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This article provides an introduction to the state of the art of language learning strategies in the twenty-first century – a panoramic view of the international landscape of strategies. In the landscape are eight key areas of controversy and discussion: strategy definitions, strategies and proficiency, theoretical underpinnings, categorization, context, teachability, research methodology, and analysis. In addition, this article presents a synopsis of the rest of the articles in this special issue and explains the methodology guiding the three articles in the unique “Multiple-Researcher Perspectives” section of this special issue. The article concludes with a statement about global reach and a roadmap for the future. 
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BACKGROUND
The history of the language learning strategy concept goes back quite a long way. First brought to wide attention in the 1970s by researchers such as Rubin (1975), Stern (1975), Hosenfeld (1976), and Naiman et al. (1978), the strategy concept engendered interest that continued into the 1980s (for instance, Chamot, 1987; O’Malley et al., 1985; Wenden and Rubin, 1987) and into the 1990s (for instance, Cohen, 1998; O’Malley and Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990, 1996; Wenden, 1991). As the new millennium dawned, interest in language learning strategies remained vibrant, as evidenced by its ongoing presence in the literature (for instance, Cohen, 2011; Cohen and Macaro, 2007; Griffiths, 2008, 2013; Oxford, 2011). 

Nevertheless, over the years the strategy concept has been far from uncontroversial. Variously described as “elusive” (Wenden and Rubin, 1987, p. 7) or “fuzzy” (Ellis, 1994, p. 529), strategies have attracted vigorous debate on a number of levels, eight of which we will review here: strategy definitions, strategies and proficiency, theoretical underpinnings, categorization, context, teachability, research methodology, and analysis.
Strategy definitions
There have been numerous attempts to define strategies. According to an early definition provided by Rubin (1975, p. 43) strategies are “the techniques or devices which a learner may use to acquire knowledge.”  When O'Malley et al. (1985) came to conduct their research, they based their definition on Rigney’s (1978) definition of learning strategies as procedures which facilitate acquisition, retention, retrieval, and performance. Oxford (1990, p. 8) provided another well-known definition of language learning strategies as “specific actions taken by the learner to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, and more transferable to new situations.” Definitional consensus was not assisted by some writers' use of conflicting terminology such as learning behaviors (Politzer and McGroarty, 1985; Wesche, 1977), tactics (Seliger, 1984), and techniques (Stern, 1992), rival terms which were employed more or less (but not always exactly) synonymously with the term strategy as used elsewhere in the literature. This lack of accord led Macaro (2006) to abandon the attempt to achieve an all-encompassing definition and to opt instead for listing defining characteristics according to location, size, abstractness, relationship to other strategies, explicitness of goal orientation, and transferability. Griffiths (2008, 2013), however, argued that in order to conduct meaningful research, a definition of the construct being researched is essential, and following an exhaustive review of previous literature, she produced a definition of language learning strategies as “activities consciously chosen by learners for the purpose of regulating their own language learning” (2008, p. 87; 2013, p. 36). This is one of the simplest definitions, and it touches the heart of the matter. 

Strategies and proficiency
Research over the years has shown that the relationship between strategies and proficiency is not uncomplicated. Porte (1988), for instance, discovered that his under-achieving students were using many strategies, though they were not always used appropriately. Vann and Abraham (1990) came to a similar conclusion with their pair of unsuccessful learners. A negative relationship between strategy use and achievement was discovered by Gardner et al. (1997), who ascribed this finding to the fact that their sample consisted of experienced language learners who did not need to employ a large strategy repertoire. Contrary to these findings, the study by Green and Oxford (1995) discovered that the higher-level students reported using strategies of all kinds significantly more frequently than the lower level students. Dreyer and Oxford (1996) found a significantly positive correlation between frequency of strategy use and successful TOEFL scores, while Park (1997) also discovered more frequent use of strategies among more proficient learners. Griffiths (2003) identified some of the strategy items and groups which were more typical of higher and lower level students. Likewise, Kyungsim and Leavell (2006) discovered that the more active strategy users in their study made faster progress than those who employed strategies less often. In other words, a number of studies have demonstrated a significant positive correlation between strategy use and successful language learning.
Theoretical underpinnings

Perhaps the strongest critique of strategy research has come from Dörnyei and Skehan (2003, p. 610), who believed that strategy research has often been carried out in a “theoretical muddle,” resulting in a great deal of “conceptual ambiguity” which has never been “cleared away.” In order to address such criticism, Griffiths (2013) undertook a theoretical analysis of the strategy concept and concluded that strategies are basically a cognitive phenomenon, a view developed at length by O’Malley and Chamot (1990), based on the work of cognitive psychologist John Anderson (for instance, 1980). From a cognitive perspective, learning language is not merely a matter of behaviorist habit formation: like any other kind of learning, learning language involves taking in information which is then processed and acted upon (Bialystok, 1978, 1881, 1991; Dörnyei, 2005; McLaughlin, 1978; McLaughlin, Rossman, and McLeod, 1983; O’Malley and Chamot, 1990; Rubin, 1975, 1981; Skehan, 1998; Williams and Burden, 1997). From a cognitive point of view, learners are viewed as capable of generating rules (Chomsky, 1959, 1965, 1968), learning from errors (Corder, 1967), developing interlanguage (Selinker, 1972), establishing mental frameworks known as schemata (R. Anderson, 1977), and employing metacognition to manage their own learning (N. Anderson, 2008), thereby bringing order into a complex and chaotic system (Larsen-Freeman, 1997). Learning strategy theory, however, is not theoretically uncomplicated, and it may also include some audiolingual/behaviorist elements, such as repetition/memory strategies, and there may also be an important  sociocultural/communicative/interactive dimension (for instance, Lantolf, 2000; Littlewood, 1981; Long, 1996; Oxford, 2011; Oxford and Schramm, 2007; Vygotsky, 1978; Widdowson, 1978) in the form of interactive strategies which process and act upon information received from the sociocultural environment (Leontiev, 1978). We can see, therefore, that strategy theory has a somewhat eclectic theoretical foundation. In addition to its essentially cognitive base, strategy theory also includes elements of complexity/chaos theory, behaviorism, sociocultural theory, activity theory and, perhaps, others. This has produced a “web of interlocking theories” (Oxford, 2011, p. 60) which may help to explain why language learning strategy theory has been so resistant to any simple “theoretical clarification” (Dörnyei and Skehan, 2003, p. 610) for so long. Strategies are theoretically multifaceted, and although the need for a sound theoretical base for the purpose of meaningful research is acknowledged, perhaps we should also be careful that attempts at clarification do not oversimplify and thereby reduce the richness and predictive potential of a phenomenon which is by its nature extremely complex.

Categorization


Yet another highly contentious issue in the language learning strategy arena has been that of categorization. There have been numerous attempts to classify strategies. Rubin (1981) identified two kinds of learning strategies which she labelled direct and indirect, while O’Malley et al. (1985) opted for a tripartite classification system (cognitive, metacognitive, and social). Using Rubin’s direct/indirect dichotomy, Oxford (1990) further subdivided strategy items in her Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) into six categories: memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective, and social. She later refined the categories to eliminate overlap and encourage greater theoretical cohesion, resulting in four strategy categories: cognitive, affective, sociocultural-interactive, and the master category of “metastrategies,” which includes but is not limited to metacognitive strategies (Oxford, 2011). Three strategy categories (cognitive, metacognitive, and resource management) were suggested by Pintrich and Garcia (1991) and a tripartite model (comprehension, storage, and using) was again used by Purpura (1999). Yang (1999) produced a six-factor model (functional practice, cognitive-memory, metacognitive, formal-oral, social, and compensation), while Schmidt and Watanabe (2001) included only four factors (cognitive, social, study, and coping). Taking a somewhat different approach, Cohen, Oxford, and Chi (2003) categorized their Language Strategy Use Inventory according to skills. As we can see, over the years, there has been little consensus in the area of strategy classification and there have been a number of criticisms of various classification systems (for instance, LoCastro, 1994; Cohen and Dörnyei, 2002; Ellis, 1994, 2008; Oxford and Cohen, 1992). According to Woodrow (2005, p. 91), repeated attempts to group strategies have been “fraught with contradictions,” and Rivera-Mills and Plonsky (2007, p. 536) noted that “there is no consensus” regarding strategy categorization. Faced with such controversy, Griffiths (2008, 2013) advised avoiding a priori strategy classification and grouping strategies according to post hoc thematic analyses instead. This is a practical solution for the moment, but strategy theorists would be well advised to converse directly with each other – rather than indirectly on the pages of journal articles – and work collaboratively to devise a more consistent set of theoretically sound strategy categories that can be widely applied.

Context

The key role of context in language learning has been explored by a number of authors (e.g. Kramsch, 1993; Lantolf, 2000), and it is often Norton and Toohey (2001) who are credited with first bringing the importance of the situated learner to the attention of the TESOL profession. A number of authors have also explored the influence of context on strategy use (e.g. Oxford, 1996; Kyungsim and Leavell, 2006; Takeuchi, Griffiths, and Coyle, 2007). The possibly contextually inappropriate use of pre-existing strategy inventories has been criticized (e.g. LoCastro, 1994). As Woodrow (2005, p. 96) put it: “With so many contextual influences on strategy choice, it seems that a single instrument could not possibly be applicable and useful to all possible groups of language learners.” For this reason, if researchers choose to use a pre-existing strategy inventory, they are encouraged by Oxford (2011, p. 162) to “make cultural adaptations and re-assess . . . reliability and validity in each study and each sociocultural context.” Griffiths (2008) went further and discussed the construction of the ELLSI, an original strategy inventory using strategy items that students in the context involved actually said they used. The underlying assumption of this bottom-up approach was that such an instrument, tailored to the needs and characteristics of the group with which it was to be employed, would measure students’ actual strategy use more reliably than an instrument imported from elsewhere. Two approaches are therefore recommended to counter the criticisms levelled at the use of pre-existing instruments: 

· adaptation according to the needs of the particular learners, situations, goals and research purpose; and
· construction of a new instrument specifically designed to accommodate the unique characteristics of the situated target research population. 

Teachability 


A cognitive view of language learning (as discussed under Theoretical Underpinnings above) suggests that, in addition to being able to employ strategies to actively engage in the process of learning, strategies are themselves learnable and teachable. However, although this may sound straightforward in principle, the teaching/learning aspect of language learning strategies has proven to be not so straightforward in practice, and attempts to train learners to use strategies more effectively have often produced “only qualified success” (Rees-Miller, 1993, p. 679). As evidence of this claim, Rees-Miller quoted studies by O’Malley (1987) and by Wenden (1987), both of which were only partially successful. As a result, Rees-Miller (1993) questioned whether the time spent raising awareness of strategy use might not be better spent directly teaching language, at least until the situation has been clarified by further research.  Nevertheless, there have been some successful strategy training programs, such as the Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach or CALLA (Chamot and O’Malley, 1986), the Learning to Learn course (Ellis and Sinclair, 1994), and the Strategies-Based Instruction or SBI program (Cohen, Weaver, and Li, 1998) and a later iteration known as Styles-and-Strategies-Based Instruction or SSBI (explained by Cohen, 2011). Furthermore, there are many (for instance, Chamot, 2004; Oxford and Nyikos, 1989) who have argued that, even if it is only partly successful, strategy instruction is an important part of the language teacher’s role. A corollary to this argument is that it is both possible and necessary to continue identifying success factors within any type of strategy instruction.
Research methodology
Although, as noted below under the heading of Analysis, questionnaires have formed the “backbone” of strategy research methodology, increasingly researchers are becoming aware of the need to triangulate their findings by means of complementary research methods. As Woodrow (2005, p. 96) explained, “In the area of LLS research, there is a need for richer . . . descriptions of LLS use. This can be achieved by using more qualitative methods.” These kinds of methods might include interviews, observations, think-aloud protocols, learning logs, diaries, or dialogue journals (see, e.g., Oxford, Lavine, Felkins, Holloway, and Saleh, 1996). Gaining popularity is a tradition of narrative inquiry (for instance, Barkhuizen, 2011; Benson and Nunan, 2002, 2005; Oxford, 2012, 2013). According to Barcelos (2008, p. 37) “Narratives are an excellent method to capture the essence of human experience and of human learning and change,” and they are capable of providing “rich insights” (Kiernan, 2010, p. xv). Oxford (2011, pp. 166-167)  emphasized the value of narrative for understanding learners’ strategies: “Narratives, such as learner diaries and learner histories, often provide much more contextualized information than many other . . . techniques. Learners tell their own stories of L2 learning in specific sociocultural situations, describe the strategies they used to handle specific learning challenges and needs, and explain how they felt in various episodes and instances. . . . In addition to being a strategy assessment tool, a narrative is also a well-recognized, respected research method.” Oxford and her students and colleagues (Oxford, Daniels, Wei, and Richter, 2011; Oxford et al., 1996; Oxford, Meng, Zhou, Sung, and Jain, 2007) have used learner narratives effectively in portraying learning strategies in numerous contexts, often in relation to emotion, motivation, learning styles, proficiency, and other factors.
The combination of qualitative and quantitative research methodologies produces a number of mixed-methods tools, such as those presented by Creswell (2007). While an extensive discussion of such tools is beyond the scope of this article, examples of mixed-methods research are found in this special issue (see, for example, articles by Harish and Gunning).

Analysis

Yet more controversy has been generated from the way strategy research has been analyzed. Over the years, probably the most common method used in strategy research has been the Likert-scale type questionnaire, the use of which has been widely debated (for instance, Aldridge and Levine, 2001; Dörnyei, 2003, 2007; Nunan, 1992; Oxford, 1996, 2011). Reid (1990, p. 323) questioned the reliability and validity of Likert-scale-type instruments when she discussed the “dirty laundry of ESL survey research.” Turner (1993, p. 736) suggested that “limitations in language ability may prevent [students] from responding in a manner that accurately reflects their true opinion or attitude.” Although translating a questionnaire may help to circumvent this language difficulty in some circumstances, this is often not a practical option in multilingual classrooms, and translation can insert unintended meanings. Regarding the possibility of ambiguity, Gu, Wen, and Wu (1995) questioned the degree to which student self-report ratings on Likert-scale instruments can be relied on to be an accurate reflection of actual use, since what is “often” to one respondent may be rated quite differently by another. However, Gu et al. (1995) pointed out that such scales can be useful if administered and interpreted with care. 

When it comes to statistical analysis, Jamieson (2004) argued that Likert scales are often abused, since, by their nature, such scales produce ordinal data for which non-parametric statistical tests, rather than parametric ones, are appropriate. Although, as Jamieson (2004, p. 1217) pointed out, “It has become common practice to assume that Likert-type categories constitute interval-level measurement,” this is not the case, since “intervals between values cannot be presumed equal.” It is true that, over the years, many researchers in the strategy field (including the authors of this article) have been guilty of using inappropriate parametric statistical procedures to analyse ordinal questionnaire data, perhaps on the advice of supervisors or other “experts,” since language teachers are not commonly also mathematicians and must often rely on advice from others. However, the inappropriateness of using ANOVA or Pearson product-moment correlation instead of their non-parametric equivalents might be to a degree forgiven if we consider some additional realities cited by professional statisticians. “For many [parametric] statistical tests, . . . [even] severe departures (from equal-intervalness) do not seem to affect Type I and Type II errors dramatically” (Jaccard and Wan, 1996, p. 4), especially if the sample of participants is large (Briand, El Emam, and Morasca, 1996; Ferguson and Takane, 2005; Niness, Rumph, Vasquez, Bradfield, and Niness, 2002) or if the scale has at least five categories (Jaccard and Wan). Statisticians thus emphasize the minimal difference caused by using parametric tests rather than non-parametric tests when analysing results of scales with non-equal intervals. From experience, if a result that is significant on a parametric test (such as Pearson correlation) is re-calculated using a non-parametric test (such as Spearman’s rho), it is usually still significant, but the significance level is sometimes slightly weaker. However, although the difference is often minimal, it would be best to employ the correct statistical procedures for the highest quality of strategy research.  

So far this discussion of analysis has addressed only quantitative research using questionnaires. In this special issue, Yongqi Gu tackles questions regarding think-aloud data, which can be analyzed qualitatively as well as quantitatively. Elsewhere Oxford (2012, 2013) described varied, rich techniques for the analysis of narrative data. These included, for instance, using a three-stage grounded theory approach to analysis, involving constant comparison between the data and the unfolding themes. (These stages are shown in three of the articles in the special issue and are discussed later in the present article.) Other analytic techniques for narratives include mapping action trajectories, looking for influences, identifying sociocultural hierarchies, plotting multiple voices, noting significant details, and citing the “triple re-storying” that is often involved in a learner’s narrative (the re-storying or change that occurs in the learner’s life by virtue of learning the language, the re-storying that happens when the learner tells his or her experiences, and the re-storying that is part of the researcher’s interpretive role) (Oxford, 2012, 2013). 
We have portrayed eight areas of discussion and contention within the landscape of language learning strategies in the twenty-first century. What we have said so far serves as a helpful context for the following explanation of this special issue.
THE CURRENT SPECIAL ISSUE
This special issue includes largely qualitative research, particularly from the narrative tradition, as well as highlighting mixed-methods research from two countries. In this issue, 23 language learning strategy contributors reflect in different ways upon the use of language learning strategies in 13 countries in different parts of the world: New Zealand, the UK, the US, Canada, Germany, Argentina, Taiwan, the People’s Republic of China, Japan, Korea, Singapore, India, and South Africa. In addition, several of the authors now work in places different from the locations on which their article focuses. For instance, the New Zealand contributor is now in Turkey, the author of the Singaporean article now works in New Zealand, and the author of the study conducted in India now teaches in the Sultanate of Oman. All authors have made strategy-related talks in at least one country, and most have done so in many countries. In short, the authors and the articles in this special issue touch the world.

The articles offered here address many gaps and questions in the research on language learning strategies. The articles, taken together or separately, talk straightforwardly about context. Several of the articles grapple with issues of research methodology and analysis. All the articles are concerned in various ways with definitions, and all reflect certain theoretical underpinnings. Several articles provide evidence of the practical assessibility and teachability of learning strategies. 

Each of the three sections in this special issue has its own birth process and offers something new to the literature. We will now explain each section and the articles in it.
Multiple-Researcher Perspectives

A special section of this issue is called “Multiple-Researcher Perspectives.” The genesis of the articles in that section should be explained in some detail. The first editor, Oxford, asked 17 strategy specialists – Anna Uhl Chamot, Andrew Cohen, Carol Griffiths, Pamela Gunning, Vee Harris, Cassandra Kawai, Yasushi Kawai, Roberta Lavine, Ana Longhini, Xiaomei Ma, Ernesto Macaro, Yaru Meng, Carisma Nel, Young Ye Park, Joan Rubin, Karen Schramm, and Nae-Dong Yang – to write stories, long or short, about how learning strategies influenced their personal and professional lives and how their own work has contributed to language learning, language teaching, and strategy research. Oxford added a story of her own, creating total of 18 strategy experts whose stories are included in the “Multiple-Researcher Perspectives” section. (Contributions by Gunning are in two sections, this one and the “Independent Researchers’ Perspectives” section.) 
Because the three articles in the “Multiple-Researcher Perspectives” section follow the same fundamental methodology, in the interest of space-saving we present that methodology here and only allude to it briefly in each of the three articles. To stimulate the original writing of the stories for this section, Oxford gave the strategy experts an open-ended set of questions and asked them, as authors, to respond in their own self-chosen ways, using any emphases they wished. They were encouraged to be as creative and personal as they desired and to talk about their engagement with learning strategies across the years. The questions were as follows:

· What is your own personal story about learning strategies?

· What role have learning strategies played in your life as a learner, teacher, strategy researcher, teacher trainer, or all four?

· How did you first become involved with learning strategies? What were the setting and the situation? What motivated you? 

· Who were some of the key people who influenced you to become involved with learning strategies? Did you have any ongoing or especially memorable mentors? What did you learn from them?

· What situational or intellectual factors helped you to become an expert in the strategy field?

· What contributions have you made to the strategy field to date? Who has benefited most from those contributions, in your view? 
· Where do you want to go from here with learning strategies? What are your next steps? What do you want to achieve in the future and why?

The contributors provided a range of theoretical and practical answers in their narratives. Oxford then analyzed these stories using a grounded theory approach, which, rather than beginning with a hypothesis as with traditional quantitative research, begins with the data which are then analyzed into meaningful categories, stage by stage (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). Grounded theory is a general approach that is used to derive a theory from observed and collected data; the data are allowed to speak for themselves (Corbin and Strauss, 2007). In the “Multiple-Researcher Perspectives” section, the data consisted of the content of the stories written by strategy specialists. Following any qualitative data collection, the data need to be coded. At the open coding stage phenomena are identified and roughly categorized into preliminary themes, without any preconceived notions or pre-established category names (Corbin and Strauss, 2007). The next stage, axial coding, makes connections between categories by providing conceptual axes around which the key ideas revolve (Corbin and Strauss, 2007; Strauss and Corbin, 1998). This stage allows the themes to emerge more definitively and to become better organized. At this stage, specific themes are also condensed into broader themes (Creswell, 2007). The final stage, selective coding, identifies one theme as the most important and encompassing (Corbin and Strauss, 2007). Throughout this process, the themes are continually compared with the data (the constant comparison technique) to ensure the best fit.
 
The first article in the “Multiple-Researcher Perspectives” section, “Experts’ Personal Metaphors and Similes about Language Learning Strategies,” arises from many fascinating uses of figurative language by six strategy experts: Rebecca Oxford, Carol Griffiths, Ana Longhini, Andrew Cohen, Ernesto Macaro, and Vee Harris. At the first stage of analysis, open coding, a dozen diverse groups of metaphors and similes are cited: (a) construction, (b) visual arts, (c) food and drink, (d) liquid, (e) travel/movement, (f) cultivation, (g) music, (h) light, (i) sports, (j) business, (k) animals, and (l) temperature. In the second analytic phase, the prior themes are consolidated into larger, more encompassing themes: (a) awakening to strategies for the first time, (b) receiving and giving powerful gifts along the strategy journey, and (c) various forms of learner self-management. The final analytic phase reveals the major theme: the necessity of understanding learning strategies metaphorically and literally and the importance of recognizing and honoring appropriate, albeit diverse, theories. 

“The Learning Strategy Prism: Perspectives of Learning Strategy Experts” is written by Rebecca Oxford, Joan Rubin, Anna Uhl Chamot, Karen Schramm, Roberta Lavine, Pamela Gunning, and Carisma Nel. In this article, the prism is used as a guiding metaphor revealing the multifaceted aspects of language learning strategies. The prism is a transparent body with nonparallel facets, which refract white light. With the help of grounded theory, many detailed categories are identified in this article’s open coding stage. In axial coding, seven general themes emerge across the stories in the “Prism” article and are then associated with the seven colors in the spectrum: red for learners and their strategy needs, orange for specific kinds of help given to learners, yellow for strategy instruction integrated into language teaching, green for preparing teachers, blue for strategy model-building and research, indigo for government policies about learning strategies, and violet for life changes and emotions experienced by the authors. The overarching theme, identified through selective coding, is the diversity of aspects of language learning strategies. The article brings these aspects together and reveals their theoretical and practical significance.
The third and final article in the “Multiple-Researcher Perspectives” section, “Focus on Context: Narratives from East Asia,” presents stories of four learning strategy experts: (a) Yasushi Kawai and Cassandra Kawai from Japan; (b) Young Ye Park from Korea, (c) Xiaomei Ma and Yaru Meng from the People’s Republic of China, and (d) Nae-Dong Yang from Taiwan. Their stories are woven together by Griffiths and Oxford. Many innovative, strategy-based instructional efforts are explained in the authors’ stories: challenging and interesting oral communication activities, strategy research with children, a technology-aided diagnostic and prescriptive language learning system, and computer-aided learner portfolios. The aim of all of these efforts is to enhance the English-learning motivation and proficiency of Asian students, many of whom do not have ready access to native English speakers for communication purposes. With the help of the grounded theory approach, the following six themes emerged at the axial coding stage: (a) challenges faced by language learners in East Asia, (b) the specialists’ own use of learning strategies, (c) social participation leading to new forms of autonomy, (d) the specialists’ mission, (e) the role of assessment, and (f) the importance of technology. The most general theme, based on selective coding, is that East Asian students’ challenges do not need to become permanent liabilities if these students know and use helpful learning strategies supported by dedicated teachers, appropriate assessment, and modern technology.

Independent Researchers’ Perspectives

Three independent authors – Yongqi Gu, Sindhu Harish, and Pamela Gunning – were invited by Oxford to share their empirical research studies and methodological ideas as part of this special issue. Their articles comprise the section called “Independent Researchers’ Perspectives.”
Sindhu Harish, communication professor at Sohar University in the Sultanate of Oman, reports on a longitudinal, mixed-methods case study conducted in India’s Kerala State. The study focuses on the social strategies of Malayalee undergraduate students in eight colleges of a university and highlights three communication contexts: in class, on campus outside the classroom, and off campus. Using structuralist and sociocultural perspectives, Harish shows that Malayalee students, though motivated and cooperative, do not make optimal use of interactive social strategies. Their perceived right to use these strategies and to become proficient communicators in English has been hindered by custom and by language education policies. The article stresses that less proficient Malayalee students need acculturation into English speaking groups in order to develop autonomy and become more confident in moving from schools to colleges. 

Yongqi Gu, who represents Victoria University of Wellington, New Zealand, offers a strategy-related article entitled “To Code or Not to Code: Dilemmas in Analysing Think-Aloud Protocols in Learning Strategy Research with Primary School Children.” The research study underlying this article, though conducted in Singapore, has implications for researchers around the world who wish to conduct strategy research, particularly with primary school children. Gu emphasizes that the approach to coding and analyzing qualitative data must cohere with the way the data are elicited and the study’s foundational epistemology, i.e., way of knowing. He points to two key dimensions of dilemmas involved in making coding decisions: the nature of the qualitative data coding and the nature of learning strategies.  His article is a compact and crucial guidebook for researchers focusing on qualitative research or employing mixed-methods research. 
The research for Pamela Gunning’s article, “Children’s Learning Strategy Use and the Effects of Strategy Instruction on Success in Learning ESL in Canada,” comes from Québec, Canada. Gunning reports on a four-month, mixed-methods case study investigating the effects of strategy instruction and strategy use on oral interaction tasks among sixth graders living in largely Francophone towns. The qualitative side of the methodology is very rich, based on interviews, classroom observations, and other techniques. The quantitative aspect is quasi-experimental, with two intact classes from two schools serving as the treatment and control groups. Yin’s social interaction mode, in which researchers and teachers collaborate, offers an important addition to the research methodology. Results show that the treatment group, after receiving learning strategy instruction, surpassed the control group in English proficiency and strategy use. The study is extended beyond the planned steps because of the treatment group’s rapid achievements.  
Students’ Perspectives

Oxford invited two then-students, Rui Ma and Kao Tung-An, to write articles for the section entitled “Students’ Perspectives.” Their contributions were based on the authors’ outstanding research papers in graduate classes taught by Oxford at two universities. 
Rui Ma’s article, “A Psychosocial Diary Study Focusing on Listening and Speaking: The Evolving Interaction of Learning Styles and Learning Strategies in a Motivated, Advanced ESL Learner,” provides a detailed view of strategies used by the author, who is a visually-oriented, introverted ESL learner in a highly auditory, extrovert-favoring, second-language context. Readers of this article will be struck by the author’s strategies for planning, organizing, and evaluating her learning; the flexibility of her intellect and her cognitive strategies; her strategic efforts to manage personal emotions and social interactions; and her tenacious courage in facing difficulties.  An additional, major strand in this article is learning style, about which the author provides deep and useful insights.  This introspective diary study is enhanced by a fine review of prior research and a strong theoretical framework. 
Kao Tung-An, an officer in the Air Force of Taiwan, was a military graduate student when he wrote the article “Learning Language through Music: A Strategy for Building Inspiration and Motivation.” This article, like Rui Ma’s above, is founded on retrospective research, looking back at the author’s implementation of a highly successful, creative learning strategy: using rap music for motivation and inspiration for language learning. The author explores the positive side of rap music while recognizing the problems with that genre. For the author, rap music stimulates such excitement that he creates his own rap-based English language textbook and materials, analyzes rap lyrics and their vocabulary and grammar, translates rap’s street language into standard English as needed, and imbibes Hip Hop culture. His combination of music, language, and culture links the right and left brain hemispheres, thus opening the entire brain – and rap as a worldwide phenomenon — to language learning. 

CONCLUSİON AND ROADMAP FOR THE FUTURE
This introductory article began with an examination of eight areas of concern about language learning strategies: strategy definitions, strategies and proficiency, theoretical underpinnings, categorization, context, teachability, research methodology, and analysis. While identifying the problems regarding language learning strategies, we nevertheless contended that the strategy field has offered, and continues to offer, important information to teachers, learners, and researchers and that strategies can make language learning more effective. The next part of this article explained the three sections of the special issue: “Multiple-Researcher Perspectives,” “Independent Researchers’ Perspectives,” and “Students’ Perspectives.” It also provided information on the origin of the articles and offered a synopsis of each article. This article now concludes with a statement about global reach and a roadmap for the future. 
Global reach of this special ıssue
With their global origins, the articles in this special issue are designed to touch the world and are likely to contain something of interest to every reader of System, regardless of whether he or she has been engaged with learning strategies in the past. The co-editors and the article authors welcome every reader and are especially open to new ideas from different parts of the world to help language students learn more strategically and hence more effectively and efficiently. Our goal is to improve strategy research and practice in the twenty-first century and ultimately to enhance language learning and teaching around the globe. We encourage theoretical and practical discussions related to the articles in this issue and the learning strategy field at large. These discussions should occur in a global milieu of cooperation, collaboration, and free exchange, rather than being characterized by less constructive, back-and-forth sparring. We wish to open up new dialogues concerning the purposes and potentialities of language learning strategies and the epistemologies and issues underlying strategy research and theory.

A roadmap for the future of the strategy field

Where is the language learning strategy field likely to go in the twenty-first century? We believe that there will be a coming together of strategy researchers and theorists around the central cognitive and metacognitive aspects of language learning strategies, while not shortchanging the affective and social aspects. The sociocultural context of learning strategies will become more widely known, as mentioned in the literature review in the “Prism” article and in the article by Harish.

Moreover, we often witness the excitement teachers and researchers show concerning the practical assessment and teaching of learning strategies. This excitement, aided by in-depth research that shows improved strategy assessment and strategy instruction techniques for the classroom, is likely to continue unabated. Models such as SSBI and CALLA offer significant potential for the classroom. 
Greater consistency of research findings will emerge if future studies build on what we have learned from prior investigations in actual classrooms and if they go further, guided by sound theory. Where relevant, qualitative research should increasingly follow the grounded theory approach. It would also be useful for researchers and theorists in the language learning strategy field to pay close attention to the successful strategy research conducted by investigators in other educational fields. Stronger research connections can be forged between strategy researchers in the second/foreign language field and their colleagues in other disciplines, such as first language education, mathematics education, science education, and educational psychology in general. At this point, insufficient cross-disciplinary interchange seems to be occurring. 
In the twenty-first century, research involving learning strategies might reveal a marked trend in the direction of think-aloud protocols and learner narratives, although traditionally quantitative research on strategies will no doubt continue. Criticism over misuse of Likert-scaled instruments will die down when the ordinal nature of such scales leads researchers to more consistently use nonparametric statistical tests, even though the findings of those tests are actually quite similar to those of parametric tests in many cases. Use of teacher narratives would serve to open up the process of strategy instruction in new ways.

Definitional issues might or might not be resolved in the twenty-first century; it is difficult to reach consensus when some strategy researchers are wedded to their own idiosyncratic definitions. However, we predict that there will be an increasing groundswell of interest in definitions that emphasize learners’ strategic self-regulation, definitions such as those found in the main strategy-focused books published between 2007 and 2013 and cited in this article. 
Self-regulation might look somewhat different in diverse parts of the globe, largely because of educational systems influenced by contrasting cultural values, but there is hope that researchers from varied cultures will make an real effort to learn from each other. An example of international sharing is the May, 2014 conference in Graz, Austria called “Matters of the Mind: Psychology of Language Learning.” This worldwide research forum includes topics such as autonomy (related to self-regulation), learning strategies, metacognition, and individual differences and offers the possibility of global cross-fertilization of ideas. A new strand of research is focused on strategic learners’ peak experiences, hot cognition, and resilience in sociocultural context. This strand, initiated by the present article’s second author, is part of the Graz conference.
In short, in the twenty-first century many matters of contention will be handled more effectively, and new ideas will be interjected. The situation will be particuarly positive if researchers who have conflicted in the past learn to keep an open mind and seek to collaborate rather than criticize. If the predominant attitude is one of mutual sharing on a global scale, the learning strategy field will show promise and produce results aimed at improving language learning and teaching for this century and beyond. Rather than a fleeting or unfounded hope, we believe that this can be a reality.
REFERENCES
ALDRIDGE, A. and LEVINE, K. (2001) Surveying the Social World: Principles and Practice in Survey Research. Buckingham-Philadelphia: Open University Press.
ANDERSON, J. (1980) Cognitive Psychology and İts Implications. San Francisco: W.H. Freeman & Co.
ANDERSON, N. (2008) Metacognition and good language learners. In C. Griffiths (Ed.), Lessons from Good Language Learners, pp. 99-109. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
ANDERSON, R. (1977) The notion of schemata and the educational enterprise. In Anderson, R., Spiro, J. and Montague, W. (eds.), Schooling and the Acquisition of Knowledge, pp. 415-431. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

BARCELOS, A. (2008) Learning English: Students’ beliefs and experiences in Brazil. In Kalaja, P., Menezes, V., and Barcelos, A. (eds.), Narratives of Learning and Teaching EFL, pp. 35-48. Houndmills, UK: Palgrave Macmillan.
BARKHUIZEN, G. (2011) Narrative knowledging in TESOL. TESOL Quarterly 45(3), 391-444.
BENSON, P. and NUNAN, D. (eds.) (2002) The Experience of Language Learning. Special Issue, Hong Kong Journal of Applied Linguistics 7(2). 

BENSON, P. and NUNAN, D. (eds.) (2005) Learners’ Stories: Difference and Diversity in Language Learning. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

BIALYSTOK, E. (1978) A theoretical model of second language learning. Language Learning 28(1), 69-83. 

BIALYSTOK, E. (1981) The role of conscious strategies in second language proficiency. Modern Language Journal 65, 24-35. 

BIALYSTOK, E. (1991) Achieving proficiency in a second language: A processing description. In Phillipson,  R. Kellerman, E., Selinker, L., Sharwood-Smith, M., and Swain, M. (eds.), Foreign/Second Language Pedagogy Research, pp. 63-67. Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters. 
BRIAND, L., EL EMAM, K., and MORASCA, S. (1996) On the application of measurement theory in software engineering. Empirical Software Engineering 1(1), 61-88. 

CHAMOT, A.U. (1987) The learning strategies of ESL students. In Wenden, A. and Rubin, J. (eds.), Learner Strategies in Language Learning, pp. 71-83. London: Prentice Hall. 
CHAMOT, A.U. (2004) Issues in language learning research and teaching. Electronic Journal of Foreign Language Teaching 1(1), 14-26.
CHAMOT, A. and O’MALLEY, M. (1986) A Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach: An ESL Content-Based Curriculum. Wheaton, MD: National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education. 

CHOMSKY, N. (1959) Review of Verbal Behavior by B.F. Skinner. Language 35, 26-58. 

CHOMSKY, N. (1965) Aspects of the Theory of Syntax. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

CHOMSKY, N. (1968) Language and Mind. New York: Harcourt, Brace, & World. 

COHEN, A.D. (1998) Strategies in Learning and Using a Second Language. (1st ed.) London: Longman. 

COHEN, A.D. (2011) Strategies in Learning and Using a Second Language (2nd ed.) London:  Longman. 

COHEN, A.D. and DÖRNYEİ. Z. (2002) Focus on the language learner: Motivation, styles and strategies. In Schmitt, N. (ed.), An Introduction to Applied Linguistics, pp. 170-190. London: Edward Arnold. 

COHEN, A.D. and MACARO, E. (2007) Language Learner Strategies: Thirty Years of Research and Practice. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.
COHEN, A.D., OXFORD, R.L., and CHI, J. (2003) Language Strategy Use İnventory. Minneapolis, MN: Center for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition, University of Minnesota. http://www.carla.umn.edu/maxsa/documents/langstratuse_inventory.pdf
COHEN, A., WEAVER, S., and LI, T. (1998) The impact of strategies-based instruction on speaking a foreign language. In Cohen, A.D., Strategies in Learning and Using a Second Language, pp. 107-156. London: Longman. 
CORBIN, J. AND STRAUSS, A. (2007) Basics of Qualitative Research. (3rd ed.) Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
CORDER, S. P. (1967) The significance of learners' errors. International Review of Applied Linguistics 5, 160-170. 
CRESWELL, J. (2007) Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design. (2nd ed.) Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
DÖRNYEI, Z. (2003) Questionnaires in Second Language Research. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

DÖRNYEI, Z. (2005) Psychology of the language learner: Individual differences in second language acquisition.  Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
DÖRNYEİ, Z. (2007) Research Methods in Applied Linguistics. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

DÖRNYEİ, Z. and SKEHAN, P. (2003) Individual differences in second language learning. In Doughty, C. and Long, M. (Eds.), Handbook of Second Language Acquisition, pp. 589-630. Oxford, UK: Blackwell. 

DREYER, C. and OXFORD, R.L. (1996) Learning strategies and other predictors of ESL proficiency among Africaans speakers in South Africa. In Oxford, R.L. (ed.), Language Learning Strategies around the World: Cross-Cultural Perspectives, pp. 61-74. Manoa, HI: Second Language Teaching and Curriculum Center, University of Hawai’i. 

ELLIS, G. and SINCLAIR, B. (1994) Learning to Learn English. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
ELLIS, R. (1994) The Study of Second Language Acquisition. (1st ed.) Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

ELLIS, R. (2008) The Study of Second Language Acquisition (2nd ed.) Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.
FERGUSON, G.A. and TAKANE, Y. (2005) Statistical Analysis in Psychology and Education. (6th ed.). Montreal, Quebec: McGraw-Hill Ryerson. 

GARDNER, R., TREMBLAY, P., and MASGORET, A. (1997) Towards a full model of second language learning: An empirical investigation. Modern Language Journal 81, 344-362. 
GLASER, B. and STRAUSS, A. (1967) The Discovery of Grounded Theory. New York: Aldine. 

GREEN, J. and OXFORD, R. (1995) A closer look at learning strategies, L2 proficiency, and sex. TESOL Quarterly 29(2), 261-297. 

GRIFFITHS, C. (2003) Patterns of language learning strategy use. System 31, 367-383. 

GRIFFITHS, C. (2008) Strategies and good language learners. In Griffiths, C. (ed.), Lessons from Good Language Learners, pp. 83-98. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

GRIFFITHS, C. (2013) The Strategy Factor in Successful Language Learning. Bristol, UK: Multilingual Matters. 

GU, Y., WEN, Q., and WU, D. (1995) How often is often? Reference ambiguities of the Likert-scale in language learning strategy research. Occasional Papers in English Language Teaching 5, 19-35. ELT Unit, Chinese University of Hong Kong. 

HOSENFELD, C. (1976) Learning about learning: Discovering our students’ strategies. Foreign Language Annals 9, 117-129

JACCARD, J. and WAN, C.K. (1996) LISREL Approaches to Interaction Effects in Multiple Regression. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

JAMIESON, S. (2004) Likert scales: How to (ab)use them. Medical Education 38, 1212-1218

KIERNAN, P. (2010) Narrative Identity in English Language Teaching. Houndmills, UK: Palgrave Macmillan. 

KRAMSCH, C. (1993) Context and Culture in Language Teaching. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

KYUNGSIM, H. and LEAVELL, A. (2006) Language learning strategy use of ESL students in an intensive English learning context. System 34(3), 399-415. 

LANTOLF, J. (Ed.). (2000) Sociocultural Theory in Second Language Learning. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

LARSEN-FREEMAN, D. (1997) Chaos/complexity science and second language acquisition. Applied Linguistics 18(2), 141-165. 

LEONTIEV, A. (1978) Activity, Consciousness and Personality. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

LITTLEWOOD, W. (1981) Communicative Language Teaching. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

LoCASTRO, V. (1994) Learning strategies and learning environments. TESOL Quarterly 28(2), 409-414. 

LONG, M. (1996) The role of the linguistic environment in second language acquisition. In William, R. and Tej, B. (eds.), Handbook of Second Language Acquisition, pp. 413–468. San Diego: Academic Press. 

MACARO, E. (2006) Strategies for language learning and for language use: Revising the theoretical framework. Modern Language Journal 90(3), 320-337. 

McLAUGHLIN, B., ROSSMAN, T., and MCLEOD, B. (1983) Second language learning: an information-processing perspective. Language Learning 33(2), 135-158. 

NAIMAN, N, FRÖHLICH, M., STERN, H., and TODESCO, A. (1978) The Good Language Learner. Research in Education Series No.7. Toronto: Ontario Institute for Studies in Education.

NINESS, C., RUMPH, R., VASQUEZ, E., BRADFIELD, A., and NINESS, S. (2002) Multivariate randomization tests for small-N behavioral research: A web-based application. Behavior and Social Issues 12, 64-74. 

NORTON, B. and TOOHEY, K. (2001) Changing perspectives on good language learners. TESOL Quarterly 35(2), 307-322.

NUNAN, D. (1992) Research methods in language learning. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

O’MALLEY, J. M. (1987) The effects of training in the use of learning strategies on learning English as a second language. In Wenden, A. and Rubin, J. (eds.), Learner Strategies in Language Learning, pp. 133-143. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

O’MALLEY, J. M. and CHAMOT, A. (1990) Learning Strategies in Second Language Acquisition. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

O’MALLEY, J. M., CHAMOT, A., STEWNER-MANZANARES, G., KÜPPER, L., and RUSSO, R. (1985) Learning strategies used by beginning and intermediate ESL students. Language Learning 35(1), 21-46. 

OXFORD, R.L. (1990) Language Learning Strategies: What Every Teacher Should Know. Boston: Heinle & Heinle. 

OXFORD, R.L. (Ed.). (1996) Language Learning Strategies around the World: Cross-Cultural Perspectives. Manoa, HI: Second Language Teaching and Curriculum Center, University of Hawai’i.

OXFORD, R.L. (2011) Teaching and Researching Language Learning Strategies. Harlow, UK: Pearson Education.
OXFORD, R.L. (2012) Meaning-making, border crossings, complexity, and new interpretive techniques: Expanding our understanding of learner narratives. Zeitschrift für Fremdsprachenforschung (Journal of Foreign Language Research) 22(2), 221-241.
OXFORD, R.L. (2013) Understanding language learner narratives. In Arnold, J. and Murphey, T. (eds.), Meaningful Action: Earl Stevick’s İnfluence on Language Teaching, pp. 95-110. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

OXFORD, R.L. and COHEN, A.D. (1992) Language learning strategies: Crucial issues in concept and classification. Applied Language Learning 3(1-2), 1-35. 

OXFORD, R.L., DANIELS, S., WEI, M., and RICHTER, E. (2011, Mar. 27) Emotions and hot cognition in second and foreign language (L2) learning. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Association of Applied Linguistics, Chicago, IL.

OXFORD, R.L., LAVINE, R.Z., FELKINS, G., HOLLOWAY, M.E., and SALEH, A. (1996) Telling their stories: Language students use diaries and recollection. In Oxford, R.L. (ed.), Language Learning Strategies around the World: Cross-Cultural Perspectives, pp. 19-34. Manoa, HI: Second Language Teaching and Curriculum Center, University of Hawai’i.

OXFORD, R.L., MENG, Y., ZHOU, Y., SUNG, J., and JAIN, R. (2007) Uses of adversity: Moving beyond learner crises. In A. Barfield and S. Brown (eds.), Reconstructing Autonomy in Language Education: Inquiry and İnnovation, pp. 131-142. London: Palgrave Macmillan. 

OXFORD, R. and NYIKOS, M. (1989) Variables affecting choice of language learning strategies by university students. Modern Language Journal 73(3), 291-300.

OXFORD, R.L. and SCHRAMM, K. (2007) Bridging the gap between psychological and sociocultural perspectives on L2 learner strategies. In Cohen, A.D. and Macaro, E. (eds.), Language Learner Strategies: Thirty Years of Research and Practice, pp. 47-68. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

PARK, G. (1997) Language learning strategies and English proficiency in Korean university students. Foreign Language Annals 30(2), 211-221. 

PINTRICH, P. and GARCIA, T. (1991) Student goal orientation and self-regulation in the college classroom. Advances in Motivation and Achievement 7, 371-402. 

POLITZER, R. and McGROARTY, M. (1985) An exploratory study of learning behaviours and their relationship to gains in linguistic and communicative competence. TESOL Quarterly 19, 103-123. 

PORTE, G. (1988) Poor language learners and their strategies for dealing with new vocabulary. ELT Journal 42(3), 167-171. 

PURPURA, J. (1999) Learner Strategy Use and Performance on Language Tests: A Structural Equation Modelling Approach. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

REES-MILLER, J. (1993) A critical appraisal of learner training: theoretical bases and teaching ımplications. TESOL Quarterly 27(4), 679-687. 

REID, J. (1990) The dirty laundry of ESL survey research. TESOL Quarterly 21(2), 323-338. 
RIGNEY, J.W. (1978) Learning strategies: A theoretical perspective. In O’Neil, H.F. Jr. (ed.), Learning Strategies, pp. 165-205. New York: Academic Press.
RIVERA-MILLS, S. and PLONSKY, L. (2007) Empowering students with language learning strategies: A critical review of current issues. Foreign Language Annals 40(3), 535-548. 

RUBIN, J. (1975) What the “good language learner” can teach us. TESOL Quarterly 9(1), 41-51.

RUBIN, J. (1981) Study of cognitive processes in second language learning. Applied Linguistics 11, 117-131. 

SCHMIDT, R. and WATANABE, Y. (2001) Motivation, strategy use and pedagogical preferences. In Dörnyei, Z. and Schmidt, R. (Eds.), Motivation and Second Language Acquisition, pp. 313-352. Manoa, HI: Second Language Teaching and Curriculum Center, University of Hawai’i.

SELIGER, H. (1984) Processing universals in second language acquisition. In Eckman, F., Bell, L., and Nelson, D. (Eds.), Universals of Second Language Acquisition, pp. 36-47. Rowley, MA: Newbury House. 

SELINKER, L. (1972) Interlanguage. International Review of Applied Linguistics 10, 209-230. 

SKEHAN, P. (1998) A Cognitive Approach to Language Learning. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

STERN, H.H. (1975) What can we learn from the good language learner? Canadian Modern Language Review 34, 304-318. 

STERN, H.H. (1992) Issues and Options in Language Teaching (Ed. Posthumously, Allen, P. and Harley, B.) Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.
STRAUSS, A. and CORBIN, J. (1998) Basics of Qualitative Research: Techniques and Procedures for Developing Grounded Theory (2nd ed.) Thousand Oaks, California: Sage

TAKEUCHI, O., GRIFFITHS, C., and COYLE, D. (2007) Applying strategies to contexts: the role of individual, situational and group differences. In Cohen, A.D. and Macaro, E. (eds.), Language Learner Strategies: Thirty Years of Research and Practice, pp. 69-92. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

TURNER, J. (1993) Using Likert scales in L2 research. TESOL Quarterly 27(4), 736-739. 

VANN, R. and ABRAHAM, R. (1990) Strategies of unsuccessful language learners. TESOL Quarterly 24(2), 177-198. 

VYGOTSKY, L. (1978) Mind in Society. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

WENDEN, A. (1987) Incorporating learner training in the classroom. In Wenden, A. and Rubin, J. (eds.), Learner Strategies in Language Learning, pp. 159-167. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

WENDEN, A. (1991) Learner Strategies for Learner Autonomy. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 
WENDEN, A. and RUBIN, J. (eds.) (1987) Learner Strategies in Language Learning. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

WESCHE, M. (1977) Learning behaviors of successful adult students on intensive language training. In Henning, C. (ed.), Proceedings of the Los Angeles Second Language Research Forum, pp. 355-370. Los Angeles: English Department, University of California at Los Angeles. 

WIDDOWSON, H. (1978) Teaching Language as Communication. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

WILLIAMS, M. and BURDEN, R. (1997) Psychology for Language Teachers: A Social Constructivist Approach. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

WOODROW, L. (2005) The challenge of measuring language learning strategies. Foreign Language Annals, 38(1), 90-98. 

YANG, N-D. (1999) The relationship between EFL learners’ beliefs and learning strategy use. System 27, 515-535.
20

