
	

75	

	

Research	Papers	in	Language	Teaching	and	Learning	
Vol.	7,	No.	1,	February	2016,	75-87	
ISSN:	1792-1244	
Available	online	at	http://rpltl.eap.gr		
This	article	is	issued	under	the	Creative	Commons	License	Deed.	Attribution	
3.0	Unported	(CC	BY	3.0)	

	 	
	
	

Researching	the	promotion	of	strategic	learning	by	EFL	teachers1	
	

Διερεύνηση	της	προώθησης	των	στρατηγικών	μάθησης	
από	τους	καθηγητές	της	Αγγλικής	ως	Ξένης	Γλώσσας	

	
	
	

Athina	VRETTOU,	Angeliki	PSALTOU-JOYCEY,	&	Zoe	GAVRIILIDOU	
	
	
	
L2	learning	strategies	are	those	thoughts	and	actions	that	individuals	use	to	facilitate	their	learning,	
making	it	faster	and	more	enjoyable.	A	considerable	body	of	research	has	identified	the	factors	that	
affect	 the	 use	 of	 those	 strategies,	 with	 language	 proficiency	 and	 motivation	 being	 particularly	
prominent	among	others.	Documentation	of	 the	usefulness	of	strategies	 towards	 learner	autonomy	
has	been	recorded	while	considerable	volume	of	research	has	examined	the	effectiveness	of	strategy	
instruction	or	“strategy	training”	to	help	learners	enhance	their	L2	performance.	After	discussing	the	
above	 issues,	 this	 paper	 will	 focus	 on	 the	 qualitative	 data	 resulted	 from	 the	 pilot	 testing	 of	 an	
innovative	 strategy	 questionnaire	 designed	 to	 detect	 the	 types	 of	 strategies	 Greek	 EFL	 teachers	
employ	 in	 order	 to	 promote	 strategic	 learning	 in	 their	 classrooms.	 Presentation	 and	 discussion	 of	
these	 data	 was	 felt	 useful	 as	 the	 teachers’	 comments	 offered	 informed	 insights	 towards	 the	
formulation	of	the	final	questionnaire.	
	

�	
	
Στρατηγικές	 μάθησης	 δεύτερης	 γλώσσας	 (Γ2)	 είναι	 εκείνες	 οι	 σκέψεις	 και	 δράσεις	 που	
χρησιμοποιούν	τα	άτομα	για	να	διευκολύνουν	τη	μάθησή	τους,	καθιστώντας	την	ταχύτερη	και	πιο	
ευχάριστη.	 Σημαντικοί	 διεθνείς	 ερευνητές	 έχουν	 εντοπίσει	 τους	 παράγοντες	 που	 επηρεάζουν	 τη	
χρήση	των	εν	λόγω	στρατηγικών,	με	 τη	γλωσσομάθεια	και	 τα	κίνητρα	να	είναι	 ιδιαιτέρως	εμφανή	
μεταξύ	άλλων.	Επίσης	έχει	γίνει	γραπτή	τεκμηρίωση	σχετικά	με	τη	χρησιμότητα	των	στρατηγικών	ως	
προς	 την	 αυτονομία	 του	 μαθητή,	 ενώ	 σημαντικός	 αριθμός	 ερευνών	 έχει	 εξετάσει	 την	
αποτελεσματικότητα	 της	διδασκαλίας	στρατηγικών	ως	προς	 τη	βοήθεια	που	μπορεί	 να	προσφέρει	
στους	 μαθητές	ώστε	 να	 ενισχύσουν	 την	 απόδοση	 τους	 στη	 Γ2.	Μετά	 τη	 συζήτηση	 των	παραπάνω	
θεμάτων,	το	παρόν	άρθρο	θα	επικεντρωθεί	στα	ποιοτικά	στοιχεία	που	προέκυψαν	από	την	πιλοτική	
εφαρμογή	 ενός	 καινοτόμου	 ερωτηματολογίου	 στρατηγικών	 που	 σχεδιάστηκε	 για	 να	 ανιχνεύει	 τα	
είδη	στρατηγικών	που	χρησιμοποιούν	οι	Έλληνες	καθηγητές	της	Αγγλικής	ως	Ξένης	Γλώσσας	ώστε	να	
προωθήσουν	 τις		 στρατηγικές	 μάθησης	 στις	 τάξεις	 τους.	 Πιστεύουμε	 ότι	 η	 παρουσίαση	 και	 η	
συζήτηση	 αυτών	 των	 στοιχείων	 είναι	 χρήσιμη	 καθώς	 τα	 ενημερωμένα	 σχόλια	 που	 έκαναν	 οι	
εκπαιδευτικοί	συνέβαλαν	ουσιαστικά	στη	διαμόρφωση	του	τελικού	ερωτηματολογίου.	
	
Key	words:	L2	learning	strategies,	strategy	instruction,	EFL	learners	
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1.		Introduction	
	
L2	 learning	 strategies	are	 conscious	goal-driven	procedures	 that	 facilitate	a	 learning	 task.	 Strategic	
learners	 are	 metacognitively	 aware	 of	 their	 thinking	 processes	 and	 realize	 what	 a	 task	 calls	 for	
(Chamot,	2004,	2005).	They	deploy	strategies	effectively	often	combining	them	with	other	relevant	
strategies	 in	 chains	 in	 a	 well-orchestrated	 manner	 (Oxford,	 2011b).	 Thus,	 learning	 can	 be	 made	
easier,	 faster,	 more	 enjoyable	 (Oxford,	 1990),	 and	 can	 lead	 to	 furtherance	 of	 autonomy,	 self-
regulation,	and	self-management	(Cohen,	2007).	
	
However,	 not	 all	 learners	 can	 reach	 such	 levels	 of	 self-regulation	 and	 self-management	 employing	
ineffective	 strategies	 “in	 an	 unorchestrated,	 random	 way”	 (Ehrman	 &	 Oxford,	 1995:	 69).	 Hence,	
teachers	are	called	to	intervene	by	instructing	their	students,	especially	the	less	efficient	ones,	which	
strategies	to	use	each	time,	how	to	combine	them	for	the	completion	of	particular	tasks,	and	how	to	
evaluate	their	effectiveness.		
	
This	article	first	discusses	issues	of	L2	learning	strategy	research	and	instruction	and	second,	presents	
the	qualitative	 results	of	 the	piloting	of	 an	 innovative	 teachers’	questionnaire	promoting	 students’	
strategy	 use	 in	 the	 Greek	 context.	 Finally,	 the	 contribution	 of	 the	 inventory	 is	 highlighted	 and	
suggestions	are	made	for	its	application	on	a	wider	basis.	
	
	
2.		Research	background	
	
2.1.		L2	learning	strategy	research	issues	
	
L2	 learning	 strategies	 have	 been	 identified	 particularly	 through	 self-reports,	 which	 can	 clearly	
provide	 access	 to	 a	 person’s	 inner	 thoughts,	 in	 spite	 of	 any	 inaccuracies	 that	 they	 might	 be	
accompanied	by	(Grenfell	&	Harris,	1999).	To	be	more	specific,	learners	have	been	asked	to	describe	
their	 thoughts	 and	 behaviours	 while	 tackling	 various	 language	 tasks	 in	 retrospective	 interviews,	
diaries	 and	 journals,	 think-aloud	 protocols,	 and	 especially	written	 questionnaires,	 the	most	widely	
applied	method	of	all	(Chamot,	2004;	White,	Schramm,	&	Chamot,	2007).	
	
Ensuing	 classification	 systems	 categorized	 strategies	 in	broader	 groups	 (O’Malley	&	Chamot,	 1990;	
Oxford,	1990;	Rubin,	1981).	Comparison	of	these	systems	showed	that	Oxford’s	(1990)	model,	which	
subsumed	 every	 strategy	 mentioned	 in	 the	 literature	 under	 memory,	 cognitive,	 compensation,	
metacognitive,	affective,	and	social	sets,	was	more	influential	in	accounting	for	learners’	strategy	use	
(Hsiao	&	Oxford,	2002).	
	
Language	proficiency	 has	 been	 among	 the	most	 powerful	 variables	 exerting	 an	 effect	 on	 reported	
strategy	use	with	high	attainers	deploying	more	strategies	more	 frequently	 than	 low	attainers	 in	a	
large	 number	 of	 descriptive	 studies	 (Dreyer	 &	 Oxford	 1996;	 Goh	 &	 Foong,	 1997;	 Griffiths,	 2003;	
Kaylani,	 1996;	 Lan	 &	 Oxford,	 2003;	 Peacock	 &	 Ho,	 2003;	 Psaltou-Joycey,	 2003;	 Psaltou-Joycey	 &	
Kantaridou,	 2009;	 Vrettou,	 2009,	 2011).	 Motivation	 has	 also	 had	 a	 major	 consistent	 effect	 on	
learners’	strategic	preferences	with	high	motivation	levels	linked	to	high	reported	strategy	use	(Lan,	
2005;	 Lan	&	Oxford,	 2003;	 Lee	&	Oxford,	 2008;	Mochizuki,	 1999;	Oxford	&	Nyikos,	 1989;	 Psaltou-
Joycey,	2003;	Vrettou,	2009,	2011)	together	with	high	proficiency	in	some	studies	(Ehrman	&	Oxford,	
1995;	 Lan	&	Oxford,	2003;	Vrettou,	2011).	Gender,	 culture,	 career	orientation,	 learning	 styles,	and	
beliefs	are	among	a	variety	of	well-researched	 influences	a	 learner	carries	 into	strategy	application	
(Psaltou-Joycey,	2010).	
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2.2.		Issues	of	strategy	intervention	studies	
	
Based	on	 the	 concept	of	 the	 teachability	of	 L2	 learning	 strategies,	 research	 into	 “learning	 strategy	
instruction”	 (Chamot,	 2004;	 Oxford,	 1990)	 has	 been	 considerable	 with	 over	 400	 empirical,	
theoretical,	and	review	articles	(Plonsky,	2010,	as	cited	in	Plonsky,	2011).	“Strategy	training”	(Hassan	
et	 al.,	 2005)	 and	 “strategies-based	 instruction	 (SBI)	 and	 styles-and	 strategies-based	 instruction	
(SSBI)”	 are	 more	 recent	 terms	 (Cohen	 &	 Weaver,	 2006)	 together	 with	 “self-regulated	 strategy	
instruction”	(Oxford,	2011b).	All	formulated	models	of	strategy	assistance	embrace	techniques	which	
teachers	 can	 directly	 implement	 in	 order	 for	 their	 students	 to	 enhance	 their	 strategic	 use	 and,	
thereby,	optimize	their	performance.	
	
Up	to	date,	most	researchers	have	supported	direct	strategy	instruction	integrated	into	the	language	
curriculum	 rather	 than	 separate	 learning-to-learn	 courses	 or	 programmes	 (Chamot,	 2004;	 Cohen,	
1998;	 Grenfell	 &	 Harris,	 1999;	 Nunan,	 1997;	 Oxford,	 2011b;	 Oxford	 &	 Leaver,	 1996).	 As	 for	 the	
language	 of	 instruction,	 the	 use	 of	 the	 native	 tongue	 has	 been	 suggested	 for	 initial	 L2	 beginning	
stages	 (Chamot,	 2004;	 Grenfell	 &	 Harris,	 1999)	 or	 even	 a	 combination	 of	 the	 native	 and	 target	
languages,	which	yielded	positive	outcomes	in	some	studies	(Chamot,	2004).	
	
Despite	some	doubts	emanating	from	mixed	results	 (Rees-Miller,	1993,	1994),	 it	appears	that	well-
designed	research	can	prove	strategy	 instruction	 to	be	beneficial	 (Plonsky,	2011),	at	 least	as	 far	as	
the	 short-term	 effects	 are	 concerned	 (Hassan	 et	 al.,	 2005).	 In	 particular,	 most	 studies	 support	
enhancement	 of	 strategic	 awareness	 (Manoli,	 2013;	 Nunan,	 1997).	 There	 has	 been	 improved	
proficiency	in	certain	skills	(for	example,	listening:	Graham	&	Macaro,	2008;	Thomson	&	Rubin,	1996;	
speaking:	Cohen,	Weaver,	&	Li,	1998;	Nakatani,	2005;	reading:	Ikeda	&	Takeuchi,	2003;	Manoli,	2013;	
writing:	MacArthur	&	Lembo,	2009)	as	well	as	in	vocabulary	learning	(Mizumoto	&	Takeuchi,	2009).	
What	is	more,	gains	in	content	knowledge,	skills,	and	proficiency	have	been	recorded	in	the	Cognitive	
Academic	Language	Learning	Approach	model	(CALLA,	Chamot,	2007)	while	there	has	been	increased	
use	 of	 L2	 learning	 strategies	 (Chamot,	 2007;	 Gavriilidou	 &	 Papanis,	 2009;	 Harris	 et	 al.,	 2001;	
Sarafianou,	2013).	
	
Seeking	for	more	effective	learners	and	intervention	practices	underscores	the	importance	of	further	
strategy	 instruction	 research.	 That	 quest	 could	 be	 underpinned	 by	 another	 fruitful	 research	 area	
which	 is	 “the	 development	 of	 teacher	 expertise”	 for	 integrating	 L2	 learning	 strategies	 into	
instructional	 practices	 (Chamot,	 2005:	 126).	 Preparation	 of	 teachers	 in	 that	 respect	 presupposes	
awareness	of	 the	 strategies	 they	utilize	and	promote	 in	 the	 classroom,	which	 is	 the	 subject	of	 the	
present	investigation.	
	
3.		The	current	study	
	
3.1.		Aims	and	rationale	
	
This	research	is	part	of	a	major	project	called	THALIS,	which	aims	to	identify	the	strategic	profiles	of	
EFL	primary	and	secondary	educational	level	students	all	over	Greece	as	well	as	the	strategic	profiles	
of	Muslim	 students	 learning	Greek	 as	 a	 second	 language	 in	 the	 area	 of	 Thrace	 and	 involves	 large	
scale	surveys	of	manifold	levels.	Furthermore,	the	project	aims	to	explore	the	teachers’	promotion	of	
strategies	 in	 the	 EFL	 classroom	 through	 their	 teaching	 practices	 and,	 based	 on	 these	 results,	 to	
develop	a	teachers’	guide	which	they	can	consult	“whenever	they	seek	information	about	acquiring	
knowledge,	 understanding,	 and	 skill	 regarding	 implementation	 of	 explicit	 and	 integrated	 language	
learning	strategy	 instruction	within	every	day	 teaching	practices”	 (Psaltou-Joycey,	2015:	11).	 In	 the	
present	 study,	we	provide	basic	 information	about	 the	procedure	 followed	 for	 the	 construction	of	
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the	teachers’	pilot	questionnaire	but	focus	primarily	on	the	analysis	and	discussion	of	the	qualitative	
data	that	resulted	from	its	testing.	
	
Undoubtedly,	“teachers	are	pivotal	in	the	enterprise	of	teaching	and	learning”	(Freeman	&	Richards,	
1996:1).	 However,	 little	 research	 focuses	 on	 them	 (Griffiths,	 2007).	 In	 addition,	 in	 the	 few	 early	
studies	exploring	teachers’	perceptions	of	their	students’	strategic	use,	teachers	do	not	seem	to	be	
aware	of	their	students’	L2	learning	strategies	(O’Malley	et	al.,	1985;	Palacios	Martínez,	1995)	while	
there	 is	 no	 apparent	 intersection	 between	 teachers’	 and	 students’	 perceptions	 of	 strategy	 use	
(Griffiths	&	Parr,	2001);	hopefully,	there	are	indications	that	the	current	situation	may	be	changing	as	
teachers	attribute	great	importance	to	many	of	the	strategies	their	students	reportedly	use	in	a	more	
recent	study	(Griffiths,	2007).	
	
In	 the	 Greek	 context,	 teachers	 do	 not	 systematically	 teach	 strategies	 (Manoli,	 2013),	 which	 are	
supported	in	the	Greek	Cross-Thematic	Curriculum	Framework	for	Compulsory	Education	(2003)	and	
in	 the	 Integrated	 Foreign	 Languages	 Curriculum	 (2011)	 for	 primary	 and	 secondary	 levels.	 Equally	
importantly,	 strategy	promotion	 in	 the	 students’	 EFL	books	 for	 the	Greek	 state	primary	 and	 lower	
secondary	schools	 is	 fragmentary	and	 inadequate	as	effective	strategy	 instruction	should	be	direct,	
simple,	 and	 primarily	 task-based	 (Chamot,	 2004;	 Oxford,	 2011b).	 Furthermore,	 no	 systematic	
guidelines	in	the	state	school	EFL	guidebooks	are	provided	to	teachers	in	respect	of	implementation	
of	strategy	instruction	to	 learners	(Psaltou-Joycey,	2014).	 In	general,	 little	 is	known	about	teachers’	
and	 learners’	awareness	of	L2	 learning	strategies	and	their	conscious	employment	by	students	and	
their	instructors	during	the	EFL	lesson.	
	
3.2.		Instrumentation	
	
The	 instrument	 of	 the	 study	was	 a	 newly	 constructed	 teachers’	 inventory	 for	 L2	 learning	 strategy	
promotion	 on	 their	 part.	 The	 novelty	 of	 the	 questionnaire	 lies	 in	 the	 fact	 that,	 at	 least	 to	 our	
knowledge,	 there	has	been	no	 similar	measurement	 in	 the	 literature.	Notably,	 the	 first	attempt	 to	
find	any	match	between	teaching	and	learning	strategies	in	the	Greek	context	was	Psaltou-Joycey’s	
(2008,	 2010:	 145-146)	 “Features	 of	 Language	 Teaching”	 (FoLT)	 questionnaire,	which	 also	 recorded	
general	teaching	practices	for	learner	involvement	in	the	classroom	and	in	out-of-class	activities.	
	
The	 formulation	 of	 the	 questionnaire	 which	 was	 used	 in	 the	 present	 pilot	 study	 was	 based	 on	
Oxford’s	(1990)	ESL/EFL	version	of	the	Strategy	Inventory	for	Language	Learning	(SILL)	and	the	pilot	
adapted	 form	of	 the	 SILL	 in	Greek	wording	 for	 primary	 (aged	10-12)	 and	 secondary	 level	 students	
(aged	 13-15)	 for	 the	 THALIS	 project	mentioned	 above.	 The	 selection	 of	 these	 questionnaires	 as	 a	
starting	 point	 was	 made	 deliberately	 so	 that	 the	 resulting	 data	 in	 the	 main	 study	 would	 allow	
comparisons	 between	 the	 teachers’	 and	 the	 learners’	 strategic	 preferences	 –	 matches	 and/or	
mismatches	 –	with	 the	 view	 to	making	 solid	 pedagogical	 recommendations	 in	 relation	 to	 strategy	
instruction.	
	
The	 ESL/EFL	 version	 of	 the	 SILL	 has	 been	 utilized	 in	 a	 very	 large	 number	 of	 descriptive	 studies	
(Chamot,	2004).	Its	basic	purpose	was	the	provision	of	a	general	picture	of	a	learner’s	typical	strategy	
use	 without	 focusing	 on	 specific	 language	 tasks.	 This	 particular	 inventory	 has	 been	 deployed	 by	
approximately	 10,000	 learners	 around	 the	 world	 and	 has	 been	 translated	 into	more	 than	 twenty	
languages	 (Oxford,	 2011a).	 Positive	 correlations	 between	 the	 SILL	 and	 proficiency	 measures	 have	
been	found	in	quite	a	lot	of	research.	There	are	high	internal	consistencies	or	reliabilities	of	the	SILL	
and	its	translated	forms	reported	in	the	literature	(Lan	and	Oxford	2003).	Moreover,	the	concurrent	
validity	 of	 the	 SILL,	 that	 is,	 its	 predicted	 significant	 relation	 with	 other	 instruments,	 has	 been	
recorded	(Oxford	2011b;	Oxford	&	Burry-Stock	1995).	
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The	SILL	uses	five	Likert-scale	ratings	(1-5)	 for	each	strategy	 item	(from	“never	or	almost	never”	to	
“always	or	almost	always”).	Additionally,	based	on	an	initial	factor	analysis,	it	comprises	six	strategy	
categories:	memory-related	strategies,	which	help	 learners	store	information	so	that	 it	can	later	be	
recalled	when	required;	cognitive	strategies,	which	learners	use	in	order	to	manipulate	or	transform	
the	learning	material	or	solve	problems;	compensation	strategies,	which	enable	learners	to	use	the	
new	language	in	spite	of	knowledge	limitations	in	comprehension	or	production;	the	metacognitive	
group,	which	assists	in	coordination	and	management	of	learning	through	planning,	monitoring,	and	
evaluating;	 affective	 strategies,	which	 help	 learners	 control	 their	 emotions,	 attitudes,	motivations,	
and	values	while	 learning	another	 language;	and	the	social	set,	which	 involves	working	with	others	
and	understanding	the	target	language	as	well	as	culture.	
	
In	the	Greek	socio-educational	context,	the	SILL	has	been	adapted	in	various	studies	for	either	adults	
(Kazamia,	2003;	Psaltou-Joycey	&	Kantaridou,	2009),	adolescents	(Vrettou,	2009),	or	young	learners	
(Papanis,	2008;	Psaltou-Joycey	&	Sougari,	2010;	Vrettou,	2011),	exhibiting	high	internal	consistencies	
or	reliabilities	as	well	as	ascertained	concurrent	validity	(Vrettou,	2011).		
	
Aside	 from	 the	 original	 ESL/EFL	 version	 of	 the	 SILL,	 an	 adapted	 version	 of	 the	 same	 strategy	
questionnaire	 for	 primary	 and	 lower	 secondary	 school	 students,	 created	 for	 a	 pilot	 phase	 of	 the	
THALIS	project,	was	employed.	The	construction	of	this	particular	inventory,	which	included	57	items,	
followed	an	appropriate	adaptation	protocol	in	order	to	ensure	maximum	reliability	and	validity	with	
the	learners	as	well	as	cross-linguistic	and	cross-cultural	comparability	(Gavriilidou	&	Mitits,	in	press).	
More	specifically,	 several	 stages	were	 followed	by	an	expert	 committee:	 the	 initial	 translation	 into	
Greek,	 synthesis	 of	 translations,	 and	 back	 translation	 into	 English,	 examination	 and	 testing	 of	 the	
pre-final	 version	 to	 ensure	 reliability	 and	 validity	 (Beaton,	 Bombardier,	 Guillemin,	 &	 Ferraz,	 2000;	
Gjersing,	Caplehorn,	&	Clausen,	2010;	Rahman,	Iqbal,	Waheed,	&	Hussain,	2003).	
	
3.3.		Procedure	for	the	creation	of	the	teachers’	questionnaire	
	
A	 team	 of	 seven	 experts	 in	 Applied	 Linguistics	 involved	 in	 L2	 learning	 strategy	 research	 worked	
independently	and	together	synthesizing	their	views	to	adapt	the	items	from	the	ESL/EFL	version	of	
the	 SILL	 and	 the	adapted	pilot	 students’	 questionnaire.	 It	 should	be	noted	 that	 the	new	 inventory	
was	written	in	Greek	as	it	was	constructed	for	and	addressed	a	specific	Greek-speaking	population.	
	
Throughout	 the	construction,	 the	 team	compared	 the	 target	and	source	 languages	and	cultures	 so	
that	the	new	instrument	could	be	verified	cross-culturally	(Beaton	et	al.,	2000),	taking	into	account	
the	teachers	and	the	teaching	practices	in	Greece	(see	examples	on	the	following	pages).	Besides,	as	
mentioned	 above,	 the	 consulted	 students’	 pilot	 questionnaire	 had	 also	 been	 reviewed	 for	
elimination	of	any	cultural	bias	(Gavriilidou	&	Mitits,	in	press).	
	
The	first	part	of	the	teachers’	inventory	included	background	information	regarding	the	participants,	
namely,	 main	 professional	 capacity,	 years	 of	 service	 in	 primary	 and	 secondary	 education,	 post-
graduate	studies,	and	in-service	training.	The	second	part	comprised	strategies	which	teachers	may	
use	to	promote	strategic	 learning	 in	their	classes.	Thereby,	words	such	as	“I	urge”,	“I	stimulate”,	“I	
encourage”,	“I	help	students”,	“I	see	that”,	“I	suggest”,	“I	recommend”	were	used	at	the	beginning	of	
many	items	to	show	possible	promotion	of	L2	learning	strategies	on	the	part	of	the	teachers.	
	
There	was	lexical,	syntactic,	and	conceptual	adaptation	of	strategy	items	so	that	they	could	address	a	
particular	 teacher	 population	 in	 the	 Greek	 socio-educational	 context.	 For	 instance,	 SILL	 No	 7:	 “I	
physically	 act	 out	 new	 English	words”	was	 constructed	 as:	 “When	 I	 teach	 new	words,	 I	 use	 facial	
expressions	 and	 body	 movement	 to	 demonstrate	 their	 meaning”2,	 or	 SILL	 No	 20:	 “I	 try	 to	 find	
patterns	 in	 English”	 was	 given	 as:	 “I	 help	 students	 discover	 the	 grammar	 rules	 of	 the	 English	
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language”.	Apart	from	the	above,	there	was	expansion	of	meaning	of	one	SILL	item,	No	19:	“I	look	for	
words	 in	my	own	 language	 that	are	 similar	 to	 the	new	words	 in	English”,	which	was	 formed	as:	 “I	
help	students	find	similarities	and	differences	between	English	and	their	language	in	vocabulary	and	
grammar”	 since	 this	 a	 common	 practice	 in	 the	 Greek	 EFL	 classrooms.	 Furthermore,	 there	 was	
removal	of	SILL	 item	No	26:	“I	make	up	new	words	 if	 I	do	not	know	the	right	ones	 in	English”	as	 it	
could	not	be	compatible	with	teacher	practices.	Finally,	an	item	concerning	promotion	of	the	use	of	a	
glossary	 or	 dictionary	 was	 added	 (new	 item	 No	 53)	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	 students’	 pilot	
questionnaire	item	No	23	while	eight	extra	strategies	were	added	too,	coming	to	a	total	of	58	items;	
for	example,	“I	use	humour	to	attract	my	students’	attention”	(No	54),	“I	use	songs,	role	play,	or	craft	
to	 help	 my	 students	 relax”	 (No	 58),	 or	 “I	 encourage	 my	 students	 to	 participate	 in	 collaborative	
research	projects”	(No	57).	
	
At	 the	 end	 of	 the	 teachers’	 pilot	 questionnaire,	 there	 was	 an	 open-ended	 question	 where	 the	
participants	were	prompted	to	make	comments	of	any	kind	with	 regard	 to	 the	questionnaire	 itself	
while	being	assured	that	their	commentary	and	identity	would	remain	confidential.	These	comments	
have	formed	the	qualitative	data,	which	are	of	primary	importance	since	they	could	be	the	source	of	
valuable	 information	 concerning	 the	 accuracy	 of	 the	 strategic	 practices	 explored,	 and	 provide	
feedback	with	regard	to	possible	changes	that	could	be	made	to	the	final	form	of	the	questionnaire.	
Hence,	these	commentaries	will	be	discussed	more	extensively	below.	

	
3.4.		Conduct	of	the	pilot	study	and	participants	
	
The	 questionnaire	 was	 piloted	with	 a	 sample	 of	 58	 teachers	 in	 primary	 and	 secondary	 schools	 in	
northern	 and	 central	 Greece	 from	 November	 to	 December	 2013.	 The	 method	 of	 selection	 was	
convenient	sampling	and	the	method	of	administration	was	electronic.	
	
4.		Qualitative	data	and	discussion	
	
Extensive	statistical	analysis	of	the	gathered	quantitative	data	produced	satisfactory	results	in	terms	
of	the	psychometric	properties	of	the	teachers’	questionnaire,	but	these	results	are	to	be	reported	in	
another	article.	Here	we	focus	on	the	qualitative	data	yielded	from	the	open-ended	question	posed	
at	the	end	of	the	pilot	questionnaire.	
	
Most	teachers’	comments	had	to	do	with	the	fact	that	the	items	did	not	make	a	distinction	between	
teaching	practices	addressing	different	 student	needs	according	 to	 their	proficiency	 level	but	were	
common	both	for	primary	and	secondary	school	teachers.	More	specifically,	many	teachers	felt	that	
statements	such	as		
	

(No	15)	 “I	urge	 students	 to	watch	English	 shows	or	go	 to	 the	cinema	 to	 see	a	 film	 in	
English”		

(No	 16)	 “I	 stimulate	 students	 to	 read	 books	 or	 magazines	 in	 English	 as	 a	 free-time	
activity”	or	

(No	23),	“I	assign	students	to	write	summaries	of	 information	they	listen	to	or	read	in	
English”		

	
would	 rather	 be	 addressed	 to	 teachers	who	 teach	older	 students	 (i.e.,	 at	 secondary	 level)	 as	 such	
strategies	are	used	far	more	frequently	with	more	proficient	students	than	with	young	learners,	who	
can	use	them	only	to	a	very	limited	degree.	
	
The	variable	of	student	age	also	raised	another	type	of	comments	which	had	to	do	with	the	width	of	
the	age	range	of	the	students	 in	primary	school	as	different	strategies	are	usually	 implemented	for	
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the	first	grades	and	proportionally	different	ones	for	the	last	ones.	For	example,	teachers	stated	that	
one	may	employ	the	strategy:	“I	use	a	 lot	of	flashcards	when	I	 introduce	new	words”	(No	6)	 in	the	
first	 and	 second	 grades	 but	 not	 at	 all	 in	 the	 sixth	 grade	 and	 beyond.	 Therefore,	 primary	 school	
respondents	 suggested	 that	 a	 note	 should	 accompany	 certain	 statements	 in	 the	 questionnaire	
specifying	the	recommended	grade.		
	
After	perusal	of	the	above	commentaries,	the	instructions	at	the	beginning	of	the	final	questionnaire	
were	 altered	 by	 making	 clearer	 that	 teachers	 teaching	 in	 primary	 education	 should	 answer	 the	
questionnaire	only	with	reference	to	the	fourth,	fifth,	and	sixth	grades	and	not	to	the	lower	grades	–	
if	 they	taught	 those	grades	as	well	–	as	proficiency	 level	and	age	of	younger	students	would	 invite	
different	methodological	practices.		
	
Another	 common	 comment	 referred	 to	 the	 educational	 level	 that	 the	 teachers	 had	worked/were	
working	at,	either	primary	or	secondary.	For	example,	one	of	the	teachers	wrote:	
	

a) “Because	alternatively	I	have	worked	at	both	educational	levels,	I	think	that	some	
of	 my	 answers	 concern	 either	 one	 or	 the	 other	 level.	 Certainly,	 my	 teaching	
practices	 are	 differentiated	 according	 to	 the	 students’	 age	 and	 their	 proficiency	
level.	This	is	what	I	try	to	do”.	

	
Comments	 like	 this	 brought	 out	 respondents’	 suggestions	 that	 it	 might	 be	 preferable	 to	 present	
some	strategies	 in	a	different	manner	 for	primary	and	secondary	 level	 teachers	or	else	 specify	 the	
level	 of	 the	 students	 that	 some	 strategies	 were	 meant	 for.	 This	 suggestion	 was	 adopted	 in	 the	
“instructions	to	respondents”	of	the	final	questionnaire	by	advising	teachers	to	respond	according	to	
the	practices	they	follow	in	the	present	state	and	educational	level	of	their	employment.		
	
The	variables	of	age	and	proficiency	seem	to	be	connected	in	the	teachers’	comments.	As	older	and	
more	proficient	learners	are	considered	to	be	in	need	of	different	teachers’	strategic	handling	from	
the	learners’	younger	and	less	proficient	counterparts,	the	teachers	raise	concerns	about	the	validity	
of	 general	 questionnaires	which	 usually	 address	 a	wide	 range	 of	 respondents	 and	 curving	 a	 lot	 of	
edges.	 Ideally,	 in	our	 case,	we	 should	have	created	different	 versions	of	a	questionnaire	–	at	 least	
two,	one	for	primary	and	one	for	secondary	 level	–	for	teacher	strategic	practices	according	to	age	
and	level	of	the	students	they	teach.	However,	this	would	have	been	uneconomical	both	for	time	and	
distribution	of	 the	 instrument.	Moreover,	 the	 results	 from	the	 teachers’	questionnaire	of	 the	main	
study	were,	 among	others,	 scheduled	 to	be	 compared	 to	 results	obtained	 from	 the	main	 learners’	
questionnaire,	which	was	common	for	both	primary	and	secondary	 learners.	Therefore,	 in	order	to	
have	more	 informed	 comparisons	 about	 strategies	 taught	by	 teachers	 and	 strategies	 employed	by	
students,	it	was	felt	that	the	team	should	stick	to	“one	questionnaire	for	all”.	
	
So	far	we	have	presented	and	discussed	the	respondents’	criticism	of	our	pilot	questionnaire.	None	
the	less,	there	were	several	positive	comments	which	showed	that	the	questionnaire	made	teachers	
reflect	on	the	practices	they	had	been	using	and	raise	their	self-awareness	while	appreciating	some	
modern	 practices	 mentioned	 which	 conform	 to	 current	 methodological	 approaches.	 For	 example	
teachers	wrote:	
	

b) “Learning	strategy	instruction	is	of	primary	importance	and	is	not	a	luxury”	
c) “The	questionnaire	is	comprehensive	and	detailed”		
d) “Certainly	 the	 teacher	must	 leave	 behind	 old	 practices	 and	 introduce	 new	 ones	

involving	 visualization,	 personification,	 poetry,	 project,	 literature,	 TPR,	
contextualization	 of	 new	 lexis,	 noticing,	 peer	 correction,	 reflection,	 skimming,	
scanning,	etc”		
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e) “I	 also	 consider	 blended	 learning	 and	 the	 use	 of	 new	 technologies	 a	 ‘must’	 for	
adopted	teaching	practices”	

f) “Social	media	(e.g.,	skype,	facebook,	twitter,	emails),	wiki	collaborative	writing,	the	
storyboard,	 the	 interactive	 board	 are	 all	 useful	 tools	 for	 second	 language	
learning”.	

	
Comment	 (b)	 shows	 that	 teachers	 are	 appreciative	 of	 strategy	 use	 in	 the	 classroom.	 Comment	 (c)	
reinforces	our	attempt	to	construct	such	a	questionnaire	that	may	sensitise	teachers	towards	more	
conscious	learning	strategy	instruction.	What	is	more,	comments	(d),	(e),	and	(f)	show	that	teachers	
have	approved	of	several	statements	presented	in	the	questionnaire	which	attempt	to	catch	current	
methodological	procedures.	Some	such	examples	are	provided	in	the	strategies	below:	

(No	4)	I	introduce	a	new	word	through	several	situations	in	which	it	could	be	used,	e.g.,	
dialogues,	stories,	songs	(see	“contextualization	of	new	lexis”	in	(d)	above)	

(No	 7)	 When	 I	 teach	 I	 use	 facial	 expressions	 and	 body	 movements	 to	 clarify	 their	
meaning	(see	“TPR”	above)	

(No	18)	 First	 I	 ask	 students	 to	 read	a	 text	quickly	 and	 then	 I	 ask	 them	 to	 read	 it	 again	
more	carefully	(see	“skimming”,	“scanning”	above)	

(No	 32)	 I	 encourage	 students	 to	 find	 ways	 to	 improve	 their	 English	 (see	 “skype”,	
“facebook”,	“twitter”,	“emails”	in	(e)	and	(f)	above)	

(No	 57)	 I	 encourage	 students	 to	 participate	 in	 collaborative	 research	 projects	 (see	
“collaborative	writing”	in	(f)	above)	

	
We	would	like	to	finish	our	presentation	and	discussion	of	the	teachers’	comments	with	the	following	
comment	 (g)	 as	 a	 corollary	of	q42:	 “I	 advise	 students	 to	 keep	a	diary	where	 they	write	down	 their	
emotions	(positive	or	negative)	created	by	their	learning	of	English”.	

	
g) I	 hadn’t	 thought	 of	 the	 “emotional	 diary”	 which	 I	 think	 is	 a	 good	 very	 idea	 to	 end	 the	

lesson	with.		
	
This	comment	adds	support	to	comment	(c)	above	and	further	reinforces	our	decision	to	construct	an	
instrument	for	teachers’	classroom	practices.	
	
Finally,	 further	 statistical	 tests	 run	 on	 the	 quantitative	 data	 led	 to	 rewording	 of	 certain	 items	 and	
exclusion	of	some	others	so	that	a	total	of	47	items	was	reached	for	use	in	the	main	study.		
	
5.		Contribution	and	conclusion	
	
The	teachers’	inventory	was	favourably	received	by	the	informants	of	the	pilot	phase	of	the	research	
as	 it	 was	 considered	 to	 be	 detailed	 and	 comprehensive	 with	 handy	 ideas	 such	 as	 the	 diary	 of	
emotions	in	L2	learning.	It	was	also	viewed	as	well-aimed,	guiding	towards	a	holistic	way	of	teaching.	
In	 addition,	 according	 to	 a	 teacher’s	 comment,	 a	 positive	 aspect	 of	 the	 questionnaire	 was	 urging	
teachers	away	from	old	practices	since	methods	such	as	contextualization	of	new	lexical	items,	use	of	
literature,	project,	and	technology	are	a	must	in	every	day	teaching.	More	importantly,	a	number	of	
participants	 admitted	 that	 the	 inventory	 made	 them	 reflect	 on	 the	 strategies	 they	 can	 promote	
through	 their	 teaching.	 That	 is	 a	 first	 step	 forward	 towards	 raising	 teacher	 language	 strategy	
awareness,	which	can	lead	to	more	informed	teacher	training.	
	
Overall,	the	contribution	of	the	pilot	study	lies	in	the	formulation	of	an	innovative,	reliable,	and	valid	
teachers’	questionnaire	which	will	elucidate	any	match	or	mismatch	between	learners’	preference	of	
strategies	and	teachers’	promotion	of	them	in	the	EFL	classroom.	The	data	selected	from	the	main	
research,	 conducted	 in	 spring	2014,	have	proved	 to	be	useful	 information	 towards	 the	design	of	a	
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teachers’	 guide	 for	 strategy	 instruction	 at	 primary	 and	 secondary	 educational	 level	 in	 the	 Greek	
schools	(Psaltou-Joycey,	2015),	which	was	within	the	immediate	aims	of	the	THALIS	research	project.	
Teachers	 cannot	 be	 left	 to	 their	 own	 devices	 but	may	 be	 guided	 as	 to	 the	 type	 of	 strategies,	 the	
frequency,	and	the	procedure	they	need	to	follow	in	strategy	intervention,	overall	and	in	particular	
language	 skills,	 thus	 developing	 strategy	 instruction	 awareness	 and	 appreciating	 its	 positive	
outcomes.	
	
Furthermore,	such	an	instrument,	i.e.,	the	teachers’	final	questionnaire,	might	have	the	potential	to	
be	 appropriately	 used	 in	 other	 cultural	 contexts	 as	well	 for	 deep	 exploration	 of	 any	 discrepancies	
between	teachers’	and	learners’	selection	of	strategies.	This	possibility	necessarily	calls	for	an	official	
translation	of	the	inventory	from	Greek	into	English	so	that	its	content	can	become	available	to	non-
Greek	 speaking	 teachers	 and	 researchers.	 Such	 a	 task	 is	 imperative	 for	 the	 dissemination	 of	 the	
experience	 and	 knowledge	 acquired	 from	 the	 composition	 of	 the	 present	 questionnaire	 with	
respective	 pedagogical	 implications	 for	 EFL	 learners,	 and	 is	 one	 of	 the	 immediate	 concerns	 of	 the	
relevant	team.		
	
	
	
Notes	
	
1. This	 study	 is	part	of	 the	THALES	project	MIS	379335.	 It	was	held	 in	 the	 frame	of	 the	National	

Strategic	 Reference	 Frame	 (Ε.Σ.Π.Α.)	 and	was	 co-funded	 by	 resources	 of	 the	 European	 Union	
(European	Social	Fund)	and	national	resources.	

2. The	 new	 statements	 have	 been	 translated	 from	 Greek	 into	 English	 for	 the	 purposes	 of	 the	
current	article	since	there	has	been	no	official	translation	of	the	instrument	yet.	
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