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Abstract

This practitioner enquiry examines how the think-aloud strategy, as a meta-
cognitive instructional tool, supports high-quality teaching and learning among
three Chinese ESL learners aged 6 - 8 in a private learning centre in China.
Drawing on structured research log observations and a child-adapted visual
questionnaire across two consecutive sessions, the study applies reflexive the-
matic analysis to identify patterns in metacognitive engagement, self-monitor-
ing, strategy use, and affective participation. Findings indicate that the strategy
promoted metacognitive awareness across all proficiency groups, with the
most substantial gains in the lower-proficiency learner. Questionnaire data
corroborated observation findings and revealed a consistent shift in learner en-
joyment and willingness to re-engage. Structured think-aloud instruction is
concluded to be pedagogically promising in early ESL settings when embedded
within responsive and emotionally supportive teaching practice.
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1. Introduction

What prompted this enquiry was a pattern I noticed repeatedly in my own class-

room: learners who appeared to understand a task would arrive at incorrect an-
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swers or complete tasks silently in ways that made it impossible to identify where
their reasoning had broken down. This observation pointed toward a gap between
surface comprehension and the deeper self-awareness that effective learning re-
quires. Teaching that addresses this gap draws learners into active awareness of
their own thinking rather than simply transmitting knowledge, and reflects what
the Education Endowment Foundation (2018) identifies as high-impact pedagog-
ical practice. Within this framework, metacognitive strategies have attracted sus-
tained research interest for their potential to develop learners’ capacity to think
ahead about how to approach a task, check their understanding as they work
through it, and reflect on how well they did afterwards (Flavell, 1979; Schraw &
Dennison, 1994). Metacognition has been shown to correlate positively with im-
proved learning outcomes across educational contexts (Perry et al., 2019).

In the field of second language acquisition (SLA), metacognitive awareness is
particularly significant because language learners must simultaneously manage
vocabulary, grammar, and communicative production (Cohen, 2005). When a
child falls silent mid-task, it is rarely clear whether the difficulty lies in under-
standing the vocabulary, constructing the grammar, or simply not knowing where
to begin. The think-aloud strategy asks learners to speak their thinking aloud as
they complete a task, making that otherwise hidden process audible to both
learner and teacher. Ericsson and Simon (1993) demonstrated that this kind of
concurrent verbal output provides a valid and reliable record of cognitive pro-
cessing, opening genuine opportunities for reflection, feedback, and instructional
adjustment.

This enquiry was conducted in a private English learning centre in China,
where three learners aged 6 - 8 participated in two structured lessons incorporat-
ing think-aloud activities. Commercial learning centres in China frequently oper-
ate within performance-oriented curricula where efficiency is prioritised over re-
flective learning (Hu, 2002), and cultural norms may discourage learners from
expressing uncertainty aloud (Vandergrift & Goh, 2012). This context makes the
investigation of metacognitive strategies both complex and pedagogically valua-
ble.

The main question this study seeks to answer is: What is the role of the think-
aloud strategy in facilitating metacognitive awareness and high-quality teaching
and learning among Chinese ESL learners aged 6 - 8 in a private learning centre
setting? The enquiry is structured around a critical literature review, an account
of the research design and methodology, a presentation and discussion of find-
ings, and a concluding section that draws out implications for practice.

For the purposes of this enquiry, high-quality teaching and learning is defined
operationally rather than in the abstract: it is teaching that makes learners’ think-
ing visible and responsive, and learning that is accompanied by growing self-
awareness, willingness to engage, and improved task accuracy. This definition is
operationalised directly through the study’s two instruments. In the structured

research log, it corresponds most closely to Domain 1 (Verbal Metacognitive En-
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gagement), Domain 2 (Self-Monitoring and Self-Regulation), and Domain 4 (Af-
fective and Social Indicators), which together capture whether learners are think-
ing aloud, catching and correcting their own errors, and engaging willingly rather
than reluctantly. In the Child-Adapted Learner Questionnaire, it corresponds to
Q2 (perceived helpfulness for understanding), Q5 (perceived helpfulness for er-
ror-finding), and Q6 (willingness to re-engage), which capture the same construct
from the learner’s own perspective. Task accuracy, recorded independently
through the Look and Write and Read and Write scores discussed in Section 3.2,
provides a further, non-self-reported indicator. Claims made in Sections 4 and 5
about high-quality teaching and learning should be read against this specific, tri-
angulated evidence base rather than as a claim about general attainment or cur-

riculum coverage.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Metacognition, Self-Regulation, and Learning

The concept of metacognition was first theorised by Flavell (1979, p. 906) as
“knowledge and cognition about cognitive phenomena”. This formulation cap-
tures a person’s capacity to be aware of and think about their own mental pro-
cesses, including knowing what they find difficult, recognising when understand-
ing has broken down, and deliberately choosing strategies to support their learn-
ing. It has since become central to educational research, with substantial evidence
linking metacognitive awareness to academic achievement across age groups and
subject areas (Veenman & Afflerbach, 2006). The Education Endowment Foun-
dation (2018) identifies explicit metacognitive instruction as one of the highest-
impact pedagogical approaches available to practitioners, a finding reinforced by
Perry et al. (2019) across more than fifty studies.

Zimmerman (2002) extended metacognition into a broader model of self-reg-
ulated learning, arguing that effective learners take active control of their own
cognitive behaviour before, during, and after tasks rather than passively receiving
instruction. For younger learners, however, these capacities are still developing.
Whitebread et al. (2009) found that children aged 5 - 7 demonstrate emergent
metacognitive behaviours but require explicit instructional support to access and
sustain them. Dent and Koenka (2016) found through a meta-analysis that meta-
cognitive strategy instruction consistently improved outcomes across primary-age
learners, with effect sizes increasing when instruction was embedded in authentic

classroom tasks rather than isolated exercises.

2.2. Metacognitive Strategies in Second Language Acquisition

In SLA research, metacognitive strategies occupy a well-established position as
facilitators of language monitoring and production. Cohen (2005) studied what
distinguishes more successful language learners from less successful ones, finding
that stronger learners are not simply more capable linguistically; they are more

strategic. They think ahead about how to approach a language task, notice when
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communication is breaking down or when an error has occurred, and adjust their
language use accordingly. Less successful learners tend to proceed without this
self-monitoring. Cohen’s central argument is that these strategic behaviours can
be taught to learners who do not develop them independently. Similarly, Vander-
grift and Goh (2012) demonstrate that metacognitive awareness supports second
language listening comprehension by enabling learners to check their understand-
ing against contextual information and adjust interpretation accordingly. Teng
(2020) further demonstrates that metacognitive knowledge and regulation play a
significant mediating role in EFL learner performance, with learners deploying
metacognitive strategies showing stronger monitoring and revision behaviours
than those receiving conventional instruction.

An important distinction exists between metacognitive capacity and metacog-
nitive deployment. Learners may possess an awareness of their thinking processes
without spontaneously applying regulatory strategies during tasks (Schraw &
Dennison, 1994). This gap is particularly notable in younger learners, where the
executive function systems underpinning strategic self-regulation are still matur-
ing. Accordingly, instructional scaffolding plays a critical role in bridging this gap
for young ESL learners.

A further consideration concerns the relationship between metacognition and
learner motivation in SLA contexts. Oxford (2017) argues that when a learner suc-
cessfully uses a strategy to regulate their own learning and it works, they feel more
capable, and this experience of success strengthens their belief that they can man-
age future challenges, motivating continued strategy use. For young ESL learners
who may not yet see themselves as capable English speakers, even a single positive
experience with think-aloud can begin to shift that self-perception. It is worth
noting, however, that the evidence base for metacognitive strategy instruction in
ESL settings with learners below the age of eight remains comparatively thin. Most
studies cited in reviews such as Hajar and Karakus (2025), whose bibliometric
analysis spans fifty years of language learning strategy research, focus on adoles-
cent or adultlearners, and findings may not translate straightforwardly to younger
populations. This gap makes small-scale practitioner enquiries such as the present
study particularly valuable in beginning to generate contextually grounded evi-

dence.

2.3. The Think-Aloud Strategy: Theoretical Foundations

The think-aloud strategy draws theoretical legitimacy from the protocol analysis
tradition established by Ericsson and Simon (1993), who demonstrated that con-
current verbalisation of thought provides a reliable window into cognitive pro-
cessing. When used pedagogically, think-aloud allows learners to externalise their
reasoning, reinforcing metacognitive monitoring and helping them identify errors
or gaps in understanding. Fisher and Frey (2018) argue that teacher modelling of
think-aloud provides learners with a visible example of expert strategic thinking,

which they can subsequently internalise and apply independently. This approach
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is grounded in Vygotsky’s (Vygotsky, 1978) concept of the Zone of Proximal De-
velopment, which holds that the most productive instruction occurs in the gap
between what a learner can do independently and what they can achieve with the
support of someone more knowledgeable. Teacher-modelled think-aloud sits
squarely in this framework: the teacher temporarily performs the metacognitive
verbalisation the learner cannot yet manage independently, creating the condi-
tions for the learner to internalise it over time. Hajar and Karakus (2025), in a
bibliometric review spanning fifty years of language learning strategy research,
highlight a renewed interest in think-aloud methods as tools for developing met-
acognitive awareness in L2 learners, noting their growing relevance for younger

and less-experienced language users.

2.4. Developmental and Cultural Considerations

While think-aloud strategies have been extensively studied with adult learners,
their application with children aged 6 - 8 raises specific developmental consider-
ations. Larkin (2010) identifies metacognitive development in young children as
highly sensitive to instructional context: children receiving explicit, repeated ex-
posure to metacognitive strategy modelling show greater evidence of self-regula-
tory behaviour than those in transmission-oriented classrooms. Whitebread et al.
(2009) further note that peer interaction and collaborative tasks create naturalistic
conditions for metacognitive verbalisation. Asking young learners to simultane-
ously produce language and monitor their thinking may create cognitive overload
if not carefully mediated (Dent & Koenka, 2016), suggesting that staged scaffold-
ing which separates comprehension from production is essential for this age
group.

Cultural factors further shape learner engagement in the Chinese context. Hu
(2002) analyses the tension between communicative language teaching and the
examination-oriented, teacher-authoritative tradition prevalent in Chinese
schools, arguing that accuracy-focused pedagogy may generate affective barriers
for learners asked to verbalise incomplete thinking. Bao (2014) similarly identifies
face-saving and deference to the teacher as sources of reticence, while Dan and
Bai (2025) found, in a study of 436 Chinese primary-age EFL learners, that positive
classroom relationships with teachers and peers were associated with greater use
of self-regulated and metacognitive strategies such as monitoring, an association

partly explained by the more positive emotions those relationships fostered.

3. Research Design
3.1. Research Design and Philosophical Approach

This study adopts a qualitative practitioner enquiry approach, which Cochran-
Smith and Lytle (2009) describe as systematic, intentional study by teachers of
their own classroom practice. Practitioner enquiry foregrounds the teacher-re-
searcher’s professional context as the site of knowledge generation, enabling crit-

ical reflection on how pedagogical decisions shape learning outcomes (McNiff,
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2017). The enquiry does not seek statistical generalisation but rather context-spe-
cific understanding of how the think-aloud strategy operates with these particular
learners in this particular setting. A case study approach is appropriate precisely
because I am not trying to make a claim about all ESL learners. I am trying to
understand what happened with these three learners, in this classroom, in this
learning centre. Yin (2018) argues that case study is the right design when the
question is about how or why something happens, and when the phenomenon
cannot be meaningfully separated from its context. That is exactly the situation
here: the learners’ think-aloud behaviour cannot be separated from the specific
tasks, the relationship between teacher and learners, or the cultural setting in
which the sessions took place. The case is the implementation of the think-aloud
strategy across two consecutive teaching sessions, with three purposively sampled
learners constituting embedded sub-cases.

Two consecutive sessions were judged sufficient for the scope of this enquiry,
which asks whether the think-aloud strategy can be observed to operate at all in
this setting, rather than whether its effects are durable over time; a single paired
comparison is adequate to establish the former, even though it cannot establish
the latter. This scope inevitably limits what the change in scores between Session
1 and Session 2 can be taken to show. Two alternative explanations cannot be
ruled out from a two-session design. First, a novelty effect is possible: learners may
have engaged more readily with think-aloud in Session 2 simply because the ac-
tivity, the researcher’s attention, or the departure from routine lesson format was
still new, rather than because metacognitive capacity had genuinely developed.
Second, a practice effect is possible: gains in domain scores may partly reflect in-
creasing familiarity with the specific vocabulary set, task format, and rating pro-
cedure used across the two sessions, rather than a transferable change in self-reg-
ulation. The enquiry cannot statistically separate these explanations from a genu-
ine strategy effect within a two-session window, and the improvements reported
in Section 4 are accordingly interpreted as indicative of early-stage, promising
change rather than as evidence of consolidated or durable metacognitive develop-

ment. This qualification is revisited in the concluding limitations in Section 5.

3.2. Participants and Context

Three Chinese ESL learners aged between 6 and 8, attending a private English
learning centre in China, participated in this study. Participants were purposively
selected (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) to represent three proficiency bands: higher
(L1), mid (L2), and lower (L3), enabling examination of differential strategy up-
take across ability levels. Proficiency band was assigned by the teacher-researcher
on the basis of the learners’ performance across the preceding four weeks of reg-
ular centre lessons, drawing on routine in-centre assessment records (weekly vo-
cabulary and grammar checks) together with the teacher-researcher’s own ongo-
ing classroom judgement of each learner’s spoken and written English; no external
or standardised proficiency test was used. This basis for banding is a limitation of

the sampling rationale, since teacher judgement of this kind is not independently
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verified, and is noted as such in Section 4. All participants are referred to exclu-
sively by pseudonym, and the name and location of the learning centre have been
redacted from all research documentation. The teaching sessions took place
within the learners’ regular English lessons covering Unit 4 of the standard cur-
riculum: house vocabulary, prepositions of place, and subject-pronoun agree-
ment. Session 1 (18 May 2026) addressed house vocabulary and prepositions of
place, and Session 2 (19 May 2026) extended to kitchen vocabulary and subject-
pronoun agreement (it/they). The think-aloud strategy was integrated into rou-
tine instructional activities rather than implemented as an isolated intervention,

supporting the ecological validity of the findings. (Table 1)

Table 1. Participant profile and structured research log totals across sessions (full domain scores and field notes are presented in

Appendix C).
Learner Proficiency Level Session 1 Total (/34) Session 2 Total (/34) Change
L1 Higher 29/34 (85%) 31/34 (91%) +2 (stable high performance)
L2 Mid 24/34 (71%) 30/34 (88%) +6 (significant growth)
L3 Lower 16/34 (47%) 23/34 (68%) +7 (most proportional gain)

3.3. Data Collection Methods

Two complementary methods were employed across both sessions. Cohen et al.
(2018) describe methodological triangulation as using more than one source of
data to strengthen confidence in findings: when both the structured research log
and the child questionnaire point toward the same conclusion about a learner,
that conclusion carries more evidential weight than either source would alone.

The primary instrument was a structured research log developed specifically for
this enquiry (the blank instrument is reproduced in Appendix A). As the teacher-
researcher, observation notes were completed immediately following each session,
capturing behavioural ratings across four domains: Verbal Metacognitive Engage-
ment (V1 to V5); Self-Monitoring and Self-Regulation (M1 to M5); Task Engage-
ment and Strategy Use (E1 to E4); and Affective and Social Indicators (A1 to A3).
Each item was rated on a three-point scale (0 = not observed; 1 = attempted; 2 =
clearly evident), with qualitative field notes documenting specific learner verbali-
sations, moments of self-correction, and instances of hesitation or reluctance.
Structured observation is appropriate for research involving young learners, for
whom self-report instruments present reliability challenges due to limited reflec-
tive language skills (Whitebread et al., 2009). To mitigate the observer bias inher-
ent in the teacher-researcher role (Cohen et al., 2018), behavioural indicators were
operationally defined in advance, notes were completed post-session, and a reflex-
ive positionality note was recorded for each session.

The secondary instrument was the Child-Adapted Learner Questionnaire, ad-
ministered at the close of each session (the blank instrument is reproduced in Ap-
pendix B). The instrument used a three-point smiley-face Likert scale and six bi-

lingual (English and Mandarin) items organised across two sections: Section 1 (Q1
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to Q3) addressed learner experience of thinking aloud, covering enjoyment, per-
ceived helpfulness for task understanding, and ease of speaking in English; Section
2 (Q4 to Q6) addressed confidence, perceived usefulness for error-finding, and
willingness to repeat the strategy. Visual Likert tools have been validated as ap-
propriate for eliciting attitudinal data from young learners (Muijselaar et al.,

2021). Responses are summarised in Table 2.

Table 2. Child-adapted learner questionnaire responses (S1 = Session 1; S2 = Session 2) (full completed responses are presented in

Appendix D).

Question/Item L1S1 L1S2 L2 81 L2882 L3S1 L3S2
Q1: I liked saying my thinking out loud Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Q2: It helped me understand the task Yes Yes Yes Yes A little Yes
Q3: It was easy to talk out loud in English A little Yes A little Yes No A little
Q4: I felt confident talking out loud Yes Yes A little Yes No A little
Q5: It helped me find my mistakes Yes Yes Yes Yes A little Yes
Q6: I want to use this activity again Yes Yes Yes Yes A little Yes

3.4. Data Analysis

Data were analysed using reflexive thematic analysis as developed by Braun and
Clarke (2022). Unlike frameworks that apply pre-existing codes, this approach
starts from the data: patterns are identified, named, grouped into themes, and
checked back against the data. Braun and Clarke argue that the researcher’s per-
spective is not a problem to be controlled. It is an active part of how meaning is
made. This is particularly appropriate for practitioner enquiry, where insider
knowledge of the learners and context is an analytical resource rather than a
source of contamination (McNiff, 2017). Analysis proceeded through familiarisa-
tion, initial coding, theme construction, review, definition, and interpretive write-
up contextualised within the literature. Questionnaire responses were coded nu-
merically (Yes = 2, A little = 1, No = 0) to enable cross-session and cross-learner
comparison alongside observation data.

Because the research log domains and questionnaire items were pre-structured
rather than open-ended, thematic analysis here worked across two linked data
forms rather than from unstructured transcript alone: the numerical domain and
item scores indicated where a pattern existed and how strong it was, while the
qualitative field notes and raw verbalisations indicated what that pattern actually
looked like in practice. A worked example illustrates the process. The raw field
note for L3 in Session 2 records the utterance “It behind the... It’s... It’s behind
the armchair,” alongside a Self-Monitoring and Self-Regulation (M1 to M5) score
that had risen from 5/10 to 6/10. This note was initially coded descriptively as
“mid-utterance self-correction with teacher-independent repair.” Comparable
codes recurred across L1’s Session 2 note (“Wait, lamp is one thing, so it’s ‘It’s,’

not ‘They’re.” Let me fix that”) and L2’s Session 2 note on the missed Read and
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Write item, where self-correction followed a prompt rather than preceding it. Group-
ing these codes by whether self-correction was unprompted, partially prompted, or
absent, and cross-checking the grouping against the Domain 2 score pattern
across all six logs, produced Theme 2 (Self-Monitoring and Self-Regulatory Be-
haviours Developed Differentially). The same logic of coding first from field notes,
then checking the resulting groupings against the pre-structured domain and
questionnaire scores for confirmation or disconfirmation, was applied consist-
ently to generate all five themes, rather than themes being read directly off the

numerical scores.

3.5. Ethical Considerations

Ethical approval was obtained through the University of Cumbria ethics review
process prior to data collection. Written informed consent was obtained from par-
ents and guardians, and verbal assent was sought from the learners themselves.
Participation was entirely voluntary, and parents were informed that withdrawal
was possible at any point within seven days of participation, without consequence
for their child’s learning or relationship with the teacher. All identifying data have
been redacted from research records, including participants’ names, ages, gender,
and the name and location of the learning centre. This anonymisation applies spe-
cifically at participant level: the three child learners are identified only by pseudo-
nym throughout, and no detail permitting their individual identification is dis-
closed. It does not extend to the institutional and supervisory level, where identi-
fication was retained deliberately and with consent: the university supervisor, the
learning centre’s headmaster, and the learning centre’s owner are named in the
Acknowledgements because their permission and support for the enquiry are a
matter of institutional record and because none of these individuals is a research
participant whose identity requires protection. The learning centre itself remains
unnamed and its location redacted throughout the main text and appendices, con-
sistent with the terms of the ethics approval. All electronic data are stored securely
on the researcher’s University of Cumbria OneDrive account and will be perma-
nently deleted no later than 30 September 2026.

4. Findings and Discussion

Analysis of the structured research log data and questionnaire responses across
both sessions produced five themes. Each theme is presented below with the ob-
servation data as the primary evidence and the questionnaire data as a secondary
triangulating source, providing the learner’s own perspective on the strategy
alongside the researcher’s behavioural observations. The full domain score sum-
maries and field notes underlying this analysis are presented in Appendix C, and
the full completed questionnaire responses in Appendix D; excerpts are quoted
below where they illustrate a theme directly.

Theme 1: The Think-Aloud Strategy Promoted Emerging Metacognitive
Awareness
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The most consistent finding was that the think-aloud strategy created observa-
ble opportunities for learners to externalise and begin to develop metacognitive
awareness. This was most clearly evident in L1, who demonstrated unprompted,
sustained verbal monitoring from Session 1. A notable example arose in Session
2, when L1 self-corrected aloud: Wait, lamp is one thing, so it’s It’s,’ not “They’re.’
Let me fix that (see Appendix C2). This utterance reflects active monitoring of
grammatical accuracy in real time, consistent with Flavell’s (Flavell, 1979) model
of metacognitive monitoring and Ericsson and Simon’s (Ericsson & Simon, 1993)
account of concurrent verbal protocols as evidence of cognitive regulation. For L2
and L3, verbalisation was less spontaneous in Session 1, requiring teacher prompt-
ing to sustain. By Session 2, however, both learners showed measurable growth:
L2 narrated independently during the kitchen vocabulary task, and L3 began of-
fering partial procedural descriptions during the Read and Match activity (see Ap-
pendix C4 and Appendix C6 respectively). These shifts support the view that met-
acognitive awareness is not a binary capacity but a developmental trajectory that
the think-aloud strategy can meaningfully support with sufficient scaffolding
(Larkin, 2010).

All three learners reported in Session 2 that thinking aloud had helped them
understand the task (Q2: Yes for all), representing a clear shift from Session 1 in
which L3 responded only ‘A little.” This convergence between observation data
and learner perception strengthens the finding that think-aloud instruction pro-
moted emerging metacognitive awareness across the group.

Theme 2: Self-Monitoring and Self-Regulatory Behaviours Developed Dif-
ferentially

The data reveal that the think-aloud strategy facilitated self-monitoring with
significant variation across proficiency levels. L1 demonstrated strong and con-
sistent self-monitoring in both sessions, scoring 8/10 and 9/10 on M1 to M5 re-
spectively, with self-correction observed multiple times unprompted (see Appen-
dix C1 and Appendix C2). L1’s behaviour reflects what Zimmerman (2002) de-
scribes as characteristic of a proficient self-regulated learner: she noticed her own
error without prompting, revised it, and continued through the monitoring-and-
adjustment cycle fluidly. L2 showed a more transitional pattern: field notes from
Session 1 record L2 saying the fireplace is in front of? No, next to the armchair,
indicating that think-aloud was surfacing a self-corrective process that might oth-
erwise have remained invisible (see Appendix C3). By Session 2, L2’s self-moni-
toring score rose from 7/10 to 9/10, and self-correction was now observed un-
prompted across multiple items (see Appendix C4). L3 presented the most com-
plex trajectory: spontaneous self-correction was not observed in Session 1, though
L3 consistently sought clarification (M5 = 2 in both sessions), reflecting a form of
meta-awareness that understanding was incomplete. By Session 2, partial self-cor-
rection was observed when L3 revised ‘It behind the’ to ‘It’s behind the armchair,’
(see Appendix C6) consistent with Teng’s (Teng, 2020) finding that metacognitive

regulation develops incrementally and is particularly sensitive to instructional
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scaffolding.

The questionnaire provides triangulating evidence for this theme (see Appen-
dix D). On Q5, both L1 and L2 responded ‘Yes’ in both sessions, reflecting con-
sistent perception of the strategy’s self-corrective value. L3 shifted from ‘A little’
in Session 1 to ‘Yes’ in Session 2, aligning with the emergence of self-corrective
behaviour in the observation data and strengthening the finding that the strategy
meaningfully supported self-monitoring across all proficiency levels.

Theme 3: Learner Proficiency Shaped Strategy Use

Proficiency level was the most consistent differentiating variable in strategy up-
take. L1 achieved near-perfect scores in Verbal Metacognitive Engagement (9/10
and 10/10) and extended think-aloud into peer interaction, independently gener-
alising the it/they pronoun distinction to novel contexts (see Appendix C1 and
Appendix C2). L2 showed the most visible qualitative shift across sessions: every
item in Session 2 for which L2 narrated the reasoning produced a correct response,
while the single silently completed item was missed, directly supporting the claim
that verbalisation functions as a live comprehension-monitoring tool. For L3, lim-
ited English production created a dual constraint, requiring simultaneous lan-
guage production and metacognitive monitoring. Despite this, L3’s verbal meta-
cognitive engagement score increased from 3/10 in Session 1 to 8/10 in Session 2,
the largest single-domain gain across the study (see Appendix C5 and Appendix
C6). L3’s visual support use (E2 = 2 in both sessions) demonstrated strong com-
prehension not yet fully translating into verbal output, suggesting lower-profi-
ciency learners benefit from staged scaffolding that separates comprehension
from production before requiring concurrent think-aloud narration. On Q3, L1
and L2 progressed from ‘A little’ to ‘Yes’ on ease of speaking, while L3 remained
at ‘A little’ in Session 2, confirming that the linguistic barrier to verbalisation per-
sisted.

Theme 4: Affective and Cultural Factors Shaped Participation

A consistent pattern was the role of affective and culturally shaped factors in
mediating willingness to engage. L3 entered Session 1 with closed body language
for approximately the first thirty minutes, despite demonstrating comprehension
through correct picture-pointing (see Appendix C5). This suggests that the affec-
tive barrier to verbalisation operated independently of comprehension capacity.
The observation is consistent with Hu’s (Hu, 2002) analysis of tension between
communicative pedagogy and accuracy-focused culture in Chinese educational
settings, and with Bao’s (Bao, 2014) identification of face-saving as a source of
reticence. Dan and Bai (2025) extend this to young Chinese EFL learners specifi-
cally, finding that the quality of learners’ relationships with teachers and peers
shapes their strategy use partly through the emotions those relationships generate.
The questionnaire data provide a vivid window into L3’s affective experience (see
Appendix D): in Session 1, L3 responded ‘No’ to Q1 (enjoyment), ‘No’ to Q4 (con-
fidence), and ‘A little’ to Q6 (willingness to repeat). By Session 2, L3 responded
‘Yes’ to QI and Q6, and ‘A little’ to Q4, indicating a meaningful reduction in af-
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fective resistance over a single session. L2 similarly shifted from ‘A little’ to ‘Yes’
on Q4, corroborated by observation data showing A2 (hesitancy) rated as not ob-
served in Session 2. Vandergrift and Goh (2012) note that metacognitive strategy
use is mediated by confidence and willingness to take communicative risks, a po-
sition strongly supported by the evidence gathered here.

Theme 5: Teacher Scaffolding Was an Indispensable Condition for Strategy
Access

The centrality of teacher scaffolding to strategy effectiveness was the most sig-
nificant finding for pedagogical practice. Without scaffolding, think-aloud did not
occur spontaneously for L3, and occurred only partially for L2. Scaffolding took
several forms: explicit teacher modelling of think-aloud at the start of each session
using utterances such as ‘I think this means...” and ‘T am not sure, so I will look
again’; sentence-starter prompt cards; guided questioning during independent
work; and consistent acknowledgement of verbalisation attempts regardless of ac-
curacy. These techniques align with Vygotsky’s (Vygotsky, 1978) ZPD framework,
in which adult mediation provides temporary support through which learners ac-
cess competencies beyond their current independent capacity. Following the in-
troduction of sentence-starter prompts at the opening of Session 2, L3 began ver-
balising within the first five minutes, compared to approximately thirty minutes
in Session 1 (see Appendix C5 and Appendix C6). By Session 2, L3 also began
using self-directed repetition during the partner game, repeating “They’re on the
rug’ twice in succession, which field notes interpret as deliberate rehearsal and an
early indicator of emerging independent metacognitive strategy use. In Session 2,
all three learners responded ‘Yes’ to Q6 (willingness to repeat the activity), com-
pared to Session 1 in which L3 responded ‘A little’ (see Appendix D). This una-
nimity suggests that scaffolded delivery had, within two sessions, created a posi-
tive learner orientation towards think-aloud practice. Fisher and Frey (2018) de-
scribe this progression as a gradual release of responsibility, moving from full
teacher demonstration through guided joint practice to independent learner use.
By Session 2, the learners had begun to move from the first stage toward the sec-
ond.

A methodological caveat follows directly from this theme. Think-aloud was
never delivered as an isolated variable in this enquiry: it was always accompanied
by teacher modelling, sentence-starter prompt cards, guided questioning, and
consistent acknowledgement of attempts. Because these elements were introduced
together as a single scaffolded package, particularly for L3 from the start of Session
2, the gains reported across Themes 1 to 4 cannot be attributed to verbalisation in
isolation. It is equally plausible that the observed improvement in metacognitive
engagement, self-monitoring, and affective participation reflects the scaffolding
package as a whole, with think-aloud as one component among several, rather
than the act of verbalisation carrying the effect on its own. This enquiry’s design,
using a single integrated intervention across two sessions, cannot separate these

components empirically; doing so would require withholding one element of scaf-
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folding while retaining the others, which was neither ethically nor practically ap-
propriate in this classroom setting. The claims made in this study should therefore
be read as claims about the effectiveness of a scaffolded think-aloud package, not
about think-aloud as a standalone technique.

It is important to acknowledge what the findings collectively do not show.
Within two sessions, none of the three learners demonstrated fully spontaneous,
sustained metacognitive narration across all task types without prompting. Dent
and Koenka (2016) note that measurable self-regulatory gains typically require
multiple exposures over a sustained period, suggesting the evidence reflects prom-
ising early-stage development rather than consolidated metacognitive compe-
tence. The reliability of the research log data is also constrained by the teacher-
researcher dual role: despite pre-defined behavioural indicators and post-session
recording, the possibility of confirmation bias cannot be entirely eliminated.
These limitations do not invalidate the findings but qualify the confidence with

which conclusions can be drawn.

5. Conclusion

This practitioner enquiry examined whether, and in what ways, the think-aloud
strategy facilitates metacognitive awareness and high-quality teaching and learn-
ing among young Chinese ESL learners in a private learning centre. The findings,
drawn from structured research log data and child-adapted questionnaire re-
sponses across two sessions with three purposively sampled learners, indicate that
the strategy holds meaningful pedagogical potential, though its effectiveness is
neither uniform nor automatic.

L1 demonstrated the highest and most autonomous engagement, producing
spontaneous verbal monitoring, self-correction, and cross-linguistic metacogni-
tive reasoning. L2 showed the most visible qualitative shift between sessions, with
a direct correlation between verbalisation and task accuracy, and questionnaire
confidence shifting from “A little” to “Yes.” L3 made the most proportional pro-
gress, with verbal metacognitive engagement rising from 3/10 to 8/10, and ques-
tionnaire responses shifting from predominantly negative in Session 1 to predom-
inantly positive in Session 2.

Three pedagogical implications emerge. First, think-aloud instruction must be
explicitly modelled, consistently scaffolded, and progressively released, particu-
larly for lower-proficiency learners. Second, the affective and cultural climate of
the classroom is as important as the strategy itself: the shift in L3’s questionnaire
responses across a single session demonstrates that even brief positive experiences
can begin to reduce affective resistance. Third, peer-modelling through structured
partner activities creates naturalistic conditions for metacognitive verbalisation
that should be deliberately incorporated into lesson design.

It should be emphasised that these implications concern a scaffolded think-
aloud package, comprising teacher modelling, prompt cards, guided questioning,

and verbalisation together, rather than verbalisation in isolation. This enquiry
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cannot determine what proportion of the observed gains is attributable to think-
aloud specifically as opposed to the surrounding scaffolding, and this distinction
should be tested directly in future research designs that vary the components in-
dependently.

This enquiry is limited by its small sample size and two-session timeframe. Fu-
ture research should extend the intervention across a longer period and incorpo-
rate audio recording for greater precision. Nonetheless, the alignment between
observation and questionnaire data provides encouraging evidence that struc-
tured think-aloud instruction, when carefully designed and responsively deliv-
ered, represents a viable and valuable metacognitive approach in early ESL set-

tings.
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Appendices

The following appendices contain supporting materials for this practitioner en-
quiry. They are provided to evidence the data collection instruments designed for
this study and to present the raw data on which the findings are based.

Appendix A: Structured Research Log (Blank Instrument)

This appendix presents the blank Structured Research Log as designed by the re-
searcher and used as the primary data collection instrument across both sessions.
The log was completed by the teacher-researcher immediately following each ses-
sion in relation to each of the three participant learners.

PART A—SESSION INFORMATION

Prompt Observer Notes

Learner Pseudonym

Proficiency Level Higher/Mid/Lower
Session Number Session 1/Session 2
Date
Activity/Task Type

Session Duration (mins)

Observer/Researcher

PART B—RATING SCALE KEY

Prompt Observer Notes

0—Not observed The behaviour was absent during the session.

The learner made a partial or inconsistent attempt at the behaviour
1—Attempted . . .
(e.g. verbalised once but did not sustain).

. The behaviour was consistently and clearly demonstrated across the
2—Clearly evident :
session or task.

PART C—BEHAVIOURAL OBSERVATION DOMAINS

Domain 1: Verbal Metacognitive Engagement (V1 to V5)—spontaneous ver-
balisation; English narration; step-by-step description; expression of uncer-
tainty; mirroring of teacher modelling. Domain 2: Self-Monitoring and Self-
Regulation (M1 to M5)—task revisiting; unprompted self-correction; response
checking; error-responsive strategy change; clarification requests. Domain 3:
Task Engagement and Strategy Use (E1 to E4)—independent task attempt; ver-
balised use of visual support; sustained on-task focus; task completion aware-
ness. Domain 4: Affective and Social Indicators (Al to A3)—comfort and will-
ingness to verbalise; hesitancy or reluctance; peer activity engagement. Each in-

dicator rated 0, 1, or 2.
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PART D—QUALITATIVE FIELD NOTES

Fields: 1) Notable examples of think-aloud use (direct quotes where possible).
2) Moments where the learner struggled with the strategy and what happened. 3)
Observed impact on task performance or comprehension. 4) Researcher position-
ality note. 5) Any other relevant observations.

PART E—DOMAIN SCORE SUMMARY

Maximum scores: Domain 1 = 10, Domain 2 = 10, Domain 3 = 8, Domain 4 =
6. Total maximum = 34. Scores summed per domain and compared across ses-

sions.

Appendix B: Child-Adapted Learner Questionnaire (Blank
Instrument)

This appendix presents the blank Child-Adapted Learner Questionnaire as de-
signed by the researcher and administered to all three learners at the close of each
session. The instrument is bilingual (English and Mandarin Chinese) and uses a
three-point smiley-face Likert scale: Yes (happy face), A little (neutral face), No
(sad face).

Section 1: Talking Out Loud

Q1. I liked saying my thinking out loud during English class. / F& & LT
PR U B AR

Q2. Saying my thinking out loud helped me understand the English task. / X
A R AEA A B IR F R T IRAE S

Q3. It was easy for me to talk out loud in English. / XF KU, T KUl
R 5 -

Section 2: My Learning

Q4. I felt confident when I talked out loud about the English task. / 4 K
WIRIETEAESSH, IRFUR AfE.

Q5. Talking out loud helped me find my mistakes. / K75 Ut H AEVEH5 B3R &
BT HCHERR

Q6. I want to use this talking-out-loud activity again in English class. / FAH/E
SETE R b P A A K AR B Bl

Each question answered by ticking one box: Yes / A little / No. The question-

naire takes approximately 3 to 6 minutes to complete.

Appendix C: Completed Structured Research Logs

This appendix presents the domain score summaries and selected field notes from
all six completed structured research logs (three learners across two sessions
each). Full qualitative field notes are summarised under each learner. Raw domain
scores are presented in tabular form to support the data presented in Section 3.2
and the findings discussed in Section 4.

C1: L1 (Higher Proficiency)—Session 1|18 May 2026

Activity: Unit 4 House Vocabulary (Listen, Point and Say) and Grammar 1I:

Prepositions of Place (True/False and Look and Write). Duration: 60 minutes.
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Code Domain S1 $2 Change Field Notes Summary
- Consistent spontaneous verbalisation; strong English
V1-V5  Verbal Metacognitive Engagement 9/10 . .
narration throughout. Near-full domain score.
Self- ted multiple ti ted. St
MI1-M5 Self-Monitoring and Self-Regulation 8/10 eli-correcte . ml? 'ple 1m.es unprompte rong
monitoring behaviour observed.
Fully independent across all task types. Effective use
E1-E4  Task Engagement and Strategy Use 8/8 .
of visual support.
Confident and df id-sessi d.
Al1-A3 Affective and Social Indicators 4/6 onfiden arT engage rOI,n ,ml session onwar
Slight performativity at start.
TOTAL 29/34 (85%)
Prompt Observer Notes
Notable think-aloud L1 said: “I 1‘?ok at t.he picturc? first... this one has a fireplace, it’s next to the a;rmch.air.” During
] True/False: “The microwave is between the stove... let me check... yes, True!” During Look and
m
cxamples Write: “The rug is under the table, I think. I write: the rug is under the table.”
Occasional pause on spelling of ‘fireplace’ and ‘microwave’; used picture labels to self-correct
Struggle moments

independently rather than requesting teacher help.
Task completion accurate on 5 of 6 Look and Write items. Self-correction observed on item 3.
Impact on task performance

Comprehension demonstrably strong.
Researcher positionality ~ Slightly performative at session start; behaviour appeared natural and self-directed by mid-session.

L1 spontaneously coached a peer during pair work: “I say it first, then you try.” Stron
Other observations P Y p &P y you try g

metacognitive confidence and peer-modelling behaviour.

C2: L1 (Higher Proficiency)—Session 2|19 May 2026

Activity: Unit 4 Vocabulary 2: Kitchen Items and Grammar 2: Subject-Pronoun
Agreement it/they. Duration: 60 minutes.

Code Domain S1 S2 Change Field Notes Summary
. Full domain mastery. Spontaneous, rich English
V1-V5 Verbal Metacognitive Engagement ~ 9/10 10/10 +1 .
narration across all tasks.
o . Near-mastery. Self-corrected on every error; self-
MI1-M5 Self-Monitoring and Self-Regulation  8/10 9/10 +1 o . .
monitoring fully internalised.
Full t; fully ind dent 11 task
E1-E4 Task Engagement and Strategy Use ~ 8/8 8/8 0 " engagemen. g y.1n cpencdent across at fas
types including new grammar.
. ) . Relaxed and confident throughout. Led peer dialogue
Al-A3 Affective and Social Indicators 4/6 4/6 0

during game activity.
TOTAL 29/34 31/34 (91%) +2 Consolidation at highest level.

Prompt Observer Notes

Notable think-aloud L1 self-corrected immediately: “Wait, lamp is one thing, so it’s ‘It’s,” not “They’re.” Let me fix that.” Also:
examples

“In Chinese we say the same thing for ‘next to’ and ‘beside,” so I want to make sure I use the English one.”

No significant difficulty. The only pause was cross-linguistic metacognitive reasoning about ‘next to’ vs
Struggle moments

‘beside,” resolved independently within seconds.
Impact on task

Full accuracy on all Listen and Write, Read and Write, and extension writing items. Think-aloud now
performance

spontaneous, sustained, and clearly driving comprehension monitoring.
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Continued
Researcher No observer-influenced behaviour in Session 2. Verbalisations natural from lesson start. L1 also began
positionality coaching a peer during the game activity.

, L1 independently generalised the it/they distinction to novel contexts: “The umbrella is next to the door.
Other observations , . « R .
It’s blue.” and “The frogs are on the rug. They’re green and small.

C3: L2 (Mid Proficiency)—Session 1|18 May 2026
Activity: Unit 4 House Vocabulary (Listen, Point and Say) and Grammar 1: Prep-
ositions of Place (True/False and Look and Write). Duration: 60 minutes.

Code Domain S1 S§2 Change Field Notes Summary

. Verbalised with prompting; stronger in English
V1-V5  Verbal Metacognitive Engagement 8/10 . .
narration than step-by-step description.

o . Self-corrected once; mainly sought teacher
MI-M5 Self-Monitoring and Self-Regulation 7/10 . . .
clarification when uncertain.

Required some support; used pictures well but

E1-E4 TaskE t and Strategy U. 6/8
ask frigagement and Strategy Use / verbalisation was brief.
Mixed comfort level; hesitant at times but d
Al-A3 Affective and Social Indicators 3/6 pred comiort feve e51.an a‘ Hmes but engage
more openly in pair work.
TOTAL 24/34 (71%)
Prompt Observer Notes

. “I don’t know this one... oh, a bookcase! I see the books.” During True/False: “The cat is under the
Notable think-aloud s . » . o« L
table... under? I'm not sure... it says False.” During Look and Write: “The fireplace is... in front of?

examples
P No, next to... next to the armchair.”
L2 often began to verbalise then fell silent to complete tasks internally. On Look and Write item 4,
Struggle moments L2 paused approximately 20 seconds without verbalising before writing. When prompted, L2 was

able to articulate reasoning clearly.

Completed 4 of 6 Look and Write items correctly. Errors occurred precisely on items where L2 did
Impact on task performance . . . L .
not verbalise the thinking process. Correlation between verbalisation and accuracy was noticeable.

R h itionalit L2 appeared self-conscious in the first 10 to 15 minutes, especially in comparison with L1.
esearcher positionali
P Y Researcher moved to a neutral position in the room. L2 more relaxed by the pair-work segment.

L2 demonstrated stronger think-aloud engagement during partner activity, suggesting interactive
Other observations 8 £8 . . P L v, S8 8
context reduced the affective barrier to verbalisation.

C4: L2 (Mid Proficiency)—Session 2|19 May 2026
Activity: Unit 4 Vocabulary 2: Kitchen Items and Grammar 2: Subject-Pronoun
Agreement it/they. Duration: 60 minutes.

Code Domain S1 S2 Change Field Notes Summary

Full domain score; spontaneous, sustained English

V1-V5 Verbal Met itive E t 8/10 10/10 +2
eroal etacognitive Engagement verbalisation achieved.
. . Strong growth; self-correction now consistent and
M1-M5 Self-Monitoring and Self-Regulation 7/10 9/10 +2 L
unprompted across multiple items.
Sustained fa th hout; mi in task-
E1-E4 Task Engagement and Strategy Use  6/8 718 +1 ustained focus througfioul; minior gap i tas

completion awareness (E4).
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Continued

. . . Clear confidence gain; no hesitancy observed;
Al1-A3 Affective and Social Indicators 3/6 4/6 +1 . .
active engagement in partner work.

TOTAL 24/34 30/34 (88%) +6 Most well-roun(::;is ii(r)rrlzrovement across

Prompt Observer Notes

L2 narrated independently: “OK, I look at the picture. There’s a refrigerator ... and next to it is a
Notable think-aloud examples window.” During Grammar 2: “Number three ... rug. Rug is one thing, so... It’s. It’s in front of
the fireplace.” During Play a Game: “Where are the armchairs? They’re in the living room!”

L2 completed items 1 to 3 on the Read and Write task and moved on without checking item 4.
Struggle moments When prompted, L2 self-corrected: “Oh, I missed number four. Where are the photos? They’re
on the shelves.” Task-completion monitoring (E4) still developing.

Accuracy on 7 of 8 written items; one item missed due to an E4 monitoring gap rather than a
Impact on task performance ) ]
language error. Every item where L2 narrated the reasoning produced a correct response.

L2 noticeably more comfortable from the outset of Session 2. Open body language from the start,

Researcher positionalit
P ¥ contrasting with closed posture observed in first 15 minutes of Session 1.

. L2 spontaneously used think-aloud during Listen and Stick without prompting, placing stickers
Other observations L . -
and narrating simultaneously. Strategy moving from scaffolded to self-initiated use.

C5: L3 (Lower Proficiency)—Session 1|18 May 2026
Activity: Unit 4 House Vocabulary (Listen, Point and Say) and Grammar 1: Prep-
ositions of Place (True/False and Look and Write). Duration: 60 minutes.

Code Domain S1 S2 Change Field Notes Summary

. Minimal spontaneous verbalisation; responded
V1-V5  Verbal Metacognitive Engagement 3/10 . .
partially to teacher modelling.

F tl ht clarification; ly self- ted
M1-M5 Self-Monitoring and Self-Regulation 5/10 reduently sotg .C aritication; rarely sei-cotrecte
independently.

Required significant support; used visual cues well

E1-E4 TaskE t and Strategy U 5/8
ask Engagement and Strategy Use when directed.
Visibly hesitant th hout first 30 minutes;
Al-A3 Affective and Social Indicators 3/6 1S1bly hesitan r?ug ?u s mlr?u es
reluctant to verbalise without prompting.
TOTAL 16/34 (47%)
Prompt Observer Notes

Most verbalisations occurred in response to direct teacher prompting. During vocabulary activity, L3
Notable think-aloud repeated word labels aloud when audio played but did not narrate independently. When prompted,
examples responded in Chinese initially before switching: “...a rug?” One unprompted verbalisation on item 1 of
Look and Write: “The fireplace is... [long pause] ...next to?”

Significant difficulty sustaining think-aloud production (V1 and V3 not observed). Closed body
Struggle moments language (arms crossed, minimal eye contact) for the first 30 minutes. Items 2 to 6 of Look and Write
completed silently; several answers incorrect or incomplete.

Completed 2 of 6 Look and Write items correctly (items 1 and 5, both corresponding to moments of
partial verbalisation). Think-aloud appeared to have limited immediate impact, likely due to affective
barriers and limited English production confidence rather than lack of comprehension.

Impact on task
performance
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Continued

. .. Researcher was mindful not to create additional anxiety. Consistent praise offered for partial attempts.
Researcher positionality ) ] ]
Suspects L3 was more reticent than in a standard lesson due to awareness of being observed.

Despite limited verbal output, L3 demonstrated strong use of visual support (E2 = 2): consistently
pointed to the correct image in vocabulary and grammar activities, indicating comprehension not yet
translating into English verbalisation.

Other observations

Cé6: L3 (Lower Proficiency)—Session 2|19 May 2026
Activity: Unit 4 Vocabulary 2: Kitchen Items and Grammar 2: Subject-Pronoun

Agreement it/they. Duration: 60 minutes.

Code Domain S1 S2 Change Field Notes Summary
. Notable growth; English verbalisation now attempted
V1-V5 Verbal Metacognitive Engagement 3/10 8/10 +5 . . .
consistently; step-by-step narration emerging.

L . Gradual progress; self-correction emerging;
M1-M5 Self-Monitoring and Self-Regulation 5/10 6/10 +1 L .
monitoring still largely teacher-supported.

Improved independence; visual strategy use strong;
E1-E4 Task Engagement and Strategy Use  5/8 6/8 +1 .
focus more sustained.

. . . Affective barrier reduced; willingness to attempt
Al1-A3 Affective and Social Indicators 3/6 3/6 L .
verbalisation clearly increased.

Most proportional growth across the three

TOTAL 16/34 23/34 (68%)  +7
learners.

Prompt Observer Notes

During Vocabulary 2, L3 attempted unprompted sentence production: “Refrigerator. The refrigerator is...
Notable think-aloud  big.” During Read and Match: “Stove... next to sink. I look for stove and sink together. This one... C.”
During Grammar 2, self-corrected with minimal prompting: “It behind the... It’s... It’s behind the

examples
armchair.” During partner game, used deliberate rehearsal: “They’re on the rug. They’re on the rug.”

Verbal productions remain short phrases rather than full procedural descriptions (V3 = 1). Post-hoc
verbalisation during Listen and Stick: “I put it here... window above. Yes?” Mild affective hesitancy (A2 = 1)
Struggle moments . . . . -
still present, particularly during whole-class moments. One-to-one and partner contexts continue to elicit

stronger verbalisation.

I t on task Completed 5 of 8 written items correctly (improvement from 2 of 6 in Session 1). All 5 correct items were
mpact on tas
P accompanied by some form of verbalisation, even partial. The two incorrect items were completed silently.

erformance
P Total score increase from 16/34 to 23/34 represents the most proportional growth across the three learners.
R h Researcher provided structured verbal scaffolds for L3 specifically at session start, including modelled
esearcher
itionalit sentence-starter prompts. This reduced the initial affective barrier significantly: L3 began verbalising within
ositiona
P ¥ the first 5 minutes compared to approximately 30 minutes in Session 1.

Emergence of self-directed repetition as a strategy during the partner game. This behaviour was not
observed in Session 1 and may indicate that exposure to L1 and L2’s think-aloud modelling across two
sessions is beginning to influence L3’s independent strategy use.

Other observations

Appendix D: Completed Child-Adapted Learner
Questionnaire Responses

This appendix presents the completed questionnaire responses for all three learn-

ers across both sessions, as read directly from the handwritten questionnaire
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forms. Responses are colour-coded: green = Yes, amber = A little, red = No.

Table D1. Completed questionnaire responses (S1 = Session 1; S2 = Session 2; Green = Yes; Amber = A little; Red = No).

Question L1S1 L1S2 L2S1 L2S2 L3S1 L3S2
Q1: I liked saying my thinking out loud during English class Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Q2: Saying my thinking out loud helped me understand the task Yes Yes Yes  Yes Alittle Yes
Q3: It was easy for me to talk out loud in English Alittle Yes Alittle Yes No Alittle
Q4: I felt confident when I talked out loud about the English task Yes  Yes Alittle Yes No Alittle
Q5: Talking out loud helped me find my mistakes Yes Yes Yes  Yes Alittle Yes
Q6: I want to use this talking-out-loud activity again in English class Yes Yes Yes  Yes Alittle Yes

Questionnaire dates: L1 Session 1 = 18 May 2026; L1 Session 2 = 19 May 2026;
L2 Session 1 = 18 May 2026; L2 Session 2 = 19 May 2026; L3 Session 1 = 18 May
2026; L3 Session 2 = 19 May 2026. All questionnaires were administered by the
teacher-researcher at the close of each lesson. Responses were self-reported by
each learner independently using a smiley-face tick-box format.

Note on L3 questionnaire responses: In Session 1, L3 responded No to Q1 (en-
joyment), A little to Q2 (helpfulness), No to Q3 (ease of speaking), No to Q4 (con-
fidence), A little to Q5 (error-finding), and A little to Q6 (willingness to repeat).
By Session 2, L3 responded Yes to Q1, Q2, and Q6, and A little to Q3, Q4, and Q5.
This shift is consistent with the observation data presented in Appendix C and the

findings discussed in Section 4, Theme 4.
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