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Abstract

This paper reports an intervention study on vocalyulearning strategies in English as a
foreign language (EFL) context. The strategy irgtom was conducted with its integration
into a first-year intensive English course whicktéal 12 weeks. The subjects were 33 newly
admitted Chinese university students majoring iglish. A vocabulary test and a vocabulary
learning questionnaire were administered at thénb@tg and the end of the instruction to
elicit the subjects’ information on vocabulary peggncy, vocabulary learning beliefs and
learning strategies. The effectiveness of the uietibn was examined by comparing the pre-
test and the post-test data. The results showedhbee have been increases in strategy use
and vocabulary proficiency in the subjects. Thusitistruction is useful in bringing out better
strategy use and better vocabulary learning for E&tners unskilled at using vocabulary
learning strategies.
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1. Introduction

Vocabulary constitutes the basis of language conggrsion and production and accordingly
forms an important aspect of language learning. #l@r, the question of how to conduct
English vocabulary learning in an effective way ftonts Chinese university students
majoring in English. They often complain that thegve a limited ability to use the words
communicatively although they have devoted a langeunt of time to vocabulary learning.
Also, the researcher as a practitioner of EFL teagis frequently asked this question.

Oxford (1990) contended that learning strategies steps of enhancing learners’ own
learning and tools for active, self-directed invatent in language learning. This view is
supported by O’Malley and Chamot (1990), Cohen 82hd Macaro (2001). In addition,
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research on learning strategy instruction has dexeal that strategy training is effective in
improving learners’ task performance in readingfimg and vocabulary retention (Atkinson
& Raugh, 1975 Graham et al., 1987; Weinstein, 1978). Thus thelystassumes that if

Chinese English majors are introduced vocabulasgniag strategies in the first year of their
university study, they will have a better idea ofsvhto learn English vocabulary. With this
hypothesis in mind, the researcher seeks to examirather the instruction in vocabulary
learning strategies promotes vocabulary learninGhwese learners of English.

2. Theoretical Background
2.1 The Definition of Vocabulary Learning Strategies

O’Malley and Chamot (1990, p.1) described learrstrgitegies as “the special thoughts or
behaviors that individuals take to help them corherel, learn, or retain new information.”
Adapted from the definition, this study defines abualary learning strategies in two ways.
Broadly speaking, vocabulary learning strategiesthe special thoughts or behaviors that
learners employ to aid them in comprehending, legrror retaining new words. Narrowly
speaking, vocabulary learning strategies are theiapthoughts or behaviors that learners use
to assist them in learning new vocabulary itemsaWhis study focuses on is the latter one.
For the convenience of making clear what sort afabmlary learning strategies is being
denoted, the study names the vocabulary learniregegies in a broad sense vocabulary
strategies and calls the vocabulary learning gir@séein a narrow sense vocabulary learning
strategies in the following part of the paper.

The reason this study defines vocabulary learnirsgegyies from two perspectives is that it is
necessitated to clarify what type of vocabularyrnes strategies this study concentrates on.
There has been a large amount of research into omes) especially the keyword method
(e.g. Atkinson, 1975; Atkinson & Raugh, 1975; Avika Sadoski, 1996; Levin, Levin,
Glasman & Nordwall, 1992; Pressley, Levin & MilldiQ82; Pressley et al., 1980; Pressley et
al., 1982; Pressley et al., 1981), which is alsgarded as one sort of vocabulary learning
strategies. However, “the method has been invdstigaost extensively with respect to recall
of definitions from vocabulary words” (Pressley,vireand Delaney, 1982, p. 61). This has
led to people’s understanding that “vocabularyriesy strategies have been tantamount to
techniques that help commit (word) lists to memai@u & Johnson, 1996, p. 644). But this
study views differently. On one hand, it does Motk that vocabulary learning is equivalent
to memorizing form-meaning association becauserilag a word includes much more than
remembering the orthographic and phonological forraad their corresponding
meanings...and vocabulary learning should aim towahbulary in action” (ibid, p. 659).
On the other hand, it regards learning and reterdi® two separate processes. In a broad
sense, retention can be seen as a kind of leabehgvior because it is part of learning
process. In a narrow sense, retention differs fleamning because learning occurs prior to
retention.

2.2 Research on Vocabulary Learning Strategies

Vocabulary learning strategies, being an importdoimain of learning strategies, have
attracted the attention of language learning rebeas. Their work mainly centers around
four aspects: vocabulary learning strategies usgdehrners pertaining to a particular
vocabulary learning task (e.g. Ding, 2006; Lawsoié&gben, 1996; Moir & Nation, 2002),
vocabulary learning strategies in general use (&hgn, 2001; Fan, 2003; Feng, 2003; Gu &
Johnson, 1996; Sanaoui, 1995; Schmitt, 1997; Wu &gy 1998; Zhang, 2001; Zhang et al.,
2003), the comparison of the effectiveness of valzlp learning strategies (Brown & Perry,
1991; Zhang & Wu, 2002), and the gender differenceocabulary learning strategies (Gu,
2002; Zhang et al., 2002).

The findings of the studies on vocabulary learnstigitegies can be summarized into five
aspects. First, learners use strategies in theialudary learning. For example, repetition is
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one of the strategies frequently used by learnertheir vocabulary learning (Lawson &
Hogben, 1996; Moir & Nation, 2002; Zhang et al.02))

Second, there are differences in strategy use ketaeccessful and unsuccessful vocabulary
learners. Successful vocabulary learners are deaised by a variety of strategies in stock
and high frequency and high flexibility of strategge (Fan, 2003; Gu & Johnson, 1996;
Lawson & Hogben, 1996; Moir & Nation, 2002; Sanadi@95; Wu & Wang, 1998; Zhang et
al., 2003). They can be described as follows: ssfakvocabulary learners have a scientific
understanding of word knowledge. The L2 definitiothee pronunciation, the derived forms,
and the appropriate usage of an unknown L2 wordadlréheir concerns in vocabulary
leaning. They consult dictionaries for comprehemsar for learning, or for both (Fan, 2003;
Moir & Nation, 2002; Wu & Wang, 1998). They oftentiaely practise using newly learned
words in speaking and writing activities eitheridesor outside class (Gu & Johnson, 1996;
Moir & Nation, 2002; Sanaoui, 1995; Wu & Wang, 19Z%hang et al., 2003). They also
regularly use guessing strategies (Fan, 2003; Qol&son, 1996), note-taking strategies (Gu
& Johnson, 1996; Sanaoui, 1995), context strate@s & Johnson, 1996; Wu & Wang,
1998), reading strategies (Fan, 2003; Gu & John$886; Sanaoui, 1995; Wu & Wang,
1998; Zhang et al., 2003), grouping strategies &Wyang, 1998), and reviewing strategies
(Fan, 2003; Sanaoui, 1995).

Third, there is also a change in the pattern @itsgyy use as learners age. For example, there
is difference in strategy use between first-yeagli€h majors and third-year English majors
(Feng, 2003). For year-one English majors, they &sglish-Chinese monolingual
dictionaries or electronic dictionaries, only pdieation to the Chinese meanings of English
words and seldom use the newly learned words im 8peech or writing. For year-three
English majors, they use English-Chinese bilingudittionaries or English-English
monolingual dictionaries, activate the newly leameords in their oral or written tasks and
use contextual knowledge to guess the meaninglafawn words. In addition, the change is
found between learners of different age groups r{f#ith 1997). The use of mechanical
strategies like repetition, word lists and studyspelling of word decreases while the use of
strategies involving deeper processing increasesleasners mature. Obviously, the
development of learners’ strategies is typifiedaynamic process (Zhang et al., 2003).

Fourth, some vocabulary learning strategies arectld to be positively correlated with

vocabulary proficiency. For example, the use ofidi@ary strategies (Gu & Johnson, 1996;
Wu & Wang, 1998; Zhang, 2001), note-taking straediGu & Johnson, 1996; Wu & Wang,

1998), activation strategies (Fan, 2003; Feng, 2@28& Johnson, 1996), reading strategies
(Feng, 2003; Zhang, 2001), context strategies andping strategies (Feng, 2003; Wu &

Wang, 1998; Zhang, 2001) and paying attention todwormation (Gu & Johnson, 1996)

contributes to the improvement of vocabulary piieficy.

Fifth, some problems exist concerning learners’afseocabulary learning strategies. On one
hand, some learners do not have a comprehensivadaige of what is involved in learning a
vocabulary item (Moir & Nation, 2002). They thinkat being able to identify the form and
know the L1 translation of an unknown L2 word wgllarantee effective use of the word. On
the other hand, some learners are not equipped addqguate and effective vocabulary
learning strategies (Chen, 2001). They only focudhe L1 meaning of a new word when
consulting dictionaries. They mainly depend on menmg the L1 translation of an unknown
L2 word to understand it without using context aedhantic relations. Also, some learners do
not prepare a suitable dictionary for vocabulagriéng.

Based on these findings, researchers made sugueshat vocabulary learning strategies
should be taught to language learners and insbruati vocabulary learning strategies should
be conducted to help learners develop their owmecgffe vocabulary learning strategies and
improve the quality of their vocabulary learningh@, 2001; Fan, 2003; Gu & Johnson,
1996; Wu & Wang, 1998). In particular, great impmde should be attached to vocabulary
learning strategy instruction for EFL learners vane at the very beginning of their university
education (Feng, 2003; Zhang et al., 2003).
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The findings are helpful to understand how learhessn vocabulary and improve the quality
of vocabulary learning and teaching. What is manpdrtant is that the direction for future

research on vocabulary learning strategies is noéelr. However, there have been a very
small number of intervention studies which aim ®tining language learners to learn
vocabulary effectively in a second language origpréanguage context.

Mizumoto and Takeuchi (2009) researched into tifecgeness of a 10-week instruction in
vocabulary learning strategies with Japanese ERlersity students. The study administered
the same vocabulary test, vocabulary learning egfre$ questionnaire and motivation
guestionnaire at the beginning and the end of titaéeg)y instruction for the analysis of the
difference between the experimental group and tm¢ral group. The results indicated that
the strategy instruction was useful in improvingrieers’ vocabulary test score, frequency of
strategy use, strategy awareness and intrinsicvat@n. Also, it was found that different
groups of learners reacted differently to the sgtinstruction. Less frequent strategy users
and moderate strategy users benefited the mostthreriearner training.

The findings of Mizumoto and Takeuchi (2009) camfithe teachability of vocabulary

learning strategies and the usefulness of instmah vocabulary learning strategies. But the
effect of strategy instruction is influenced by rleer factors including educational and
cultural background, life experience, motivatiord &age (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Rees-
Miller, 1993). Thus the effectiveness of instruntimm vocabulary learning strategies with
Chinese EFL learners needs to be addressed.

In China, few studies relating to the usefulnessnsfruction in vocabulary strategies have
been done. Fan and Wang (2002) and Fan, Liu arfd008) are typical intervention studies
done in China. The results of the studies showatl#arner training resulted in increases in
vocabulary proficiency and vocabulary retentionliskiBut these two studies focus on
probing into the effectiveness of instruction ircabulary memory strategies. The question of
whether instruction in vocabulary learning stragésgbenefits Chinese EFL learners remains
unanswered. Thus this study is designed to proxadabulary learning strategy instruction to
Chinese EFL learners with the purpose of analyttiegeffectiveness of the learner training.

2.3 Research on Models of Learning Strategy Instrumn

Learning strategy instruction can be divided inteparate instruction and integrated
instruction (O’'Malley & Chamot, 1990). Separateagtgy instruction is one type of strategy
training in which all the training content is givemlearning strategies. Rubin and Thompson
(1982) is an example of separate strategy instmctntegrated strategy instruction is another
type of strategy training in which strategy tramiis combined with in such a way that it
becomes fully part of language classroom teachingpaotent subject instruction. Jones et al.
(1987), O’'Malley and Chamot (1988) and Ellis andchair (1989) play an exemplary role in
how to perform integrated strategy instruction.haligh the three models for integrated
strategy instruction were applied in different laage contexts, they followed a similar
sequence of strategy training. Learners were firsasured in terms of strategy use, then
provided with strategy instruction and practice] &énally the support to employ the learning
strategies was reduced so that they could growaiatonomous strategy users.

The difference between separate strategy instruetnal integrated strategy instruction lies in
the fact that whether strategy training is integglainto classroom teaching. The separate
strategy instruction has the feature of abstradgagner training from classroom instruction.
This way of training benefits learners to put kit energy to the training and gain a clear,
deep and systematic understanding of learningesfiest. But it does not provide learners with
the opportunities to practise using learning sgigein authentic learning tasks. After all, the
purpose of strategy training is to enhance learm@nguage proficiency through the use of
learning strategies. For integrated strategy ic8§tn, it is a different case because this way
of instruction offers contextual support for leasieThrough the combination of strategy
instruction and language teaching, learners nat aofjuire the learning strategies they need
but also learn when to use what strategy to de#i wiparticular task. In doing so, the
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operationalization and effectiveness of learnimgtegies is improved. Thus this study adopts
integrated strategy instruction.

3. Method
3.1 Research Questions

The study was designed to address the followingtipres:

1. How does instruction in vocabulary learning tetgées affect learners’ vocabulary
learning beliefs?

2. Are there any differences in learners’ strategg after a 12-week instruction in
vocabulary learning strategies?

3. Is instruction in vocabulary learning stratsgeonducive to the improvement of

learners’ vocabulary proficiency?

In this study, the working definition of vocabulasyactive vocabulary, i.e. words commonly
used in speech and writing.

3.2 Subjects

The subjects consisted of one intact class of 38li&ln majors enrolled in a first-year
intensive English course at a university in Chifthey were newly admitted university
students with an average age of 18. They havevexdes-year instruction in English in
middle schools before participating in the studjteAthe elimination of invalid data, 30 of
these learners have been formally involved in tusly.

To compare the effectiveness of strategy instractgubjects are usually divided into an
experimental group and a control group. But this wat the case in the current study. The
reasons why there was a lack of an experimentalpgand a control group in this study are as
follows: first, the instructional program did nagnmit the breaking up of the subjects; second,
the researcher was the instructor of only one &asslled in the first-year intensive English
course; finally, it was difficult to find voluntegmwho were willing to act as a control group in
parallel classes.

3.3 Instruments

The study employed three instruments for data cidlie by making reference to Fan et al.
(2008). They were a vocabulary test, a vocabulaarning questionnaire and a strategy
instruction feedback questionnaire.

The vocabulary test was used to collect information subjects’ vocabulary proficiency
which was made up of two parts. The first part wasd levels test. It adopted the 2,000 and
3,000 word levels test of Nation (1990) in the fayfra word-definition matching format. The
second part was word production test consistinyoftasks. For each tested word, subjects
were first required to write down as many meaniagghey knew and make up a sentence
with its corresponding meaning, then write down ddlocations and L1 translations.
Subjects’ pre-test vocabulary proficiency was measiby the vocabulary test. Their post-test
vocabulary proficiency was evaluated by the vocatyupart of the course final exam and the
vocabulary quizzes at the end of each course esitlbs the vocabulary test. The vocabulary
quiz was similar to the vocabulary test and theetegems were chosen from each previously
learned unit.

The vocabulary learning questionnaire was desigiedjather information on how the
subjects approached the task of English vocablggaming. It contained three parts. Part one
was background information about the subjects. Reot was vocabulary learning belief
questionnaire. Part three was vocabulary strateggtgpnnaire.



International Review of Social Sciences and Hunesyitvol. 6, No. 2 (2014), 186-200 191

According to Nation (ibid, p. 30-31), in order todw a word for receptive and productive
use, learners need to pay attention to four aspémis (spoken form and written form),
position (grammatical patterns and collocationgjction (frequency and appropriateness),
and meaning (concept and associations). The coemas$ and scientificity of learners’ word
knowledge is a prerequisite of their success irakatary learning. The range which learners’
vocabulary beliefs cover determines the quality tbéir word knowledge. Thus the
investigation into and the instruction in aspedtsiord knowledge became part of this study.
The study gained an understanding of learners’ lmdeay learning beliefs through subjects’
responses to one question, i.e. “What do you thitdarner of English as a foreign language
needs to know in order to know an active vocabulam?”

The vocabulary strategy questionnaire was useddtairo information of how the subjects
learned English words. It was designed within tremework of O’Malley and Chamot’'s
theory of learning strategies (1990). Considering tact that the subjects had passed the
National College Entrance Examination which is atharitative exam in China selecting
students for higher education, this study thoudidt tthe subjects had a good self-
management ability. Thus it fixed its attentionamgnitive strategies. The design of cognitive
strategy items consulted the studies reviewed & phrt of theoretical background. It
consisted of 11 groups of strategies. They weratesires of word lists, repetition, doing
exercises, reviewing, dictionaries (looking up fmmprehension and for learning), note-
taking, derivation, activation, guessing, groupiagd reading. The subjects rated each
strategy item on a 5-point Likert scale. After twempletion of the questionnaire, a pilot study
was conducted among a small group of learnerseokcWwhether there was inappropriateness.
The internal reliability of the questionnaire was3.

Before the description of the vocabulary learningsiionnaire is finished, one point should
be made clear that only those strategies taugthieiearner training were emphasized in the
post-training investigation of vocabulary learnsitategies.

The strategy instruction feedback questionnaire @magloyed to elicit subjects’ responses to
the strategy instruction. It was compiled with adtegion of the instruments of Fan et al.
(2008). It was made up of three parts. Part onegeagral comment on the learner training,
taking the form of multiple choice questions. Reu was concrete comment on the strategy
instruction where the subjects answered each statelny writing down yes or no. Part three
was an open question where the subjects stataditiaions of the strategy instruction.

3.4 Procedures

The study consisted of three phases. The firstephass a pre-test in which the subjects’
vocabulary proficiency, vocabulary learning beliafsd vocabulary learning strategies were
measured through the vocabulary test and the vdagblearning questionnaire. It was
administered in normal class time at the beginnofigthe strategy instruction by the
researcher. The vocabulary learning questionnaae fivst filled in. After its collection, the
vocabulary test was written. The second phase wasuction in vocabulary learning
strategies based on the results of the pretesthwhill be explained in detail in the following
part. The third phase was a post-test in whichstiigects were not only reexamined on their
vocabulary proficiency, vocabulary learning beliefsd vocabulary learning strategies with
the same instruments as those in the pre-testdmtlaeir feedback on the strategy instruction
was obtained. It was carried out in the last clafsthe course where subjects’ vocabulary
learning beliefs and vocabulary learning strategiee first measured and then their
comment on the strategy instruction was obtainedl farally their vocabulary proficiency
was assessed.

3.5 Pre-test Measurement of Vocabulary Strategies

Before the instruction in vocabulary learning stgus started, the study measured the
subjects’ use of vocabulary strategies throughvitmabulary learning questionnaire for the
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purpose of selecting target strategies to be taugtite learner training. The results of the
investigation are presented in Tablel.

Table 1: Descriptive statistics on each set of vocabulatagies in the pre-test

Categories of Mean S.D. Categories of Mean S.D.
strategies strategies

Dictionary

comprehension 3.30 0.69 Grouping 2.18 1.17
learning 3.02 1.06 Derivation 2.52 1.08
Note-taking 3.02 1.03 Repetition 3.31 0.73
Word lists 3.24 0.76 Reviewing 3.37 0.81
Guessing 2.74 1.02 Reading 2.67 1.09
Doing exercises 3.53 0.75 Activation 2.85 1.07

Tablel displays the means on the use of each agtefyjgocabulary strategies in the pre-test.
The strategies stood in the first five places wdoig exercises, reviewing, repetition, using
dictionaries (for comprehension) and word listse Hirategies stood in the last five places
were activation, guessing, reading, derivation grmliping. The results indicated that the
subjects learned English words mainly through daRrgrcises, reviewing, repetition, using
dictionaries for comprehension and word lists ieithmiddle schools. They sometimes

consulted dictionaries for learning and took noldgey seldom practised using newly-learned
words, used their background knowledge to makerénfee, read a variety of English

materials, applied morphological knowledge in thveicabulary learning and classified words
into groups.

It is clear that the frequency of strategy useHh®y dubjects was not high and their repertoire
of vocabulary strategies was limited. Among the fikequently-used strategies, four of them
are surface processing strategies. Since the ssilijgwe shouldered a new role of being
English majors, they would face more challengingriing tasks and higher learning
objectives. Their current state of strategy uselavawt meet the demands of learning as
English majors. Thus they badly needed the ingtmdh vocabulary learning strategies.

3.6 Implementation of Instruction in Vocabulary Learning Strategies

The instruction in vocabulary learning strategiessveonducted in a context of a first-year
intensive English course in the first semestercbbsl year 2012-2013. The intensive English
course is a comprehensive course for developindigbngnajors’ skills of listening, speaking,

reading and writing. Vocabulary teaching occupidarge proportion of the course which
emphasizes learners’ ability to use English worlsproduction. It is mainly through this

course that English majors’ vocabulary proficiergdeveloped.

In accordance with the strategy use by the subpautisthe features of vocabulary learning
specified by the intensive English program, thigdgt selected dictionary strategies (for
learning), note-taking strategies, derivation sgas and activation strategies as target
strategies for learner training to supplement thigiets’ repertoire of vocabulary learning
strategies. The decisions were made out of thevillg considerations.

First, the development of learners’ strategy usedgnamic process (Schmitt, 1997; Zhang et
al.,, 2003). The instruction in dictionary strategi€for learning), note-taking strategies,
derivation strategies and activation strategiesdcsatisfy the learners’ needs in the first-year
learning as English majors. And these four strategire core strategies penetrating the
process of vocabulary learning for production #edént stages.
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Second, the studies reviewed in the part of rebeart vocabulary learning strategies
discovered that these four strategies are frequersttd by good vocabulary learners and
correlated with vocabulary proficiency.

Third, findings in the domain of cognitive psychgjorevealed that activities calling for a
deeper, more elaborate processing of informatidraece the effect of learning (Craik &
Tulving, 1975). The package of these four strategievolves the subjects in processing
English words in a deeper and more elaborate way.

Finally, the features of English as a language irecghe subjects to be skilled in the use of
these four strategies. This perspective has bd#e Hiscussed in the previous studies
concerning vocabulary learning strategies. Fromwileg/point of linguistics, English as a
language has following features. First, Englisa tsommunication tool. On one hand, without
knowing English words, it is difficult for commurdtion to occur. On the other hand,
knowing English words is only half way to the sussef being competent in communicating
in English. Learners need to practise using Englisids for communication in order to have
a good command of English. Second, derivation igrimary method of English word-
formation and one of the biggest differences betwEerglish and Chinese. Being aware of
this feature allows the subjects to have a birgls\eew of English words and promotes more
effective learning. Third, contextualism holds ttfz@ meaning of a linguistic expression can
be derived from observable contexts. For exampleatws the meaning odpen? In the
context ofThe door is open, it meansnot closed. In the context ofn open mind, it means
willing to listen. Thus words should be learned and used in context.

For dictionary strategies, the subjects were tatmtdok up a word in dictionaries and pay

attention to its form (spoken form and written fQrrposition (grammatical patterns and

collocations), function (frequency and appropriats), and meaning (concept and

associations). For words with multiple meaningg, $hibjects need to learn other meanings
which they think important or show an interest @sioles the context meaning.

For note-taking strategies, the subjects were taiogtake notes about the information of an
unknown word including its pronunciation, part giesch, English and Chinese definitions,
usage, collocations, example sentences, derivedsfasynonyms and antonyms. Also, they
need to note down the information concerning igjfiency and appropriateness. If the new
word has more than one meaning, the subjects rneesklect another meaning to learn
according to their needs.

For derivation strategies, the subjects were tthineaccumulate knowledge about affixes and
English word-formation through listening to instrars’ explanation, consulting dictionaries,
taking notes, reading reference materials. In audithey should familiarizéhemselves with
derivation by doing exercises and learn to anayizglish words by identifying their prefixes,
stems and suffixes.

For activation strategies, the subjects were iogtdito create their own sentences with a new
word, practise using the new word in the learnasks$ or assignments either in the intensive
English course or other courses, and practise ukangew word in daily life.

This study adopted a model of integrated strategpgruction. That is, the instruction in
vocabulary learning strategies was implementedimithe regular classroom teaching in a
first-year intensive English course. Because thigiests were newly-admitted university
students, they started academic learning later shaatents in other grades. The course lasted
12 weeks and so did the strategy instruction. Bsearcher and the subjects met thrice each
week and 2 hours each time.

The learner training was made up of four phasethérfirst phase, the researcher explained
the name of the strategy and the rationale beliadstrategy use. In the second phase, the
researcher demonstrated the strategy. In the phake, the subjects practised using the
strategy in classroom activities either in classoat of class with the support from the
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researcher. In the last phase, the strategy ustébysubjects was assessed either by the
instructor’s observation or the talk between treeaecher and the subjects. One thing must be
pointed out is that the four phases were recurdiveen the subjects were found to have
difficulty with the strategy use, the research@eiged the process of learner training.

4. Results and Discussion

4.1 How does Instruction in Vocabulary Learning Stategies affect
Learners’ Vocabulary Learning Beliefs?

The study compared the subjects’ answers to thstigne'What do you think an EFL learner
needs to know in order to know an active vocabul@m” in the pre-test and the post-test to
search for the answer to question 1. According &idw’ view on word knowledge (1990),
this study divided the system of word knowledgeniitl elements. The number of the
elements listed in the subjects’ answer was tlegresrepresenting their vocabulary learning
beliefs. The study first analyzed the subjectsinaers by percentage. The results are exhibited
in Table 2.

Table 2: Analysis of subjects’ vocabulary learning beliefs

Pre-test Number of elements of word knowledge Numobsubjects Percentage
3 (P+S+CM) 16 53.33%
4 (P+S+CM+GP) 8 26.67%
5 (P+S+CM+GP+C) 6 20%
Post-test 7 (P+S+CM+GP+C+DF+MUS) 9 30%
8 (P+S+CM+GP+C+DF+MUS+0M) 7 23.33%
9 (P+S+CM+GP+C+DF+MUS+OM+SA) 6 20%
10 (P+S+CM+GP+C+DF+MUS+OM+SA+F) 6 20%
11 (P+S+CM+GP+C+DF+MUS+OM+SA+F+A) 2 6.67%

P=pronunciation, S=spelling, CM=context meaning, =@Rmmatical patterns,
C=collocations, DF=derived forms, MUS=making upemtence with the word, OM=other
meanings, SA=synonyms and antonyms, F=frequencgppropriateness

Table 2 shows that more than half of the subjeatsdcidentify only 3 of the 11 elements of
word knowledge and the most elements of word kndgéethey could identify were 5 in the
pre-test. The results indicate that the subjeats‘test word knowledge was limited and they
did not have a scientific understanding of howetarh an active vocabulary item. Also, it may
be inferred that they held a covert belief thatamdary learning was tantamount to a simple
one-to-one correspondence of symbol and meanirigr fe strategy instruction, there is a
change in the subjects’ beliefs. They are ableaimer more elements of word knowledge.
Their understanding of vocabulary learning has lmEspened and enriched.

To further confirm the finding, the study used BdiSamples T Test to explore the influence
of the strategy instruction on the subjects’ vodatyulearning beliefs. The results of the
analysis are displayed in Table 3.

Table 3: The results of Paired Samples T Test on vocablgayning beliefs

Mean N S.D. Mean  S.D. t Sig.
difference
Pre-test 3.50 30 .80 Pre-test- -5.00 1.14 -23.07 .00
post-test

Post-test 8.50 30 1.31
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Table 3 exhibits that the pre-test mean on vocapugarning beliefs is 3.50 and the post-test
one is 8.50. The mean difference is 5.00 (P<.0¢ rEsults denote that there is a significant
difference between the pre-test and the post-testnsr That is, the subjects’ vocabulary
learning beliefs have been changed through theuctgin.

4.2 Are There any Differences in Learners’ Stra_teg’}Use After a 12-
Week Instruction in Vocabulary Learning Strategies™

To search for the answer to question 2, this stughd Wilcoxon Test to compare subjects’
strategy use between the pre-test and the posbyegtouping them with two criteria. One
criterion was the degree of progress measured &éydiffierence in a subject’s vocabulary
scores between the pre-test and the post-test.rdingoto the criterion, the subjects were
divided into three groups. Groupl (G1) consistethefsubjects whose post-test scores were
much lower than their pre-test ones. Group2 (G2jained those whose post-test scores were
slightly higher than or close to their pre-test@r@roup3 (G3) comprised those whose post-
test scores were much higher than their pre-tess.ofhe division was verified by one-way
ANOVA (F[2,27]=66.11, P<.05). The other criterionasv the post-test vocabulary
proficiency. According to the criterion, the sulifeavere classified into three groups. Group
A (GA) was a low-proficiency group, Group B (GB)addle-proficiency one, and Group C
(GC) a high-proficiency one. The division was viedfby one-way ANOVA (F[2,27]=61.54,
P<.05). The results of Wilcoxon Test with the saotgegrouped by the two criteria are
exhibited in Table 4 and Table 5.

Table 4: The results of Wilcoxon Test with the subjects gmed by the degree of progress

G1 (N=9) G2 (N=11) G3 (N=10)
Pre-test Post- MD Pre-test Post- MD Pre-test Post- MD
test test test
Dictionary 3.04 3.31 0.27* 3.04 3.47 0.43* 2.99 3.74 0.75*
(.79) (0.84) (0.73) (0.85) (0.72) (0.70)
Note- 3.14 3.25 0.11 3.04 3.47 0.43* 2.99 3.66 0.67*
taking (0.82) (0.87) (0.87) (0.92) (0.82) (0.79)
Derivation 2.55 3.18 0.63* 2.51 3.33 0.82* 2.54 3.22 0.68*
(0.92) (0.96) (0.89) (0.92) (0.84) (0.91)
activation 2.94 3.10 0.16 2.85 3.12 0.27* 2.78 3.24 0.46*
(0.95) (1.03) (0.92) (0.95) (0.90) (0.86)

* p<.05, MD= mean difference (post-test - pre-te§bandard Deviation is shown in the
brackets.

Table 5: The results of Wilcoxon Test with the subjectsugred by the post-test vocabulary

proficiency
GA (N=12) GB (N=7) GC (N=11)
Pre-test Post- MD Pre-test Post- MD Pre-test Post- MD
test test test
Dictionary 2.98 3.23 0.25* 3.04 3.48 0.44* 3.05 3.81 0.76*
(0.86) (0.91) (0.82) (0.79) (0.82) (0.76)
Note- 2.97 3.21 0.24* 3.05 3.43 0.38* 3.06 3.75 0.69*
taking (0.96) (1.02) (0.90) (0.92) (0.78) (0.75)
Derivation 2.39 3.11 0.72* 2.70 3.47 0.77* 2.55 3.26 0.71*
(0.89) (0.91) (0.86) (0.83) (0.75) (0.73)
activation 2.69 2.90 0.21* 2.96 3.23 0.27* 2.97 341 0.44*
(0.95) (0.93) (0.83) (0.85) (0.79) (0.77)

* p<.05, MD= mean difference (post-test - pre-te§dandard Deviation is shown in the

brackets.
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Table 4 reveals that except the mean differencesote-taking strategies and activation
strategies of G1 all the other mean differencesttstically significant. It indicates that G2
and G3 have used dictionary strategies, note-takingtegies, derivation strategies and
activation strategies more frequently in the pest-tthan in the pre-test. For G2, only
dictionary strategies and derivation strategieshzeen used more often.

Table 5 displays that all the mean differencessgagstically significant. It implies that GA,
GB and GC have used dictionary strategies, notedadtrategies, derivation strategies and
activation strategies more frequently after thatetgy instruction.

Based on the above analysis, this study thinks ttiatsubjects have employed dictionary
strategies, note-taking strategies, derivationtesgjtas and activation strategies more often
after the learner training and the instruction @cabulary learning strategies is effective.

In addition, in order to discover what type of le@ns makes the biggest progress in strategy
use, this study utilized one-way ANOVA to judge wiex the mean differences in each set of
strategies among the groups are significant. Thaltseof one-way ANOVA with the subjects
grouped by the above mentioned criteria are digglayTable 6 and Table 7.

Table 6: The results of one-way ANOVA with the subjectsiugred by the degree of
progress

Gl G2 G3 Post Hoc
Gain Gain  Gain  F[2,27] (Scheffe) MD
Dictionary 0.27 0.43 0.75 21.41 G3>G2 0.32*

(0.73) (0.82) (0.79) G3>G1 0.48*
Note-taking 0.11 0.43 0.67 30.67 G3>G2 0.24*
(0.68) (0.75) (0.70) G3>G1 0.56*
Derivation 0.63 0.82 0.68 0.48 G3<G2 -0.14
(0.93) (0.87) (0.88) G3>G1 0.05
Activation 0.16 0.27 0.46 11.89 G3>G2 0.19*
(0.72) (0.75) (0.70) G3>G1 0.30*

MD= mean difference, Gain=the difference in strgtege between the pre-test and post-test

Table 7: The results of one-way ANOVA with the subjectsiugred by the post-test
vocabulary proficiency

GA GB GC Post Hoc
Gain Gain  Gain  F[2,27] (Scheffe) MD
Dictionary 0.25 0.44 0.76 36.29 GC>GB 0.32*

(0.72) (0.78) (0.74) GC>GA 0.51*
Note-taking 0.24 0.38 0.69 38.13 GC>GB 0.31%
(0.73) (0.78) (0.66) GC>GA 0.45*
Derivation 0.72 0.77 0.71 0.04 GC<GB -0.06
(0.87) (0.91) (0.84) GC<GA -0.01
Activation 0.21 0.27 0.44 5.92 GC>GB 0.17*
(0.78) (0.75) (0.74) GC>GA 0.23*

MD=mean difference, Gain=the difference in strategg between the pre-test and post-test
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Table 6 shows that the gains in dictionary straggnote-taking strategies and activation
strategies among G1, G2 and G3 are significanffierdint and the gains of G3 are bigger
than those of G2 and G1. Although the gains inva¢ion strategies are not significantly

different among the three groups, it should be chitat the subjects have improved in the use
of this strategy (gains >0.6).

Table 7 exhibits that there is a significant diéiece in the gains of dictionary strategies, note-
taking strategies and activation strategies amohg@&B and GC and the gains of GC are the
biggest. Although the gains in derivation strategéthree groups do not differ significantly,
all the subjects have improved a lot in its usén®0.7).

On the basis of the above analysis, this studysfiadt that the subjects whose post-test
vocabulary test scores are much higher than theitgst ones and those with high vocabulary
test scores in the post-test improve most on gfyaise. It may be concluded that G3 and GC
benefit most from the strategy instruction.

4.3 Is Instruction in Vocabulary Learning Strategies Conducive to the
Improvement of Learners’ Vocabulary Proficiency?

The study used Pearson Correlation Analysis toudsdhe relation between the mean
differences in vocabulary learning strategies dmu$é in vocabulary test scores. The results
of the analysis are presented in Table 8.

Table 8: The results of Pearson Correlation Analysis

Al the_ Dictionary Note- Derivation Activation
strategies taking
vocabulary -\ _gex 1=069*  r=0.68*  r=0.63*  r=0.66*
proficiency
* p<.05

Table 8 displays that the mean differences in voleap learning strategies are positively
correlated with those in vocabulary scores. Thssiltesuggests that the strategy instruction is
one important factor contributing to the developt@earners’ vocabulary proficiency and
is helpful in enhancing learners’ vocabulary prigincy. Thus the strategy instruction should
be attached great importance.

Besides the quantitative analysis, the study aldteated the subjects’ responses to the
training through the strategy instruction feedbagkestionnaire. The analysis of the

guestionnaire reveals that 30% of the subjectkftiiat the instruction is very helpful to their

vocabulary learning and 66.67% think that it ispfell and 3.3% is unsure about its effect. In
addition, 26.67% view that the training is very fus¢o their English learning and 60% view

that it is useful and 13.33% are uncertain.

To be specific, all the subjects think that thetringtion is helpful in increasing their
awareness about the complexity of knowing a wondlarging their vocabulary and
improving their ability to use words communicatixe®6.67% think that they have learned
the vocabulary learning methods that they did maivk and have more strategies in their
hands through the instruction. 93.33% think thalythke vocabulary learning better. 90%
think that they have increased their confidenceoicabulary learning. 86.67% think that they
can learn a word with a more effective method.

Based on the above analysis, the study obtainsaime conclusion as that of the quantitative
analysis that the strategy instruction is usefudeéneloping learners’ awareness of vocabulary
learning process and promoting learning efficacy.
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However, the subjects’ answers to the questionnaiemtioned their problems with the
strategy instruction. One is that some studenterteg that they have a poor ability of self-
management and they hope the researcher to helprttitor their out-of-class vocabulary
learning. The other is that some students staggdhikir learning style differs from that of the
strategies taught in the instruction and they fetheir way of vocabulary learning although
they hold a positive attitude towards the insticti

In contrast with the researcher’s idea prior to ittsruction that the subjects were good at
self-managing, the result indicates that subjedbility of self-management needs

improvement and the development of their metacognéwareness should be part of the
strategy instruction. To some extent, this findexplains why some subjects benefit less
from the instruction than others. Besides, leatnegrning style is an important factor in

learners’ acceptance of new learning strategiesigBaware of the learners’ learning style
and making suitable programs for strategy instomctn agreement with their learning style
may increase the effectiveness of strategy instnct

5. Conclusions

Vocabulary is an indispensable factor of linguistienpetence. This study has endeavored to
help EFL learners to learn how to learn English dgoin a more effective way through
integrated instruction in vocabulary learning ®tgiés. The instruction was conducted in a
context of a first-year intensive English coursechiasted 12 weeks. The change in strategy
use and vocabulary proficiency was measured by admgpthe pre-test and the post-test data
collected through a vocabulary test and a vocapuéarning questionnaire. On the basis of
data analysis, the study draws the following cosiolus.

First, the instruction in vocabulary learning stgies is effective for the first-year English
majors who are not adept at using vocabulary legretrategies. Through the instruction the
subjects no longer think that vocabulary learnimggual to the retention of form-meaning
associations and have an awareness of what tordasfog a word communicatively. In
addition, their strategy use and vocabulary preficy have been improved. Finally, their
feedback on the instruction shows that they supgpertearner training.

Second, different types of subjects benefit diffiélse from the instruction. The subjects
whose vocabulary proficiency is high and those ehascabulary test scores have increased
a lot in the post-test make the most progressategjy use.

Third, the process of absorbing vocabulary learrsirgtegies into part of subjects’ own
learning ability is a long process. Although thira significant change in the subjects’ use of
vocabulary learning strategies through the insioactthe results reveal that the post-test
frequency of derivation strategies and activatitvatsgies has not reached 3.5 which stands
for frequent use of learning strategies. Thus efyatinstruction should be continual and
integrated into regular classroom teaching.

Finally, the development of learners’ metacognitaeareness and learning style should be
important factors to take into account for the gesf instruction in learning strategies.

The above is the findings of the study. It is hopieat English majors in an EFL context at the
initial period of their university education mayiggomething useful on how to learn English

words for production. Also, it is the intention tfe study that EFL instructors may obtain

something helpful to improve their vocabulary teaghOf course, the study has limitations.

How to cater to learners’ learning style and depéleeir metacognitive awareness should be
added into the design of future research intougsion in learning strategies.
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