motiavation, and other factors. Read this study and answer the following questions: 

a. In your perspective, how does writing strategy use relate to mental models for EFL writers, especially to the self-regulation aspect of those models?

b. How does this study advance our understanding of EFL writers’ development?

c. The purpose was not to conduct a strategy instruction study. However, what, if anything, could you learn from this intriguing study to help you conduct strategy instruction for L2 writing?
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9 Strategies for Listening, Phonology, Pronunciation, Speaking/Oral Communication, and Pragmatics in Context


 

 

 



The person who refuses to learn is a potted plant and only grows to the size of the pot. The curious, strategic, communicative learner grows deep, expanding roots.

Josephine Cox 2016)

Chapter 8 presented perspectives on self-regulated strategies for L2 reading and writing. This chapter addresses self-regulated strategies for a range of skill areas and subareas: listening, speaking, phonology, pronunciation, oral communication in general, and pragmatics for oral communication. Although people often think that L2 speaking is the most difficult skill of all, L2 listening is as difficult as speaking because it often requires split-second comprehension followed by and expectation of a meaningful response. Speaking competence very much depends on listening comprehension, and both listening and speaking require explicit instruction (Field, 2012; Thornbury, 2012). Speaking cannot be understood without phonology, pronunciation, and pragmatics. Strategies for all of these areas are touched upon in this chapter. The first section concerns L2 listening strategies, followed by sections on strategies for phonology, pronunciation, speaking/oral communication, and pragmatics.










L2 Listening Strategies

Vandergrift (1997) called listening strategies the “Cinderella of strategies,” because other L2 researchers had not given them the same attention as reading, writing, and speaking strategies. Things have changed since then. Fortunately, listening strategies have been treated to significant attention since Vandergrift described them as “Cinderella,” tucked away in a dank nook and ignored. This section discusses what we know based on studies of L2 listening strategy use, assessment, and instruction.


Early Work on Listening Strategies

Early work on L2 listening strategies concerned strategies for cognitive processes, strategies of effective listeners, difficulties in L2 listening comprehension, and gender differences in listening strategies.


Cognitive Processes and Strategies That Relate to Them

Anderson (1985) described three interrelated cognitive processes of listening: perceptual processing, parsing, and utilization. During perceptual processing, the metacognitive strategies of selective attention and directed attention are very important; during parsing, the cognitive strategies of grouping and inferencing are crucial; and during utilization, the cognitive strategies of applying and elaborating prior knowledge are vital for assisting comprehension and recall (O’Malley, Chamot, & Küpper, 1989).




Strategies of Effective Listeners

O’Malley, Chamot, and Küpper (1989) studied the strategies of effective and ineffective L2 listeners, classified on the basis of teachers’ observations. Effective listeners, compared with ineffective listeners, used four groups of strategies more often: selective attention, self-monitoring, elaboration using background knowledge, and inferring meaning. More specifically, successful learners redirected attention when their concentration lagged. They listened for pause and intonation. They used inferencing from the context. They paid attention to larger chunks of language, like sentences and phrases, centering on individual words only when a comprehension breakdown occurred. Effective listeners used a more top-down approach, which emphasized inference and coherence-detection, while ineffective listeners used a bottom-up, word-by-word approach.




Difficulties in L2 Listening Comprehension

Underwood (1989) categorized difficulties in listening comprehension into seven categories: (a) lacking control over the speed at which speakers speak, (b) needing repetition but not getting it, (c) having limited vocabulary, (d) failing to recognize signals in listening, (e) being unable to interpret input, (f) being unable to concentrate, and (g) having poor habits. She perceived these obstacles as related to learners’ cultural and educational backgrounds. According to Underwood, students from cultures that emphasize storytelling and oral communication find listening comprehension easier. In addition, a listening advantage is present for learners whose native language is similar to the target language in terms of stress and intonation. Under these assumptions, the learners in the Underwood study of Chinese background appeared to operate under the least-optimal English language learning circumstances.




Gender Differences in Listening Strategies

Bacon (1992) found that individual factors were highly influential in the use of L2 listening strategies. For example, gender differences in strategy use occurred in Bacon’s listening study, with males trying any strategy that seemed to work and females being less flexible; the women listened for the gist and tried to avoid verbatim translation. The differences in strategy use between men and women did not produce different levels of comprehension, however. Bacon also found that of two radio broadcasts that were used in the study, the more narrative broadcast elicited better comprehension and the reporting of a greater number of strategies. Commenting on the study, Macaro (2001) cautioned, “[w]e should therefore remind ourselves that we should not impose strategy use on learners but make learners aware of the range of strategies available and that a different response may be needed according to the type of passage they are listening to” (p. 102, in White, 2008, p. 212).






Listening Studies by Vandergrift and Colleagues

Vandergrift, who died prematurely in 2015, has arguably had the most profound influence of anyone in the area of listening strategies. Below I mention some of his contributions, though there are many more.


Learning Styles and Listening Strategies

Vandergrift’s Canadian study (in Anderson & Vandergrift, 1996) investigated listening strategies of learners of French in different grades and varied schools. Interestingly, novices relied on background knowledge (top-down processing) but also surface-level strategies such as repetition, transfer, and translation, while intermediates used deeper-processing strategies (comprehension monitoring, elaboration, and inferencing) and dropped surface-level strategies. Learning style had an effect. For instance, global, concrete-style learners used deeper strategies and focused on the main idea, but analytic students focused too much on details and lost the main idea. Vandergrift emphasized that successful listening is interactive, i.e., top-down and bottom-up, and influenced by many external and learner-internal factors. Vandergrift (1997) proposed that the metacognitive strategy of comprehension monitoring was a superordinate strategy for other metacognitive strategies, such as paying attention to important points.




Role of Metacognition in L2 Listening

Vandergrift and Goh (2012) described metacognition as listener awareness of the cognitive processes needed for comprehension, as well as the ability to oversee, regulate, and direct these processes (see also Vandergrift & Baker, 2015). Metacognitive strategies have become clearer to researchers through the use of think-aloud protocols, which ask listeners to say what they are thinking when in the midst of a listening event.

Skilled listeners reveal using about twice as many metacognitive strategies as their less-skilled counterparts, particularly comprehension monitoring. … [S]uccessful L2 listening appears to involve a skillful orchestration of strategies to regulate listening processes and achieve comprehension. … This finding was also observed by Graham and Macaro (2008), who attributed the positive results to listener clustering of strategies.

(Vandergrift & Baker, 2015, p. 396)

Vandergrift and Baker also noted the role of auditory discrimination, as well as the importance of working memory, which is used to store and manipulate information temporarily for use in complex cognitive systems. For L2 listening, the two most relevant aspects of working memory are the phonological loop, which retains information about the sounds currently being processed, and the central executive, which controls the information flow and maintains focus despite potential distractions.

Vandergrift and Baker conducted a study with Grade 7 students in French immersion. The study examined the influences of the following on L2 listening ability: L1 listening ability, L1 and L2 vocabulary knowledge, general skills (working memory and auditory discrimination), and metacognitive awareness (including use of strategies). Analyses revealed that most of the variables had significant relationships with L2 listening ability. A path analysis demonstrated that general skills are initially important, giving way to more specific language skills (L1 and L2 vocabulary). In the provisional model of L2 listening comprehension arising from the path analysis, metacognition had an indirect effect on L2 listening. Metacognition and L1 vocabulary both had direct effects on L2 vocabulary, and L2 vocabulary had a direct effect on L2 listening.






Gu’s Large-Scale Study of Children’s L2 Listening Strategies

Recognizing the minimal information existing about children’s L2 listening strategies, Gu (2008) explored the frequency and patterns of use of the English language listening strategies of Singaporean children in upper elementary school grades. He created a five-point, Likert-scaled listening strategy questionnaire that included metacognitive, cognitive, and social/affective strategies. It was validated by a team of experts, by teachers, and by a small sample of children. After piloting the questionnaire with 300 students, Gu then used it with 3,600 students. Results indicated that the most often used strategies (in the medium range) were in the areas of metacognition and listening processing. All strategies were significantly related to English language grades but not at high levels. Strategy use patterns significantly differed across grade levels. Significantly fewer socioaffective and processing strategies and more inferencing strategies were used by the higher-grade students in the sample. Gu concluded that it was possible to design and validate a pedagogically relevant L2 listening strategies instrument. Furthermore, it appeared that listening could be emphasized more in Singaporean schools if students are to develop communicative competence in English.




A Valuable New Survey

Schroeder (2016) created and, over a three-year period, validated a helpful survey, Academic Spoken English Strategies Survey (ASESS). It assesses the listening and speaking strategy use of non-native English speaking graduate students. Data generated by means of this survey can offer valuable implications for teaching.




L2 Listening Strategy Instruction

Listening strategy instruction has been an area of growing interest, although more answers are needed about the optimal nature of such instruction.


Diary Study for Listening Strategy Awareness-Raising

Goh’s (1997) student diary study revealed listening strategies of Chinese learners of English in Singapore. Goh classified the detailed material in the diaries into three types of metacognitive knowledge: person knowledge, task knowledge, and strategic knowledge, which are discussed in an earlier chapter. The diary study successfully raised learners’ awareness of their own listening strategies without involving direct teacher instruction of strategies.




Diary Study for Self-Instruction in Listening and Speaking Strategies

A self-instruction diary study (Ma & Oxford, 2014) mentioned earlier in this book, was conducted by Rui Ma, a Chinese learner of English, while she was doctoral student. She used the diary as a record of her strategies for listening and speaking and as a tool to analyze her affective and cognitive issues, learning style, interactions with others, and reactions to the academic and social demands of the environment. At the beginning of the study, she was already well versed on learning strategies, but she had an introverted, highly reflective learning style, which tended to make her silent when she wanted to speak in class and kept her reflecting on an earlier discussion when the class had moved to the next topic. Using the diary, she wrote interesting and sometimes heart-wrenching entries about her day-by-day experiences in doctoral classes, reflected on the limitations of some of her listening and speaking strategies, taught herself new strategies, and encouraged herself with positive self-talk. As she developed her listening and speaking strategies, she increased her confidence and competence, spoke more in class, learned more, and developed stronger social relationships with other students. (Note: Rui Ma is now Rui M. Schroeder, who created the 2016 ASESS instrument mentioned above.)




Barriers to Listening Strategy Instruction and How to Overcome Them

Chen (2005) examined the listening strategies of Taiwanese junior college EFL learners to overcome obstacles to EFL listening comprehension during strategy instruction.1 A cognitive information-processing framework (Anderson, 1985) was employed. The learners in this study were mostly at the low intermediate level. The researcher noted that most strategy instruction studies focus on which strategies are learned, but this investigation centered on how and why certain listening strategies were learned and specifically on barriers to the learning of listening strategies.

Chen found that one obstacle to listening strategy acquisition was dysfunctional beliefs about and habits in listening comprehension (e.g., listening strategies can only succeed when other language skills have been developed, I must pay attention to every word, and I have to translate the L2 to my native language in order to understand the text), beliefs that needed to be handled in an “awareness and consciousness-raising” phase in listening strategy instruction (Mendelsohn & Rubin, 1995). Other barriers to listening strategy instruction were (a) learners’ affect (anxiety, frustration, and resistance), which lowered motivation toward strategy learning; (b) listening materials that were overly complex and unorganized for lower proficiency students if based on authentic language use; (c) information-processing difficulties, such as distractions, processing speed of auditory input, inadequate short-term memory retention, and misinterpretations; and (d) resulting inconsistency of performance in the three stages of information processing: cognitive, associative, and autonomous.2 To deal with this problem and promote strategic learner autonomy in listening comprehension, Chen encouraged the use of a “barrier analysis” to identify straightforwardly when learners have failed understand the strategies or have not been able to implement or orchestrate them for specific listening tasks.




How Elements of L2 Listening Relate to Listening Strategy Instruction

Rost’s (2011) book, Teaching and Researching Listening, provides a useful background for understanding L2 listening. He defined listening in terms of four processes: neurological, linguistic, semantic, and pragmatic. Neurological processing involves the biological aspects of listening and includes all aspects of consciousness. Linguistic processing includes bottom-up actions (decoding and parsing the incoming stream of speech) and nonverbal signals. Semantic processing involves the use of prior knowledge in a top-down fashion. In semantic processing, newly heard information interacts with the learner’s existing knowledge, leading to a variety of possible outcomes: understanding or misunderstanding, confirming or updating information, making inferences, reasoning of various types, and, if all goes well, creating new memories, or learning. Pragmatic processing refers to roles that listeners take in different circumstances, varied conversational expectations, responses of listeners, and other effects of social interaction on listening, as well as the emotional sequelae of all of these. L2 instruction should address all of these processes, Rost stated. In his view, six types of listening practice are useful for the teacher to offer: intensive, selective, interactive, extensive, responsive, and autonomous. In various ways these types of practice can support the various forms of processing involved in L2 learning.

Building on Rost’s four listening processes (neurological, linguistic, semantic, and pragmatic), I can suggest some useful strategies. Neurological processing can be enhanced when the learner develops strategies that heighten attention. Linguistic processing is improved when learners practice analyzing strategies for rapidly parsing what they hear. Strategies for activating and applying prior knowledge and for focusing in order to confirm or disconfirm interpretations can aid in semantic processing. Pragmatic processing is enhanced by strategies such as planning ahead for different types of social situations, knowing what to listen for in each one, and how to respond as a listener. For all forms of processing of listening, affective and social strategies are highly useful.

Rost (2011) emphasized a specific set of five “teachable” strategies for listening out of the seemingly infinite list of possibilities. These five included (a) predicting information or ideas before listening, (b) inferring from the context, (c) monitoring comprehension, (d) asking for clarification, and (e) providing a personal response to what is heard. He asserted that these strategies seemed to be consistently associated with success in listening.

Listening strategies are a crucial part of L2 development. In order to communicate orally, learners also benefit from phonology strategies.


 
 








L2 Phonology Strategies

The term “phonology strategies” refers to strategies for learning phonology, although it is sometimes used for phonology performance. Phonology is the study of the distribution and patterning of speech sounds in a language. It sometimes includes the tacit rules governing pronunciation. Moyer (2014) conducted a study of exceptional outcomes in L2 phonology, highlighting some rare instances in which L2 learners developed native-like accents in the target language. She cited prior research showing that accent ratings are correlated with length of residence in the target language country, age at first exposure to the L2, quality and quantity of experience in the L2, motivation, and attitudes. She noted that these findings can be explained not by the cognitive/psycholinguistic perspective or the sociolinguistic/whole-person perspective but by the intersection of both perspectives. Moyer’s study then focused on her analysis of seven studies of exceptional learners from different parts of the world (Ioup, Boustagi, El Tigi, & Moselle, 1994; Major, 1993; Molár, 2010; Moyer, 1999, 2004; Muñoz & Singleton, 2007; Nikolov, 2000). She extracted profiles of exceptional learners from these studies and found that specific factors had different degrees of influence on native-like accent development in various studies. All seven studies identified L2 use across multiple domains as valuable to excellent phonology. This was followed by a six-study representation of a metacognitive approach (the use of learning strategies), strong identification with the L2, the desire to sound native, and strongly outgoing personalities. Four studies identified L2 attainment and length of residence (8+ years) as beneficial to phonological expertise. Much less evident were self-described talent or aptitude (one study) and an early age of onset of L2 use (no studies).

In interpreting the results, Moyer mentioned cognitive, psychological (mostly motivational and personality-related), and experiential factors. She included strategy use in the cognitive category and identified particular strategies.

Nearly every exceptional learner mentioned self-monitoring, imitation of native speakers, attention to difficult phonological terms, and an explicit concern for pronunciation accuracy. In general terms, a cognitive approach is indicative of practice, reasoning, note-taking, analyzing, etc., and the metacognitive level involves planning, goal-setting, reflection, and evaluation.

(Moyer, 2014, p. 426)


Moyer (2014) indicated that the use of these strategies by exceptional L2 users reflected self-regulation. She quoted Dörnyei (2010) on self-regulation: “L2 learners are engaged in an ongoing appraisal and response process, involving their continuing monitoring and evaluation. … and then making possible amendments if something seems to be going amiss” (p. 255, in Moyer, 2014, p. 430). Moyer concluded that learners who use a conscious, selective approach to particular self-regulated strategies and who reflect on the efficacy of these strategies tend to develop a more native-like capacity in L2 phonology. She also mentioned the influence of learning styles, with left-hemisphere styles having success in the classroom and right-hemisphere and bilateral styles favoring L2 immersion.










L2 Pronunciation Strategies

Pronunciation is the act or result of producing the sounds of speech, including articulation, stress, and intonation, often with reference to some standard. In Birdsong (1999), several chapters reported that there is no sudden discontinuity in pronunciation competence to indicate that a critical period has ended, and at least one chapter indicates that people who begin learning L2 later in life can sometimes achieve native-like pronunciation (see the review by Caudery, 1999). “Pronunciation strategies” typically refers to strategies for developing appropriate pronunciation, although this term can also be used for strategies for performing pronunciation.


Pronunciation Strategy Taxonomies

Rokoszewska (2012) mentioned two existing taxonomies of L2 pronunciation strategies, one taxonomy (Peterson, 2000) based on my very early strategy classification system (Oxford, 1990) and the second taxonomy (Eckstein, 2007) based on Kolb’s (1984) experiential learning construct. Rokoszewska noted the influence of pronunciation strategies on mastering English vowels and also highlighted the role of motivation in learning pronunciation.




Research Divisions in Pronunciation Strategies

According to Rokoszewska, pronunciation strategy research can be divided into investigations focused on identifying and describing pronunciation strategies (e.g., Droździał-Szelest, 1997; Pawlak, 2008), studies for classifying pronunciation (e.g., Eckstein, 2007), and studies on teaching pronunciation strategies (Varasarin, 2007). In her own study, Rokoszewska (2012) investigated the effect of pronunciation strategies on the perception and production of English pure vowels and diphthongs by first-year students of an English department. Findings indicated that the participants used pronunciation strategies only occasionally and that the use of these strategies was significantly related to the production of English monophthongs and diphthongs. Therefore, Rokoszewska argued for strategy instruction in pronunciation. She also included a Pronunciation Learning Strategy Questionnaire in her article.




Strategy Use, Context, and Aptitude Related to L2 Pronunciation Learning

Smemoe and Haslam (2013) examined the influence of pronunciation strategies and aptitude, along with the L2 learning context (ESL versus EFL), in the pronunciation development of learners. They noted earlier studies of pronunciation strategies (e.g., Derwing & Rossiter, 2002; Eckstein, 2007; Vitanova & Miller, 2002). In the study by Smemoe and Haslam, participants were learners of EFL in China and learners of ESL from multiple countries in an intensive university program in the U.S. Each participant was identified as high- or low-aptitude based on a major language aptitude test. Several categories of strategies were assessed for frequency of use: (a) practicing, e.g., adjusting muscles for new sounds; (b) noticing, e.g., noticing when people speaking English make mistakes, asking for pronunciation feedback, or using a symbol system like the International Phonetic Alphabet to improve pronunciation; (c) hypothesis formation, e.g., keeping working until meeting pronunciation goals; and (d)?hypothesis testing, e.g., changing the volume of speech if people cannot understand me, being willing to guess pronunciation of new words; and motivation strategies, e.g., being motivated or satisfied in knowing how to reduce stress and avoid fatigue in pronunciation learning. In all groups (EFL high- and low-aptitude, ESL high- and low-aptitude) motivation strategies and hypothesis testing strategies were used more than other strategy types. Noticing strategies were used the least among all four groups. ESL high-aptitude students used the most strategies, while EFL high-aptitude students used the least.

Participants took pronunciation proficiency tests (for global foreign accent, fluency, comprehensibility, and accuracy) at the beginning and end of a ten-week speaking class. Results showed that neither language proficiency improvement nor pronunciation strategies differed across the two contexts. However, pronunciation strategies affected comprehensibility scores, while aptitude influenced pronunciation accuracy. Motivation strategy use and the motivation scale on the aptitude battery correlated with pronunciation proficiency gains in fluency and comprehensibility. The researchers ventured that learners might have more control over these two aspects of pronunciation than over the other aspects. They also called for more investigations of the potentially reciprocal relationship between aptitude and strategy use.

We have traversed the areas of listening, phonology, and pronunciation. Now we will enter the arena of speaking/oral communication strategies.












L2 Speaking/Oral Communication Strategies

Speaking strategies and oral communication strategies might at first sound like the same thing, but there are distinctions, as seen in this section. I start with speaking strategies of exceptional Japanese speakers of English and then move to the development of an instrument to measure oral communication strategies. The second topic is given more space because it concerns a much larger and more complicated study.


Speaking Strategies of Highly Proficient EFL Users

Kawai (2008) presented a study about the speaking-related strategies of two highly proficient Japanese speakers of English, one a simultaneous interpreter and the other a veteran high school English teacher. Both the interpreter and the teacher described using planning and advance practice strategies combined with social strategies. They built their confidence by practicing orally in advance of any English language encounters; gathering information on potential discussion topics through books, the Internet, and interviews; seeking help from native speakers if available; anticipating the comments of others; planning and preparing flexible conversational expressions to employ; reviewing discussion procedures; anticipating a communication breakdown and the strategies to use if it happened; and made and followed plans to talk every day in English. The interpreter was an introverted individual but ironically did not experience anxiety over speaking because she used such helpful planning strategies. The teacher, who was a strong extrovert, nevertheless experienced speaking anxiety, particularly when the other person spoke very fast. The teacher’s way of dealing with anxiety was highly strategic: to ask questions, ask for repetition, and to work hard to increase her vocabulary and employ functional practice.

Kawai’s findings showed that learning strategies of a noncompensatory sort are helpful for improving speaking. These include metacognitive strategies like planning and monitoring; a range of cognitive strategies that can enhance the vocabulary and grammar necessary for effective speaking; affective strategies to reduce anxiety; and social strategies to encourage interaction. In synthesizing a number of speaking strategy studies Kawai (2008) asserted that “Those who develop good oral skills appear to be frequent strategy users regardless of culture and learning context” (p. 219). Speaking effectively cannot occur without some degree of competence in pragmatics.




Teaching Speaking Strategies

Dadour and Robbins (1996) explicitly taught speaking strategies to EFL students. Dadour’s experimental study was conducted in an Egyptian university. He designed and implemented a course on strategy instruction with an emphasis on speaking. The treatment group outperformed the control group in terms of speaking strategy use, and this had benefits for students’ oral proficiency in EFL. In a qualitative study, Robbins taught strategies to Japanese university EFL learners. One of the key tools was instruction in the Problem-Solving Process Model, consisting of four processes: planning, monitoring (regulating), problem-solving, and evaluation. Another was instruction in the use of vocabulary learning strategies to support listening. Results of Robbins’ strategy instruction were positive, and students wanted to learn more strategies for speaking and for listening.




Oral Communication Strategies: Uniting Listening, Speaking, and Pragmatics

This discussion starts with two broad types of communication strategies, includes early research on communication strategies, presents psycholingusitic and interactional views, and discusses the creation of an important oral communication questionnaire. Strategies for oral communication, as viewed in their broadest perspective, help to enrich communication. When these strategies help learners negotiate meaning, they necessarily involve listening, speaking, and pragmatics. The last of these, pragmatics, is discussed in the next section.


Two General Types of Communication Strategies

According to Nakatani (2006), communication strategies have been generally categorized into two types: achievement or compensatory strategies and reduction or avoidance strategies (Bialystok, 1990; Dörnyei & Scott, 1997; Faerch & Kasper, 1983; Nakatani, 2005). With achievement/compensatory strategies, learners who have encountered a problem in communicating come up with another plan to reach their original goal. However, when using reduction or avoidance strategies, learners avoid solving the communication problem by altering or reducing the message or even abandoning the original communication goal.




Early Research on Communication Strategies

In reviewing earlier research on communication strategies, Nakatani criticized certain questionnaire studies for not showing proof of reliability and validity (e.g., Politzer, 1983; Politzer & McGroarty, 1985) or for not having a clear psychological construct, i.e., correlating oral communication strategies with strategies unconnected with communication (Huang & Van Naerssen, 1987). She mentioned research by Cohen, Weaver, and Li (1998) using speaking strategy checklists to evaluate a three-stage process (pre-task preparation, during-task monitoring, and post-task reflection) that is much like the standard self-regulation process (see Chapter 2).




Psycholinguistic and Interactional Views

As described by Nakatani and Goh (2007), the psycholinguistic view of communication strategies considers communication strategies narrowly, i.e., as only a lexical-compensatory means of overcoming gaps in vocabulary knowledge. For instance, if a learner does not know the word, he or she compensates by using a communication strategy, such as using filler words or substituting a different topic for the original topic. Tarone’s (1981) system of communication strategies included paraphrase, borrowing, and avoidance strategies. Bialystok (1990) studied compensatory communication strategies of young learners of French. Poulisse (1987) used retrospective verbal (think-aloud) techniques for examining repair strategies used to compensate for L2 communication impasse situations. See also Poulisse (1990).

Nakatani and Goh (2007) compared the psycholinguistic view to their preferred perspective, the interactional view, which centers on the interaction process between learners and their interlocutors, often native speakers, especially the way meaning is negotiated (e.g., Rost & Ross, 1991; Williams, Inscoe, & Tasker, 1997). In this view, communication strategies are viewed not just as devices to compensate for communication breakdowns but also as tools for enhancing the message and improving communication effectiveness (see, e.g., Clennel, 1995).




Improving Assessment of Oral Communication Strategies

Nakatani (2006) adopted the term oral communication strategy (OCS), rather than communication strategy or speaking strategy, to emphasize the focus on strategic behaviors that learners use when facing communication problems during interactions. To improve the assessment of oral communication strategies Nakatani (2006) developed the Oral Communication Strategy Inventory (OCSI). This instrument has two parts: (a) strategies for dealing with speaking problems during interactions and (b) strategies for coping with listening problems during interactions. She conducted an open-ended survey of Japanese EFL students about their OCS, then developed items and administered them in multiple pilot studies, resulting in a reliable instrument for measuring strategies for coping with speaking and listening difficulties in communication tasks. Nakatani validated the instrument in a large-scale study, which produced a number of strategy factors.

As a second phase, Nakatani used the OCSI with a group of female Japanese students whose EFL proficiency was low despite six years of study. Students completed an individually administered, simulated conversation task involving making arrangements at a travel agency. They were given five minutes to prepare and then engaged in the conversation. They then reported on the OCSI the strategies they had used in the conversation and took the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL, Oxford, 1990). They also took an Oral Communication Assessment Scale for Japanese EFL. In general, the OCSI and the SILL were moderately correlated overall. However, the SILL, which intends to show positive strategies, was not correlated with two “negative” categories on the OCSI: message abandonment and the less active learner.

Compared with the low-proficiency group, the high-proficiency group reported using more of three categories of strategies for coping with problems in speaking: social affective, fluency-oriented, and negotiation for meaning while speaking. In the comparison of high- to low-proficiency students regarding strategies for coping with listening problems, one difference emerged in favor of high-proficiency learners: fluency-maintaining strategies (to keep up the conversational flow by reacting smoothly). The low-proficiency group reported more use of message abandonment strategies and less active learner strategies than the high-proficiency group, but the difference was not significant. Nakatani suggested using the OCSI for diagnostic purposes to help students identify their weaknesses and strengths and work toward improvement in strategies. She also recommended trying this kind of instrument with foreign languages other than English, analyzing results by gender in other studies, and using additional types of measures at the same time as the OCSI to compensate for limitations inherent in questionnaires.

Pragmatics has already been mentioned several times. The next section provides a full-scale emphasis on pragmatics, which can be considered the nexus of language and culture.


 
 








Pragmatics: Nexus of Language and Culture

Pragmatics refers to how language is used in sociocultural contexts. In a much-needed book Ishihara and Cohen (2014) emphasized the pragmatic nature of listening and speaking. L2 listeners need to be able to listen to what is said and not said, interpret the intention (e.g., to be hostile, kind, attentive, or devious) and the politeness, directness, and formality of what the other person expresses. All this requires an understanding of the norms that govern the speaking of the other person, as well as an understanding of the listener’s own role. L2 speakers must know what they intend to say and, in relation to existing norms, how to say it with the appropriate politeness, directness, and formality. They must also know what not to say and how to communicate nonverbally. The authors explain that extensive research has been occurring about speech acts, such as refusing, requesting, apologizing, and complaining. One of the chapters provides an in-depth look at strategies for learning and performing speech acts.3

Cohen has been a major researcher of L2 pragmatics for many years. For example, Cohen and Olshtain (1981) created a measure of sociocultural competence focusing on apology. Olshtain and Cohen (1989) studied speech acts across languages. These researchers recognized strategies of learners of Hebrew and delved into the sociolinguistic aspects of speech acts by considering linguistic and cultural standards for acceptable performance. For instance, in Hebrew, five elements must be present for a real apology – apology, explanation, responsibility-taking, repair offer, and promise – and each of these requires a different phrase (Olshtain & Cohen, 1989). Cohen and Olshtain (1993) applied retrospective think-aloud protocols to ask learners to report strategies they had used during role-plays for apologies, complaints, and requests. Based on results, the researchers labeled participants as different types of learners: metacognizers, avoiders, and pragmatists. Participants used four main strategies: planning (to use specific forms and expressions), thinking in both languages, searching for language forms in different ways, and not paying attention to grammar or pronunciation. To learn correct speech acts, students preferred to receive the teacher’s direct explanation of speech act criteria. Cohen and colleagues created a web-based approach to strategic learning of speech acts (Cohen & Ishihara, 2005; Sykes & Cohen, 2008). Multiple means for the teaching of speech acts were explored by Cohen and Tarone (1994), Cohen (2008, 2012), and, of course, Ishihara and Cohen (2014). The momentum has grown for recognizing the importance of pragmatics strategies.










Conclusion

It would be wise for L2 researchers to address strategies for listening, phonology, pronunciation, speaking/oral communication, and pragmatics in a uniformly in-depth way, although we are far from this situation at present. It would also be exceptionally valuable for research to show how these strategies are related to the phases of learners’ self-regulated L2 tasks: forethought, performance, and self-reflection. (See Chapter 2.)

With teachers, learners need to be part of a co-constructed process that leads to full appropriation of their own self-regulation and autonomy (based on Thornbury, 2012). We can help learners to recognize that they have responsibility and authority for their performance in the oral/aural/interactive aspects of L2 learning discussed in this chapter. Although these are perceived to be among the most difficult aspects of L2 learning, self-regulated learning strategies can promote proficiency in listening, speaking, and related areas.

Macaro, Graham, and Vanderplank (2007) remarked on the limited state of research on L2 listening strategy instruction. Their wise words could be equally applied to research on strategy instruction for the crucial areas of phonology, pronunciation, speaking/oral communication, and pragmatics. As you read the following paragraph about research on listening strategy instruction, mentally insert appropriate words to refer to the other areas.

Strategy research has provided fairly conclusive evidence that successful listeners use different strategies and in different combinations to less successful listeners. [Yet] [s]trategy instruction in the skill of listening is very much in its infancy. Very few studies have explicitly tested clear and different models of such instruction. … We urgently need more intervention studies that identify more clearly what kind of strategy instruction works with what kinds of learner.

(Macaro et al., 2007, pp. 184–185)











Further Readings

Hughes, R. ( 2013). Teaching and researching speaking. ( 2nd ed.). New York: Routledge. This volume addresses traditional and new ways of looking at speaking and at speech data. Regarding research, it provides methods, frameworks, project ideas, and resources. It offers a discussion of tools and materials for teaching speaking and evaluates multiple methods of assessing speaking. 

Ishihara, N., & Cohen, A.D. ( 2014). Teaching and learning pragmatics: Where language and culture meet. New York: Routledge. This book is valuable to anyone interested in how culture influences L2 speaking and listening in action. It includes an important chapter on strategies for learning and performing speech acts and helps teachers who want to teach pragmatics. It also provides ideas about research, assessment, and technology.

Ma, R., & Oxford, R.L. ( 2014). A diary study focusing on listening and speaking: The evolving interaction of learning styles and learning strategies in a motivated, advanced ESL learner. In R.L. Oxford, & C. Griffiths (Eds.), Language learning strategy research in the twenty-first century. Special issue, System, 43, 101–113. This article explores the learning styles and strategies of a motivated ESL student, Rui, whose learning style threatened to keep her silent in class until she devised some ingenious listening, speaking, and affective strategies. 

 Moyer, A. ( 2014). Exceptional outcomes in L2 phonology: The critical factors of learner engagement and self-regulation. Applied Linguistics, 35( 4), 418–440.  Also: Smemoe, W.B. & Haslam, N. ( 2013). The effect of language learning aptitude, strategy use, and learning context on L2 pronunciation learning. Applied Linguistics, 34( 4), 435–456. These two fascinating articles deal with important strategies for phonology and pronunciation that are rarely discussed in circles of academic researchers on learning strategies. One of them (Moyer, 2014) focuses on the self-regulated aspects of strategy use. 

Rost, M. ( 2011) Teaching and researching listening ( 2nd ed). Harlow, UK: Pearson. Rost defined listening in terms of four processes (neurological, linguistic, semantic, and pragmatic) and identified five readily teachable listening strategies and several useful instructional practices. This book provides extensive research as well as practical information for teaching listening. 










Questions, Tasks, and Projects for Readers

1 Read Rui Ma’s diary study (Ma & Oxford, 2014) regarding her own personal listening and speaking strategies. Then answer the following questions. Discuss your comments with someone else.

a. What is Ma’s learning style?4 How did it influence her interactions in the graduate school classroom? How did it affect her ESL listening and speaking strategies when she was a doctoral student?

b. Ma gave herself the best guidance anyone could give an L2 learner concerning listening and speaking strategies. What was advice did she give to herself? What effect did it have?

c. How did Ma use her diary? In what ways was it a document for ongoing self-regulation?

d. In associated research, Rui developed and validated a survey for non-native English speaking graduate students (Academic Spoken English Strategies Survey, Schroeder, 2016). The survey was mentioned in this chapter. How do the listening and speaking strategies in this survey compare to the strategies Ma personally used for listening and speaking as reported in her diary study?

2 If possible, review a copy of Nakatani’s Oral Communication Strategy Inventory (OCSI), and read her exceptionally detailed study describing the creation of the inventory (Nakatani, 2006). Answer these questions:

a. For whom would the OCSI be most suitable?

b. How could you (or others whom you know) employ the OCSI for research with L2 learners?

3 Vandergrift (2003) coined the phrase “orchestrating strategy use” with regard to L2 listeners. How does this phrase relate to all L2 skill areas?

4 Rost (2011) emphasized five teachable listening strategies. Answer the following questions and discuss your answers with someone else.

a. Which were these strategies? Do you agree with Rost that these strategies are usually connected with success in listening?

b. Are these five strategies considered more teachable or more important than other listening strategies? Read Rost (2011) to find out how he identified these strategies.

c. Do you agree that these are the key listening strategies that should be taught to L2 learners? If not, which ones would you add or subtract, and why?

d. How does Rost’s list of teachable listening strategies compare with the strategies described by Mendelsohn and Rubin (1995)?

e. How might the Metacognitive Awareness Listening Questionnaire (MALQ) (Vandergrift, Goh, Mareschal, and Tafaghodatari, 2006) be useful in preparing to teach listening strategies?

5. What does awareness-raising entail?

a. Read Nakatani’s (2005) study on the effects of awareness-raising training on the use of oral communication strategies. What ideas can you gain from that study for future awareness-raising?

b. Read Goh’s (1997) student diary study in which diaries were used for listening strategy awareness-raising. What ideas can you gain from that study for future awareness-raising?

c. Did you ever conduct strategy-awareness raising of any type? If so, what kinds of strategies were involved? What was your procedure? What did you find out? More importantly, what did the students learn? To what extent was their awareness raised? Was this followed up by additional strategy instruction?

d. How does strategy awareness-raising compare to more intensive phases of strategy instruction?

6 Read the strategy instruction chapter in Oxford (2011). What are some key phases of strategy instruction? How could these phases be used for teaching strategies for listening, phonology, pronunciation, speaking/oral communication, and pragmatics?

7 Explore the early strategy instruction work of O’Malley and Chamot (1990) and more recent efforts in strategy instruction by Chamot (2009). How could these ideas be useful for teaching strategies for the skill areas in this chapter?

8 Think about phonology and pronunciation and then answer these questions. Discuss your ideas with someone else.

a. What are the differences between phonology and pronunciation?

b. Which strategies are relevant to each?

c. Assume you would teach strategies for one or both of these areas. How would you do it? What problems might you face? How could you overcome them?

9 Compare what you know from this chapter with Brinton’s (2012) chapter on pronunciation instruction. How are the ideas similar? How are they different?

10 Chen’s (2005) study was on overcoming barriers to teaching listening strategies, but it has relevance beyond listening. Which ideas from Chen could be used for overcoming difficulties in strategy instruction for other areas mentioned in the present chapter? Discuss your concepts with at least one other person.

11 To what extent are communication strategies teachable? Refer to Dörnyei (1995) for some hints. Discuss your findings with another person in your field.

12 Read the book by Ishihara and Cohen (2014). Not only does this book describe pragmatics, but it also offers guidelines for pragmatics strategy instruction, technology, assessment, and research. Answer the following questions.

a. Which chapters in the book are the most relevant to your professional situation and your interests?

b. How could you use the information in the book professionally and personally?

c. How could you best share the information in this book others?

13 Because the current chapter is dense with information, draw a semantic map or concept map that will help you make associations between various parts of the chapter and various studies and theories. Share it with someone else. Obtain feedback, and using that feedback elaborate on your semantic map/concept map.










Notes

1 Chen (2005) used the older term, strategy training.

2 In other places in this book I have identified these stages as moving from declarative to procedural by means of practice.

3 I was pleased to see that Ishihara and Cohen mention the pragmatics of reading and writing, a topic that is hardly mentioned in the L2 field but is very important.

4 In actuality, Rui, like all of us, has multiple style dimensions. There is no single learning style for a given individual. We are all composed of various dimensions, like a style prism. 
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Section D
Innovations
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Section D includes Chapter 10. This
final chapter?presents innovations and potential innovations for strategy
instruction, strategy assessment, and strategy research. Chapter 10 highlights the possibility of
differentiating strategy instruction to meet the needs of specific learners
through paying attention to the following: sensory preferences, cognitive
styles, current strategy use levels, present proficiency levels, specific
strategies already in use, interests, and goals. While differentiating strategy
instruction according to all these criteria would probably be too much for a
given teacher to manage, at least one or two of these criteria could serve as
the basis for a teacher to differentiate strategy instruction in a given
classroom – likely with positive results. The chapter also explains how
strategy instruction could be “reframed” to make it deeper by means
of visual metaphors, multisensory activities, and interventions embodying growth
mindsets and hope. Chapter 10 also
presents the results of two major meta-analyses on effects of strategy
instruction. It includes an innovative, scenario-based emotion-regulation
questionnaire for L2 learners and cites some new, potentially valuable research
methods for L2 learning strategies.






10 Innovations (and Potential Innovations) in Strategy Instruction, Strategy Assessment, and Strategy Research


 

 

 



Education is the most powerful weapon which you can use to change the world.

Nelson Mandela

 

There is so much new to say about strategy instruction, strategy
research, and strategy assessment that it would take many more books
than this to encompass it. In this chapter I will simply focus on
some innovations or potential innovations in these three overlapping
areas. I will mention the possibility of differentiating and
reframing strategy instruction and will summarize two meta-analyses
of strategy instruction studies. For strategy research I will
describe once again the fluidity of strategy roles and the necessity
of recognizing complexity and will suggest some potentially
important implications for research. I will also include a very new
example of scenario-based strategy assessment. The chapter concludes
with further readings and questions, tasks, and projects for
readers.










Strategy Instruction

The discussion of strategy instruction innovations (or potential
steps forward) starts with a look back to the early twenty-first
century.


Importance of Context

Holliday (2003) described
the social autonomy approach as propounding the presence of
autonomy in learners’ social worlds, no matter what the
culture. This approach, according to Holliday (2003), also encourages us
to look for and learn from the autonomous learning strategies
that learners are already using while we share other potentially
useful learning strategies through strategy instruction. In my
view, this means that strategy instruction would naturally
involve discovering and honoring diverse strategies from various
cultures, rather than just teaching strategies that are
acceptable from one cultural viewpoint. This is especially
important in a culturally heterogeneous L2 classroom or in a
teaching situation in which the instructor is from a culture
that is different from the culture(s) of the students.

Consider L2 learning strategy instruction in relation to context.
Any relationship between strategy instruction (its objectives,
procedures, materials, frequency, and duration) and its outcomes
can only legitimately be understood in
reference to contexts in which they occur and to those
individuals and cultures represented in those contexts. The vast
variety of different contexts for strategy instruction, as well
as the different factors involved in strategy instruction, is
one of the reasons that uniformity cannot exist in the outcomes
of strategy instruction. There is no controlling for contexts,
nor should there be.

In my second strategy book
Language Learning Strategies around the World:
Cross-cultural Perspectives (Oxford, 1996), the chapter authors
demonstrated major cultural influences on strategy use. Two
authors reviewed the literature and stated emphatically,
“Throughout this chapter the theme of cultural influences
on the selection of language learning strategy is clear.
Learners often – though not always – behave in
certain culturally approved and socially encouraged ways as they
learn. … However, … [s]trategy instruction can help
students see the value of ‘new’ strategies that are
not necessarily within the limits of their cultural norms”
(Bedell & Oxford, 1996, p. 60). Of course, this does not mean that
strategies that clash with cultural norms are relevant to a
given student. Many factors must be considered (Bedell &
Oxford, 1996).

Context, which includes cultural influence as well as all the
affordances of the immediate environment (and the contexts
inside us), should be taken into account in the design of
strategy instruction. Learners’ culturally and personally
shaped beliefs and attitudes should be considered, but these
should not turn into a straightjacket that denies the
possibility of change. Contexts can be employed to find clues
for stimulating learners’ interest and engagement.
Available technologies and creative, humorous, visually
appealing, tactile/kinesthetically intriguing, and auditorally
meaningful materials can serve as motivators for strategy
instruction.




Differentiation in Strategy Instruction

Differentiation in strategy instruction to meet the needs of
various learners can be done in several ways:

• Attention to sensory preferences:
This could mean including, as just mentioned, a wide
variety of multisensory activities with which all
students can practice strategies (all students use
all sensory tools) or allowing
students to choose the sensory tools they want to
use for practicing strategies, rather than all
students using all tools.

• Attention to cognitive style: This
might involve providing strategy instruction that
addresses cognitive style needs of learners, such as
field dependent and field independent or leveling
and sharpening (see Chapter 1).

• Attention to current strategy use level or
proficiency level: This is crucial and
common-sensical. It means offering strategy
instruction that is adapted to the strategy use
level or proficiency level of students. In any given
class, these levels will vary. It is possible for
more strategic or more proficient students (often
they are the same) to “teach” or assist
less strategic or less proficient students –
but it would help if the activities are exciting and
attractive.

• Attention to specific strategies students
already use: Using a strategy assessment
technique (e.g., diary, questionnaire, small group
discussion), you can find out the specific
strategies or types of strategies individual
learners already tend to use. You could then tailor
strategy instruction in an informed way based on
their current understanding and usage. It would be
silly and wasteful to teach a particular strategy to
someone who is already using it (unless such
teaching would help the learner refine his or her
practice of that strategy or show the learner how to
transfer it to another type of task).

• Attention to interests: One way of
differentiating language instruction in general and
strategy instruction as part of language instruction
is to know students’ interests and provide
tasks that reflect those interests. Some students
like cars, others are interested in films or music,
and others read poetry, travel widely, or play on
sports teams. Offering a range of diverse-interest
language learning activities from which students can
choose and giving students a selection of strategies
to try with these activities can be a major step in
a positive direction. (Caution: Some learners do not
want choice. For those particular people, it might
help for you to offer a basic, bedrock set of tasks
and strategies.)

• Attention to learners’ goals:
Sadly, some teachers do not know what their
learners’ goals are regarding the language or
concerning future studies or work, but it is never
too late to ask. I suggest that strategy instruction
could be tailored to learners’ specific goals.
Some goals involve the use of speaking, listening,
and excellent pragmatics, as well as reading and
writing, and these capabilities are the heart of a
professional career involving serious communication
in the language. A different goal is being able to
play online games using the language. Other very
diverse goals are getting to know the culture,
reading magazines, writing academic papers in the
language, or even moving to the target culture and
using the language every day. Adapting strategy
instruction to learners’ goals (at a minimum
through scenario-based activities) would show that
strategies and strategy instruction are, in fact,
realistic and meaningful. This form of
differentiation could also be tied to the
“interest” adaptation.

It would be difficult to make all these differentiations, but
focusing on one or two would be possible. Working with another
teacher or researcher who has the same concerns and interests
would be valuable, even if that person is halfway around the
world. (That’s what Skype is for!) Reporting results of
differentiation is exceptionally important, because this is
– or should be – a significant topic for anyone
interested in strategy instruction.

Chamot (2017) described
an innovative model for differentiating strategy instruction
based on diversity in socioeconomic, educational, and cultural
background, personality factors, motivation and willingness,
target language proficiency level, and strategy knowledge.
Psaltou-Joycey (2015)
created a teachers’ guide to strategy instruction that
takes into consideration many of the differentiation-related
issues mentioned in the present chapter. Cohen’s (2014) document on teaching
young learners touches on some of the themes above (e.g.,
styles, strategy purposes, language level).




Reframing Strategy Instruction to Make It Deeper

Strategy instruction is sometimes conducted as the teaching of
disparate strategies for various unconnected tasks. However,
some teachers conduct strategy instruction in a deeper way, with
an aim toward autonomy or the transformation of fixed mindsets
into growth mindsets (see Chapter 2). Williams, Mercer, and Ryan (2015) noted that fixed
mindsets can be modified; they do not have to be
“fixed” forever. In L2 learning strategy
instruction, images of a verdantly growing tree contrasted with
a small stump could illustrate the difference between growth
mindsets and fixed mindsets. This could become a spark to
discussing strategies as helpful to a growth mindset. Physical
movement activities, games, goldfish-bowl observation
activities, and role-plays could all be part of L2 learning
strategy instruction. In a series of activities designed by
Blackwell, Trzesniewski, and Dweck (2007) and described by Williams et al.,
children were taught to think of the brain as a muscle that can
be strengthened through exercise. These children showed
significant enhancement of motivation and grades. This
brain-as-muscle metaphor could be convincing in L2 learning
strategy instruction and could lead to many kinds of strategy
instruction activities. Thus, relevant metaphors, if portrayed
in a visual or kinesthetic form and if discussed often in
relation to learning strategies, could have a strong impact on
mindset, strategy use, and language development. By the way, the
activities I have discussed in this paragraph are not just for
children. My colleagues and I have successfully used photographs
of mountain-climbing, ice crystals, penguins, juggling, a
flower, and other scenes to stimulate strategy awareness among
university students in two countries, with great success.
Details are found in Oxford, Lavine, and Amerstorfer (2017).

Another way of reframing
strategy instruction is to view it as a hope-based intervention.
Strategies are part of hope theory, as Chapter 2 witnessed. Even without a
formal academic theory, it stands to reason that learners would
not use strategies unless they had at least some small hope that
the strategies would be helpful. Many students who have
developed learned helplessness do not work to develop helpful
strategies because they lack the hope of doing any better. A
fixed mindset is related to this shortage of hope. However, just
as learners are not permanently stuck with a fixed mindset, they
are not necessarily forever bereft of the hope needed to become
strategic and successful learners.

According to Rand and Cheavens (2011), hope-based interventions are currently being
tested on university campuses, and self-help texts based on hope
theory have been written for adults. Applying that concept to
language learning, I point out that there are many self-help
books on how to learn a foreign language. Inclusion in such
books of a chapter on how to maintain hope, particularly when
major challenges arise, may be helpful to struggling learners.
Using hope theory, researchers have written self-help texts to
assist parents and teachers in aiding children (McDermott &
Snyder, 2000); the same
can be done for parents of language learners and for language
teachers. Within the Snyder theoretical framework of hope, Brown
Kirschman et al. (2011)
reported that hope scores were significantly higher for middle
school youth who participated in a hope intervention that
included identifying hopeful and unhopeful language, “hope
buddies” who mutually communicate future goals, and
writing hope stories (Pedrotti, Lopez, & Krieshok, 2008). It would be
enlightening to conduct discourse analyses involving language
learners and teachers to identify language that promotes or
hinders hope. Writing personal stories of hope and communicating
goals to peers would seem to be very feasible in some language
classrooms. Any of these ideas could be woven into strategy
instruction. The outcomes in terms of hope, strategy use, and
language development could be dramatic.












Melding Strategy Instruction and Research in Meta-Analyses of
Strategy Instruction

Vast numbers of studies have been done on L2 strategy instruction.
Reading one, two, or even 30 studies provides only a fragmented
picture. We need meta-analyses to give us the larger view.
Fortunately, two major meta-analyses of strategy instruction have
been done, one in the L2 field and another outside.


Plonsky’s Meta-Analysis of Strategy Instruction Studies
in L2 Learning

Plonsky (2011) conducted
a brilliant meta-analysis of 61 primary studies of strategy
instruction for L2 learners, yielding 95 unique samples. His
goal was to produce a reliable, quantitative measure of the
effect of strategy instruction. Effect sizes, which are
indicated by an array of special letters (among the most common
are d or g), show the
magnitude of differences that are found in a study, while
statistical significance, which is revealed by a
p-value (probability), indicates whether
the findings are likely to be due to chance. In addition to
finding an effect size across multiple studies, Plonsky also
wanted to provide a picture of the relationship between strategy
instruction other factors, such as learning contexts. He defined
strategy instruction as explicit instruction on “specific
practices or techniques that can be employed autonomously to
improve one’s L2 learning and/or use” (p. 994).

He noted that before conducting his study, empirical support
existed for strategy instruction, but that overall results were
inconclusive. He also mentioned lack of valid and reliable
instruments and absence of a comprehensive theory. His
literature review addressed a number of factors, such as differences in
contexts, age, strategy classification schemes, strategy
instruction processes, and outcome variables.

Results of the meta-analysis demonstrated a small to medium
effect size for strategy instruction. Thus, the effect of
strategy instruction is not large across the studies in this
meta-analysis, but that result is worth considering. I find it
rather remarkable that there is this much of an effect size,
considering that no strategy instruction guidelines were
consistently applied and that the strategy instruction took
place in many different situations and conditions and with
disparate learners. Variables moderating the effectiveness of
strategy instruction in Plonsky’s meta-analysis were age,
proficiency, education level, type and number of strategies,
learning context (second versus foreign language), outcome
variables, and length of the strategy instruction intervention.
The meta-analysis also found support for claims of a
relationship between specific methodological features of studies
(e.g., pretesting, random group assignment, and reporting of
reliability) and the strategy instruction effects they
produce.

In the implications section, Plonsky called for future studies of
delayed effects of strategy instruction. The need for this type
of study is understandable, given that some changes in strategy
use do not appear immediately or consistently after strategy
instruction, and some positive changes might diminish over time.
He also insisted on more thorough statistical data reporting,
including means, confidence intervals, reliability, and effect
sizes for strategy instruction studies. Plonsky suggested that
researchers should give more details about strategy instruction
implementation, should assess socioaffective strategies as well
as other types, should study second language settings more
often, and should assess effects of strategy instruction on
writing, listening, pronunciation, grammar, and attitudes. He
criticized overreliance on significance testing alone.




More General Meta-Analyses of Strategy Instruction Studies

Donker, de Boer, Kostons, Digath van Ewijk, and van der Werf
(2014) conducted a
meta-analysis of strategy instruction studies from a range of
academic areas in elementary and secondary school levels. The
meta-analysis was focused on 58 studies resulting in 95
interventions and 180 effect sizes. Substantial strategy
instruction effects emerged for writing, science, mathematics,
and comprehensive reading. The reading strategy instruction
effect size was lower than Plonsky’s finding for L2
strategy instruction, but the other effect sizes from Donker et
al. ranged from somewhat higher to greatly higher than
Plonsky’s result. Effects were higher when self-designed
tests were used as compared to intervention-independent
assessments. In other words, tailored assessments that fit the
strategy instruction situation were more useful. No differential
effects were found for different ability levels. Affective
strategies were not considered, unfortunately; that seems to be
a common problem inside and outside the L2 field. The
researchers also mentioned prior meta-analyses of strategy
instruction in the same age ranges, showing effect sizes
somewhat higher than what Plonsky found for strategy instruction
in the L2 field.




Comments about Meta-Analyses of Strategy Instruction

Meta-analyses are exceedingly helpful in providing general
pictures of an intervention such as strategy instruction. We
cannot do without the broad picture that they provide. However,
they do not tell us many specifics about the intervention. They
require the use of statistics (generally parametric), including
effect sizes, even though some of the instruments are not
necessarily validated. Meta-analyses, which serve as
quantitative tools, do not focus on learners’ qualitative
outcome data, which can be better gleaned from diaries,
scenario-based activities,
interviews, or discussions. Differentiation of strategy
instruction, as suggested earlier in this chapter, might provide
improved attitudinal results (positivity toward strategy use for
the long term) and positive delayed utility (in subsequent
education levels and work life) of strategy instruction for
individual students in context, but these results would not be
captured by standard pre- to post-intervention measures of
current strategy use, achievement, or proficiency. In short, to
understand the value of strategy instruction, we sorely need
periodic meta-analyses of the excellence of those of Plonsky and
Donker et al., but we also need additional qualitative or
mixed-methods studies of an equally high standard.












Innovations in Strategy Research and Assessment Methodology

This part of the chapter discusses the value of well-designed,
mixed-methods research; the need to capture the authentic fluidity
of strategies in action; the necessity of acknowledging complexity
and using relevant methods to account for it; the possibility of
focusing in detail on self-regulated learning task phases for
research and assessment; and the importance of treating participants
well by providing personalized, meaningful results that they can
use.


Value of Well-Designed, Mixed-Methods Research

Mixed-methods (quantitative and qualitative together) research is
by no means an innovation in the wide world of academia, but
excellent mixed-methods studies are not as frequently found in
L2 learning field as they should be. Gunning and Oxford (2014) reported on
Gunning’s outstanding mixed-methods strategy instruction
study with young Canadian children in two intact classes.
Gunning employed a quasi-experimental design with numerous
assessment tools to discern learners’ responses at various
stages of ongoing strategy instruction. Results indicated that
strategy awareness and strategy use were enhanced through
strategy instruction. The treatment group showed significant
gains on oral interaction from pre- to post-test and
outperformed the control group. Qualitative and quantitative
data, including questionnaires and video recordings, provided
in-depth evidence. Perhaps most importantly, the study resulted
in a revised, implementation-validated Problem Solving Strategy
Intervention (PSSI) Model that will probably be useful to other
strategy instruction efforts in the future.




Need to Capture Strategy Flexibility

Let us consider new approaches regarding strategy assessment.
First, some innovative strategy assessments should try more
nuanced ways to identify what makes a given learner strategic.
Andrew Cohen and I independently found that strategies do not
fit neatly into strategy categories. The roles that strategies
play are much flexible than the standard categories reveal, as
noted in Chapter 4.
For instance, “cognitive” strategies like reasoning
and analyzing are readily useful for regulating emotions under
certain conditions. Metacognitive and cognitive strategies
sometimes switch roles. Many other examples are displayed in
Chapter 4.

One research approach might be to consider strategies according
to L2 skill areas, such as listening or writing, or language
subsystems, such as pronunciation or vocabulary. The researcher
could examine how, as learners develop competence in such
language aspects, their strategies are not wedded to any
simplistic label such as “cognitive” or
“affective.”




Looking Honestly at
Complexity

One of the major aims of this book has been to draw the learning
strategy field into the larger theoretical area known variously
as “complexity theory” or “ecological
theory.” Ecology is necessarily complex. In the latter
part of the twentieth century and early in the twenty-first,
forward-thinking theorists such as Larsen-Freeman and Kramsch
tried to help us understand the importance of these
interdisciplinary ideas.1 Given complexity and ecology,
Kramsch (2002) mentioned
that research could and should include multiple modalities, with
a variety of signifying material (e.g., drawing, facial
expression, objects of joint attention, gesturing), in which
language, body, and object interact. My own narrative research
on strategies from the late 1990s resulted in students writing
poetry about their language learning histories and their
strategies; one student drew pictures of his inner
“language house” as it was being built.

Micro-observations, video recordings, a range of elictation
tools, and thick descriptions are important as soon as we relax
the grip of standard quantitative research and consider
additional options. Kramsch noted that ecologically oriented,
complexity-acknowledging methodologies are usually interpretive,
descriptive, and analytical (although some new approaches, such
as idiodynamic methodology, also use quantification). Research
involving complex systems, such as language learning, can be
longitudinal and rigorous and can account for multiple scales
and modes of phenomena, multiple timescales, and various levels
of perception, discourse, and action with, as Kramsch described
it, sedimented traces of the past continuing in current systems.
She acknowledged the rhetorical bias that is built into research
reporting and the inevitability of the important subject
position of the researcher. In my words, there is no neutral
research; the researcher always plays an influential role, even
if “just observing.”

Ecological, complexity-informed research rejects ordinary
dichotomies and hidebound categories of meaning. As mentioned in
Chapter 4, the
poet Munia Khan described feeling frozen while holding on to the
flame of duality.2 Duality is, in fact, a trap that can
freeze us when we least expect it. Instead of dichotomies such
as action versus thought, social versus individual, and native
speaker versus non-native speaker, Kramsch called for examining
continuua, hybridity, mediation, contingencies, interactivity,
and differences in degree – and always with an openness to
paradox. Anyone who thinks in terms of complexity might find the
noninteractive dichotomy of language learning and language use
to be unrealistic or even meaningless.

To account for multiple levels of phenomena, Kramsch intriguingly
explained that the unit of analysis should not be a component of
the complex system but instead a fractal of the whole complex
system. She further stated that the term “unit of
analysis” does not actually make sense for an approach
that is distinct from experimental sciences. She preferred the
term “focal scale” to refer to the social activity
in which people participate and which is examined over long
periods with a large range of possible tools: activity-based
research, diaries, introspection, ethnography, and so on.
Depending on who the researchers are, possible types of analyses
are diverse. She named only a few: ethnographic, semiotic,
poststructuralist/cultural.

In light of complexity theory, strategy assessment and research
might begin to rely more heavily on narrative approaches, as I
demonstrated decades ago (see Oxford, Lavine, Hollaway, Felkins,
& Saleh, 1996) and
in many studies more recently (e.g., Kao & Oxford, 2014; Ma & Oxford,
2014; Oxford &
Bolaños, 2016; Zhou,
Oxford, & Wei, 2016). Narrative research, if conducted well, is an
exemplary way to reflect the cognitive and affective complexity
that is at the heart of language learning and strategy use.

Quantitative strategy questionnaires, if used at all, should not
be analyzed using only simple frequency tabulations and
traditional strategy categories (e.g., cognitive, metacognitive,
affective), because this mode does not reflect the complexity of
language learning and strategy use. Standard tabulations do not capture
learners’ contexts, nor the details of learners’
strategy choice, use, and outcomes in the ebb and flow of
everyday language learning.

Using category-based (e.g., cognitive, affective) strategy
frequencies as the hub of an experimental research project
comparing two groups misses much important information. A vast
number of factors, such as age, gender, socioeconomic status,
cultural beliefs, family expectations, attitudes, emotions,
language-learning goals, and the prestige and vitality of the
home language and the target language, influences strategy
frequencies in any given category or across categories for an
individual or a group. Looking at such background factors and at
more detailed strategy information for any given individual or
group of students would provide a more meaningful picture. How
could this be done? Some of the data could be gathered through
interviews, other data through questionnaires. Surely mixed
methods would be necessary. (See earlier.)

Reported frequencies of strategy use also tell us little or
nothing about the quality of strategy choice
and implementation by the learner, and strategy frequencies do
not necessarily relate to higher or lower proficiency. What are
all the factors involved? How are they related? What two-way
influences are present? What are the attractors, and how long
does the attractor state operate with a particular group or
individual? All of these are related to complex systems and
subsystems.

New research, particularly informed by the complexity of L2
learning, might include retrodictive qualitative modeling (RQM).
In RQM, we start with a particular set of outcomes and then work
backwards, seeking the factors involved in those outcomes.
Dörnyei (2014) explained
the need for dynamic-systems-based research methods and RQM in
particular. He provided examples from two classroom research
projects in which the classroom was viewed as the dynamic
system, and the system outcome options were learner prototypes
(e.g., motivated, laid back, passive) that were observed in the
classroom. RQM has not been used with learning strategy
research, but there is every reason to try out this important
approach.

Another way to capture the complex realities and quick changes
that occur in language learning strategy use is to adopt or
adapt the idiodynamic method (Gregersen, MacIntyre, & Meza,
2014; MacIntyre,
2012). This is a way
to study complex, dynamic affective and cognitive states that
accompany communication or a language task. The method involves
video recording a sample of communication or action from a
research participant, who then provides self-reported ratings on
some factor(s) of interest. The ratings can be taken at a rate
of approximately one per second and provide a continuous graph
of changes in the variable under study. Respondents are
interviewed to provide their explanation for fluctuations in
their reactions. Others can provide ratings and explanations
from an external observer’s viewpoint. The idiodynamic
method has not been applied to strategies yet. However, I can
foresee that it could work for examining rapid strategy shifts
and changes in strategy purposes, along with concomitant
emotions, motivation, or thoughts, all occurring in real
time.




Focusing on Self-Regulated Learning Task Phases in Detail

I suggest that detailed strategy research should be conducted
within the cyclical, task-phase sequence used in self-regulated
learning: forethought, performance, and self-reflection.
Strategy questionnaires, observations, structured interviews,
and think-aloud interviews – whatever methodology is used
– could be strongly related to tasks and could therefore
involve either task scenarios (descriptions of tasks) or actual
tasks. In that way it would be possible to find out the
strategies that learners use in the three task phases. The
importance of using tasks, either actual tasks or scenarios, has
been shown in terms of L2 reading strategies (Oxford, Cho,
Leung, & Kim, 2004).
Research involving task phases and strategies would be valuable
in showing that the phases are not necessarily sequential. Additionally, research might
indicate that some learners probably move from one phase to
another in different orders and with incredible differences in
speed, aided by a range of strategies. From practical and
theoretical standpoints, it would be very useful to discover how
cognitive style (Chapter
1), agency (Chapter 2), motivation (Chapter 5), and other factors relate
to strategy use within and across task phases.




Importance of Providing Meaningful, Personalized Results to
Participants

I suggest providing in-depth results to students who contribute
to strategy studies. Many individual-difference studies were
actually uninterested in individual learners. These studies
rounded up small and large groups, packaged their data
impersonally for analysis, and never provided personalized,
meaningful, applicable results to the individuals whose data
were used. I have seen many situations in which students
received nothing for and learned nothing from their research
participation.












An Example of a Scenario-Based Strategy Questionnaire

Below is a new, scenario-based strategy questionnaire assessing
emotion-regulation strategies (Gkonou & Oxford, 2016, Version 4.1). The title
is Managing Your Emotions for Language Learning
(MYE). At present there are two parallel versions (4.1 and 4.2) of
the MYE, each with 10 scenarios. Version 4.1 is included in this
chapter, along with guidelines for administering the questionnaire
and analyzing the data. Please read Version 4.1 and the guidelines
below.

The benefit of this contextualized questionnaire is that it
challenges the learner to think and feel deeply, almost like being
in the setting. The questionnaire is being field tested and
validated internationally now. If anyone would like to
participate in field testing and validation, contact me at
rebeccaoxford@gmail.com. 

This questionnaire can serve as a model for scenario-based strategy
questionnaires for the skill areas (e.g., reading) and the language
subsystems (e.g., grammar, vocabulary). Such questionnaires deserve
to be designed soon.










Questionnaire

Managing Your Emotions for Language Learning


Message to the Student

1 In this study, we want to know about the emotions you
experience in your foreign language class and sometimes
outside of class. We also want to know how you handle
these emotions.

2 Your insights and experience as a learner of a foreign
language are very valuable to us, and we thank you in
advance.

3 There are no right or wrong answers. In
addition, your responses will not influence your
course grade. 

4 The questionnaire usually takes 25–35 minutes to
complete, but this varies for each person. It could take
more or less time.

5 All responses will remain anonymous. The analysis of the
questionnaire data will be written for papers on the
topic, but you will not be identified in any way.

6 If you have any questions about the project or this
questionnaire, please contact us. Christina Gkonou can
be reached at cgkono@essex.ac.uk, and Rebecca
Oxford’s address is rebeccaoxford@gmail.com.




Section A: About
Yourself

1 How old are you? (Circle the appropriate letter.)

a. 18–30 years old

b. 31–40

c. 41–50

d. 51–60

e. 60+

2 What is your gender? (Circle the appropriate letter.)

a. Male

b. Female

c. Prefer not to disclose

3 What is your mother tongue?

4 What foreign language are you learning at present? (List
the main one, if you are learning more than one right
now.)

5 How long have you been learning this language?

a. Less than 1 year

b. 1–3 years

c. 3 or more years

6 Why do you learn this language? (Circle the letter of all
reasons that apply to you.)

a. I am interested in the language.

b. It is a compulsory module.

c. I want to learn more about the culture.

d. I have friends who speak the language.

e. I need it for my future career.

f. I need it for travelling.

g. I want to study abroad.

h. Other (please specify):

7 How many other languages do you speak?

8 How important is foreign language learning to you?
(Circle the appropriate letter.

a. Very important

b. Somewhat important

c. Not important




Section B: Scenarios

In this section, you will encounter a number of scenarios
(descriptions of what could possibly happen) related to your
foreign language learning. Your teacher or researcher will tell
you which scenarios to focus on. Read those scenarios carefully
and answer the questions that follow.


Scenario 1

The teacher assigns an essay writing task in class and allows
60 minutes for completion of the task. After a couple of
minutes, you notice that your classmates have already
started writing while you still work on the outline of your
essay.

1 What kind of emotions would you experience in
this situation? (Circle the appropriate letter.)

a. Positive

b. Negative

2 Please name the emotions (one or more) you would
feel in this situation. (maximum 10 words)

3 What would you do in order to manage these
emotions in this situation? (maximum 50 words)









	What would you do to increase any positive emotion/s in this situation?
	What would you to do handle any negative emotion/s in this situation?



	 



	 



	 







4 Have you ever encountered this situation or
something like it? (Circle the appropriate
letter.)

a. Yes

b. No

5 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if your teacher helped
you, circle the appropriate letter below.

a. My teacher (current or past) tried to teach me how to manage my emotions in this situation, and it was successful.

b. My teacher tried to teach me how to manage my
emotions in this situation, but it was not
successful.

6 If your teacher tried to teach you to manage your
emotions in this situation, how
did he or she teach you to do this? (maximum 30
words)

7 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if you did not have help from
a teacher, circle the appropriate letter
below.

a. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situation, and it was
successful.

b. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situaiton, but it was
not successful.

c. I was not conscious enough of
my emotions in the situation and therefore could
not manage my emotions.

8 If you tried to manage your emotions in this
situation, how did you do so?
(maximum 30 words)

9 If you have any other comments about this
scenario or your emotions, please add them
here.




Scenario 2

You make a mistake during a classroom oral activity. Your
teacher corrects you in front of the class.

1 What kind of emotions would you experience in
this situation? (Circle the appropriate letter.)

a. Positive

b. Negative

2 Please name the emotions (one or more) you would
feel in this situation. (maximum 10 words)

3 What would you do in order to manage these
emotions in this situation? (maximum 50 words)









	What would you do to increase any positive emotion/s in this situation?
	What would you to do handle any negative emotion/s in this situation?



	 



	 



	 







4 Have you ever encountered this situation or
something like it? (Circle the appropriate
letter.)

a. Yes

b. No

5 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if your teacher helped
you, circle the appropriate letter below.

a. My teacher (current or past) tried to teach me
how to manage my emotions in this situation, and
it was successful.

b. My teacher tried to teach me how to manage my
emotions in this situation, but it was not
successful.

6 If your teacher tried to teach you to manage your
emotions in this situation, how
did he or she teach you to do this? (maximum 30
words)

7 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if you did not have help from
a teacher, circle the appropriate letter
below.

a. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situation, and it was
successful.

b. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situaiton, but it was
not successful.

c. I was not conscious enough of
my emotions in the situation and therefore could
not manage my emotions.

8 If you tried to manage your emotions in this
situation, how did you do so?
(maximum 30 words)

9 If you have any other comments about this
scenario or your emotions, please add them
here.




Scenario 3

You make a mistake during a classroom oral activity. One of
your classmates corrects you in front of the class.

1 What kind of emotions would you experience in
this situation? (Circle the appropriate letter.)

a. Positive

b. Negative

2 Please name the emotions (one or more) you would
feel in this situation. (maximum 10 words)

3 What would you do in order to manage these
emotions in this situation? (maximum 50 words)









	What would you do to increase any positive emotion/s in this situation?
	What would you to do handle any negative emotion/s in this situation?



	 



	 



	 







4 Have you ever encountered this situation or
something like it? (Circle the appropriate
letter.)

a. Yes

b. No

5 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if your teacher helped
you, circle the appropriate letter below.

a. My teacher (current or past) tried to teach me
how to manage my emotions in this situation, and
it was successful.

b. My teacher tried to teach me how to manage my
emotions in this situation, but it was not
successful.

6 If your teacher tried to teach you to manage your
emotions in this situation, how
did he or she teach you to do this? (maximum 30
words)

7 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if you did not have help from
a teacher, circle the appropriate letter
below.

a. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situation, and it was
successful.

b. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situaiton, but it was
not successful.

c. I was not conscious enough of
my emotions in the situation and therefore could
not manage my emotions.

8 If you tried to manage your emotions in this
situation, how did you do so?
(maximum 30 words)

9 If you have any other comments about this
scenario or your emotions, please add them
here.




Scenario 4

You get back your end-of-term test results. You scored 50% on
this test. There are two more terms to go until the end of
the academic year, and at the end of each term you will take
a similar test again.

1 What kind of emotions would you experience in
this situation? (Circle the appropriate letter.)

a. Positive

b. Negative

2 Please name the emotions (one or more) you would
feel in this situation. (maximum 10 words)

3 What would you do in order to manage these
emotions in this situation? (maximum 50 words)









	What would you do to increase any positive emotion/s in this situation?
	What would you to do handle any negative emotion/s in this situation?



	 



	 



	 







4 Have you ever encountered this situation or
something like it? (Circle the appropriate
letter.)

a. Yes

b. No

5 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if your teacher helped
you, circle the appropriate letter below.

a. My teacher (current or past) tried to teach me
how to manage my emotions in this situation, and
it was successful.

b. My teacher tried to teach me how to manage my
emotions in this situation, but it was not
successful.

6 If your teacher tried to teach you to manage your
emotions in this situation, how
did he or she teach you to do this? (maximum 30
words)

7 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if you did not have help from
a teacher, circle the appropriate letter
below.

a. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situation, and it was
successful.

b. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situaiton, but it was
not successful.

c. I was not conscious enough of
my emotions in the situation and therefore could
not manage my emotions.

8 If you tried to manage your emotions in this
situation, how did you do so?
(maximum 30 words)

9 If you have any other comments about this
scenario or your emotions, please add them
here.




Scenario 5

The teacher arranges one-to-one tutorials with each student
in your class. The teacher explains that this will give you
and your classmates the opportunity to discuss your concerns
and any difficulties you might have with the language and
the course material.

1 What kind of emotions would you experience in
this situation? (Circle the appropriate letter.)

a. Positive

b. Negative

2 Please name the emotions (one or more) you would
feel in this situation. (maximum 10 words)

3 What would you do in order to manage these
emotions in this situation? (maximum 50 words)









	What would you do to increase any positive emotion/s in this situation?
	What would you to do handle any negative emotion/s in this situation?



	 



	 



	 







4 Have you ever encountered this situation or
something like it? (Circle the appropriate
letter.)

a. Yes

b. No

5 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if your teacher helped
you, circle the appropriate letter below.

a. My teacher (current or past) tried to teach me
how to manage my emotions in this situation, and
it was successful.

b. My teacher tried to teach me how to manage my
emotions in this situation, but it was not
successful.

6 If your teacher tried to teach you to manage your
emotions in this situation, how
did he or she teach you to do this? (maximum 30
words)

7 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if you did not have help from
a teacher, circle the appropriate letter
below.

a. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situation, and it was
successful.

b. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situaiton, but it was
not successful.

c. I was not conscious enough of
my emotions in the situation and therefore could
not manage my emotions.

8 If you tried to manage your emotions in this
situation, how did you do so?
(maximum 30 words)

9 If you have any other comments about this
scenario or your emotions, please add them
here.




Scenario 6

In your language class, one of your classmates becomes
extremely upset. After commenting “I will never learn
this language!” and saying some very negative things
about the teacher, your classmate runs out the door. You go
after your classmate and try to help.

1 What kind of emotions would you experience in
this situation? (Circle the appropriate letter.)

a. Positive

b. Negative

2 Please name the emotions (one or more) you would
feel in this situation. (maximum 10 words)

3 What would you do in order to manage these
emotions in this situation? (maximum 50 words)









	What would you do to increase any positive emotion/s in this situation?
	What would you to do handle any negative emotion/s in this situation?



	 



	 



	 







4 Have you ever encountered this situation or
something like it? (Circle the appropriate
letter.)

a. Yes

b. No

5 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if your teacher helped
you, circle the appropriate letter below.

a. My teacher (current or past) tried to teach me
how to manage my emotions in this situation, and
it was successful.

b. My teacher tried to teach me how to manage my
emotions in this situation, but it was not
successful.

6 If your teacher tried to teach you to manage your
emotions in this situation, how
did he or she teach you to do this? (maximum 30
words)

7 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if you did not have help from
a teacher, circle the appropriate letter
below.

a. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situation, and it was
successful.

b. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situaiton, but it was
not successful.

c. I was not conscious enough of
my emotions in the situation and therefore could
not manage my emotions.

8 If you tried to manage your emotions in this
situation, how did you do so?
(maximum 30 words)

9 If you have any other comments about this
scenario or your emotions, please add them
here.




Scenario 7

Your teacher divides the class into groups of four. The task
is to create a poster on the topic of bilingualism and
present it to the rest of the class at the end of the week.
You do not know one of the group members very well (i.e.,
you have never spoken outside class).

1 What kind of emotions would you experience in
this situation? (Circle the appropriate letter.)

a. Positive

b. Negative

2 Please name the emotions (one or more) you would
feel in this situation. (maximum 10 words)

3 What would you do in order to manage these
emotions in this situation? (maximum 50 words)









	What would you do to increase any positive emotion/s in this situation?
	What would you to do handle any negative emotion/s in this situation?



	 



	 



	 







4 Have you ever encountered this situation or
something like it? (Circle the appropriate
letter.)

a. Yes

b. No

5 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if your teacher helped
you, circle the appropriate letter below.

a. My teacher (current or past) tried to teach me
how to manage my emotions in this situation, and
it was successful.

b. My teacher tried to teach me how to manage my
emotions in this situation, but it was not
successful.

6 If your teacher tried to teach you to manage your
emotions in this situation, how
did he or she teach you to do this? (maximum 30
words)

7 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if you did not have help from
a teacher, circle the appropriate letter
below.

a. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situation, and it was
successful.

b. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situaiton, but it was
not successful.

c. I was not conscious enough of
my emotions in the situation and therefore could
not manage my emotions.

8 If you tried to manage your emotions in this
situation, how did you do so?
(maximum 30 words)

9 If you have any other comments about this
scenario or your emotions, please add them
here.




Scenario 8

The teacher asks you a question in class. You do not
understand the question, and therefore you ask the teacher
to repeat it. After the repetition, you still don’t
get the question.

1 What kind of emotions would you experience in
this situation? (Circle the appropriate letter.)

a. Positive

b. Negative

2 Please name the emotions (one or more) you would
feel in this situation. (maximum 10 words)

3 What would you do in order to manage these
emotions in this situation? (maximum 50 words)









	What would you do to increase any positive emotion/s in this situation?
	What would you to do handle any negative emotion/s in this situation?



	 



	 



	 







4 Have you ever encountered this situation or
something like it? (Circle the appropriate
letter.)

a. Yes

b. No

5 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if your teacher helped
you, circle the appropriate letter below.

a. My teacher (current or past) tried to teach me
how to manage my emotions in this situation, and
it was successful.

b. My teacher tried to teach me how to manage my
emotions in this situation, but it was not
successful.

6 If your teacher tried to teach you to manage your
emotions in this situation, how
did he or she teach you to do this? (maximum 30
words)

7 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if you did not have help from
a teacher, circle the appropriate letter
below.

a. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situation, and it was
successful.

b. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situaiton, but it was
not successful.

c. I was not conscious enough of
my emotions in the situation and therefore could
not manage my emotions.

8 If you tried to manage your emotions in this
situation, how did you do so?
(maximum 30 words)

9 If you have any other comments about this
scenario or your emotions, please add them
here.




Scenario 9

You go to your language class unprepared because something
happened and you didn’t have time to complete your
homework.

1 What kind of emotions would you experience in
this situation? (Circle the appropriate letter.)

a. Positive

b. Negative

2 Please name the emotions (one or more) you would
feel in this situation. (maximum 10 words)

3 What would you do in order to manage these
emotions in this situation? (maximum 50 words)









	What would you do to increase any positive emotion/s in this situation?
	What would you to do handle any negative emotion/s in this situation?



	 



	 



	 







4 Have you ever encountered this situation or
something like it? (Circle the appropriate
letter.)

a. Yes

b. No

5 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if your teacher helped
you, circle the appropriate letter below.

a. My teacher (current or past) tried to teach me
how to manage my emotions in this situation, and
it was successful.

b. My teacher tried to teach me how to manage my
emotions in this situation, but it was not
successful.

6 If your teacher tried to teach you to manage your
emotions in this situation, how
did he or she teach you to do this? (maximum 30
words)

7 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if you did not have help from
a teacher, circle the appropriate letter
below.

a. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situation, and it was
successful.

b. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situaiton, but it was
not successful.

c. I was not conscious enough of
my emotions in the situation and therefore could
not manage my emotions.

8 If you tried to manage your emotions in this
situation, how did you do so?
(maximum 30 words)

9 If you have any other comments about this
scenario or your emotions, please add them
here.




Scenario 10

The teacher repeats a grammar rule which certain students in
the class found hard to grasp. However, you have already
understood the rule, and such repetition might not be useful
for you. Instead, you would prefer some more practice with
the grammar point.

1 What kind of emotions would you experience in
this situation? (Circle the appropriate letter.)

a. Positive

b. Negative

2 Please name the emotions (one or more) you would
feel in this situation. (maximum 10 words)

3 What would you do in order to manage these
emotions in this situation? (maximum 50 words)









	What would you do to increase any positive emotion/s in this situation?
	What would you to do handle any negative emotion/s in this situation?



	 



	 



	 







4 Have you ever encountered this situation or
something like it? (Circle the appropriate
letter.)

a. Yes

b. No

5 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if your teacher helped
you, circle the appropriate letter below.

a. My teacher (current or past) tried to teach me
how to manage my emotions in this situation, and
it was successful.

b. My teacher tried to teach me how to manage my
emotions in this situation, but it was not
successful.

6 If your teacher tried to teach you to manage your
emotions in this situation, how
did he or she teach you to do this? (maximum 30
words)

7 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if you did not have help from
a teacher, circle the appropriate letter
below.

a. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situation, and it was
successful.

b. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situaiton, but it was
not successful.

c. I was not conscious enough of
my emotions in the situation and therefore could
not manage my emotions.

8 If you tried to manage your emotions in this
situation, how did you do so?
(maximum 30 words)

9 If you have any other comments about this
scenario or your emotions, please add them
here.






Wrap-up scenario

The teacher initiates a discussion about emotions in class.

1 Would you be willing to participate in such a
discussion? (Circle one)

a. Yes

b. No

2 Why or why not?

Thank you very much for completing the questionnaire.





Basic Information for Researchers or Teachers Who Administer
the Questionnaire

This message is for you and should not be given to the students.
Many of the statements concern the international validation
study.

1 In early pilot tests, it took learners 25–30
minutes for 10 scenarios. This might be different
for non-native speakers of English or for different
groups in various countries.

2 Ten scenarios are included in this version. Ten
additional scenarios are available in a different
version.

3 The same questions are used for all scenarios.

4 If you want to adapt a scenario to make it more
relevant to your study participants’ cultures
or lives, that will be just fine, but please contact
us in advance to discuss the adaptation.

5 Also let us know if you want to add a new scenario,
and we will discuss how this will affect the
international validation effort. New scenarios might
be a good idea if handled well!

6 In your study, please have each participant use
the same scenarios as all other
participants.

7 The Data Analysis Sheet, which follows,
contains our initial guidelines, and we welcome your
ideas, too. We want to create a system that everyone
can use for all the studies in our validation
research.

8 We invite you to analyze your own data following the
guidelines in the Data Analysis Sheet.
Please tabulate the quantitative data (using
frequencies and percentages) and list the
qualitative results for open-ended questions in the
systematic way we have portrayed.

9 If desired, you can also subjectively
interpret the data using your own
comments (in a different color font).

10 Our relationship with you will be interactive,
helpful, mutually informative, and positive. We will
be willing to share with you any findings from the
overall international validation study, as well as
our interpretations and comments about your
particular study. We deeply appreciate your joining
us, and we will be excited to see your data analysis
and discuss it with you. We want our joint efforts
to benefit your students and language learners
around the world.




Data Analysis Guidelines for Researchers or Teachers


Describing the Setting and the Sample (1 to 2 paragraphs)

For the international questionnaire validation research, as
well as for context for your own study, please describe your
setting and your student sample. Here is an excellent example.

The study was
conducted with 80 English-as-a-foreign-language
(EFL) learners studying in a private language school
in Northern Greece. The instruction of English (and
other foreign languages) in Greece is increasingly
provided by a thriving private sector of language
schools, which offer intensive foreign language
tuition to students 7 years of age and older.
Studying in these schools is not compulsory, but
students (and parents) prefer them to public schools
due to their higher quality of teaching and classes
which target English language exams from acclaimed
standardized examination boards (e.g., Cambridge
English Language Assessment), or national
standardized English testing centres. Certified
knowledge of English is now inextricably linked to
students’ future career development and
pursuit of academic goals abroad, thus making
private language schools the norm rather than the
exception within the country’s foreign
language education system.

Alternatively, you could split such an excellent paragraph
and describe separately (a) your setting and (b) your
student sample. More detail is generally better than
less.




Analyzing the Data

Below we provide detailed suggestions/guidelines for data
analysis. They might seem like a lot, but that is because we
have laid out every single detail (even repetitive details)
in order to communicate effectively with everyone, even
those who have not conducted research before. The guidelines
reflect the standard way that questionnaires are analysed.
Feel free to enter the quantitative data into SPSS or an
Excel spreadsheet to make the analysis easier.




Guidelines for Analyzing Section A: About Yourself

For a quantitative item, count the number of students
choosing each response option (a, b, c, etc.). Then tabulate
percentages for each of the response options (number
choosing that option divided by the total number of students
responding to the item). If there are any students who did
not answer anything for a given item, please make a note of
the non-respondents for that item.

For open-ended items (3, 4, and 5), such as the ones about
languages, please make a list of the responses, and indicate
the number of times each one was mentioned.




Guidelines for Analyzing Section B: Scenarios

Below is what we suggest for each scenario.

1 What kind of emotions would you experience in
this situation? (Circle the appropriate letter.)

a. Positive

b. Negative

• For a given scenario, please count the number
of students who mark positive emotions in relation
to this scenario and the number of students who
mark negative emotions. Then tabulate percentages
(number of students choosing each option in
relation to the total number of students). This
gives a picture of the general emotional tendency
of the scenario.

2 Please name the emotions you would feel in this
situation. (maximum 10 words)

• Positive emotions: Please make a
list of all positive emotions mentioned by
students for the given scenario. Please
count how many positive emotions
emerged. Indicate the number of times
a given positive emotion was mentioned for that
scenario.

• Negative
emotions: Please make a list of all
negative emotions mentioned by students for the
given scenario. Please count how many
negative emotions emerged. Indicate the
number of times a given negative
emotion was mentioned for that scenario.

3 What would you do in order to manage these
emotions in this situation? (maximum 50 words)









	What would you do to increase any positive emotion/s in this situation?
	What would you to do handle any negative emotion/s in this situation?



	 



	 



	 







• For this question, please make a
list of the actions (emotion regulation
strategies) that participants state they would use
to increase positive emotions in the
situation. Indicate the number of
times a particular strategy is
mentioned.

• For this question, also make a list
of the actions (emotion regulation
strategies) that participants state they would use
to handle negative emotions in this
situation. Indicate the number of
times a particular strategy is
mentioned.

4 Have you ever encountered this situation or
something like it? (Circle the appropriate
letter.) 

a. Yes

b. No

• For a given scenario, please count the number
of students who mark “yes” and the
number of students who mark “no” to
this question. Then tabulate percentages (number
of students choosing each option in relation to
the total number of students).

5 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if your teacher helped
you, circle the appropriate letter below.

a. My teacher (current or past) tried to teach me
how to manage my emotions in this situation, and
it was successful.

b. My teacher tried to teach me how to manage my
emotions in this situation, but it was not
successful.

• For a given scenario, please count the number
of students responding to each option in question
5, and then tabulate percentages (number of
students choosing each option in relation to the
total number of students).

6 If your teacher tried to teach you to manage your
emotions in this situation, how
did he or she teach you to do this? (maximum 30
words)

• LISTING NARRATIVE RESPONSES: Please compile a
list of the narrative responses, which will
probably be in the form of one paragraph (or a few
lines) per student. Even if a response is longer,
include the whole response.

• CATEGORIZING NARRATIVE RESPONSES: If there is
overlap in the narrative responses, classify the
responses into three to six categories, using your
best judgment. However, retain the full responses
as you organize the data into categories.

• The full responses will be among the most
interesting data for your study and the
international validation research. No matter how
long or short a narrative response is, please
retain it and report it.

7 If the answer to #4 is yes (that is, you
encountered this situation or something like it
before), and if you did not have help from
a teacher, circle the appropriate letter
below.

a. I
consciously tried to manage my
emotions in this situation, and it was
successful.

b. I consciously tried to manage
my emotions in this situaiton, but it was
not successful.

c. I was not conscious enough of
my emotions in the situation and therefore could
not manage my emotions.

• For a given scenario, please count the number
of students responding to each option in question
7, and then tabulate percentages (number of
students choosing each option in relation to the
total number of students).

8 If you tried to manage your emotions in this
situation, how did you do so?
(maximum 30 words)

• LISTING NARRATIVE RESPONSES: Please compile a
list the narrative responses, which will probably
be in the form of one paragraph (or a few lines)
per student. Even if a response is longer, include
the whole response.

• CATEGORIZING NARRATIVE RESPONSES: If there is
overlap in the narrative responses, classify the
responses into three to six categories, using your
best judgment. However, retain the full responses
as you organize the data into categories.

• The full responses will be among the most
interesting data for your study and the
international validation research. No matter how
long or short a narrative response is, please
retain it and report it.

9 If you have any other comments about this
scenario or your emotions, please add them here.

• LISTING NARRATIVE RESPONSES: Please compile a
list the narrative responses, which will probably
be in the form of one paragraph (or a few lines)
per student. Even if a response is longer, include
the whole response.

• CATEGORIZING NARRATIVE RESPONSES: If there is
overlap in the narrative responses, classify the
responses into three to six categories, using your
best judgment. However, retain the full responses
as you organize the data into categories.

• The full responses will be among the most
interesting data for your study and the
international validation research. No matter how
long or short a narrative response is, please
retain it and report it.




Wrap-up scenario

The teacher initiates a discussion about emotions in
class.

1 Would you be willing to participate in such a
discussion? (Circle one)

a. Yes

b. No

• For the wrap-up scenario, please count the
number of students who mark “yes” and
the number of students who mark “no”
to this question. Then tabulate percentages
(number of students choosing each option in
relation to the total number of students).

2 Why or why not?

• LISTING NARRATIVE RESPONSES: Please compile a
list the narrative responses for “Why”
and “Why not?” separately. Responses
will probably be in the form of one paragraph (or
a few lines) per student. Even if a response is
longer, include the whole response.

• CATEGORIZING NARRATIVE RESPONSES: If there is
overlap in the narrative responses, classify the
responses into three to six categories, using your
best judgment. However, retain the full responses
as you organize the data into categories.

• The full
responses will be among the most interesting data
for your study and the international validation
research. No matter how long or short a narrative
response is, please retain it and report it.






Going Beyond Data Analysis: Interpreting the Data

By the time you have analyzed the data for a few scenarios, you
will be very interested in the data, possibly to the point of
wanting to provide your own personal interpretations, which are
valuable. This is a great idea and might add significant depth
to the study. If you want to write down your own
interpretations, please feel free to do so, but please use a
different font color for
interpretations. Make sure we can
distinguish between the data analysis shown above and your
personal interpretation of the data. We, Christina and Rebecca,
will provide our own interpretations and comments to you after
you have shared your data analysis (and possibly your
interpretation) with us.




Are Other Colleagues Interested?

If you know of other researchers or teachers who might like to
join in the international validation study, please let us
know.




Do You Have Any Questions?

We assume you will have questions, which is typical when a
collaborative team is being formed. Please contact us at the
email addresses given earlier: cgkono@essex.ac.uk and
rebeccaoxford@gmail.com. We greatly look forward to
collaborating with you!












Conclusion

This chapter has presented some innovations or potential innovations
in strategy instruction, research, and assessment. I began with
ideas about the context of strategy instruction and the possibility
of differentiating and/or reframing strategy instruction to make it
optimally valuable to actual participants, not to some
depersonalized ideal student. I presented results of two
well-designed meta-analyses of strategy instruction studies and gave
pros and cons of meta-analyses. Next I discussed the value of
excellently constructed, mixed-methods research; the reality of
great flexibility in strategy roles and the need to capture this in
research; the omnipresence of complexity and how strategy research
can reflect it; the possibility of using task phases as a framework
for looking at strategies; and the often-forgotten necessity of
treating participants as though they are important to us (and not
just as one more cipher for a study). I ended by sharing a
completely new, scenario-based questionnaire about emotion
self-regulation. It represents a refreshing and scientifically
promising way of thinking about strategy assessment and strategy
research.










Further Readings


Kao,
T.-A. &
Oxford,
R.L. (
2014). Learning language through
music: A strategy for building inspiration and
motivation. In
R.L.
Oxford &
C.
Griffiths (Eds.),
Language learning strategy research in the
twenty-first century. Special issue,
System, 43,
114–120. Is it possible:
A Taiwanese pilot inveighing against his country’s cram
school culture and turning to Hip Hop music as his way to learn
English, Japanese, and dialectical Chinese? A busy man, working
full time, who nevertheless assiduously creates his own language
textbooks by using Hip Hop vocabulary and grammar? A serious, successful military
man who salutes the Hip Hop Declaration of Peace? A father who
is impassioned about learning and who designs his own very
successful, motivational strategy of culture, music, and
language (even though some of the language could not be said in
front of his daughter)? Yes, all of these depictions are true in
this authentic and informative narrative.



Mercer,
S. (
2015). Learner agency and
engagement: Believing you can, wanting to, and knowing how
to. Humanizing Language
Teaching, 17( 4).
Retrieved from www.hltmag.co.uk/aug15/mart01.rtf Mercer’s
article is a great introduction to agency, engagement, and
strategies. Mercer is a strategy enthusiast, strong linguist,
grand thinker, and psychology expert who correctly believes that
agency is the basis of strategy use and that motivation and
emotions are closely tied to strategy use.



Plonsky,
L. (
2011). Systematic review
article: The effectiveness of second language strategy
instruction: A meta-analysis.
Language Learning, 61(
4), 993
–1038. This should be on the
“required reading” list for those who want to know
about the value of strategy instruction. It should be compared
with the Donker et al. (2014) meta-analysis of
strategy instruction studies in other fields. Plonsky conducted
an expert study. He not only managed the technical sides of the
meta-analysis effectively, but he also examined with uncommon
care the strengths and weaknesses of L2 strategy instruction
research and of strategy instruction itself. The implications
section is very useful.



Williams,
M.,
Mercer,
S., &
Ryan,
S. (
2015). Exploring psychology in language
learning and teaching.
Oxford:
Oxford University Press.
This is an Oxford Handbook for Language Teachers. It is an
easy-to-read, fascinating book that will be attractive to busy
scholars and teachers. It is grounded in current theory and
research and therefore to be trusted. This is a good book to
read in order to place learning strategies into the broader
context of the whole learner. It is especially valuable in areas
such as emotions, motivation, agency, and mindsets.



Zhou,
Y.,
Oxford,
R.L., &
Wei,
Y. (
2016). A Chinese student’s
early education in U.S. K-12 schools: A multilevel
perspective. In
W.
Ma &
G.
Li (Eds.),
Chinese-heritage students in North American schools:
Understanding hearts and minds beyond test scores
(pp. 25–40).
New York:
Routledge. This chapter
took years to write and refine because it was about the ongoing
education of a young Chinese-American learner of English as a
second language. Her parents expended tremendous energy to
provide an environment that would enrich their daughter, both
linguistically and academically. The daughter’s learning
strategies were creative and fruitful. (It is interesting to
note that she graduated from Princeton University in 2016.)











Questions, Tasks, and Projects for Readers

Use or adapt these questions, tasks, and projects for your own growth
or that of your students or colleagues.

1 Read the Kao and Oxford (2014) article.

a. What are the details of Kao’s master
strategy? What were the smaller strategies within
this major one?

b. Why was he so inspired?

c. What were the outcomes?

d. Have you ever used such an impassioned strategy
or observed anyone else using one?

e. Kao
described his strategy as an instance of learner
autonomy. In what ways do you think he was
correct?

f. What do you think Kao would talk about with
Phil Benson (2011), the world’s present-day guru
of autonomy, if they could meet someday?

2 Read Plonsky’s (2011) meta-analysis of strategy instruction
studies.

a. Why could this meta-analysis be called
“brilliant,” as I described it?

b. Where did Plonsky find the strategy instruction
studies?

c. How did he decide which ones could be admitted
into the statistical analysis? Do you agree with
this decision?

d. What were the major moderator variables?

e. What were the most frequent outcome
variables?

f. What criteria were used for assigning
“small” and “medium”
effect sizes?

g. In addition to the Plonsky’s study
implications as cited in this chapter, what other
implications did you find in Plonsky’s
article?

h. In general, what are the benefits and
limitations of meta-analyses of strategy
instruction studies?

3 Read the meta-analysis by Donker et al. (2014).

a. Where did the authors find the strategy
instruction studies?

b. How did they decide which ones could be
admitted into the statistical analysis? Do you
agree with this decision?

c. What were the major moderator variables?

d. What were the most frequent outcome
variables?

e. What criteria were used for assigning effect
sizes?

f. What implications did you find in the
article?

g. Could you extrapolate any information from this
meta-analysis of general learning strategy
instruction to L2 learning strategy instruction?
If so, what would you say?

4 Think about the relationship between hope and strategy
use.

a. Read about Snyder’s hope theory in Rand
and Cheavens (2011).

b. What is the role of strategies in that
theory?

c. Describe the ways in which the theory has
dynamic, moving, active parts.

d. Hope theory is not specifically about
learning strategies. How could
hope theory be understood or changed to refer to
learning strategies?

e. Why would we say that hope is useful or even
necessary (a) to learn new learning strategies and
(b) to seek learning strategies that best fit the
language task?

f. Describe to a colleague or friend the way hope
theory could relate to language learning and to
learning strategies. Discuss how the concept of
hope could be interwoven into learning strategy
instruction.

5 Think about mindsets (growth and fixed). Refer to Chapter 2 if
necessary.

a. How could you overtly use the concept of
mindsets to reframe or expand learning strategy
instruction?

b. Read Dweck (2006) on mindsets. Identify five ways in
which mindsets relate to learning strategies.

c. Think about the suggestions made in this
chapter for embedding mindsets into strategy
instruction. Take any two of these suggestions and
elaborate on them. To do so, write a list of
additional ideas for strategy instruction
activities. Discuss your ideas with someone else
and expand the list still further.

d. If you are a language teacher, try out some of
these mindset-enhanced strategy instruction ideas
in your teaching and journal about the
results.

e. If you are not a language teacher, consider
sharing your ideas with a language teacher who is
interested in strategy instruction.

6 Think about
mixed-methods research (qualitative and quantitative)
for learning strategies.

a. In what ways is mixed-methods research
valuable?

b. Refer to any book on mixed-methods research in
education to find out the different kinds of
mixed-methods research that exist.

c. What examples of mixed-methods research exist
concerning learning strategies? For a good
example, see Amerstorfer, 2017.

d. What does the mixed methodology add to your
understanding of learning strategies?

7 As Chapter 4
stated and this chapter reiterates, strategies are not
locked tightly into specific categories for all time. In
practice a given strategy can serve different
roles.

a. A “cognitive” strategy might
sometimes serve an emotion-regulation role. Give
an example of how this might work, preferably from
your own experience or observation.

b. What other examples can you give of the
fluidity of strategy roles?

c. Why is this important?

d. How does this knowledge change your attitudes
about many strategy research studies, which have
relied on ironclad strategy labels and
categories?

e. How would you suggest that researchers should
account for the fluidity and flexibility of
strategy roles?

f. Given role fluidity, should the traditional
strategy labels be forgotten, softened, or
maintained? Explain your answer.

8 Name 5–10 ways in which complexity influences
strategy instruction, strategy assessment, and strategy
research. Explain your answer to someone else.

9 How could self-regulated learning task phases be
incorporated into strategy research and assessment? Why
would this be valuable?

10 Read about retrodictive qualitative modeling and the
idiodynamic method. How could these research modes help
us understand the complex, dynamic ways in which
strategies operate? If you are interested in conducting
collaborative research using one of these methods,
contact me, and I will try to establish relevant
linkages.

11 Learners are honored and important. That is one reason
why you are interested in learning strategies and why
you are reading this book. However, as noted in this
chapter, learners who participate in strategy research
studies (and many other studies in education) often
receive little direct benefit from the studies. Often
they do not even receive any personalized feedback in
terms of questionnaire results. How could you change
this situation? What difference would it make to the
participants, to the strategy field, to language
learning, and to education as a whole?

12 Take the scenario-based, emotion-regulation questionnaire
in this chapter, or obtain a more fully formatted
version from its authors. To take the questionnaire,
consider yourself as a language learner. After taking
the questionnaire, respond to the questions below to
think about the experience.

a. Which scenarios were the most meaningful to you
and why? Which were the most stressful and the
least stressful?

b. What did you learn about your emotions as a
result of this questionnaire? Just as importantly,
what did you discover about your emotional
self-regulation as a consequence of this
questionnaire? What strategies have you developed
over time to manage your emotions in stressful
situations?

c. What was your ratio of “positive”
and “negative” emotions in response to
these scenarios?

d. Choose one of the statements in the following
pair and argue for it, giving personal examples.
It might be interesting to do this with someone
else. – “Negative emotions never help
me” versus “There can occasionally be
positive outcomes when I feel sad, angry, or
worried, because these emotions motivate me to do
something to feel better.”










Notes


1
In just a single book, Kramsch (2002) cited cross-fertilization across
disciplines: physics (chaos/complexity theory, dissipative
systems theory), psychology (connectionism), biology,
physiology, semiotics, social psychology, sociology,
ethnomethodology, and philosophy.



2
Munia Khan, retrieved from
http://www.goodreads.com/quotes/tag/dualism
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Postscript

Brief Summary of the Strategic Self-Regulation
(S2R) Theory


 

 

 

 

 



The Strategic Self-Regulation (S2R) Model has been
integrated throughout this book. I will summarize it according to
the various sections and chapters of the book.















Section A. Focusing: Greater Clarity for Definitions and Theories 

Before now, there has been no single, encompassing definition of L2
learning strategies. To bring order out of chaos, Table 1.5 (Chapter 1) provides such
a definition, based largely on but going beyond a major, new content
analysis of existing definitions. We need to further refine this
S2R strategy definition. We must aim toward
consensus, at least in general terms. See Chapter 1.

The S2R Model has several key foci, as noted in Chapters 2
and 3. The “soul of strategies” consists of
self-regulation, agency, autonomy, and associated factors. We might
call these “learner strength” factors. Additionally, an
often unrecognized but crucial triad is context, complexity, and
learning strategies.















Section B. Flexibility and Function: Understanding L2 Learning
Strategies According to Their Roles in Context 

The S2R Model underscores the fact that some strategies
have more than one purpose and that strategy classifications, if
used dogmatically, can be misleading. Based on extensive evidence,
the model rejects the rigid duality of language learning versus
language use. The model also highlights metastrategies, such as
planning and monitoring, which operate smoothly across multiple
domains (cognitive, motivational, social, and affective/emotional).
See Chapter 4.

On the next page, Table
PS-1 shows general types of metastrategies and
strategies, along with metaphors as memory aids, organized by domain
(see Chapters 5 and 6 for details).

While these seem to be very clear categories of metastrategies and
strategies, the S2R Model also emphasizes that any given
strategy, such as analyzing, might have a variety of purposes
(cognitive, affective, social, and motivational) at various times
and in specific contexts for a given learner (see Chapter 4 for concrete
examples). We need to consider the particular role a strategy or
metastrategy has for the person in the situation.















Section C. Live Applications: Strategies in the Skill Areas and
the Language Subsystems 

The S2R Model in this edition has advanced beyond the
first edition in terms of going much more deeply into live
applications of learning strategies in the language subsystems
(grammar and vocabulary, Chapter 7), in reading
and writing skill areas (Chapter 8), and in aural/oral skill areas (listening,
phonology, pronunciation, speaking/oral communication, and
pragmatics, Chapter 9).
According to the model, we should view L2 learning strategies in
authentic, contextualized applications like these, as well as in
their theoretical modes.


Table PS-1 Domains, Metastrategies, Corresponding Strategies, and
Their Metaphors









	Domains
	Metastrategies
	Strategies that correspond with the
metastrategies





	Cognitive
	Metacognitive (The Master Builder)1
	Cognitive (The Building Brigade)1



	Motivational
	Metamotivational (The Guiding Light)2
	Motivational (The Rays of Light)2



	Social
	Metasocial (The Community Manager)3
	Social (The Community Workers)3



	Affective (Emotional)
	Meta-affective (The Master Framer)4
	Affective (The Framing Associates)4





Notes: 

1.
These metastrategies and strategies are involved in
building schemata, i.e., mental frameworks. Hence,
the strategies focus on building. 


2.
Motivation is the light or spark that makes people
want to move and act, so these metastrategic and
strategic metaphors refer to light. 



3.
This domain involves context, communication, and
culture (CCC). These metaphors refer to community,
which is a general way of looking at CCC. 



4.
The Master Framer and the Framing Associates, as the
learner’s affective metastrategies and
strategies, frame (and reframe) the emotional
outlook of the learner.



















Section D. Innovations: Strategy Instruction, Assessment, and
Research 

The S2R Model is forward-looking. A few examples of actual
and potential innovations are (a) differentiating strategy
instruction to meet specific learner needs; (b) deepening strategy
instruction so that it overtly reflects autonomy and other values
rather than just embodying task-by-task strategies; (c) using
scenario-based strategy assessments (a major new one is directly
included in Chapter
10), along with improved versions of more traditional
assessments of strategies; (d) learning from key meta-analyses of
strategy instruction studies (two landmark meta-analyses are
summarized), while recognizing limitations of meta-analyses; and (e)
employing new, complexity-informed, possibly strategy-relevant
research techniques, such as retrodictive qualitative modeling and
the idiodynamic approach. Chapter 10 mentions these options and offers
resources.








Appendix A

Definitions of and Comments about Second Language, Foreign Language, and Other Associated Terms

 

 

 

 

 

Many terms like second language and foreign language are confusing, although they are often used by teachers, students, educational administrators, and even authors and language experts. I provide some definitions and raise some issues below.





Second versus Foreign Language

• A second language is roughly defined as one that is learned in a location where it is the main language of communication for most people (example: a Kenyan learns Polish as a second language in Warsaw).


○ A second language setting, as compared to a foreign language setting (see below), is sometimes viewed as being distinctly advantageous because it offers more opportunities to use the language and thus to learn from using it.

○ However, this image does not take into account the fact that many second language learners live in enclaves or families where opportunities to use the language are not abundant.

○ A further problem with lies with the ordinal number second. Multilingual people do not fit the “second language” mold: they might already know two, three, four, or more languages as they are learning another one.

○ The term second language acquisition has these and other problems to face.



• In contrast to a second language, a foreign language is often viewed as a language that is learned in a setting where that language is not the main vehicle of communication (example: a French person learns Swahili as a foreign language in Paris).


○ A foreign language context is traditionally considered to be an environment in which the learner is has neither the challenge nor the opportunity to learn the language well.



■ However, many so-called foreign language contexts are multilingual and multicultural, rather than homogeneous, and they offer rich learning opportunities.

■ Some foreign language teachers use simulations and role-plays that make the foreign language setting more like an environment of a second language.

■ Due to media availability, foreign language learners can instantly communicate with tandem speaking partners around the world, play language games digitally, look up grammar points online, access websites for language instruction, listen to songs on YouTube, watch movies in the language, and find online guidance on how to become a more strategic and more self-regulated learner.

■ Because of this abundance, the term foreign language no longer has a sense of grave limitation in terms of resources and opportunities.



○Some experts have rejected the term foreign language because they see “foreign” as socially “strange” or “threatening” and therefore as a pejorative phrase.

○ Terms such as world language, global language, and international language have arisen to take the place of foreign language, though foreign language is still widely used.



• Media and travel have caused the meanings of second language and foreign language to become blurred (Oxford, 2016).


○ The media, in particular the electronic media, have blurred mental, geographic, linguistic, and cultural oundaries. Thanks to the media, a French person in Paris finds it possible to access immense amounts of Swahili input with little effort.

○ Moreover, massive global travel further erases old delineations, limitations, and expectations.









Heritage Language 

• A heritage language is a language other than the dominant language(s) used in a given social context. In this definition, any language other than English in the U.S. might be viewed as a heritage language for users of that language. Some users of a heritage language can only understand the language when spoken to, while others can also speak it, and others can additionally read and write it. Types of heritage languages are immigrant heritage languages, indigenous heritage languages, and colonial heritage languages. (All information from Kelleher, 2010).

• The term heritage language is not universally adopted or understood. Sometimes learners of Spanish as a heritage language in the U.S. are placed into classes for “Spanish as a foreign language,” even when there are sufficient numbers of these learners to create a heritage language class.







Target Language 

• The term target language refers to the language that is being learned or developed. This term evokes some uncomfortable metaphors.


○ The native speaker is the omniscient “target” that is always to be emulated (in the problematic, “native-speaker ideology”). In that perspective, the term target language is the supposedly ideal language of the supposedly perfect native speaker. (See the discussion of native speakers later.)

○ By analogy, an archery metaphor would show a learner shooting arrows at the target language or at a target level of the target language. The learner might miss the target entirely, hit an outer circle, or perhaps even hit the “bull’s eye” in the center.

○ In the military view of target, a weapon, such as a cannon or bomb, is aimed at a target (in this case, at a group of people or an object) with the goal of killing it, weakening it, or otherwise incapacitating it. This would be an intriguing metaphorical view of a target language – something to be killed, weakened, or incapacitated.

○ The archery and military images above might suggest that attainment can occur in a one-time effort if the arrow, bullet, or bomb goes in the right direction, perhaps suggesting that the initial conditions (aptitude, aiming, and/or initial strength) are all that matters.



• Despite these serious difficulties, the term target language is often seen as a “neutral” phrase and is used widely.







English as a Lingua Franca 

English as a lingua franca (ELF) usually refers to English as a means of communication for speakers of different first languages. The concern is not for meeting some sort of idealized, native-speaker (see later) linguistic or cultural norm; the emphasis is on intercultural communication. Example: A Spanish tourist discusses the Roman Forum in English with a Russian tourist while seeing the sights in Rome. For details about ELF, see Seidlhofer (2004) and Firth (2009). ELF is only one possible lingua franca, but it is the most obvious and widespread lingua franca at this time.







L2, L3, …, and LX 

• Despite the insufficiency of terms such as foreign and second language learning, L2 has emerged over time as the most accepted “umbrella” abbreviation with which to refer to any language that is being learned and that is not the person’s own native language.

• Of course, the “2” in L2 might be far off-base, since, as stated earlier, a person might already know several languages when he or she is learning another one. That is why some authors refer to L3, L4, or L8 for greater precision.

• Dewaele (2011) suggested the use of LX, defined as any languages(s) that a multilingual person has learned after the age of three, i.e., after the period when the L1 (see below) has typically been well established.








L1, Native Language, Non-Native Language, Native Speaker, Non-Native Speaker 

• The L1, or first language/mother tongue, can be technically defined as any language developed before the age of three (Dewaele & Pernelle, 2015).

• The term native language refers to a person’s L1 (see the specific definition of L1 by Dewaele & Pernelle), although some individuals in bilingual or multilingual families develop more than one L1. The term non-native language can therefore be defined as a language that a person develops after the age of three.

• The term native speakers (NS) is freighted with politicolinguistic connotations, with a native speaker of a language originally being seen as linguistically and culturally superior to a non-native speaker (NNS). In contrast, the implication is that the subordinate NNS should seek to emulate the “target”, i.e., the omniscient and fully appropriate NS (Doerr, 2009; Firth & Wagner, 2007a, 2007b). This could be considered a demeaning, ideologically based contrast.

• This contrast does not take into account reality of multilingual groups and transient goups (Firth & Wagner, 2007a), nor the the influences of media mentioned earlier.

• The contrast between NS and NNS also fails to take into account the varieties of a given language around the world or even in a specific country or location.







Language Acquisition, Development, and Learning 

• Diane Larsen-Freeman (2015) convincingly argued that the term (second) language acquisition should probably be shelved because it suggests the once-and-for-all, non-process-based achievement/gaining of a language.

• Larsen-Freeman (2015) promoted the term language development, which suggests a gradual unfolding over time, not in any ready-made pattern but instead in a given individual’s own mode. Development implies movement, often forward, but not without challenges, haltings, and occasional regressions.

•The term development, as in human development, of which language development is a part, often suggests stages, which sometimes overlap over time (Sigelman & Rider, 2014). The developmental path for any person is not strictly linear, and many internal and external factors are involved.

• The term language learning seems acceptable because it, like development, implies a process rather than a final attainment. Chapter 1 provides some definitions of this term.

• In this book I usually employ the term language learning but also occasionally say language development. My use of either of these terms emphasizes process rather than product. I avoid using the term language acquisition unless in reference to the academic field formally known as second language acquisition (SLA). 
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Appendix B

Sources of Quotations in Epigraphs

 

 

 

 

 










Chapter 1

Blessed rage &? to order words of the sea,
&

And of ourselves and of our origins

Wallace Stevens, “The Idea of Order at Key
West”

Stevens, W. (1954). The idea of order at Key West. Collected poems of
Wallace Stevens. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc.

Presented online by the Academy of American Poets. Retrieved from

https://www.poets.org/poetsorg/poem/idea-order-key-west

Also: Oxford, R.L. (2003, p. 75)

Oxford, R.L. (2003). Toward a more systematic model of second language
learner autonomy. In D. Palfreyman & R. Smith (Eds.), Learner
autonomy across cultures (pp. 75–91). London: Palgrave
Macmillan.












Chapter 2 – Agency SRL

[Agency is] the sense of knowing and having what it takes to achieve
one’s goals.

Little, Hawley, Henrich, & Marsland (2002, p. 390)

Little, T.D., Hawley, P.H., Henrich, C.C., & Marsland, K. (2002). Three
views of the agentic self: A developmental synthesis. In E.L. Deci &
R.M. Ryan (Eds.), Handbook of self-determination research
(pp. 389–404). Rochester, NY: University of Rochester
Press.












Chapter 3 – Complexity

We & cannot separate the learner or the learning from context in
order to measure or explain them.

Diane Larsen-Freeman & Lynne Cameron (2008, p. 205)

Larsen-Freeman, D. & Cameron, L. (2008). Research methodology in language
development from a complex systems perspective. Modern Language
Journal, 92(2), 200–213.












Chapter 4

Fluidity and discontinuity are central to the reality in which we
live.

Mary Catherine Bateson (1989, p. 13)

Bateson, M. C. (1989). Composing a Life. New York: Grove
Press.












Chapter 5

At the broadest level, self-regulation refers to intentional or
purposeful acts that are directed from within the person. & [A]ll
humans have an impressive capacity for self-regulation &

Todd Heatherton

Heatherton, T.F. (2011). Neuroscience of self and self-regulation.
Annual Review of Psychology, 62, 363–390.
doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.121208.131616 Retrieved from
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3056504/












Chapter 6

Past the raincloud’s curse,

Beyond the rusted weathervane

That spins wildly in the dark,

I reach for hope.

I pray for courage.

I want to learn.

Rebecca L. Oxford, June, 2016












Chapter 7

Like everything metaphysical, the harmony between thought and reality is
to be found in the grammar of the language.

Ludwig Wittgenstein

Ludwig Wittgenstein quotation in T.H. Broome (2010), Metaphysics of
engineering. In I. van de Poel & D. E. Goldberg (Eds.),
Philosophy and engineering: An emerging agenda (p.
297). Dortrecht: Springer. doi:10.1007/978-90-481-2804-4












Chapter 8

Either write something worth reading or do something worth writing.

Benjamin Franklin

Retrieved from the Harry S. Truman Library and Museum,
http://www.trumanlibrary.org/whistlestop/hh/ywyr_4.htm












Chapter 9

The person who refuses to learn is a potted plant and only grows to the
size of the pot. The curious, strategic, communicative learner grows
deep, expanding roots.

Josephine Cox (2016)

Cox, J. (2016). Class presentation. EESL-627, Teaching Adult Language
Learners, Professor R.L. Oxford, University of Alabama at
Birmingham (UAB), USA.












Chapter 10

Education is the most powerful weapon which you can use to change the
world.

Nelson Mandela

Retrieved from United Nations Resources for Speakers on Global Issues:
Education for All (EFA),
http://www.un.org/en/globalissues/briefingpapers/efa/quotes.shtml
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