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Abstract: This paper begins by providing and explaining a definition of language learning strategies as activities chosen by learners for the purpose of learning language. The relationship of language learning strategies to successful learning is discussed and the results of a study which discovered significant differences in rates of progress according to language learning strategy use are reported. Details are given of previous research into strategy instruction, followed by a discussion of how strategy instruction should be provided and what should be included in a strategy instruction programme. Caution is advised regarding the attribution of cause and effect, and the Tornado Hypothesis is suggested as a way of conceptualizing the spiral relationship between strategies and successful learning. The content of teacher education programmes is discussed and directions for ongoing research are suggested. 
1. Introduction
It was anticipated by pioneering researchers such as Rubin (1975) that discoveries regarding how successful students learn could be used by other students to learn more successfully. From the beginning, therefore, the pedagogical perspective has been seen as the essential raison d'être underlying debates on and research into the language learning strategy concept. 

2. Definition

In order to conduct valid and reliable research, a sound definition is essential (e.g., Gu 2012). Although strategy definition has given rise to much controversy (e.g., Dörnyei 2005, Dörnyei and Skehan 2003, Griffiths 2008, 2013, Macaro 2006, O’Malley et al. 1985), a review of the literature suggests a compact definition of language learning strategies as activities chosen by learners for the purpose of learning language. This definition contains four essential elements:

· Strategies are active (e.g., Oxford 1990, 2011, Rubin 1975): strategic learners are not passive. The active dimension (typically expressed in verbs, e.g., asking for help or I try to relax) helps to distinguish strategies from styles, a concept with which they are often confused (styles are more general preferences, typically expressed adjectivally, e.g., visual, holistic, kinaesthetic, etc).  
· Strategies are chosen by learners (e.g., Bialystock 1981, Cohen 2011): it is not possible for someone else to force learners to use strategies. Furthermore, this choice operates somewhere along a continuum between deliberate and automatic (e.g., Wenden 1991). It is suggested that the deliberate/automatic dichotomy is more useful than the conscious/unconscious distinction, since the latter has “acquired too much surplus meaning” (McLaughlin 1990: 617).
· Strategies are purposeful and goal oriented (e.g., Macaro 2006): random actions for no particular purpose are not strategic. The goal helps to distinguish LLS from other concepts with which they are often confused, e.g., skills (reading, writing, listening, speaking), which are for using what has been learnt (e.g., Richards, Platt and Platt 1992). Skills development might include learning to skim read for key information, writing more cohesively, understanding more when listening, or speaking more fluently. Skills can, however, in turn be used as a learning strategy. If, for instance, a learner decides to read in order to learn new vocabulary or idioms, to observe models of grammar in use etc., the reading is being used as an activity chosen for the purpose of learning, and it therefore becomes, by definition, a strategy. 

· Language learning strategies are for developing language. This helps to distinguish LLS from other kinds of strategies (e.g., communication strategies, whose basic function is to achieve some communicative purpose, e.g., Tarone 1981). Although communication strategies can set up a situation where learning can take place, it is not until the learner actually applies a learning strategy (e.g., remembering the new vocabulary, relating the new information to something already known, etc.) that learning actually takes place. Up until this point, it is quite possible for an individual to live in an environment where a language is spoken, and to communicate quite effectively by means of gestures or other survival strategies, but to learn more or less nothing of the actual language. 
3. Relationship to successful learning

The question of whether strategies are related to successful learning has also been very controversial, and by no means all research in the area has produced positive results (e.g., Porte 1988, Vann and Abraham 1990). Green and Oxford (1995), however, reported a significant relationship between strategy use and proficiency among 374 students at the University of Puerto Rico. Griffiths (2003, 2013), furthermore, reports on a study in which 348 students at a language school in Auckland, New Zealand, were surveyed regarding their reported strategy use, using the 50-item version of the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL, Oxford 1990), and these results were correlated with their proficiency levels. It was found that there was a significant relationship (Spearman’s rho) between reported frequency of language learning strategy use and the students’ levels (r=0.27, p<.01). In another study in the same environment, a significant relationship was again found between proficiency level and strategy use (r=.32, p<.01, Spearman’s rho) when Griffiths (2003, 2008) surveyed 131 students using the ESL (32-item) version of the ELLSI (English Language Learning Strategy Inventory – see Appendix). 
The ELLSI was constructed using strategy items suggested by students as ones they had found useful, using the rationale that strategies the students themselves said they used were likely to be more valid and reliable than items imported from elsewhere which might not be contextually, individually or culturally appropriate (for details, see Griffiths 2003). This questionnaire consists of 32 language learning strategy items such as ‘Making friends with native speakers’ (item 28) or ‘Consciously learning new vocabulary’ (item 16) which students are asked to rate from 1 (never or almost never) to 5 (always or almost always) according to their perception of how frequently they use it. The alpha co-efficient for reliability for the ELLSI was calculated at .87, which is in the range described as ‘very respectable’ (Oxford and Burry-Stock 1995: 7).
Table 1:Entry and re-survey totals for reported frequency of language learning strategy use (ELLSI), with the change in average reported frequency of strategy use between surveys and the number of levels of promotion

	student

number
	entry total
	re-survey total
	entry/re-survey

change
	levels of

promotion

	9
	137
	148
	11
	4

	1
	81
	128
	47
	3

	4
	89
	110
	21
	3

	7
	105
	118
	13
	3

	20
	94
	97
	3
	3

	10
	105
	114
	9
	2

	12
	112
	119
	7
	2

	14
	111
	116
	5
	2

	15
	112
	117
	5
	2

	21
	106
	107
	1
	2

	22
	104
	105
	1
	2

	28
	138
	113
	-25
	2

	2
	105
	128
	23
	1

	3
	79
	101
	22
	1

	6
	102
	116
	14
	1

	11
	89
	97
	8
	1

	13
	114
	121
	7
	1

	18
	94
	97
	3
	1

	23
	129
	124
	-5
	1

	26
	101
	90
	-11
	1

	30
	132
	94
	-38
	1

	5
	91
	107
	16
	0

	8
	83
	94
	11
	0

	16
	117
	121
	4
	0

	17
	101
	105
	4
	0

	19
	139
	142
	3
	0

	24
	104
	96
	-8
	0

	25
	124
	116
	-8
	0

	27
	119
	106
	-13
	0

	29
	133
	100
	-33
	0

	median
	95.5
	106.5
	4.5
	1



Another study which shows a significant difference according to language learning strategy use was conducted by Griffiths (2003, 2006) using the ELLSI over a period of three months. Altogether there were 30 students who were surveyed at the beginning and end of their courses. During this time there were five students who were promoted three or more levels and nine students who were not promoted at all. The median total ratings increase for the frequently promoted group was +21, whereas the median for those who were not promoted was only +3, a difference which was found to be significant (p<.05, Mann-Whitney U). The results of this study, arranged according to levels of promotion, are set out in Table 1. 

4. Strategy instruction
A major underlying tenet of much of the research and writing on language learning strategies has been the possibility that knowledge gained about learning strategies might be made available to other students to help them to learn more effectively. In other words, it is believed that language learning strategies are teachable (Oxford and Nyikos 1989: 291, authors’ italics) and that learners can benefit from instruction in learning strategies. According to this view, “the teacher’s role expands from being mainly concerned with imparting knowledge to including the facilitation of learning by raising awareness of strategy options and providing encouragement and opportunities for practice so that students might be assisted towards the goal of managing their own learning” (Griffiths 2013: 144-145). 
Over the years, a number of programmes have been designed with the aim of instructing students in the use of language learning strategies. Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach (CALLA) was one of the first strategy-based instruction programmes, developed by Chamot and O’Malley (1986, 1987). Another well-known programme is the Strategies Based Instruction (SBI) conducted by the University of Minnesota. Underlying strategy-based instruction is the premise that “language learning will be facilitated if students become more aware of the range of possible strategies that they can consciously select” (Cohen, 2011: 116).

The principle of the teachability of language learning strategies, however, is by no means universally accepted. Attempts to train learners to use learning strategies more effectively have, according to Rees-Miller (1993: 679), produced “only qualified success”, and she gives details of less than totally successful attempts at learner training to support her claim (e.g., O’Malley 1987, Wenden 1987). Given the level of controversy around the teachability issue, Rees-Miller (ibid.) questions whether the time might be better spent directly teaching the language the students need or want to learn rather than trying to teach them how to learn, which many of them do not see as particularly useful, and which takes time away from their ultimate learning goal.
4.1 Previous research

In order to explore the effectiveness of language learning strategy instruction on language learning, O'Malley (1987) randomly assigned 75 students to one of three instructional groups for listening, speaking and vocabulary acquisition. In these groups, they received training in metacognitive, cognitive and socioaffective strategies, cognitive and socioaffective strategies, or no special strategy instruction (control group). A significant difference was discovered in favour of the treatment groups for speaking, but not for listening, while the control group actually scored slightly higher than the treatment groups for vocabulary. The reason for this, according to O'Malley (ibid.), was that students were unwilling to adopt the new strategies, especially when they knew a test was imminent.

An intensive English programme which included a language learning strategy component at an American university is described by Wenden (1987), according to whom the students were advanced, of various cultural backgrounds and with varied reasons for learning. According to a questionnaire, less than fifty percent of the students thought that the strategy training had been useful, leading Wenden (ibid.: 164) to conclude that “learner training was not considered relevant in its own right”. This result supports Naiman et al.’s (1978: 225) belief that “long lectures on strategies, or even lengthy discussions on the subject, would [not] be particularly profitable”.

In a study involving 26 students at the Center for English as a Second Language at Southern Illinois University who were divided into three groups, Carrell, Pharis and Liberto (1989) investigated the effects of metacognitive strategy training on ESL reading. The participants included both graduates and undergraduates from various linguistic backgrounds, of differing ages, and of both sexes. The researchers discovered that, in the context of their study metacognitive strategy training was effective in enhancing reading ability by speakers of other languages, a result which accords with O’Malley et al.’s (1985) conclusions regarding the importance of metacognitive strategies.

Tang and Moore (1992) also investigated the effects of the teaching of cognitive and metacognitive strategies on reading comprehension in the classroom by using three recent adult immigrants to New Zealand. The researchers concluded that cognitive strategy instruction (title discussion, pre-teaching vocabulary) improved comprehension scores, but the gains were not maintained beyond the end of the treatment. Metacognitive strategy instruction, on the other hand (involving the teaching of self-monitoring strategies) appeared to lead to improvements in comprehension ability which was maintained longer term. 

In Hong Kong, Nunan (1995: 3) involved 60 students in a 12 week programme “designed to help them reflect on their own learning, to develop their knowledge of, and ability to apply learning strategies, to assess their own progress, and to apply their language skills beyond the classroom”. The programme was based on a bank of tasks and students also kept journals, from which Nunan (ibid: 8) concluded that “strategy training, plus systematic provision of opportunities for learners to reflect on the learning process, did seem to lead to greater sensitivity to the learning process over time”. Nunan (ibid.) recommended that language classrooms should have a dual focus, teaching both content and an awareness of language learning processes. 

At an Australian university, a study of strategy use by four independent learners, carried out by Simmons (1996) over a period of six weeks consisted of a series of intensive individual training sessions aimed at raising awareness of cognitive and metacognitive strategies. At the end of the six weeks, Simmons concluded that students had increased the number and variety of their strategy use and were more aware of the strategies which suited themselves as individuals. Simmons (ibid.: 75) suggests that “making the learning process more transparent” is important in order to empower students to direct their own learning.


Cohen (1998, 1999), after studying a group of language students who were participants in a strategies-based instructional programme at the University of Minnesota, concluded that the programme had made a positive difference in speaking performance. Cohen summed up the pedagogical implications of his findings as indicating that language learning strategies should be both explicitly taught in the classroom and embedded in daily tasks.

The effects of strategy intervention on the writing skills of two teenage British learners of French were studied by Macaro (2001). When he compared the students’ pre-intervention written work with their post-intervention output, Macaro concluded that their writing had improved, which he attributed in part to the planning, composing and checking strategies that they had learned to use. 
In Japan, 210 college students were divided into two groups for reading instruction (Ikeda and Takeuchi 2003). The treatment group included 73 high-proficiency and 23 low- proficiency students (total N=96) while the control group included 82 high-proficiency and 32 low-proficiency learners (total N=114). Classes were held weekly for one and a half hours, and explicit strategy instruction in reading was conducted for 20 minutes. The researchers found no increase in frequency of strategy use among the low-proficiency students, but increased frequency in strategy use was found among the high-proficiency learners in the treatment group, and this increase was retained when students were re-tested five months later.

The effects of strategy instruction on vocabulary acquisition were studied by Eslami Rasekh and Ranjbary (2003) who divided 53 Iranian EFL students into a control group (N=26, who were taught according to the regular curriculum) and a treatment group (N=27, who received metacognitive strategy instruction). According to the researchers, the treatment group which received strategy intervention showed significantly higher gains in vocabulary than the control group.

Nakatani (2005) divided 62 female students studying on a 12-week oral communication course into two groups. One group (N=28) received metacognitive strategy instruction and they significantly improved their speaking test scores, while improvements in the control group (N=34), who were taught according to normal communicative methods, were not significant.

The effectiveness of listening strategy instruction with 106 students of French at the University of Ottawa in Canada was investigated by Vandergrift and Tafaghodatari (2010). Students in the experimental group (N=60) were given instruction in metacognitive strategies, while 46 students in the control group were not given any strategy instruction. On the final assessment, the experimental group was found to significantly outperform the control group.

It is difficult to summarize such a mixed bag of results relating to the effectiveness of language learning strategy instruction and how best to go about it. As Griffiths (2013: 149) sums up, “these results seem to indicate successful instruction for some types of strategies but not for others; success for strategies relating to some skills, but not for others; success for some students but not for others; and success in some situations, but not in others”. 
4.2 A classroom experiment
Griffiths (2003, 2013) reports on a study at a school in Auckland, New Zealand, where students new to the school were involved in a Study Skills class about mid-way through their first week in order to raise awareness of how to study effectively so that they might obtain maximum benefit from their time at the school. Since this special class seemed to be quite successful, it was decided to offer a Study Skills class on a regular weekly basis, at a time (Wednesday afternoon) when regular weekly option classes operated. These classes were offered for a month, at the end of which time they would be offered again or discontinued, depending on demand. Commercially available texts such as Ellis and Sinclair (1994) and Willing (1989) as well as teacher-generated materials were used for the class, attendance was recorded and student and teacher feedback was informally noted in order to assess the effectiveness of this approach to language learning strategy instruction.

Although the maximum number of students allowed in a class (N=12) initially chose the special Study Skills option class, by the end of the month the drop-out rate was high and few of the students were actually attending the class. Informally asked why they were not attending, students reported that after two or three weeks there was nothing new, and they would rather be learning grammar or vocabulary or practising skills (foci of some of the competing classes). They did not perceive the class as useful on a long term basis and therefore either didn’t attend or asked to change class. Teachers who taught the class reported finding it difficult to find or create suitable materials and they were discouraged by lack of student interest. In the light of this rather negative feedback, the class was not re-offered the following month.

So is there anything we can learn from this experience about how strategy instruction should be carried out?

4.3 Providing strategy instruction: how?
The literature provides several important principles underlying effective strategy instruction.
An important element of strategy instruction is the raising of students’ awareness of language learning strategy options (Rubin 1987). If students know the alternatives available, they are in a better position to make informed choices.

Practice is another important ingredient of strategy training (Oxford 1990). If new strategies are rehearsed, they will become automatic and stored in a student’s individual strategy repertoire to be called on as needed. 

According to other writers (e.g., Graham 1997, Wenden 1991), strategy training needs to be explicit, otherwise students will not transfer the new strategies they have learnt beyond the immediate task to new ones. 

Others argue that strategy instruction should also be implicit (for instance, Cohen 1998, Harris 2001). That is, strategy instruction needs to be embedded into regular classroom activities and practised. However, it needs to be done in such a way that it is not seen as just a waste of time and a distraction from the real task of learning new language.

Effective strategy instruction, then, should aim to raise learner awareness of strategy options and provide opportunities to practise by means of both explicit and implicit instruction.

4.4 Providing effective strategy instruction: what?

Although the content of strategy instruction programmes may vary according to student needs, situational constraints or target requirements, in general, it is possible to suggest some key features. According to the findings of studies by Griffiths (2003, 2006, 2008, 2013), the frequent use of a large number of language learning strategies is reported by higher level learners. This finding would seem to indicate that, in general, more is indeed generally better when it comes to reported frequency of language learning strategy use. 

It is also possible, however, that not only the overall reported frequency and quantity, but also the type (quality) of language learning strategies chosen may be important. Griffiths (2003, 2008, 2013) identified three basic types of strategies (Base, Core and Plus) all of which may have an important role to play in the promotion of successful learning. 
· Base strategies are the kinds of activities that students employ in the early stages of their learning: memory strategies are the largest single sub-group here. 
· Core strategies are a group of activities used highly frequently across all students: this group includes strategies relating to pronunciation, function, use of resources, and the regulation of learning (which Oxford 2011, calls Metastrategies). 
· Plus strategies, that is, those that are used by higher level students more frequently than by lower-level students may be particularly important. Among these Plus strategies are strategies relating to interaction with others, to vocabulary, to reading, to the toleration of ambiguity, to grammar, to the management of emotions, and some also include listening and writing.
· Core-plus strategies. In addition to Plus strategies, higher level students report making highly frequent use of Core strategies. The Core-Plus group is very varied, and includes strategies to relating to the learning of vocabulary, grammar, pronunciation and function. This group of strategies employs all four skills and is used to control interaction with others, ambiguity toleration, affect and the use of resources. 
In other words, high level students do not restrict themselves to a narrow range of strategies: they use a wide variety of activities in the pursuit of their goals. Given this wide range of strategy types, it would probably be a mistake to suggest that strategy instruction programmes should encourage any particular strategies or groups of strategies. Successful students seem to employ an eclectic repertoire of activities which they choose to suit the situation, the learning target and their own individual characteristics. The important thing would seem to be to make students aware of their strategy options, whether explicitly or implicitly, and to provide opportunities to practise.
Students also need to learn how to choose and use their strategies so that they work well in combination with each other, often called strategy orchestration (e.g., Anderson 2008). Strategy orchestration is a complex operation, and strategies are not isolated phenomena. The ability to use strategies effectively in harmony with each other is an important skill. Because of its complexity, strategy orchestration is not an easy skill to teach, since it is highly individual, and depends on numerous factors such as proficiency level, autonomy, age, nationality, motivation, personality, style, beliefs, gender, affective states, identity, investment, and so on. It is also contextually dependent, and may vary according to the particular situation in which the learner is working or living: the same learner may not use the same strategies in a different environment. Strategy orchestration may also differ according to the learning goal: strategies which work well for a General English course may or may not work as well for an exam-focused course. In other words, as Griffiths (2013: 166-167) puts it, 
“it is not possible to provide a pre-set formula for effective orchestration. Each learner needs to experiment for him/herself to determine the combination which produces the best results given the unique blend of individual, situational and target variables. Nevertheless, discussion of the orchestration issue may well be helpful to assist students to work through the possibilities and arrive at an harmonious outcome”.

4.5 Cause, effect, and the Tornado Hypothesis
The question of cause and effect is highly problematic when considering the relationship between language learning strategies and the development of proficiency. If we discover, for instance, that higher level learners use a strategy such as reading newspapers in the target language, should we conclude that such a strategy contributes to their proficiency, and that, therefore, all students should read newspapers; or is it the case that higher-level students already have sufficient proficiency to deal with such material, which would have been far too difficult at lower levels? 
Rather than viewing strategy use and proficiency development as a linear process, it may well be more useful to view the relationship as spiral, where a strategy (such as learning vocabulary) facilitates reading, which, in turn, exposes the learner to more vocabulary, which then makes more and more difficult texts available, and so on in an ever expanding spiral pattern which has been termed the Tornado Effect (Griffiths 2013). In other words, it is probably not useful to try to impose higher level strategies on students who are not ready for it: this may well be discouraging and demotivating and cause students to lose interest and confidence. At the same time, if teachers are aware of the higher level strategies that are available, they can begin the process of gently encouraging students to push their own boundaries and engage with activities which will contribute to spiralling proficiency.
5. Teacher training

A number of writers have emphasized the importance of teacher training and cognition in recent years (for instance, Bailey, Curtis and Nunan 2001, Borg 2009, Freeman and Richards 1996, Harmer 2012, Woods 1996). However, although studies (e.g., Green and Oxford 1995, Griffiths, 2003, 2008, 2013) indicate that language learning strategies are significantly related to achievement in language learning, language learning strategy issues are rarely dealt with prominently in teacher education prospectuses and materials, if at all.

Since Cohen (1998, 1999) suggests that teacher education is the key to progress with strategy instruction, we need to consider what teachers need to know about strategies in order to facilitate strategy development by their students. Perhaps, first of all, teachers need to have an understanding of how strategies are defined, what they are and are not, and how they are related to successful learning. They should know that research has shown that higher level students use many more strategies more frequently than lower level students, and that some types of strategies (especially the Plus strategies) seem to be significantly more related to successful learning (in terms of higher class levels) than others. Techniques for integrating language learning strategy instruction into the fabric of lessons should be learnt, making strategy instruction both explicit and embedded so that students become aware of their actions and are able to transfer this knowledge to other situations. Practice should be provided so that new strategies become automatic, and so that learners do not have to deliberately think about them every time. Teachers should also remember that strategy development follows a spiral rather than a linear pattern. According to this model, one strategy (for instance, learning new vocabulary or trying to pronounce the language in a clear and easily comprehensible fashion) facilitates the development of others (for instance, writing letters, or seeking conversation partners) which then develops confidence for more challenging writing and interaction, and so on. This spiral pattern, or Tornado Effect has the potential to greatly accelerate language development. 
6. Directions for further research

Many questions regarding language learning strategy instruction remain to be answered. We need, for instance, to explore ways to motivate students to become more strategically aware, so that they do not think it is just a waste of time and a distraction from their main learning goal. We need to know how to allow for different learner characteristics, in various contexts, studying for diverse learning targets so that all of these multiple variables can be accommodated and the best possible strategic options can be offered. We must investigate ways of developing materials related to language learning strategies which can be incorporated as language learning exercises in their own right but with implicit strategy instruction underlying the language input. Strategy orchestration (how strategies can be used in effective combinations) remains an under researched area, and techniques for researching spiral phenomena such as strategy development require much work. When considering strategy research, care should be taken that an appropriate instrument is chosen or constructed, and that appropriate analysis techniques are employed, remembering that Likert scale data is by its nature non-parametric, and that, therefore, non-parametric tests (e.g., medians rather than means, non-parametric correlations such as Spearman’s rho, and non-parametric tests of difference such as Man-Whitney U or Kruskall-Wallis) are more appropriate.
7. Conclusion

Although attempts at strategy instruction have not always been successful (for instance, Griffiths 2003, O’Malley 1987, Wenden 1987), there have been some success stories (e.g., Chamot and O’Malley 1986, Cohen et al. 1998). This therefore raises the hope that teachers might be able to promote the development of language learning strategies by raising awareness of strategy options, by making strategy instruction both implicit and explicit and by providing opportunities for practice in order to develop automaticity and confidence.

In order to achieve this, teacher education is critical. Teachers need to be made aware of the need to integrate strategy instruction into the content of their lessons and to be given training and practice in how this should be done. Since research shows that higher level students report frequent use of a large number of language learning strategies, teachers need to raise students’ awareness of strategy options and to encourage students to practise, expand and effectively orchestrate their language learning strategy repertoires. 
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Dear student: please read the following list of language learning strategies. Please mark each one according to whether you 

(1)never or almost never use it (2)do not usually use it (3 )sometimes use it

(4)usually use it (5)always or almost always use it

1.

Doing homework.

2.

Learning from the teacher

3.

Learning in an environment where the language is spoken 

4.

Reading books in English

5.

Using a computer

6.

Watching TV in English

7.

Revising regularly

8.

Listening to songs in English

9.

Using language learning games

10.

Writing letters in English

11.

Listening to music while studying

12.

Talking to other students in English

13.

Using a dictionary

14.

Reading newspapers in English

15.

Studying English grammar

16.

Consciously learning new vocabulary

17.

Keeping a language learning notebook

18.

Talking to native speakers of English

19.

Taking note of language used in the environment 

20.

Controlling schedules so that English study is done 

21.

Pre-planning language-learning encounters

22.

Not worrying about mistakes

23.

Using a self-study centre

24.

Trying to think in English

25.

Listening to native speakers of English

26.

Learning from mistakes

27.

Spending a lot of time studying English

28.

Making friends with native speakers

29.

Watching movies in English

30.

Learning about the culture of English speakers 

31.

Listening to the radio in English

32.

Writing a diary in English
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