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Abstract: Taking English synonyms as the learning objective, this study adopted the guided inductive
approach to an 18-week DDL instruction design in the form of a learner-centered “mini-lecture”. This
design covers three main phases: pre-task guidance, during-task practice and presentation, and post-task
exercises and feedback. We investigated learners’ perceptions of the learning model and corpus use in
general, and also the relationship between learners’ learning styles and their perceptions. Data collected
from questionnaires and interviews showed that learners generally hold a positive attitude towards both the

mini-lecture and corpus use; their difficulties include instability of the website, time consumption, and the

fs HHE3: 2022 -07-18

ELWHE: LE/MEERERGHRITE (2022114015); BiAMNEE RS IR “ RIHEATSHRITE” (2022113043 )
[ B R

TEERIN: e, o, BlEUR. U, aEIE . IBREIE T % HRSIMNEH . E-mail: yyyzhuye@]163.com


https://doi.org/10.13256/j.cnki.jusst.sse.220718345
mailto:yyyzhuye@163.com

54

Wi, . ST DDL Y “RUbE” Rl S B BRI~ > KU S AR BT 323

analysis of the querying results. Besides, the results showed no significant correlation between learners’

perceptions and their learning styles, and that reflective, sensory, verbal, and sequential learners were more

sensitive to the advantages of DDL. Sequential learners perceived the difficulties more significantly, but

they still kept open to DDL, which was presumably due to the scaffolding and guidance in the instruction

design. These findings have some teaching implications: the guided DDL learning model can be an

effective alternative to traditional EFL teaching and it helps promote learners’ autonomy.
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Fig. 7 Survey results of learners’ learning styles
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