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More studies advocate explicit strategy training and a few studies agree that training 
strategies should be integrated in language learning. The present study reports on the 
implementation of an implicit strategy training for metacognitive strategies in the 
context of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) setting in Indonesia. In the study 
which involved 37 senior high school students, strategies were measured using a 
questionnaire based on a seven - point Likert scale comprising of metacognitive 
strategies for the four language skills: listening, speaking, reading and writing. To find 
out the effect of implicit learning strategy training on students’ learning strategy use, a 
paired sample t-test was used to compare the data taken from the students’ learning 
strategy questionnaire. An English proficiency test was also administered for the 
purpose of the identification of the students’ proficiency in English before and after the 
treatment, and to correlate them with the use of metacognitive strategies. The findings 
indicate that there was a trend towards students using metacognitive strategies of the 
four language skills more frequently after they were trained to use such strategies 
implicitly. In particular, the study reveals that the language learners significantly 
improved their use of metacognitive strategies in writing, and the use of metacognitive 
strategies in writing was significantly correlated to students’ writing performance. The 
study suggests that language learners could improve their language performance 
through the improvement of strategy use in implicit strategy training.  
 

Contribution/Originality: This study is one of very few that have investigated the implementation of implicit 

strategy training for metacognitive strategies in the context of EFL learning. The paper’s primary contribution is 

that the students used metacognitive strategies of the four language skills more frequently after implicit strategy 

training. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Research  has provided much evidence that language learners benefit from the use of learning strategies for 

different language skills (Madhumathi et al., 2014). The role of listening strategies has been reported in a study by 

Bidabadi and Yamat (2013) while the role of reading strategies has been explored in a study by Ghafournia (2014). 

Their findings show that the use of learning strategies was correlated with listening and reading skills. A study of 

the role of speaking strategies was also conducted by Liyanage et al. (2012). The result shows that Chinese EFL 

learners reported more use of metacognitive strategies for speaking and listening. Bai et al. (2014) identified the role 

of writing strategies in language learning and showed that the use of writing strategies were correlated with the 
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learners’ writing skills. While the role of learning strategies in learning different language skills has been well 

documented, studies on how language learners should be trained in order for them to employ effective strategies in 

learning a foreign language are not much reported. 

Different educational settings have been designed to identify how strategy training for language learners 

should be implemented in order for the learners to use learning strategies that are believed to be effective for them 

in order to acquire the targeted language. Different types of tasks have been used to train language learners to learn 

different language skills. The tasks in strategy training suggested in language learning can be grouped under two 

main designs. Strategy training may be implemented in either implicit or explicit classroom instruction. The terms 

explicit and implicit in language education may  refer to different things, i.e. memory,  knowledge, learning or 

instruction  (Hulstijn, 2005).  The terms explicit and implicit in the present study refer to instruction and they refer 

to whether or not learners receive information about the strategies underlying their learning activities. 

In language instruction, Lichtman (2013) elaborated two types of the language instruction. In an implicit 

language instruction, students learn to use the target language unconciously and learn the target forms in context. 

They are also encouraged to use the target language freely with minimal interruption from their teacher. In implicit 

instruction they are spontaneously provided with a communication-oriented activity and do not need to be able to 

articulate a description of their language knowledge. In an explicit instruction, on the hand, students learn to use 

linguistic rules as a predetermined and planned activity, and learn the target language in isolation. They use the 

target language by practicing a controlled activity after practicing using the rules.  Explicit instruction is planned 

as a teaching activity separated from language learning, while implicit instruction is spontaneous.  

 

1.1. Strategy Training in Language Learning  

Even though  the implemenation of explicit and implicit instruction in language learning is relatively familiar, 

the implementation of the two types of instruction in the context of strategy training is not yet well known. 

Different from language instruction,  strategy training focuses on acquiring the skill of using learning strategies in 

order to learn the target language effectively. In implicit strategy training, students are trained to use learning 

strategies with an absence of conscious efforts to learn the rules of the learning strategies, while in explicit strategy 

training, students are trained to use learning strategies consciously to apply the strategies to acquire the target 

language (Robinson, 1997). A study by Rahimi and Noroozisiam (2013) which involved university students in Iran 

developed an explicit strategy training for teaching writing. In their training the students were taught sociocultural 

strategies and the result of the experimental class was then compared with the result of the class which was not 

taught the sociocultural strategies. Another study which was explicitly designed for a writing class was conducted 

by De Silva and Graham (2015). A study by Goh and Taib (2006) trained the learners to use learning strategies in 

listening by implementing an explicit instruction. In a reading class Aghaie and Zhang (2012) and Pei (2014)  

conducted studies to implement an explicit training in a reading class. Naughton (2006) and Lam (2010) preferred 

to train language learners to use strategy training in explicitly in a speaking class.  

In implementing explicit strategy training, the different studies used different models. One of the well-known 

models of strategy training is the Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach (CALLA). This model, which 

was introduced by Chamot and O'Malley (1987) was meant to prepare students to be successful in studying content 

areas where English is the medium of instruction (see also O'Malley (1988)). Another model is styles-and-

strategies-based instruction (SSBI), which was developed by Cohen and Weaver (2005). The objective of training 

learning strategies through SBSI is to provide students with an opportunity to understand what they can learn in 

the target language and how they can learn the language (p. 5).  Both the CALLA and SSBI models are meant to 

explicitely train students to use learning strategies which have been prepared in the implementation of strategy 

training. A less popular model which is meant for explicit strategy training was formulated by Grenfell & Harris 

(Chamot, 2004).    
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Explicit strategy training can be implemented in different ways. Hulstijn (2005) states that there are two 

possible patterns of explicit instruction, namely deductive and inductive learning. In deductive learning rules are 

presented before examples are provided, while in inductive learning examples are given before rules are presented. 

Deductive and inductive instruction is commonly implemented in teaching the grammar of a foreign language 

(Benitez-Correa et al., 2019).  Since in deductive and inductive learning the correct rule is always given at some 

point, both are part of explicit instruction. In explicit learning language learners consciously search for or apply 

rules to the stimulus domain (Robinson, 1997). When the rules or related intention are not incorporated in the 

treatment, the treatment is an implicit training (Norris and Ortega, 2000). Related to learning strategy training, if 

language learning strategies are not discussed before or after the treatment in the strategy training, the training is 

an implicit one. 

More studies advocate explicit strategy training and fewer studies agree that training strategies should be 

integrated in language learning. Empirical evidence has been provided that explicit strategy training increased the 

use of the target strategies (Chen, 2010; Lam, 2010). Explicit training was also successful in encouraging language 

learners to engage in classroom activities (Naughton, 2006; Gunning and Oxford, 2014) and in improving language 

performance (Spörer et al., 2009). Many studies have been conducted to identify an increase in the use of learning 

strategies after the implementation of explicit strategy training, but in these studies the explicit trainings were not 

contrasted to implicit ones. The effectiveness of explicit strategy training has been reported in some studies but 

reports on the implementation of implicit strategy training is hard to find. The present study explores how 

language learners benefit from the implementation of implicit strategy training in learning English as a foreign 

language.  

 

1.2. Implementation of Implicit Strategy Training  

It seems hard to train all learning strategies of the four language skills at the same time. In the current study 

only the strategies which have been approved to be effective in learning English in the context of EFL setting in 

Indonesia were selected to be the target strategies in the implementation of the implicit training (Setiyadi et al., 

2016). In their study, it was revealed that metacognitive strategies were significantly correlated with students’ 

language performance. Therefore, the selected learning strategies to be trained were taken from the classififcation 

which has been explored in the context of EFL learning in Indonesia (Setiyadi, 2014). The metacognitive strategies 

were developed from previous studies (O'Malley et al., 1985; Oxford, 1990a;1990b; Wenden, 1991). They include 

strategies of listening, speaking, reading and writing. 

The classroom instructions for the implicit learning strategy training in the current study were designed by 

following the format of the SSBI. The SSBI is chosen to be developed since the model is appropriate to train 

students’ metacognitive awareness. Since the approach of SSBI emphasizes both explicit and implicit integration of 

language learning and use strategies in the language classroom, the researcher assumes that the implicit learning 

strategy training can be designed by modifying the components of SSBI.  The implicit training was conducted by 

eliciting the students to do various kinds of tasks during the training session by considering students’ different 

styles.  The modification is meant to change the role of the teacher to become a facilator, not a trainer. All activities 

in the class are done in order to enable language learners to learn to use the trained the metacognitive strategies in 

the four language skills naturally. By identifiying the strengths of the strategy, training of metacognitive strategies 

in language teaching reported in the present study, language teachers may consider making their learners 

accustomed to using metacognitive strategies when, at the same time, they learn English as a foreign language.  

The purpose of the present study is to investigate the effect of the implicit strategy training in improving the 

use of metacognitive strategies and the improvement of language performance. The following two research 

questions are addressed: 
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1. Which metacognitive strategies of the four language skills improves significantly through the implicit 

strategy training?  

2. What skill benefits more through the improvement of the trained strategies? 

 

2. METHODOLOGY 

A seven - point scale questionnaire comprised of metacognitive strategies of the four language skills was 

developed for the perceptual variable of strategy use. The instrument was a self-report questionnaire written in the 

students’ native language and translated in English. The participants were asked to choose one of the choices by 

marking one of the seven responses ranging from never (1) to always (7). The data were analysed to measure the 

internal consistency of scales by using an item-to scale coefficient. The analysis was done to obtain an indicator of 

the scales, while the validity of the items of the questionnaire were assessed by correlating the items with their 

constructs. 

The sample of the present study was 35 second grade students in Senior High School in Indonesia, and their 

ages ranged between 17 and 18. They learned English four hours a week at school based on the national 

curriculum. The medium for instruction is Indonesian as the national language. They did not speak English as a 

means of communication in daily life and their English was at beginners’ level. An English proficiency test was 

administered for the purpose of the identification of students’ proficiency in English before and after the treatment. 

This test consists of listening, speaking, reading and writing. Students’ learning achievement was their gain 

between the post test and the pre test of the four language skills. In order to have more reliable scores two raters 

were involved in assesing students’ language performance. 

Students’ strategy use was measured before the treatment as a pre test and after the treatment as a post test. 

To find out the effect of implicit learning strategy training on students’ learning strategy use, a paired sample t-test 

was used to compare the data taken from the students’ learning strategy questionnaire and administered to the 

students before and after the treatment. The pre test was conducted one week before the treatment and the post test 

was conducted one month after the students were trained in order to naturally identify the effect of the training. 

Correlation analyses were also conducted to identify how the use of metacognitive strategeis and language 

performance were correlated before and after the treatment. 

Since this study was conducted in the Indonesian context, the selection of strategies on the need for instruction 

were the metacognitive strategies, which successful learners have been reported as using (Setiyadi et al., 2016). The 

metacognitive strategies trained included: a) self palnning; b) self directing; c) self correcting; and d) self managing 

(Setiyadi, 2014). To determine whether the strategies have relationships with language performance before and 

after the experiment period, correlation analyses were undertaken.  

 

3. RESULT 

Table 1 provides emperical evidence that Cronbach-Alpha coefficients of internal consistency for the four scales 

of metacognitive strategies were internally consistent. The Cronbach Alphas show good reliability. In general, the 

items were considered valid since each item had a high correlation with its construct see Table 2. Examination of 

skewness and kurtosis values of the scales were also measured. As indicated in Table 3, all the observed variables 

were normally distributed since the values of skewness and kurtosis of the items fell within the range of -2 and +2. 

Therefore, all of the criteria of the constructs of the questionnaire used in the present study were met to run the 

analysis.  
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Table-1. Questionnaire scales and internal consistency coefficients. 

Scales Number of items Cronbach's alpha 

Metacognitive strategies of Listening 5 items .81 
Metacognitiv strategies of Speaking 6 items .87 
Metacognitive strategies of Reading 6 items .80 
Metacognitive strategies of Writing 4 items .81 
All Metacognitive strategies 21 items .83 

 

 
Table-2. Validity of each item with the constructs. 

Scales Item Nos 

Metacognitive strategies of Listening 1)0,733, 2)0,873, 3)0,673, 4)0,811, 5)0,852 
Metacognitive strategies of Speaking 1)0,851, 2)0,757, 3)0,765, 4)0,799, 5)0,789, 6)0,771 
Metacognitive strategies of Reading 1)0,782, 2)0,777, 3)0,776, 4)0,731, 5)0,789, 6)0,773 
Metacognitive strategies of Writing 1)0,859, 2)0,787, 3)0,810, 4)0,821 

 

 
Table-3. Normality of the variables. 

Scales Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Metacognitive strategies of Listening 3.19 .62 -,625 -,232 

Metacognitive strategies of Speaking 3.25 .71 -,571 ,365 
Metacognitive strategies of Reading 3.88 . 55 -,254 ,432 
Metacognitive strategies of Writing 4.95 .72 -,246 -,237 

 

 

A paired sample t-test was run to compare the participants’ pre test and post test scores of the strategy use of 

the four scales. Table 4 showed that one scale which was significantly different in a positive direction between the 

scores of students’ strategy use of pre test and post test was the use of metacognitive strategies of of writing.  

 
Table-4. Gain of strategy use in the training. 

Scales Mean SD Significance 

Metacognitive strategies of Listening .93 .15 .054 
Metacognitive strategies of Speaking 1.58 .30 .057 
Metacognitive strategies of Reading 1.25 .17 .072 
Metacognitive strategies of Writing 1.81 .32 .007 

 

 

The emperical data provided on Table 5 shows the correlations between the strategy use and learning 

achievement. Before the treatment no metacognitive strategy use was significantly correlated with the languse 

performance in the four language skills, but after the treatment the use of metacognitive strategies of speaking and 

writing was significantly correlated with the students’ language performance, as indicated in Table 5.  

 
Table-5. Correlation among strategy use and language skills. 

Language Skills Listening skill Speaking skill Reading skill Writing skill 

Strategy use before training .18 .28 .24 .29 
Strategy use after training .27 .39 .33 .51** 

      Note:  *= p < 0.005 
*= p < 0.01. 

 

4. DISCUSSION 

In general, there was a trend that the students used metacognitive strategies of the four language skills more 

frequently after the students were trained to use metacognitive strategies implicitly. It is understood that the 

students have learned how to use the strategies during the training and, in turn, they become accustomed to using 

the target strategies in learning English. In particular, the study provides empirical support for significant 

improvement of metacognitive strategies after the treatment for the other three language skills. It is interesting 

that the students benefit from the implicit training more in learning writing than in the other skills. The result is in 

line with the findings of a study  by De Silva and Graham (2015) which experimented with explicit strategy 

training. In their study, the students in the experimental class were proved to use the strategies, especially planning 
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and self monitoring, to a significantly increased degree. Self planning and self monitoring are two of the strategies 

classified under metacognitive strategies which were the strategies to be trained in the present study. A similar 

study by Khonamri and Ahmadi (2015), which was also utilized an explicit training,  showed a remarkable 

improvement after utilizing explicit metacognitive strategy training in listening. Many other studies have also 

provided evidence that strategy training in learning a foreign language have affected either the use of the trained 

strategies or students’ language performance (Chen, 2010; Rahimi and Noroozisiam, 2013; Zhang and Seepho, 

2013). A study by Kavani and Amjadiparvar (2018) has also proved that strategy training in language learning 

played an important role in increasing motivation and self regulated learning. 

Most of the  studies on strategy training were meant to identify the effectiveness of explicit strategy training, 

but  the present study utilized an implicit training and identified what language skills benefit from the implicit 

training. This study revealed that the implicit strategy training was more powerful in training metacognitive 

strategies than the other language skills. Metacognitive strategies, which lead students to  use strategies for self-

direction, self-monitoring, self- evaluation and self-correction work more optimally in writing.  The function of the 

metacognitive strategies is more powerful in writing since it is easier for langauge learners to direct their learning 

activities, monitor and  evaluate their learning outcomes, and then correct their errors when they are learnng 

writing, not the other three language skills. Language leaners easily become more autonomous learners in writing 

than they do in the other language skills. 

In contrast to previous studies, the present study also identified the increase of language performance as the 

effect of improvement in strategy use. As shown in Table 5, the use of metacognitive strategies before the training 

were not significantly correlated with students’ writing skill, but after the training the use of metacognitive 

strategies was significantly correlated with students’ writing skill. It suggests that the students improved writing 

performance significantly after they used metacognitive strategies as the effect of the training. During the training 

they learned to use their learning strategies appropriately, especially metacognitive strategies in writing and, in 

turn, they learned their writing processes effectively, as indicated in Table 4. The present study also revealed that 

implicit strategy training, which seems to be ignored in most studies, could improve language performance through 

students’ effective use of strategy training. As Sarafianou and Gavriilidou (2015) suggest, most studies on strategy-

based instruction have left a number of questions unanswered because of the tendency of most to focus on adults 

with relatively good language competence (e.g. Khonamri and Ahmadi 2015, Nakatani 2005, and De Silva and 

Graham 2015).  

The notions developed from the present study lead language teachers to consider the Task-Based Model as the 

design to be used in employing implicit learning strategy training.  In task-based instruction, basic pair work and 

group work are often used to increase student interaction and collaboration. Students tend to work together to 

write and edit a class newspaper, develop a television commercial, enact scenes from a play, or take part in other 

joint tasks. Oxford (2001) suggests more structured cooperative learning formats which can be used in task-based 

instruction.  Task-based instruction is believed to be relevant to all levels of language proficiency, but the nature of 

the task should vary from one level to another. Tasks become increasingly complex at higher proficiency levels. 

The integrated-skill approach, as it is used as the basis in Task-based Model, exposes English language learners to 

authentic language and challenges them to interact naturally with the language. The natural interaction as it is 

required in the model is the basic principle of implicit learning.  

 

5. CONCLUSION  

The present study involved high school students in an EFL setting. The participants were not yet mature and 

had relatively limited language performance. The present study may suggest that the implicit training could be 

implemented through task based learning. Oxford (2001) suggested that task based instruction in strategy training 

may take place in the absence of conscious efforts to learn learning strategies,  in contrast to explicit learning, 
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which may take place when learners consciously search for or apply rules of learning strategies (Robinson, 1997). 

Further research is needed on whether implicit strategy training will work better for younger language learners 

and for language learners with less language performance, while explicit strategy training will work better for older 

language learners and for language learners with better language performance. 

 

Funding: The authors are grateful to their students who participated in this study. This work 
was financially supported by Lampung University, Indonesia under grant # 2842/ UN26.21/ 
PN/2019.    
Competing Interests: The authors declare that they have no competing interests.  
Acknowledgement: All authors contributed equally to the conception and design of the study. 

 

REFERENCES 

Aghaie, R. and L.J. Zhang, 2012. Effects of explicit instruction in cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies on Iranian EFL 

students’ reading performance and strategy transfer. Instructional Science, 40(6): 1063-1081.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-011-9202-5. 

Bai, R., G. Hu and P.Y. Gu, 2014. The relationship between use of writing strategies and English proficiency in Singapore 

primary schools. The Asia-Pacific Education Researcher, 23(3): 355-365.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-

013-0110-0. 

Benitez-Correa, C., P. Gonzalez-Torres and A. Vargas-Saritama, 2019. A comparison between deductive and inductive 

approaches for teaching EFL grammar to high school students. International Journal of Instruction, 12(1): 225-

236.Available at: https://doi.org/10.29333/iji.2019.12115a. 

Bidabadi, F.S. and H. Yamat, 2013. EFL learners’ perceptions towards meta-cognitive strategy use in English language 

listening. GEMA Online® Journal of Language Studies, 13(3). 

Chamot, A.U., 2004. Issues in language learning strategy research and teaching. Electronic Journal of Foreign Language 

Teaching, 1(1): 14-26. 

Chamot, A.U. and J.M. O'malley, 1987. The cognitive academic language learning approach: A bridge to the mainstream. 

TESOL Quarterly, 21(2): 227-249.Available at: https://doi.org/10.2307/3586733. 

Chen, A.-h., 2010. Effects of listening strategy training for EFL adult listeners. Journal of Asia TEFL, 7(1): 135-169. 

Cohen, A.D. and S.J. Weaver, 2005. . Styles and strategies-based instruction: A teachers’ Guide. University of Minnesota: Center 

for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition Working Paper Series. 

De Silva, R. and S. Graham, 2015. The effects of strategy instruction on writing strategy use for students of different proficiency 

levels. System, 53: 47-59.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2015.06.009. 

Ghafournia, N., 2014. Language learning strategy use and reading achievement. English Language Teaching, 7(4): 64-73. 

Goh, C. and Y. Taib, 2006. Metacognitive instruction in listening for young learners. ELT Journal, 60(3): 222-232. 

Gunning, P. and R.L. Oxford, 2014. Children's learning strategy use and the effects of strategy instruction on success in learning 

ESL in Canada. System, 43: 82-100.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2013.12.012. 

Hulstijn, J.H., 2005. Theoretical and empirical issues in the study of implicit and explicit second-language learning: Introduction. 

Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 27(2): 129-140.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1017/s0272263105050084. 

Kavani, R. and A. Amjadiparvar, 2018. The effect of strategy-based instruction on motivation, self-regulated learning, and 

reading comprehension ability of Iranian EFL learning. Cogent Education, 5(1): 1556196. 

Khonamri, F. and F. Ahmadi, 2015. The effect of metacognitive strategy training and raising EFL Learners' metacognitive 

knowledge on listening performance. Indonesian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 5(1): 19 – 28. 

Lam, W.Y., 2010. Metacognitive strategy teaching in the ESL oral classroom. Australian Review of Applied Linguistics, 33(1): 

2.1-2.19.Available at: https://doi.org/10.2104/aral1002. 

Lichtman, K., 2013. Developmental comparisons of implicit and explicit language learning. Language Acquisition, 20(2): 93-

108.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/10489223.2013.766740. 



Humanities and Social Sciences Letters, 2020, 8(2): 194-201 

 

 
201 

© 2020 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved. 

Liyanage, I., B. Bartlett, G. Birch and T. Tao, 2012. To be or not to be" metacognitive: Learning EFL strategically. Electronic 

Journal of Foreign Language Teaching, 9(1): 5-25. 

Madhumathi, P., N. Ramani and M. Prema, 2014. Language learning strategy use and English proficiency of below average 

Indian ESL students. Pertanika Journal of Social Sciences & Humanities, 22(2): 455-472. 

Nakatani, Y., 2005. The effects of awareness-raising training on oral communication strategy use. The Modern Language 

Journal, 89(1): 76-91.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0026-7902.2005.00266.x. 

Naughton, D., 2006. Cooperative strategy training and oral interaction: Enhancing small group communication in the language 

classroom. The Modern Language Journal, 90(2): 169-184.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-

4781.2006.00391.x. 

Norris, J.M. and L. Ortega, 2000. Effectiveness of L2 instruction: A research synthesis and quantitative meta-analysis. Language 

learning, 50(3): 417-528.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/0023-8333.00136. 

O'malley, J.M., 1988. The cognitive academic language learning approach (calla). Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural 

Development, 9(1-2): 43-60. 

O'Malley, J.M., A.U. Chamot, M. Stewner, Gloria, L. Kupper and R.P. Russo, 1985. Learning strategies used by beginning and 

intermediate ESL students. Language Learning, 35(1): 21-46.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-

1770.1985.tb01013.x. 

Oxford, R., 1990a. Language learning strategies: What every teacher should know. Boston: Heinle & Heinle Publishers. 

Oxford, R., 1990b. Styles, strategies, and aptitude. In Thomas S. Parry.& Charles W Stansfield (Eds.), Language aptitude 

reconsidered: New Jersey: Prentice Hall Regents. pp: 67 - 119. 

Oxford, R., 2001. Integrated skills in the ESL/EFL classroom. Washington DC: ERIC Clearinghouse on Languages and 

Linguistics. 

Pei, L., 2014. Does metacognitive strategy instruction indeed improve Chinese EFL learners' reading comprehension 

performance and metacognitive awareness?. Journal of Language Teaching and Research, 5(5): 1147-2252.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.4304/jltr.5.5.1147-1152. 

Rahimi, M. and E. Noroozisiam, 2013. The effect of strategies-based instruction on the improvement of EFL learners’ writing 

quality: A sociocultural approach. SAGE Open, 3(2): 2158244013494222.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244013494222. 

Robinson, P., 1997. Individual differences and the fundamental similarity of implicit and explicit adult second language learning. 

Language Learning, 47(1): 45-99.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/0023-8333.21997002. 

Sarafianou, A. and Z. Gavriilidou, 2015. The effect of strategy-based instruction on strategy use by upper-secondary Greek 

students of EFL. Electronic Journal of Foreign Language Teaching, 12(1): 21 - 34. 

Setiyadi, A., M. Sukirlan and Mahpul, 2016. How successful learners employ learning strategies in an EFL setting in the 

Indonesian context. English Language Teaching, 9(8): 28-38.Available at: https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v9n8p28. 

Setiyadi, A.B., 2014. Skill-based categories: An alternative of language learning strategy measurement. Journal of Language 

Teaching and Research, 5(2): 360.Available at: https://doi.org/10.4304/jltr.5.2.360-370. 

Spörer, N., J.C. Brunstein and U. Kieschke, 2009. Improving students' reading comprehension skills: Effects of strategy 

instruction and reciprocal teaching. Learning and Instruction, 19(3): 272-286.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2008.05.003. 

Wenden, A., 1991. Learner strategies for learner autonomy. New York: Prentice Hall. 

Zhang, L. and S. Seepho, 2013. Metacognitive strategy use and academic reading achievement: Insights from a Chinese context. 

Electronic Journal of Foreign Language teaching, 10(1): 54-69. 

 

Views and opinions expressed in this article are the views and opinions of the author(s), Humanities and Social Sciences Letters shall not be responsible or 
answerable for any loss, damage or liability etc. caused in relation to/arising out of the use of the content. 

 


