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Foreword

Osamu Takeuchi

Language learning strategy research concerns three major components of language
learning: thinking, doing, and feeling (Takeuchi, in press). Thinking involves the learner’s
goal-setting, planning, and reflection, i.e., the learner’s decision-making and monitoring
processes in learning; doing involves the behaviors resulting from the decisions made while
learning, and feeling involves the management of the emotional aspects of learning. In other
words, strategy research covers the major components of language learning inquiry.
Researchers in this field believe that, in addition to individual differences such as aptitude
and personality, “what learners choose to do also makes a difference in the learning
process” (Gu, 2007), thereby giving learners’ strategic behaviors “the rightful place they
deserve” in theories of L2 learning.

Dr. Mizumoto’s treatise, while following the aforementioned line of L2 strategy
research, pays special attention to the thinking and doing components of vocabulary
learning in the context of Japanese EFL learning. In addition, Dr. Mizumoto focuses on a
vocabulary strategy instruction that could help learners broaden their English vocabulary.
Vocabulary learning has been a matter of serious concern for many Japanese EFL learners,
because the Japanese language does not share any phylogenetic origin with English.
Moreover, its orthographic system is completely different from that of English. Therefore,
vocabulary learning poses an enormous challenge to Japanese EFL learners. I am certain
that the studies reported in this book will help Japanese as well as other EFL learners
overcome this challenge.

This treatise has also contributed a great deal in terms of research methodology.
Although Dr. Mizumoto is a wizard in statistical analysis, he is not content with the

quantitative line of analysis and includes a qualitative approach in this book, thereby testing



the possibility of mixed methodology (e.g., Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998) or triangulation of
research methods in strategy research. Since studies in this field tend to swing to either the
quantitative or qualitative extreme of the methodological continuum, his effort to combine
both approaches, although still in its initial stage, deserves generous applause.

His treatise, I am positive, is a landmark in vocabulary learning strategy research in
the context of Asian EFL learning. The empirical findings and the methodological
contribution found in this book, along with the extensive and well-balanced review of
related literature, will surely make it a must read for all those interested in vocabulary

learning strategies.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Vocabulary is one of the smallest and the most important components of a language.
As is often cited in the literature, “Without grammar, very little can be conveyed. Without
vocabulary, nothing can be conveyed” (Wilkins, 1972, p. 11). As such, it is also one of the
most important aspects in foreign language learning. Whether the learner will be successful
or unsuccessful in acquiring a foreign language depends on whether he/she can master a
certain amount of vocabulary (Nation, 2001). In fact, the importance of vocabulary learning
has been widely recognized thanks to a number of recent studies and comprehensive
volumes that synthesize research findings (Bogaards & Laufer, 2004; Coady & Huckin,
1997; Huckin, Haynes, & Coady, 1993; Nation, 1990, 2001; Read, 2000; Schmitt, 2000;
Schmitt & McCarthy, 1997).

For learners of English as a Foreign Language (hereafter EFL), vocabulary learning
can be considered a never-ending process. At the same time, learners always feel that the
dearth of vocabulary prevents them from reaching a higher level of English proficiency, and
as such, vocabulary learning is one of the most challenging tasks they face (Gan,
Humphreys, & Hamp-Lyons, 2004).

Especially in Japan, an input-poor EFL environment, vocabulary learning tends to be
discrete in the same way as in other Asian EFL settings (e.g., Gu, 2003a): Once students
step out of the classroom, they simply do not need to speak or listen to English. In Japan, as
of now, students usually start learning English in the first year of junior high school (7th
grade), and textbooks at junior and senior high schools provide almost the entire source of
English input for students. However, since the current edition of the “Course of Study”
(Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology, 2003)' restricts the
amount of new vocabulary which can be introduced in junior high school textbooks (about

900 words) and high school textbooks (about 1800 words), it has often been pointed out



(e.g., Aizawa & Mochizuki, 2003) that the amount of vocabulary learners know is not
necessary, especially for taking high-stakes tests such as university entrance examinations,
Eiken (English Proficiency Test), TOEIC, and TOEFL (Chujo & Nishigaki, 2003). The new
Course of Study, which will be enforced gradually from 2009 to 2011, stipulates that
English education starts at the 5th grade, and a total of 70 hours (35 hours a year) of
teaching English be conducted at the primary school level. With 70 more hours of teaching,
however, we cannot expect enough vocabulary growth for Japanese EFL learners.

Research on vocabulary acquisition reports that in order to understand a text or learn
vocabulary incidentally, understanding 95% to 98% of the words used in the text is a

prerequisite (Nation, 2001). Also, approximately 3,000 word families (i.e., words such as
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unhappy,” “happiness,” “unhappiness,” and “happily” are counted as one word)

“happy,
or 5,000 individual word forms are considered necessary to comprehend the text (Laufer,
1998). However, these conditions are rarely met because, as mentioned above, students
learn only about 2,700 words (900 in junior high school and 1,800 words in senior high
school) from the textbooks. This, of course, means that incidental learning is highly unlikely,
because students depend only on the textbooks for vocabulary input. Thus, it is natural for
learners to individually work on enhancing their vocabulary knowledge (e.g., vocabulary
size and depth) and bridging the vocabulary gap by employing vocabulary learning
strategies. The importance of vocabulary learning strategies in Japan is fully reflected in a
study by Takeuchi (2003b) that describes successful EFL learners in Japan. In Takeuchi’s
study, vocabulary learning strategies emerged among a repertoire of strategies for the other
four skills, namely, listening, reading, writing, and speaking.

Following decades of a “neglecting” this aspect of research (Meara, 1980), we have
witnessed an explosion of studies into vocabulary learning and acquisition. Concurrent with

this momentum, the development of computational linguistics has further refined research

on vocabulary learning and acquisition, especially in the field of corpus linguistics (e.g.,



Biber, Conrad, & Reppen, 1998). This area of research has provided us with insights into
what kind of vocabulary learners should know. In other words, what vocabulary learners
should learn has become clear to a large extent. However, there is one important piece
missing from the vocabulary learning research: How learners should learn vocabulary.

No matter how much target vocabulary (what to learn) becomes clear, we need to
consider how learners approach vocabulary learning, since learners are active processors of
information (Ellis, 1995). The same can be said from a pedagogical point of view. That is,
the number of words we can teach our students directly is so limited that sooner or later we
need to prepare our students to take on their vocabulary learning by themselves. After all, it
is the individual learners, not the teachers, who do most of the vocabulary learning. For this
reason, without paying attention to what the learners actually do on their own, it is not likely
that we can promote their vocabulary learning.

As an EFL learner myself, I have always wondered how I can expand my vocabulary
effectively. Even after teaching English, this question remains largely unanswered. My
interest in research on vocabulary learning strategies comes in part from personal
experiences—What kind of vocabulary learning strategies should I use as a learner and
teach as a teacher?

In this dissertation, the following general research questions will be addressed:

1. How do Japanese EFL university learners actually approach vocabulary learning by

using vocabulary learning strategies?

2. Is it possible to create a psychometrically valid scale of vocabulary learning

strategies that truly reflects the construct that it intends to measure?

3. What kind of factors influence the choice and use of vocabulary learning strategies?



4. Does the instruction of vocabulary learning strategies change the learners’ strategy

use, and if so, in what types of strategies can we observe the changes?

This dissertation includes seven chapters, and it contains a series of four empirical
studies focusing on each of the above research questions. Chapter 1, the current chapter,
explains the research background that led me to investigate vocabulary learning strategies.

Chapter 2 provides a comprehensive review of literature pertaining to vocabulary
learning strategies. Since the literature on vocabulary learning strategies is composed of
general learning strategies research and vocabulary acquisition research, each perspective is
included in the review. In addition, studies on vocabulary learning strategies instruction, and
data collection methods used in the vocabulary learning strategies research are reviewed.

Chapter 3 (Study 1) reports on a close replication of Gu and Johnson’s study (1996).
This study was conducted in order to grasp the vocabulary learning strategies used by
Japanese EFL university learners. A comparison of the results was made in light of the
findings in the literature, especially those of Gu and Johnson’s study. Also, discrepancies
were examined between the vocabulary learning strategies learners actually use and their
perceived usefulness (Fan, 2003; Schmitt, 1997). As Study 1 made clear, a psychometrically
valid instrument for measuring strategic vocabulary learning should be developed. Study 2
was thus planned to develop and verify the reliability and validity of the measurement
instrument.

Chapter 4 (Study 2) describes the development of a psychometrically wvalid
questionnaire (scale) on strategic vocabulary learning for Japanese EFL learners, and
university students in particular. Three phases are involved in developing and validating the
scale. Validity of the new instrument is further examined in relation to the proficiency

measures against (a) the subscales and (b) the overall strategic vocabulary learning capacity,



using confirmatory factor analysis.

Chapter 5 (Study 3) examines the interrelations of vocabulary learning strategies,
proficiency measures, motivation, and extracurricular time, all of which are considered to
have strong influences on the use of vocabulary learning strategies. In addition to the
quantitative data obtained from the questionnaires, qualitative analyses of study logs and
interview sessions are also integrated into the quantitative analyses to corroborate the
results.

Chapter 6 (Study 4) explores the effectiveness of the explicit instruction of VLS in the
regular classroom with Japanese EFL learners. The results of the experimental group and
the control group after 10 weeks of VLS instruction are compared. Changes between the
learners’ initial repertoire of strategies and the strategies they acquire through instruction are
also carefully examined.

Chapter 7 summarizes the research findings obtained from these four empirical
studies, reflects on their pedagogical implications and suggests avenues for future research.
These discussions are centered on moving toward better teaching methodologies for

vocabulary learning strategies.

Note
1 In Japan, the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology establishes
curriculum standards as the “Course of Study” for elementary, junior high, and senior high

schools. All public schools are supposed to follow their guidelines.



Chapter 2: Literature Review

2.1 Research on General Language Learning Strategies

Research into language learning strategies (or language “learner” strategies') has a
history over 30 years long (Cohen & Macaro, 2007). It dates back to studies conducted in
the 1970’s, such as Rubin (1975), Stern (1975), and Naiman, Frohlich, Stern, and Toedesco
(1978). These scholars searched for “what good or successful language learners do” to
maximize their learning outcomes. The motives behind their undertaking were derived from
a healthy pedagogical intent—teaching the models of good/successful learners to less
successful ones. After 30 years of practice, we can suppose that the researchers in the field
of language learning strategies still have more or less the same good intentions.

The study of language learning strategies, especially in applied linguistics, peaked
around the early 1990’s when two of the most influential volumes on this topic were
published (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990). As studies on language learning
strategies came to the foreground of ESL/EFL research, the definition of language learning
strategies was developed (Gu, 1996). O’Malley and Chamot (1990) defined learning
strategies as “the special thoughts or behaviors that individuals use to help them
comprehend, learn, or retain new information” (p. 1). Oxford (1990) proposed a more
comprehensive definition: “learning strategies are specific actions taken by the learner to
make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, and more
transferable to new situations” (p. 8). Cohen (1998) further elaborated on the definition of
strategies and presented it as “processes which are consciously selected by learners and
which may result in action taken to enhance the learning or use of a second or foreign
language, through the storage, retention, recall, and application of information about that
language” (p. 4). These definitions are the most representative ones and are cited often in

the learning strategies literature.



What the three definitions above have in common are that language learning
strategies involve the learner’s voluntary choice and employment, which Cohen (1998)
referred to as “the element of consciousness” (p. 4). The element of consciousness, Cohen
assumed, enables us to distinguish strategic learning from ordinary, non-strategic learning.
Citing Weinstein, Husman, and Dierking (2000), Doérnyei (2005) offered a view that
“goal-oriented, intentionally invoked, and effortful” (p. 164, italics in original) are the three
characteristic features of learning strategies. Although Dérnyei has difficulty in discerning
“strategic” learning from “motivated” learning, one thing in defining language learning
strategies is definite—Individual learners make decisions about strategy deployment for the
clear purpose of enhancing language learning. The learners therefore voluntarily take on the
responsibility of their own learning. This is why strategy training can be effective in
fostering autonomous learners (Chamot, Barnhardt, El-Dinary, & Robbins, 1999; Ozeki,
2000).

At present, different researchers have different definitions about language learning
strategies (Cohen, 2007). In fact, strategy research specialists acknowledge that the question,
“What is a strategy?” is still being asked after more than 30 years of research and practice
(Cohen & Macaro, 2007, p. 278). We are thus always in need of providing an operating
definition of what we mean by learning strategies in our studies.

Classification schemes for language learning strategies have been proposed by the
aforementioned pioneers in this research area. Rubin (1975) first classified strategies (or
“processes”) as direct and indirect. Direct strategies include (a) classification and
verification, (b) monitoring, (c) memorization, (d) guessing/inductive inferencing, (e)
deductive reasoning, and (f) practice. Indirect strategies are concerned with (a) creating
opportunities for practice and (b) production tasks related to communication. All of these
strategies are considered to be processes which would contribute directly or indirectly to

learning.



In the same way as the definition of language learning strategies evolved,
classification system based on a theoretical framework has also developed. O’Malley and
Chamot (1990) based their theoretical underpinnings on Anderson’s work (1985) in the
information processing theory of cognitive psychology. They divided strategies into three
categories: (a) metacognitive strategies, (b) cognitive strategies, and (c) social-affective
strategies.

Metacognitive strategies can be defined as “higher order executive skills that may
entail planning for, monitoring, or evaluating the success of a learning activity” (O’Malley
& Chamot, 1990, p. 44). Cognitive strategies are those that deal directly with incoming
information and process it. Examples of cognitive strategies include rehearsal, organization,
inferencing, summarizing, deduction, imagery, transfer, and elaboration. These examples
clearly show that when we say “language learning strategies,” it connotes cognitive
strategies, because they are specific learning behaviors for maximizing learning results.
Social-affective strategies are used when interacting with other learners (social strategies)
and controlling one’s affect in learning (affective strategies).

Oxford (1990) also proposed a similar taxonomy by dividing direct and indirect
categories into six subcategories. Direct strategies are composed of (a) memory strategies,
(b) cognitive strategies, and (c) compensation strategies, while indirect strategies include (d)
metacognitive strategies, (e) affective strategies, and (f) social strategies. This classification
system resulted in the development of a language learning strategies questionnaire used
worldwide in the 1990’s called the SILL (Strategy Inventory for Language Learning,
Oxford, 1990).

Classification schemes proposed by O’Malley and Chamot (1990) and Oxford (1990)
obviously overlap each other, as has been pointed out by some researchers (Dornyei, 2005;
Ozeki, 2000). Among the six subcategories of Oxford’s taxonomy, compensation strategies

are mainly used when communicating with others (e.g., communication strategies).



Accordingly, Cohen (1998) proposed another classification system which distinguishes
language use strategies from language /earning strategies, because these two differ in their
functions and psycholinguistic representation (Dornyei, 2005). Comparing the classification
systems, Hsiao and Oxford (2002) also found that language use strategies should be kept
separate from language learning strategies. On the basis of previous research on strategy
classification (especially findings by Hsiao & Oxford, 2002), Dornyei (2005) argued that
learning strategies should be classified as (a) cognitive strategies, (b) metacognitive
strategies, (c) social strategies, and (d) affective strategies. It should be noted here that no
matter what type of classification schemes we base our research on, validity of the
categorization should be tested as we have yet to reach consensus on the definition of
language learning strategies per se.

Recent years have witnessed changes in research trends in language learning
strategies. After years of identifying and classifying learning strategies throughout the
1980’s and 1990’s, a number of researchers rightly called for the need to investigate specific
strategies to specific tasks (e.g., Cohen & Macaro, 2007; Gu, 2003b; Hsiao & Oxford, 2002;
Macaro, 2001). These calls for task-specific strategies originate in the concern that the term
language learning strategies covers too broad a concept (Tseng, Dornyei, & Schmitt, 2006).
For example, if we ask our students a general language learning strategy such as “Do you
practice the sounds of English?,” they would answer, “Sometimes yes, sometimes no,” or
“It depends on the task or situation.” Therefore, as Gu (2003b) has suggested, we need to
look at learning strategies used by the learners in terms of how their individual differences
(person factor), the task, and the learning context are related with one another.

At the same time, new research endeavors (specific learning strategies) respond to the
criticism directed at general language learning strategies research (Dornyei, 2005; Dornyei
& Skehan, 2003; Kellerman, 1991; Rees-Miller, 1993; Sparks & Ganshow, 1993; Stevick,

1990). However, as mentioned earlier, since the issues of definition and construct validity of



learning strategies have remained unsolved thus far, a clear theoretical framework will also
be necessary for researching specific learning strategies. In his search for a revised
theoretical framework, Macaro (2006, p. 325) proposed that strategies are located in
working memory, and they are differentiated from subconscious activity, language learning
processes, skills, leaning plans, and learning styles. Working memory is used for
“temporary storage and manipulation of information that is assumed to be necessary for a
wide range of complex cognitive activities” (Baddeley, 2003, p. 189). For this reason,
working memory can be regarded as facilitating the important function of executing
cognitive processes. In line with Macaro’s theoretical framework, Gu (2005, p. 10)
described how metacognitive strategies and cognitive strategies function with working
memory and long-term memory. Figure 2.1 illustrates Gu’s model. This model is based on
the information processing theory and differs from Macaro’s framework in the point that
Macaro insists that “learner strategies occur only in working memory and that they become
other constructs elsewhere” (Macaro, 2006, p. 327). Still, by basing the identification of
language learning strategies on working memory (or information processing), which has an
established construct through a number of empirical research findings (Baddeley, 1997), we
will have strong theoretical underpinnings for language learning strategies research.

We have seen in the literature that the constructs of language learning strategies are
the main sources of criticism, and this has led some researchers such as Dornyei (2005) to
doubt the very existence of language learning strategies. The importance of learning
strategies, nevertheless, has been underscored in the fact that they are one of the integral
components in self-regulated learning, another crucial concept in learning (Gao, 2007;
Tseng & Schmitt, 2008; Zimmerman, 2001). Although we need more research to settle the
lack of theoretical rigor, as Grenfell and Macaro (2007) observe, we can claim the following

points from the research findings of the general learning strategies research:
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Cavendish Academic. Copyright 2005 by Marshall Cavendish Academic. Adapted with permission
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1. The strategies that learners use are accessible and can be documented.

2. A strategy is a construct that can be defined, and what it is and what it does can be
described in practical terms.

3. Strategies are important because they are associated with successful learning.

4. Some learner types are more likely to use strategies or use them more successfully
than other learner types.

5. Strategies can be taught and learners, as a result, can develop more effective

strategic behavior. (Grenfell & Macaro, 2007, p. 27)

2.2 Review of Vocabulary Learning Strategies (VLS) Studies

Research on vocabulary learning strategies (hereafter referred to as VLS) is firmly
rooted in two major areas in applied linguistics—vocabulary acquisition and language
learning strategies. After years as “a neglected aspect of language learning” (Meara, 1980),
the study of vocabulary has witnessed a surge in productive research since 1990 (Coady &
Huckin, 1997; Huckin, Haynes, & Coady, 1993; Nation, 1990, 2001; Read, 2000; Schmitt,
2000; Schmitt & McCarthy, 1997). This trend has been propelled partly by cognitive and
psycholinguistic research paradigms, which focus on the issues of time and memory,
linguistic properties, and text types (Nyikos & Fan, 2007). Concurrently, studies on
language learning strategies also became prominent by the early 1990’s (O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990).

While vocabulary acquisition research is centered on a description of the process of
vocabulary learning, language learning strategies research is learner-oriented, and focuses
on investigating how individual learners approach vocabulary learning. Thus, the two
research areas are different by nature; however, they tend to be treated as almost the same,

because they both deal with “vocabulary learning.” Schmitt (1997) points out this fact by
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stating, “(a)ppreciation of the importance of both these areas has led to considerable
research in each, yet the place where they intersect—vocabulary learning strategies—has
attracted a noticeable lack of attention” (p. 199). Therefore, the following sections present

research findings from both vocabulary acquisition and language learning strategies.

2.2.1 Classification of Vocabulary Learning Strategies (VLS)

Since research on general language learning strategies suffers from a lack of
theoretical underpinning, VLS research is similarly affected. In other words, we do not
know for sure exactly what we mean by VLS. Virtually anything related to vocabulary
learning seems to be categorized as VLS in the literature. For example, underlining a word
in the textbook with a marker when the teacher tells the students to do so could be a VLS
(see Dornyei, 2005 for this ambiguity in definition).

More importantly, in vocabulary learning, different tasks will require different

strategies. Gu (2003b, p. 2) summarizes it best:

Different types of task materials, task purposes, and tasks at various difficulty levels
demand different learner strategies. For example, learning words in a word list is
different from learning the same words in a passage. Remembering a word meaning is

different from learning to use the same word in real life situations.

Schmitt (1997) explains: “strategies are affected by a number of factors, and different
intended purposes for a strategy in different situations can affect its classification” (p. 205).
The nature of VLS leads to difficulty in classifying it. Simply applying a general language
learning strategies classification (e.g., Oxford, 1990) to the whole vocabulary learning
process would be impossible in VLS. For this reason, we have come to the conclusion that

the “(c)lassification of VLS has achieved only mild consensus to date” (Nyikos & Fan, 2007,
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p. 254).

Considering different tasks (purposes of learning) requires different strategy sets, and
the most appropriate classification scheme would reflect the tasks and learning purposes
under examination. Schmitt (1997) was insightful enough to propose a categorization
scheme which contains these perspectives. He utilized Oxford’s (1990) taxonomy and added
a new category so that the overall taxonomy can be divided into discovery strategies (initial
discovery of a word’s meaning) and consolidation strategies (remembering the word once it
has been encountered). Gu and Johnson (1996) compiled a VLS questionnaire in which they
included two major categories: metacognitive and cognitive. Figure 2.2 illustrates the
taxonomy integrating the categories proposed by Schmitt (1997) and Gu and Johnson
(1996).

As shown in Figure 2.2, Discovery strategies concern the strategies used when the
learners encounter an unknown word in reading or listening: They guess or infer its
meaning from the context (Guessing strategies), look it up in a dictionary (Dictionary
strategies), or ask others (Social strategies) to find out the meaning of the word.

Some learners then go on to commit the word to memory by employing
Consolidation strategies. First, learners may take notes in a margin or space between the
lines, on a vocabulary notebook, vocabulary card, or piece of paper (Note-taking strategies).
Next, they may repeat (rehearse) the word a number of times (Cognitive strategies, or
Rehearsal strategies in Gu & Johnson, 1996), which is considered to be a shallow and
mechanical means of processing (Schmitt, 2000). Some learners may proceed to actively
manipulate information using elaborate techniques such as mnemonics (Memory strategies,
or Encoding strategies in Gu & Johnson, 1996). The difference between Cognitive
(Rehearsal) strategies and Memory (Encoding) strategies is whether the “dual-coding
theory” (Paivio, 1986) or “depth of processing theory” (Craik & Lockhart, 1972; Craik &

Tulving, 1975) is involved or not. Cognitive (Rehearsal) strategies do not require
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manipulative mental processing, which often indicates they are shallow and mechanical
processing with rote repetition. On the other hand, Memory (Encoding) strategies are seen
as strategies involving deep processing. It should be noted, however, that in recent years it
has been recommended that both Cognitive (Rehearsal) strategies and Memory (Encoding)
strategies be combined and termed simply “Cognitive strategies” in the general learning
strategy literature (Dornyei, 2005; Hsiao & Oxford, 2002). The final stage of Consolidation

strategies is using the word actively in writing or speaking (Activation strategies).

Strategies for the discovery of a new word’s meaning \

(Discovery strategies)

- Guessing strategies
- Dictionary strategies

- Social strategies

A 4

. . . Planning, monitoring,
Strategies for consolidating a word once it has been

I _ and evaluating with
encountered (Consolidation strategies)

' ' Metacognitive strategies
- Note-taking strategies

- Cognitive strategies (Rehearsal strategies)
- Memory strategies (Encoding strategies)

- Activation strategies

\ 4

Acquisition of the target word j

Figure 2.2. Classification of VLS (Based on Gu & Johnson, 1996 and Schmitt, 1997).
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When comparing Gu and Johnson (1996) and Schmitt (1997) in terms of the
classification of Metacognitive strategies, we can find some differences. Although Schmitt’s
taxonomy (1997) includes strategies such as “Using English-language media” or “Testing
oneself with word tests,” Gu and Johnson (1996) treat Metacognitive strategies (precisely
“Metacognitive Regulation”) as overarching strategies that control the whole process of
vocabulary learning by planning, monitoring, and evaluating the cognitive strategies. Gu
(2003b) states that “(e)ach of these task stages demands metacognitive judgment, choice,
and deployment of cognitive strategies for vocabulary learning. And each strategy a learner
uses will determine to a large extent how and how well a new word is learned” (p. 3). Since
the original meaning of metacognitive strategies is congruent with Gu and Johnson’s
interpretation, metacognitive strategies should not be restricted only to the consolidation
stage of vocabulary learning (see Figure 2.2).

Interestingly, there is no mention of Affective strategies in the literature on VLS
taxonomies. Affective strategies involve “taking control of the emotional (affective)
conditions” (Dornyei, 2005, p. 169), and the same concept is present in the “self-regulating
capacity in vocabulary learning scale” by Tseng, Dornyei, and Schmitt (2006). In Macaro’s
theoretical framework anchored in working memory, he asserts that affective strategies are
part of metacognitive strategies. Clearly, more research is needed to clarify the taxonomy of
VLS.

In summary, even though we have not reached a consensus regarding the clear-cut
classification of VLS, Discovery and Consolidation strategies and their sub-strategies
(Figure 2.2) would encompass different strategies required for different tasks. The following
sections will focus on each category (Discovery and Consolidation strategies) and the
findings presented in the previous research related to each sub-strategy (based on Figure

2.2) will be described in detail.
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2.2.2 Discovery Strategies
Guessing strategies

The first thing learners do when they encounter an unknown word is guess or infer
the word’s meaning from context. Guessing strategies include guessing the word’s meaning
from contextual clues, analyzing its part of speech, detecting affixes or roots, and checking
for L1 cognate.” As Nyikos and Fan (2007) report “(m)ost contextualized vocabulary
inferencing strategies are covered in the reading comprehensive literature.” Guessing
strategies are closely examined in relation to incidental (implicit) vocabulary learning from
reading. This mode of learning is often compared with intentional (explicit) vocabulary
learning (e.g., Wesche & Paribakht, 1999).

In general, guessing strategies are considered effective in vocabulary learning. Part of
this argument comes from L1 reading research that shows most native speakers of English
learn vocabulary by guessing from context (e.g., Nagy, Herman, & Anderson, 1985;
Nattinger, 1988). This may not be the case with ESL/EFL learners, but a more convincing
reason has been proposed: Meanings inferred from context tends to be remembered better
than meanings given in a decontextualized list (Hulstijin, 1992; Hulstijin, Hollander, &
Greidanus, 1996). In addition, natural context provides learners with proper grammatical
usage or collocations (Lewis, 1993, 2002), which leads to better retention of words. In
contrast, learners may rapidly forget the words memorized from word lists (Oxford &
Scarcella, 1994). For these reasons, guessing from context is considered to be very
important in promoting vocabulary retention (Groot, 2000).

However, depending on guessing from context alone for vocabulary acquisition in
ESL/EFL learning environments is neither a realistic nor an advisable approach. That is
because (a) the prerequisites for incidental vocabulary learning (guessing from context
results in success and consequently the word is learned) are rarely fulfilled, and (b) learning

efficiency from guessing from context is considerably low.
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First, incidental vocabulary learning by guessing from context presupposes that
several requirements have been be met, conditions that are practically impossible for
beginner level learners in input-poor environments such as Japan. For successful guessing
(enough reading comprehension) and incidental vocabulary learning, 95% (Laufer, 1992;
Liu & Nation, 1985) to 98% (Hu & Nation, 2000) of all the words in the text need to be
understood. Otherwise, guessing may lead to wrong meanings (Hulstijin, 1992) and the
correct guessing rate may be low (in Nassaji's study, 2003, it was 26%). Moreover, learners
often ignore unknown words or avoid guessing them because of their inadequate vocabulary
knowledge (Hulstijin, Hollander, & Greidanus, 1996). It has been suggested in the literature
that exposure of between 5 to 16 times is necessary to learn a word from context (Nation,
1990). In Horst, Cobb and Meara (1998), gains were reported for words which appeared
eight times or more. Of course, the number of times a word appears will not necessarily be a
reliable index of incidental vocabulary learning. Other factors, such as how many contextual
clues are provided, would matter even more. Nevertheless, we can assume that an adequate
amount of word repetition in context is not ensured in EFL textbooks. Previous research
suggests that in practice incidental vocabulary learning by guessing from context is unlikely
to be the primary source of vocabulary learning for EFL learners.

Second, guessing from context can be very conducive to vocabulary learning and
incidental learning could happen (Day, Omura, & Hiramatsu, 1991), yet the rate of such
learning is considerably low in EFL settings (Gu, 2003b). This is observable especially in
comparison with explicit vocabulary learning (or instruction). For example, Laufer (2003)
argued that the amount of vocabulary learned with guessing from context (reading) is far
lower than the words learned from explicit vocabulary tasks. Investigating a graded reader
for extensive reading, Waring and Takaki (2003) reported that very little vocabulary can be
learned from extensive reading (precisely, only one out of 25 words after three months and

none if the words appeared fewer than eight times). As some researchers (e.g., Horst, 2005;
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Waring & Takaki, 2003) point out, the benefits of extensive reading (or guessing from
context) may lie not in the vocabulary gains or retention, but in expanding the depth of
vocabulary knowledge of already known vocabulary.” In fact, Nation (2001) and Folse
(2004) argued that intentional learning from a word list may be more effective for
vocabulary learning than learning by guessing from context. Laufer and Shmueli (1997)
provided evidence that words presented in lists and in sentences were remembered better
than words presented in text and elaborated text. They thus concluded that less information
was better when it comes to remembering vocabulary.

The literature on vocabulary acquisition and reading comprehension research has
yielded the same insights—guessing from context (reading) plus explicit vocabulary leaning
tasks (learning or teaching) are conduits to vocabulary acquisition (Hunt & Begler, 2005;
Paribakht & Wesche, 1997; Zimmerman, 1997). For example, Nagy and Herman (1987)
stated that explicit forms of instruction are more effective than guessing meanings from
context. Since the significance of attention to the form of input has been emphasized in
second language acquisition research (e.g., Fotos, 1993; Robinson, 1995; Schmidt, 1993
1995), “noticing” the target vocabulary and its forms surely enhances vocabulary learning.
Hulstijin (2001) added to this that “(t)he more a learner pays attention to a word’s
morphonological, orthographic, prosodic, semantic and pragmatic features and to intraword
and interword relations, the more likely it is that the new lexical information will be
retained” (p. 285). Accordingly, it does not really matter whether the instruction or learning
is implicit or explicit. The bottom line is that combining each mode of instruction or
learning will likely result in a better chance of noticing and learning vocabulary.
Considering learning efficiency, a number of researchers suggest that teaching vocabulary
out of context should occur during the early stages of learning® and guessing from context
(context-bound vocabulary learning) should take place in later stages (e.g., Coady, 1997;

Meara, 1997; Nation & Newton, 1997; Schmitt, 2000; S6kmen, 1997).
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To sum up, guessing from context (or incidental vocabulary learning) alone will not
be an adequate source of vocabulary growth in EFL environments. Of course, guessing from
context through extensive reading should be encouraged for advanced-level learners,
because it offers learners opportunities to expand the depth of familiar words and recognize
words faster (automaticity). The most important thing to keep in mind is to strike a good
balance between guessing from context and explicit vocabulary learning tasks. After all, as
Folse (2004) mentioned, “a coping strategy for understanding a word in a reading passage,
such as guessing from context, is not necessarily a good strategy for learning words ... it is
not a particularly effective vocabulary learning strategy” (p. 88). In explicit vocabulary
learning, the first step a learner takes is to check the meanings of words. The next section

will focus on dictionary use and how it will aid vocabulary learning.

Dictionary strategies

In the VLS literature, dictionary use strategies have often been reported as part of
research interest (Ahmed, 1989; Fan, 2003; Gu & Johnson, 1996; Kojic-Sabo & Lightbown,
1999; Schmitt, 1997). Still, it should be maintained that the main purpose of consulting a
dictionary is to look up a word meaning, and vocabulary learning is a secondary aim. As a
matter of fact, “little research has been conducted on the strategies used by learners when
consulting a dictionary for the purpose of vocabulary growth” (Nyikos & Fan, 2007, p. 264).
Since dictionaries can provide learners with wealth of information about words as a
reference source, researchers (e.g., Nation, 2001) often include dictionary use in VLS.

Guessing from context would result in better vocabulary learning when combined
with explicit learning, and research findings have shown that using a dictionary rather than
reading alone aids in vocabulary learning (Knight, 1994; Luppescu & Day, 1993). Takeuchi
(2003b) found that successful learners in Japan first guess the word meaning and then they

check it later in a dictionary to make sure the guess is correct. Likewise, Gu (2003a)
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reported that one successful learner focused on not only the word’s meanings but also its
proper use in context. These behaviors may constitute the elements of vocabulary learning
strategies, because these successful learners intentionally and voluntarily use dictionaries
for vocabulary acquisition later on. Also, these findings are in line with the notion that the
learners’ proficiency is an important factor when evaluating dictionary usage in vocabulary
acquisition (Hulstijin, 1993; Knight, 1994).

Previous research on dictionary use has been conducted to search for maximizing
learning results, such as better comprehension of the reading text and production in writing
or speaking. As for the types of dictionaries (monolingual or bilingual), for learners below
the advanced level, researchers recommend using bilingual dictionaries (Folse, 2004; Gu,
2003a: Nation, 2001) based on empirical research findings (e.g., Laufer & Shmueli, 1997)
showing that “vocabulary learning is much more effective using L2-L1 pairs than through
L2-L2 definition pairs” (Nation, 2001, p. 290). In contrast, some researchers (e.g., Baxter,
1980) claim that bilingual dictionaries encourage translation, one-to-one correspondence of
the word meanings in L1 and L2. Also, they may not provide adequate information on word
usage in context. The compromise is another type of dictionary — bilingualized dictionaries.
One study by Laufer and Hadar (1997) found “bilingualized dictionaries,” which have
features of both monolingual and bilingual dictionaries, are better in vocabulary learning
than monolingual and bilingual dictionaries. Since each type of dictionary has strengths and
weaknesses, the choice of the types of dictionaries seems to be dependent on the proficiency
of the learners and on the purpose of learning.

With the development of computers, there have been a growing number of studies
investigating the effect of looking up a gloss or hyperlink on a computer. Compared with
paper dictionaries, e-dictionaries (dictionaries in a computer or CD-ROM) do not produce
better results in reading comprehension or vocabulary learning (Chun & Plass, 1996;

Hulstijin, 1993; Koyama & Takeuchi, 2004; Laufer & Hill, 2000). With e-dictionaries, the
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speed (efficiency) and frequency of look-up behavior increases (Nyikos & Fan, 2007). In
general, it has been reported that words glossed in L1 are better than words glossed in L2
(Grace, 1998; Laufer & Shmueli, 1997). Chun and Plass (1996) reported that including
pictures in addition to the definitions of words resulted in greater vocabulary learning. In
Japan, hand-held electronic dictionaries are popular among EFL learners. Research findings
suggest that similar results with e-dictionaries have been observed for this specific type of
dictionary (Koyama & Takeuchi, 2007). That is, in contrast to paper dictionaries, they do
not produce better reading comprehension or vocabulary learning. Nonetheless,
e-dictionaries might be promising areas of vocabulary and VLS research because they can
include features such as movies and sounds of words, which paper dictionaries could never
possibly have.

Figure 2.3 shows the likelihood of vocabulary retention from the simple act of
reading to deepen elaboration. The more the learners direct their efforts to unknown
vocabulary, the more likely the item is learned. Using a dictionary is deemed essential in
learning vocabulary in any language, but at the same time it has been widely acknowledged
that learners cannot use it at their disposal with most of the learners only focusing on word
meanings and spellings (Nyikos & Fan, 2007). Because using a dictionary involves testing a
series of hypotheses, an activity that requires active participation of the learner (Gu, 2003b;
Nation, 2001; Scholfield, 1982), learners should be trained to better utilize this

indispensable tool.

Guessing from Deeper
Reading only < < Dictionary use <

context elaboration

Figure 2.3. Summary of how each strategy could affect vocabulary learning. Likelihood of

vocabulary retention increases from left to right.
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Social strategies

In Schmitt’s (1997) VLS taxonomy, social strategies are listed as one category of VLS.
This is partly because Schmitt based his taxonomy on Oxford’s (1990) system. In VLS,
social strategies, mainly referring to interacting/collaborating with others, include behaviors
such as asking the teacher or others for word meanings, discovering new word meanings
through group (pair) work activity, study in a group, and interacting with native speakers of
English (the last two are categorized in Consolidation strategies in Schmitt, 1997). The
basic concept of social interaction in learning originated with Vygotsky (1978). He asserted
that the development of cognition (i.e., learning) takes place in the interaction with other
people, especially when input is in the zone of proximal development (ZPD): a level of
development attained when individuals engage in social interaction. In the classroom, the
teacher or other more capable classmates can give support called scaffolding (e.g., van Lier,
2004) to the learners.

It seems that social strategies in VLS have firm theoretical grounds; however, they
have been rarely reported in the VLS literature. For example, reviewing more than 30 years
of VLS research, Nyikos and Fan (2007) do not mention social strategies in VLS at all.
Indeed, only half of 600 students responded that they feel group work is helpful for their
vocabulary learning (Schmitt, 1997). As Schmitt (1997) concluded, this is because of “a
widespread impression that vocabulary study is an activity best achieved individually” (p.
226). What Schmitt pointed out is supported empirically in Folse’s (2004) comment:
“Research has shown that learners adopt very individualistic, personalized strategies for
dealing with new vocabulary” (p. 100).

If we rigidly follow the definition of learning strategies that strategies are chosen by
the learners themselves, some of the social strategies listed in Schmitt (1997) such as
“asking classmates for word meanings” may forfeit their status as VLS. More specifically, if

the teacher decides the partner for pair work and tells the students to ask each other
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questions about vocabulary, the learner does not intentionally do so for vocabulary learning.
Thus, much of the VLS use depends on the instructor’s teaching style and the individual
differences of the learners (e.g., personality, learning environment, and motivation). A
learner-centered classroom might encourage interactions and induce social strategies, while
teacher-centered classes do not always promote them. On the other hand, learners who
willingly work together outside the classroom (e.g., test each other on vocabulary) can be
considered wielding VLS.

Although some researchers have recently begun paying attention to the effect of
collaborative work on vocabulary learning (e.g., Kim, 2008), research is sorely needed in
this area to reveal how social strategies in VLS can be helpful in vocabulary learning, which
requires work outside the classroom by the individual learners. As researchers such as
Nation (1977) and Schmitt (1997) suggest, we might need to consider the effectiveness of

social strategies in vocabulary learning, provided they are proven useful for learners.

2.2.3 Consolidation Strategies
Note-taking strategies

Once learners check the information about a word with the discovery strategies
described above, they may keep some sort of written record of the new vocabulary in the
form of a notebook, a loose-leaf binder, a vocabulary card, a memo in the margin or
between the lines, or a scribble on a piece of paper. By and large, researchers (e.g., Folse,
2004; Gairns & Redman, 1986; McCarthy, 1990; Schmitt & Schmitt, 1995) advocate
keeping vocabulary notebooks for facilitating vocabulary learning and learner independence.
This is in accordance with the findings reviewed in discovery strategies (guessing,
dictionary, and social strategies), which clearly show explicit vocabulary learning/teaching
(focus on form) will benefit learners more in terms of vocabulary acquisition than of

implicit learning alone.
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Schmitt and Schmitt (1995) offered practical and theory-based suggestions on
keeping vocabulary notebooks. Based on this Schmitt and Schmitt’s model, Fowle (2002)
implemented vocabulary notebooks in a secondary school language program in Thailand. In
these notebooks, each student recorded new and useful lexical items systematically. The
results showed that introducing vocabulary notebooks to the learners made it possible to
promote learner autonomy.

Previous studies investigating vocabulary notebooks have indicated that learners need
to be guided to skillfully make the most of vocabulary notebooks. For example, McCrostie
(2007) examined the notebooks of 124 Japanese university EFL learners and reported that
learners have difficulty identifying which words to record and see all the words they do not
know as equally important. Another study by Leeke and Shaw (2000) surveyed the learners’
vocabulary notebooks after they enter L2 learning environments and reported that the most
appropriate listing procedure is one that learners themselves feel worth putting in their time
and effort. These findings suggest that we need to provide our students with enough
information on keeping neat notebooks in order to maximize their learning outcomes.

Given the widespread belief in the use of vocabulary notebooks, it is reasonable to
see the VLS literature dealing with note-taking strategies (Ahmed, 1989; Gu & Johnson,
1996, Kojic-Sabo & Lightbown, 1999; Sanaoui, 1995; Schmitt, 1997). Very few studies,
however, have reported how note-taking strategies aftfect vocabulary learning (Gu, 2003b, p.
10). This is probably due to the fact that note-taking strategies involve so many intertwined
processes and behaviors that we are not so sure what we mean by note-taking strategies. For
example, some learners may just jot down the words several times on a piece of paper
without having intention to review them, while others may engage in an elaborate rehearsal
with a planed reviewing procedure. The element of choice in VLS is also a problem.
Learners may take vocabulary notes just because they are required to do so by the teacher.

All of these note-taking behaviors above could be “Yes” to a questionnaire item “I write
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down vocabulary in a notebook when I study English.” The complexity of interpreting how
note-taking strategies contribute to vocabulary learning is reflected in Nation’s (2001)
comment, in which he mentions note-taking strategies as “procedures that integrate
strategies” (p. 229). In other words, employing note-taking strategies will entail functions of
several VLS at the same time. We therefore need to clarify what constitutes note-taking
strategies before we claim that they are in fact an important component of VLS.

VLS research clearly demonstrates that more successful learners take a “structured
approach” to vocabulary learning (Sanaoui, 1995). In her study, Sanaoui (1995) found that
successful learners are those who take a structured approach to vocabulary learning by
systematically and extensively recording lexical items and reviewing them. Thus, as Folse
(2004) argues, with regard to note-taking strategies, “what is important to ultimate
vocabulary learning here is not so much what is written down initially but rather the number

of times that the learner goes back and reviews, or retrieves, information” (p. 102).

Cognitive strategies (Rehearsal strategies)

The first thing learners undertake when they try to commit newly learned words to
memory is most likely repeating them several times (Nassaji, 2003: O’Malley, Chamot,
Stewner-Manzanares, Russo, & Kiipper, 1985), and unless trained to use mnemonic devices,
learners rarely employ them. (Nyikos & Fan, 2007). For example, O’Malley et al. (1985)
showed that repetition was used more often than supposedly deeper strategies such as
imagery and the keyword method. Thus, the literature review of cognitive strategies
(rehearsal strategies in Gu & Johnson, 1996) here deals with such shallow repetition or
rehearsal of the words, while memory (encoding) strategies, which will be reviewed in the
next section, include some deeper elaborate techniques (e.g., mnemonics). Cognitive
(rehearsal) strategies and memory (encoding) strategies are the subcategories of strategies

concerning memory. Figure 2.4 illustrates this relationship and how these strategies for
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memorizing vocabulary are classified in the literature.

1. Cognitive (Rehearsal) strategies
Strategies concerning memory Shallow (mechanical) processing (e.g., repeating)
2. Memory (Encoding) strategies

Deeper (elaborate) processing (e.g., mnemonics)

Figure 2.4. The relationship of cognitive (rehearsal) strategies and memory (encoding) strategies

in the classification of VLS.

Conventionally, strategies categorized as cognitive (rehearsal) strategies refer to
actions such as rehearsal, rote repetition, and visual (silent), oral, or written repetition. In
this part of literature review, the words “repetition/rehearsal” will be used to represent
cognitive (rehearsal) strategies in VLS.

Nation (2001) provides the following rationale behind the importance of

repetition/rehearsal in vocabulary learning:

Repetition is essential for vocabulary learning because there is so much to know
about each word that one meeting with it is not sufficient to gain this information,
and because vocabulary items must not only be known, they must be known well so
that they can be fluently accessed. Repetition thus adds to the quality of knowledge

and also to the quantity or strength of this knowledge (pp. 75-77).

When we discuss the role of repetition/rehearsal in vocabulary learning, it tends to mean

“decontextualized” learning with word lists or word cards (flashcards). Although some
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researchers, such as Oxford and Crookall (1990), criticize decontexualized vocabulary
learning and direct teaching,’ there is an enormous amount of evidence in the literature that
shows learners can learn 100 or more words at one time with a decontextualized word list
(Gu, 2003b, Schmitt, 2000). Folse (2004) also supports the use of word lists for acquiring a
large amount of words quickly if learners prefer them. Since Asian learners are known to
have a preference for repetition/rehearsal using a word list because of cultural influences
(Gu, 2003b; Oxford & Scarcella, 1994), providing a word list to those learners may direct
their attention to subsequent intentional retention/rehearsal of the words (Hulstijin,
Hollander, & Greidanus, 1996; Nation, 2001).

Gu (2003b) reported from a literature review that the number of repetitions needed to
remember a word list differs from study to study. He concluded that, in general, a relatively
small number of repetitions are needed to remember L2-L1 word pairs. Nation (2001)
summarized the previous research findings and found research has reported that five to
seven repetitions are necessary. Of course, the mechanisms and effectiveness of repetition in
vocabulary learning are not so simple that we can assert how many times learners should
repeat the words. It also depends on the “learnability” of words (e.g., word concreteness,
frequency, or how many meanings the word has).

Research has shown that two factors in repetition largely contribute to the success of
vocabulary learning from repetitions: the timing for repetition and the use of retrieval. Since
the classic work by Ebbinghaus (1885/1964), memory research and vocabulary acquisition
research have gathered very strong empirical evidence that spaced repetition (or expanding
rehearsal) yields better retention of words than studying many words at one time (Baddeley,
1997). For instance, in terms of memory it would be better to remember 30 words spaced at
increasingly larger intervals than to learn all 30 words at one occasion if the learner spends
the same amount of total time. Nation (2001) introduces Pimsleur’s memory schedule

(1967), in which time spacing before the next repetition increases exponentially. In fact, Gu
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(2003b) argues that “forgetting mostly occurs immediately after initial encounter, and that
the rate of forgetting slows down afterwards” (p. 11). Thus, spaced repetition is the most
desirable repetition scheduling. Schmitt (2000) suggests an explicit memory schedule with
“reviews 5-10 minutes after the end of the study period, 24 hours later, 1 week later, 1
month later, and finally 6 months later” (p. 130). Figure 2.5 illustrates “Ebbinghaus’
Forgetting Curve” and how spaced repetition is scheduled at increasing time intervals to
minimize the forgetting.

Another ingredient for success in implementing repetition/rehearsal in vocabulary
learning is retrieval of the meaning from memory by looking at the word (Baddeley, 1997).
Advocating word cards for intentional vocabulary learning, Nation (1990) argues that
retrieving is easier with word cards than word lists or vocabulary notebooks, because
learners cannot see the word form and its meaning and have an opportunity to retrieve the
meaning from memory. He continues “(i)f lists and notebooks are to be used to help
learning, then the meaning needs to be covered up so that learners have the chance to
retrieve the item from memory” (p. 306). The importance of retrieval in vocabulary learning
has been underscored in a series of empirical research (e.g., Bahrick, Bahrick, Bahrick, &
Bahrick, 1993; Barcroft, 2007; McNamara & Healy, 1995). Therefore, the combination of
spaced repetition with retrieval seems to be the key to success in vocabulary learning. In
this line of research, computer-assisted vocabulary learning (CAVL) is a very promising
area (e.g., Nakata, 2008) because it is possible to automatically implement both spaced

repetition and retrieval with computer programming.
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Figure 2.5. Forgetting curve and the effect of spaced repetition. From “In defence of learning
words in word pairs: But only when doing it the ‘right’ way!,” by R. Waring, 2004. Copyright 2004

by Rob Waring. Reprinted with permission of the author.

In addition to the fundamental importance of using retrieval of the words from
memory, repetition/rehearsal also aids in building a large sight vocabulary (S6kmen, 1997)
so that learners can develop automaticity of word recognition (Hulstijin, 2001). Sight
vocabulary refers to words that learners can recognize easily and quickly, and it is almost
equivalent to automaticity. Research investigating eye movement in the process of reading
has confirmed that we look at almost all the words in the text (Rayner & Balota, 1989). That
is, the act of reading is largely dependent on sight vocabulary. If learners have a large sight
vocabulary, they would be able to read the text rapidly as well. The significance of a large
sight vocabulary has been recorded in a good language learner study by Takeuchi (2003b).
In his study, it was found that successful language learners in Japan “seem to think much of

increasing basic vocabulary to a certain level (about 2500 words) at the beginning stage of
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their learning” (p. 388). EFL environments, such as Japan, inevitably make it difficult to
acquire large vocabulary naturally, and therefore conscious repetition/rehearsal on the part
of learners is a crucial part of developing sight vocabulary.

There are mainly three types of repetition/rehearsal methods—visual, written, and
oral repetitions. Several studies have been made on the effect of each mode of
repetition/rehearsal, and each has produced different results. The literature has reached a
consensus that the most effective of the three is oral repetition (Nyikos & Fan, 2007; Gary
& Gary, 1982; Gu & Johnson, 1996; Kelly, 1992). Gu (2003b) summarizes these findings as
follows: “Empirical results on this issue are also relatively unanimous, that repeating words
aloud helps retention far better than silent repetition” (p. 11). The aforementioned study by
Takeuchi (2003b) also provided evidence that successful EFL language learners pay extra
attention to pronunciation in their intentional vocabulary learning: “They first checked the
pronunciation of a new word and then memorized the word by both reading it aloud and
writing it down many times” (p. 388). On the other hand, visual repetition alone has been
found to negatively correlate with vocabulary size (Gu & Johnson, 1996).

The superiority of oral repetition/rehearsal to other types of methods can be attributed
to how working memory functions (Baddeley, 1997; Ellis, 2001; Service, 1992). Figure 2.6
shows the current multi-component model of working memory proposed by Baddeley
(2000). Baddeley (2003) gives the definition of working memory (also known as
“short-term memory”) as: “Working memory involves the temporary storage and
manipulation of information that is assumed to be necessary for a wide range of complex

cognitive activities” (p. 189).
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Figure 2.6. The multi-component model of working memory. The shaded area is a long-term
memory system which interacts with the working memory system. From “Working memory and
language: An overview,” by A. Baddeley, 2003, Journal of Communication Disorders, 36, p. 203.

Copyright 2003 by Elsevier Science Inc. Reprinted with permission of the author.

In Figure 2.6, shaded areas are long-term memory, which can interact with working memory
system above in the figure (the central executive, the visuospatial sketchpad, the episodic
buffer, and the phonological loop). As can be seen in Figure 2.6, the central executive, a
limited capacity attentional system, controls the three subsystems. Each subsystem deals
with different types of information: the visuospatial sketchpad (visual information); the
episodic buffer (a temporary storage system combining information from a variety of
sources into integrated chunks); and the phonological loop (verbal and acoustic
information).

When learning new vocabulary, the phonological loop is used to hold and manipulate
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the verbal and acoustic information of the new vocabulary (Baddeley, Gathercole, &
Papagno, 1998). As Takeuchi (2003a) summarizes, some of the words rehearsed well in the
working memory will be transferred consequently to long-term memory. This explanation
fits neatly with the findings of some empirical studies (Ellis & Sinclair, 1996; Papagno,
Valentine, & Baddeley, 1991) that showed that if the performance of the phonological loop
was impaired, foreign language learning was disrupted to a large extent. It may be
concluded that intentional oral repetition/rehearsal facilitates foreign vocabulary language
learning.

In Schmitt’s (1997) study, written repetition, together with verbal repetition, was most
often used among 600 Japanese EFL learners. In spite of the predominant use of written
repetition/rehearsal in Asian learners (e.g., Yang, 2005), very few studies have reported how
it affects on vocabulary learning. This may be because written repetition in general is not
treated as consolidating strategy, but as part of “note-taking” strategies. Written repetition,

however, may have a different meaning to Japanese EFL learners. This is best summarized

by Naka and Naoi (1995):

the purpose of repeated writing is to learn the items by heart while writing, but not to
make an external prompt or a reminder note for later use; that is, it is the writing

action itself, not the output, that is important. (p. 201)

As reviewed in the earlier section of note-taking strategies, it takes more than just writing in
order to skillfully implement note-taking strategies. In note-taking strategies, therefore, the
most important thing may be to review and retrieve vocabulary to be remembered.

As for the effects of written repetition on vocabulary learning, Naka and Naoi (1995)
examined whether written repetition leads to better vocabulary learning. In part of their

experiments, they compared the effects of writing repetition and visual repetition on (a)
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English words, (b) pseudo words, (c) non-words, and (d) graphic designs. They found that
while writing repetition worked well for remembering graphic designs (the recall rate was
better than visual repetition), writing repetition (and visual repetition) did not facilitate the
recall of other items (i.e., English words, pseudo words, and non-words). Naka and Naoi
speculated that meaningless graphic designs may not be encoded semantically or
phonetically; thus, only with written repetition, the encoding of visual information of
graphic designs can be facilitated. The most profound implication of this study is that
writing repetition may not help remember vocabulary as much as many Japanese EFL
learners think so.°

One reason for the predominant use of written repetition/rehearsal among Japanese
EFL learners may probably be the learning of Kanji, or Chinese characters used in the
modern Japanese writing system, throughout the period of compulsory education (six years
of elementary school and three of junior high school). Japanese elementary school students
learn more than 1,000 Kanji characters in six years. In learning them, written repetition is
considered most useful by many teachers and parents (Akamatsu, 1998). For this reason,
there is a possibility that the strategy of written repetition for learning Kanji characters
transfers to English vocabulary leaning when children start learning English upon entering
junior high school from the 7th grade.

The problem in simply applying written repetition to English vocabulary is derived
from the differences in orthographic and its corresponding phonological features of Kanji
characters and English. Kanji characters do not contain much phonological information,
while English has visually accessible phonological information (Akamatsu, 1998; Koda,
1990). As mentioned above in Naka and Naoi’s (1995) study, writing repetition has been
proven more appropriate for remembering graphic designs that contain little phonological
information. Consequently, Japanese EFL learners may employ written repetition for

learning English vocabulary without noticing differences in the phonological features.
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Moreover, while engaged in written repetition they may not pay enough attention to saying
the word aloud (oral repetition), which actually should be utilized considering the functions
of working memory. Interestingly, it has been reported that the learners of Japanese (as a
second or foreign language) start using written repetition in studying Kanji characters
(Grainger, 2005).

Figure 2.7 exhibits how different types of repetition/rehearsal strategies could affect
vocabulary learning. Research has shown the positive effects of oral repetition/rehearsal
over visual and written counterparts. Although written repetition/rehearsal may not
contribute to vocabulary learning as well as oral repetition/rehearsal, there has been
growing interest, particularly in Japan, in reading aloud (oral) while writing words
repeatedly (e.g., Kitamura, 2007). Since researchers in general have tended to underestimate
the effectiveness of repetition/rehearsal strategies (Gu, 2003b), we need additional empirical

evidence that shows how each type of strategy could be helpful in vocabulary learning.

Visual Written Written +
< < Oral repetition <
repetition repetition Oral repetition

Figure 2.7. Summary of how different types of repetition/rehearsal strategies could affect

vocabulary learning. Likelihood of vocabulary retention increases from left to right.

Memory strategies (Encoding strategies)
Repetition/rehearsal is frequently used by learners and when employed properly is
reasonably effective in terms of the mechanisms of memory. Learners, however, may often

need deeper processing strategies than repetition/rehearsal in order to commit the newly
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learned words to memory. Memory (encoding) strategies described in this section are also
referred to as mnemonics, techniques for improving the memory. Memory (encoding)
strategies possibly used by learners include using imagery (pictures), the keyword method,
related words or unrelated words, grouping, collocations or lexical chunks (Lewis, 1993),
and word parts (affixes/roots). There are also other lesser known memory strategies
(Schmitt, 1997) such as using physical action, rhymes of the word, and the loci method
(used when remembering a list of things by connecting well-known locations to the things
to be remembered). Broadly speaking, any strategic behavior related to elaborate processing
of word information can be categorized as memory (encoding) strategies.

There has been abundant research on memory strategies since the 1970’s. Two
theoretical rationales are the main drive behind the whole line of memory strategies. The
first one is the dual-coding theory (Paivio, 1986). The dual-coding theory postulates that
both visual (imaginal) and verbal forms of information are processed differently using
independent channels. Thus, when both forms of information are connected, it will be easier
to retrieve the information and develop deeper understanding of the information. If learners
use imagery of the words to be remembered in vocabulary learning, the likelihood of later
recall will be enhanced, compared with learning the same item only with verbal information
(Sokmen, 1997). This theory has been quoted in the studies reporting how imagery of the
word can be beneficial to vocabulary learning (e.g., Chun & Plass, 1996; Nyikos, 1990;
Rodriguez & Sadoski, 2000).

Second, the depth of processing theory (Craik & Lockhart, 1972; Craik & Tulving,
1975) has also contributed to the advancement of this line of studies with many researchers
basing their hypotheses and findings on it. The depth of processing theory posits that when
a deeper level of mental processing (e.g., semantic processing) takes place, it may result in a
more durable memory trace and possibly being stored in long-term memory. This notion has

been supported by several vocabulary researchers in applied linguistics. Specifically,
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Hulstijin and Laufer (2001) acknowledge that “retention of new information depends on the
amount and the quality of attention that individuals pay to various aspects of words” (p.
541). The difference between the dual-coding theory and the depth of processing theory is
the amount of information involved. While the dual-coding theory is concerned with the
visual (imaginal) and verbal information, other types of information (e.g., context) could be
discussed in the depth of processing theory as long as elaborate processing is involved. It
seems that more elaboration is considered conducive to vocabulary learning regardless of
different theories. Some of the research findings and their implications related to memory
strategies are discussed below.

Among mnemonics, the keyword method (since developed by Atkinson, 1975) has
been researched in literally hundreds of studies. The keyword method entails two stages of
mental processing. First, a learner chooses an L1 word or phrase which sounds similar to
the target L2 word, thereby making an “acoustic link.” Second, the learner creates a mental
image that combines the L1 word with L2 word, which is called “imagery link.” For
example, in order to remember the L2 word “temperature,” a learner thinks of the L1 word
“tempura” (a type of Japanese food, mostly fish or vegetables fried in batter) because the
word is acoustically similar to “temperature.” Then, an image combining the L1 and L2
words, one in which the learner’s mother is cooking tempura (as seen in Figure 2.8), is
created in the learner’s mind. When the L2 word “temperature” is later seen or heard, the

acoustic link and the imagery link are reactivated and work as prompts for the L2 meaning.
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Figure 2.8.  An example of the keyword method for memorizing

the word “temperature” from a Japanese EFL learner’s notebook.

The results of studies investigating the key word method are so overwhelmingly in
support of this method that in effect there is no room for casting a doubt on its effectiveness
in memory enhancement (e.g., Atkinson, 1975; Brown & Perry, 1991; Cohen, 1987; Meara,
1980; Nation, 1982; Pressley, Levin, & Miller, 1982; Rodriguez & Sadoski, 2000). Some
studies provide evidence that combining the keyword method with using the context
produces superior recall of the words (Brown & Perry, 1991; Rodriguez & Sadoski, 2000).

Although the key word method works miraculously as a mnemonic device, its
usefulness as a VLS, has come under some criticism. First of all, it takes time and cognitive
effort to come up with a good image. If L1 and L2 are linguistically distant, such as
Japanese and English, finding similar sounding words will be difficult. On the contrary, if
the L1 and L2 are close, this strategy would be very useful. The concern for too much
mental effort on the part of learners was pointed out by Sternberg (1987) who criticized the

keyword method in his provocative paper entitled “Most vocabulary is learned from
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context.” He suggested that such a demanding method will likely be abandoned by learners.
This phenomenon is indeed reported in Pressley and Ahmed (1986). They reported that the
participants of their study failed to recognize the applicability of the key word method even
though they had knowledge about it. In addition, learner resistance to supposedly excellent
mnemonics (O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, Russo, and Kiipper, 1985) may be
the reason why the key word method has been identified as a negative predictor of language
proficiency in Asian EFL settings (e.g., Fan, 2003; Gu & Johnson, 1996). Secondly, not all
words are suitable for the key word method (Hulstijin, 1997). It is easier to use the key
word method for concrete words rather than abstract words, because creating an image for
abstract words (e.g., peace) is difficult. Gu (2003b) summarizes other concerns for the key
word method: (a) it emphasizes a one-to-one relationship between form and meaning; (b)
word use in natural context cannot be learned; (c) it is much less effective in productive
vocabulary learning; and (d) it may not lead to long-term retention.” For these reasons, it
would be safe to say that the key word method should be employed as a complement VLS,
not as the panacea for all the vocabulary learning (Cohen, 1987; Gu, 2003b).

Using related/unrelated words or grouping is another type of memory (encoding)
strategies. The basic idea is that by making an association with the target word, learners go
through deeper mental processing, which is a favorable condition in the depth of processing
hypothesis. For this reason, thinking of the word’s synonyms, antonyms, or homonyms will
enhance the recall of the word. Another rationale comes from an L1 study of children’s
vocabulary acquisition. Aitchison (2003) supposes that children go through three stages of
(a) labeling, (b) packaging/categorization, and (c) network building in their L1 vocabulary
acquisition. In the last two stages, it is assumed that semantically related words become part
of the network (mental lexicon). Thus, making use of these acquisition processes in L2
vocabulary learning seems worthwhile as well.

Yet, some studies have warned that caution must be exercised when presenting sets of
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semantically related words to learners (Erten & Tekin, 2008; Tinkham, 1993; Waring, 1997).
These studies found that learning closely related new words at the same time will impede
the learning of the new words. For example, if the learner does not know either “obtain” or
“acquire,” these synonyms should not be learned at the same time. Synonym-based learning
only facilitates language acquisition if the learner knows one of the words. Instead of
semantically related words, Waring (1997) advises a thematic arrangement of words to
avoid confusing the learner; for example, “sweater, changing room, try on, cash register,
wool, navy blue, striped and so on may not show the same interference effects as scarf, tie,
coat, pants and skirt for words learned in a lesson on shopping for clothes” (p. 270).

This caveat holds true for using a semantic mapping, a visual framework of
connections between ideas (Nation, 2001, p. 129). A semantic mapping or semantic grid is
often used as a classroom activity. In implementing this method, semantically related (and
unknown) words should be avoided because they might interfere with each other. Although
a semantic mapping is included in some VLS research (e.g., Schmitt, 1997), it is mainly a
classroom activity or teacher-created task. Therefore, it would be hard to imagine that a
learner employs a semantic mapping as VLS by spending all the time and effort (Nation,
1990; S6kmen, 1997).

Using collocations or lexical chunks (Lewis, 1993) could be a memory (encoding)
strategy because they have “very powerful and long-lasting links in the lexicon” (S6kmen,
1997, p. 253). This is why a collocation grid (Schmitt, 2000) is often included in vocabulary
textbooks (e.g., McCarthy & O’Dell, 1993).

Using word parts (affixes/roots) for vocabulary learning is highly recommended by
researchers (Nation, 1990, 2001, S6kmen, 1997). This is based on the fact that “(m)ost of
the content words of English can change their form by adding prefixes and suffixes”
(Nation, 2001, p. 263). If learners can break a word into parts, the benefits will be twofold:

(a) they can guess the meaning of an unknown word and (b) it will be easier for the learners
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to remember the vocabulary. For instance, learners can use the knowledge of word parts and
divide the word “transportable” into three parts as can be seen in Figure 2.9. Once they can

99 ¢

analyze these word parts, other words such as “import,” “export,” and “transportability”
would be easy to remember. In addition to word parts knowledge, etymological information

will also work as a memory aid.

transportable - trans port able
prefix root suffix
affix

Figure 2.9.  An example of word parts of the word “transportable.”

Considering how knowledge of word parts impacts vocabulary learning, it is
surprising to see how little research has reported the use of it as a VLS by learners. One
explanation for the scarcity of research may be the learners’ vocabulary size (or knowledge
in general). Mochizuki and Aizawa (2000) found that the affix knowledge of Japanese
university EFL learners correlated with their vocabulary size, and affixes can be put in the
order of acquisition. Their findings suggest that without knowing a certain amount of
vocabulary at first, making use of the word parts knowledge may be difficult. Because
teaching word parts knowledge has been reported to result in positive vocabulary learning
(e.g., Nakayama, 2008), more studies are needed in this line of research.

The literature review of memory (encoding) strategies has shown that most of the
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studies were conducted based on what the researchers wanted to prove (i.e., some
mnemonics actually work for improving memory) and not on what the learners do. Learners
have to be proficient enough to make use of memory strategies and those low-level learners
cannot use them effectively, and they would mainly rely on repetition (cognitive strategies).
Future research thus should be directed to unveil the point at which low-level learners begin

to appreciate the usefulness of memory (encoding) strategies.

Activation strategies

The primary purpose of vocabulary learning is using vocabulary in communication
(oral and written production). Producing a word involves more than just knowing its
meaning. Nation (2001), for example, lists three general components of vocabulary
knowledge, including form, meaning, and use. Subcategories of these components include
nine different aspects of knowledge, such as associations, grammatical functions,
collocations, register, and so on. Each aspect is further broken down into receptive and
productive knowledge, resulting in a total of 18 subcomponents of knowledge. Since the
strategies described in the previous sections more or less treat vocabulary learning as the
acquisition of discrete items, productive use of the words will require greater cognitive
effort on the part of the learners. In other words, by going beyond just receptively knowing
the words, learners need to get to know other aspects of vocabulary knowledge, which will
surely lead to better vocabulary learning. The importance of the conscious use of words in
vocabulary learning (activation strategies) is pointed out by Gu (2005). He compared
successful and unsuccessful EFL learners in China and concluded that “only active learners
who consciously seek to put new words to use (in recognition and/or production) succeed”
and “seeing vocabulary as nothing but paired associations between form and definition is a
sure way to fail” (p. 153).

As a matter of fact, research has yielded positive results for the productive use of
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vocabulary to be learned. Some studies have shown that for vocabulary learning, using “L1
to L2 is more difficult and useful than using “L2 to L1” (Griffin & Harley, 1996; Laufer &
Goldstein, 2004; Nation, 2001). This notion is also well in line with the depth of processing
hypothesis. Laufer and Hulstijin (2001) proposed the “involvement load hypothesis™ for
vocabulary learning based on the depth of processing hypothesis in order to respond to the
criticisms for it and operationalize the concept of depth of processing. Laufer and Hulstijin
(2001) proposed a motivational-cognitive construct of involvement, which is composed of
three basic components: need, search, and evaluation. In Hulstijin and Laufer’s study (2001),
they compared three learning tasks (reading comprehension, comprehension plus filling in
target words, and composition-writing with target words) and how they related to amount of
vocabulary retention. The results showed that the composition task produced the highest
retention because it had the highest task-induced involvement load.

Writing a sentence using the newly learned words is intuitively more demanding than
any other strategy and good for vocabulary retention; nevertheless, there are some
conflicting results in the literature. For example, Pressley, Levin, and Miller (1982) reported
that sentence writing with the target words did not facilitate vocabulary retention compared
to the keyword method (both in production and recall of the definition of words). Using a
research design similar to that in Hulstijin and Laufer’s study (2001), Folse (2006) found
that fill-in-the-blank exercises resulted in better retention measured with Vocabulary
Knowledge Scale (Wesche & Paribakht, 1996). He pointed out that in the sentence writing
task, there is a confounding factor of the time spent on the task; in other words, it takes
three times longer to complete the sentence writing task compared with other tasks. When
controlling this time factor, it was reported that the results changed drastically. He also
suggested that “the important feature of a given L2 vocabulary exercise is not depth of word
processing but number of word retrievals required” (p. 273). Recently, Keating (2008) has

reported the research findings supporting the results of Folse’s study.
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These arguments have yet to be resolved, so we should remember that telling our
students to write a sentence using new vocabulary items may not be as productive as we
believe. Another note is that not all words need to be learned for production (e.g.,
low-frequency words) because those words only need the mastery level of recognition, not
recall. These facts should not discourage the use of activation strategies as long as teachers
and learners are aware of the pitfalls of some task types. It remains that, without taking the
time factor into consideration, sentence writing with target words is the most effective
method (Keating, 2008). Depending on the purposes of vocabulary learning, teachers and
learners should determine how much time and effort they will put in. Regarding this issue,
judicious advice offered by Nation (2001) is for high-frequency vocabulary, learners should
be able to use it productively in communication because high-frequency words are worth

direct teaching and learning.

2.2.4 Review of Studies on Mixed Use of VLS

Most of the studies reviewed in the previous sections focus on one type of strategy
(e.g., repetition or the keyword method) or task type (e.g., the comparison of guessing from
context and dictionary use). This is because researchers were by and large interested in
“how students should learn vocabulary” and in searching for a better learning method from
the viewpoint of teachers and researchers. In reality, however, individual learners would
select and employ a variety of VLS in combination in a highly personalized way, depending
on the purpose of their vocabulary learning. Such a learner-centered view of VLS started in
the early 1990’s, and since then, the focus has shifted from “how” to the description of
“what” learners actually do. Table 2.1 lists the selected studies which have investigated the
mixed use of VLS by the learners. Even though teachers and researchers have long been in
search of one best VLS, these studies clearly suggest that such a universally effective VLS

does not exist (Folse, 2004).
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Table 2.1

Selected Key Studies on Mixed Use of VLS in Chronological Order

Study Participants Instruments Findings
* VLS of successful and unsuccessful learners
* Think-aloud
* Differences were found in:
*Ob ti - Di i
Ahmed 300 Sudanese EFL servation D%SC.O very strategies
- Dictionary use
(1989) learners . .
* Interview - Note-taking
- Cognitive strategies
*Questionnaire
*More proficient learners used a variety of VLS.
*Most learners used some forms of repetition
strategies.
Lawson 15 Itghan asa - Think-aloud ’ .
& Foreign Language *More frequent and wider variety of VLS use
Hogben learners in  Interview resulted in better retention of words.
(1995) Australia
*Memory strategies are more effective than
repetition strategies.
* Structured or unstructured approach to vocabulary
[Study 1] learning
50 ESL learners
(exploratory study) + Structured approach is the characteristic of
*Daily written successful vocabulary learning.
Sanaoui [Study 2] record
(1995) 4 ESL learners & 8 -Differences were found in:
French as a Second | *Interview - Opportunities for learning vocabulary
Language learners - Range of self-initiated activities
in Canada (case - Records of lexical items
study) - Review of lexical items
- Practice of lexical items
*Relationship between VLS use and learning
outcomes (proficiency test and vocabulary size
test)
+ Small to moderate correlations between VLS and
learning outcomes were found in:
- Questionnaire - Metacpgnitive st.rategies
- Guessing strategies
Gu & ' + Proficiency - Dictionary strategles (except for
850 EFL learners in comprehension use)
Johnson . measures . :
China - Note-taking strategies
(1996) . _y
- Some memory strategies (Association and
Yocabulary Contextual encoding)
size test

- Activation strategies

* Visual repetition negatively correlate with learning
outcomes.

*Five different types of learners were identified
according to their VLS use.

(Table 2.1 continues)
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(Table 2.1 continued)

Study Participants Instruments Findings
* The effects of motivation on VLS
. . ti i
Horino & | 321 Japanese EFL Questionnaire *The effects of VLS on achievement tests
Ichikawa learners (high .
1997 hool student * Achievement ) ) o
( ) school students) tests * Among three VLS investigated (organization,
imaging, and repetition), only the organization had
a significant effect on the achievement tests.
* Taxonomy of VLS
600 Japanese EFL
learners (junior * Differences between the actual use and perceived
Schmitt high school, high | | Questionnaire usefulness of VLS
(1997) school, university,
adult learners; 150 +Changes in VLS use across four different stages of
cach) EFL learners (from simple to more elaborate
strategies)
* Effects of learning environments (ESL/EFL) on
. . VLS use
* Questionnaire
Kojic-Sabo | 47 ESL learners in *More proficient learners used a variety of VLS
& Canada and 43 *Vocabulary fr tlv and elaboratel
Lightbown | EFL learners in size test more Irequently and elaborately.
(1999) Yugoslavia ) )
-Cloze test *Results corroborated Sanaoui’s (1995) findings
that a structured approach (time and independence
in this study) is important in vocabulary learning.
+ Effects of sex (gender) differences on VLS use
Gu 2002) Over 800 EFL Questionnaire 'Ferilale learners used VLS more frequently than
learners in China maies.
* Academic majors had little influence on the use of
VLS.
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(Table 2.1 continued)

Study Participants Instruments Findings
* Effects of learning environments (ESL/EFL) on
VLS use
86 Japanese EFL - Questionnaire | - Sex and year differences were observed in
learners in Japan dictionary use, note-taking, and repetition
Nakamura | and 92 Japanese - Observation strategies.
(2002) EFL learners in
England (high . . *Female learners used VLS more frequently than
school students) nterview males.
* Effect of achievement level was found in word
attacking (discovery) strategies.
- Effi f iff L
’ 581 Basque and ects of sex differences on VLS use
Cataldn English as L2 *Questionnaire
(2003) ) & . . *Female learners used VLS more frequently than
earners in Spain
males.
* VLS used most and least frequently
* Differences between the actual use and perceived
usefulness of VLS
. . * VLS used by different proficiency levels of
* Questionnaire
1,067 Hong Kong learners.
Fan Chinese EFL
(2003) ) *Vocabulary .
carners size test * The most proficient learners used sources,
guessing, dictionary, and known words (activation)
strategies more often than less proficient learners.
*Types of VLS especially relevant to learning high-
and low- frequency words were dictionary and
known words (activation) strategies.
* VLS used by different proficiency levels of
learners
Maeda, . . .
Tagashira, 1,177 Japanese . Questionnaire *Confirmed the Horino & Ichikawa's VLS
. EFL learners (high S . .
& Miura taxonomy (organization, imaging, and repetition)
(2003) school students) *Cloze test

* Proficient learners used VLS more frequently.

Note. For the differences of VLS use in males and females, the term “sex differences” is used in this

table, instead of “gender differences,” to refer to only a biological category following Catalan (2003).
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Several key concepts of VLS formulated from the findings of the previous studies

(Table 2.1) can be summarized as follows:

1. Learners use VLS in combination (all the studies in Table 2.1): This idea also shows
that use of VLS can be quantified; thus, studies using a questionnaire could be
conducted to research the frequency of VLS use. In addition, this fact suggests that
focusing on only a few VLS would not reveal a whole picture of actual VLS use by

the learners.

2. Successful (vocabulary) learners employ a wider variety of VLS in
orchestrated/coordinated manners than their less successful counterparts do (Ahmed,
1989; Fan, 2003; Gu & Johnson, 1996; Kojic-Sabo & Lightbown, 1999; Lawson &
Hogben, 1995): General language learning research (Grenfell & Macaro, 2007) and
studies on other skills like listening (e.g., Vandergrift, 2003) have reached the same

conclusion.

3. Those who use a variety of VLS more frequently and consciously achieve higher levels
of proficiency (Ahmed, 1989; Fan, 2003; Gu & Johnson, 1996; Horino & Ichikawa,
1997; Kojic-Sabo & Lightbown, 1999; Maeda, Tagashira, & Miura, 2003): Since
learners choose VLS depending on their purposes, it has been pointed out that
frequency alone cannot be an indication of skillful strategy use (Yamamori, Isoda,
Hiromori, & Oxford, 2003). Still, previous research findings are generally in favor of
the claim that the more frequently learners employ a variety of VLS, the higher levels
of proficiency they can achieve. For instance, in Gu and Johnson’s study (1996), 20%
of the variance in either proficiency measures or vocabulary size could be explained

with VLS use (in addition to beliefs about vocabulary learning).®
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4. Good learners take a “structured approach” to vocabulary learning (Fan, 2003; Gu
& Johnson, 1996; Kojic-Sabo & Lightbown, 1999; Sanaoui, 1995): This is mainly
based on Sanaoui’s (1995) work. In her study, Sanaoui (1995) found that what
characterizes good learners is a structured approach that uses metacognitive aspects
of VLS along with cognitive aspects of VLS (see Table 2.1). Kojic-Sabo and
Lightbown (1999) supported this view by showing that study time and learner
independence were the two factors most closely related to success in vocabulary
learning and proficiency. Fan (2003), moreover, provided evidence that the most
proficient learners in Hong Kong used sources for vocabulary learning, guessing from
context, dictionary, and known words (activation) strategies rather than just relying on
cognitive and memory strategies such as repetition and association. From these
findings, metacognitive strategies can be considered more crucial than cognitive
strategies in VLS. Successful vocabulary learners excel in metacognition and
flexibility of strategy deployment (Macaro, 2006), and therefore they are viewed as

taking a structured approach.

5. Among cognitive and memory strategies, repetition strategies are more frequently
used compared with imagery and association strategies (Fan, 2003; Gu & Johnson,
1996; Lawson & Hogben, 1995; Schmitt, 1997): This is in agreement with the depth
of processing theory since elaborate memory strategies require more mental effort. As
such, Schmitt (1997) has suggested that shallower VLS may be more suitable for
beginner level learners, while deeper VLS are good for intermediate or advanced

learners.

6. There is a gap between the range of VLS learners actually use and their perceived
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usefulness (Fan, 2003; Schmitt, 1997): Consistent discrepancy has been observed
between the actual use and perceived usefulness of VLS in the literature. VLS that
match in actual use and perceived usefulness are those learners already use and feel
are beneficial (e.g., using a dictionary or repeatedly writing a word). On the contrary,
differences are found in VLS which learners can see value, but they do not (or cannot)
employ those VLS; for example, metacognitive strategies or memory strategies. This
may be due to the fact that some learners are not quite up to the level where they can
exercise higher levels of mental activities (i.e., memory or metacognitive strategies),
or simply they may be not motivated enough to go further than using easier VLS such

as repetition.

. Individual differences (e.g., motivation, age, and sex) and socio-cultural differences
(e.g., learning environments and culture) have an influence on the choice and use of
VLS (Catalan, 2003; Gu, 2002; Horino & Ichikawa, 1997; Kojic-Sabo & Lightbown,
1999; Nakamura, 2002; Schmitt, 1997). Among all the variables possibly affecting
the choice and use of VLS, motivation can be regarded as the most vital component
(Cohen & Dornyei, 2002). Surprisingly, very little VLS research has included
motivation as part of the variables (the only exception is the study by Horino &
Ichikawa, 1997 in Table 2.2). The other factors which have a definite effect on the
choice and use of VLS are sex differences and learning environments. As for sex
differences (Catalan, 2003; Gu, 2002; Nakamura, 2002), females almost always use
VLS more frequently than males. Oxford, Nyikos, and Ehrman (1988) speculated that
the difference in learning strategy use between sexes (genders) is derived from
women’s greater social orientation, their greater desire for social approval, and so on.
Since the reason of this difference has yet to be fully explained scientifically, more

research will be needed (Dornyei, 2005). With regard to learning environments
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(Kojic-Sabo & Lightbown, 1999; Nakamura, 2002), it has been reported that learners
use different types of VLS because the amount of natural English input differs
considerably in ESL and EFL environments. In general, learners tend to consciously
review vocabulary in EFL settings, while learners in ESL settings rely on more
natural sources such as daily conversations (Kojic-Sabo & Lightbown, 1999). These

findings of the previous studies are congruent with general learning strategy research

(Cohen & Macaro, 2007).

Taken together, all seven perspectives described above are indispensable in
conducting VLS research. Indeed, a comprehensive view of VLS as a dynamic, integrated
whole is always necessary in VLS research because, as Gu (2003b) states, “choice, use, and
effectiveness of vocabulary learning strategies depend on the task, the learner, and the

learning context” (p. 1).

2.2.5 Studies on VLS Instruction

Since the onset of learning strategy research some three decades ago (see Cohen &
Macaro, 2007, for a comprehensive review), the promise of intervention studies, i.e.,
teaching students learning strategies, has been widely recognized. Rubin (1975) emphasized
that “(T)he inclusion of knowledge about the good language learner in our classroom
instructional strategies will lessen the difference between the good learner and the poorer
one” (p. 50). Furthermore, a recent review by Rubin, Chamot, Harris, and Anderson (2007)
that teaching students learning strategies effectively increases not only their knowledge of
strategies but also their motivation and performance. With these notions, a wealth of
research on the effectiveness of learning strategies instruction has been conducted to date.
Although some researchers such as Dornyei (2005) point out that “the currently available

evidence gives only moderate support, at best, for strategy training” (p. 177), the general
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consensus in the field is that learning strategies instruction warrants time and effort both in
and out of the classroom (Chamot, Barnhardt, El-Dinary, & Robbins, 1999; Cohen, 1998;
Ikeda, 2007; Macaro, 2001; Oxford, 1990; among others). Given the high teachability of
learning strategies, it is natural that practitioners would attempt to teach the strategies used
by the more successful learners to the less successful ones, thereby facilitating or modifying
their learning process.

Among the several types of learning strategies instruction, VLS instruction has
attracted the attention of researchers around the world. This is because mastering
vocabulary is one of the most challenging tasks that any learner faces while acquiring
another language. Both teachers and learners have consistently found it necessary to
compensate for the learners’ limited vocabulary (Nyikos & Fan, 2007). Also, since there are
too many words for teachers to instruct directly, teaching VLS will “allow learners to take
control of learning away from the teacher” (Nation, 2001, p. 222). The importance of VLS
instruction has been reflected in the fact that intervention studies have been conducted in
addition to descriptive studies.

Intervention studies relating to VLS began focusing on memory strategies (commonly
known as mnemonics) in the early 1980s (Cohen & Aphek, 1981; Meara, 1980), and a large
portion of the past literature on VLS instruction have been composed during this time.
Research on memory strategies instruction has been mostly propelled by the depth of
processing theory (Craik & Lockhart, 1972). Subsequently, similar studies have been
carried out using more sophisticated methods (e.g., Atay & Ozbuigan, 2007). Although
some researchers (e.g., Gu, 2003b) point out the limitations of mnemonics, the empirical
findings suggest that memory strategies are effective for retaining vocabulary, especially
when used in combination with other strategies as reviewed earlier (Brown & Perry, 1991).

While previous studies on memory strategies instruction have generally reported

positive results, one study by O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, Russo, and Kiipper
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(1985) presented inconsistent findings. They conducted a study in the classroom setting to
investigate whether instruction on using a combination of various strategies, incorporating
metacognitive, cognitive, and social/affective strategies, would result in improved learning
with respect to speaking, listening, and vocabulary tasks. The result of the vocabulary test
revealed that there were no differences among the treatment groups. However, when the
participants were sorted according to ethnic groups, it was discovered that the Asian control
group outperformed the Asian experimental group. This indicated that the Asian learners
could not take advantage of the strategies that were taught, which in this case included
self-evaluation for metacognitive strategies; imagery and grouping for cognitive strategies.
They also concluded that the Asian learners preferred to use the learning strategy of rote
repetition. This study indicated the possibility that cognitively demanding VLS, namely,
imagery and grouping, do not necessarily work for all types of learners. It is, therefore,
important in VLS instruction to consider individual differences in terms of, motivation level,
gender, self-efficacy, career orientation, proficiency, and the learning environment (context)
in which the learners are situated (Cohen & Ddrnyei, 2002; Gu, 2003b; Oxford & Nyikos,
1989; Takeuchi, Griffiths, & Coyle, 2007).

Another important point in VLS instruction is the inclusion of metacognitive
strategies. Rasekh and Ranjbary (2003) examined the effect of a ten-week metacognitive
strategy training session conducted in a classroom setting with Iranian EFL students; they
reported a positive effect on vocabulary learning. Zaki and Ellis (1999) also demonstrated
that teaching metacognitive strategies in series of four 50-minute sessions brings about
better vocabulary learning. It therefore appears that VLS instruction including
metacognitive strategies would prove to be more beneficial than instruction without such
strategies (Nyikos & Fan, 2007).

A review of VLS instruction studies reveals that in spite of the importance of

investigating VLS in combination (see 2.2.4), the frequency of VLS instruction in
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combination is extremely limited. Except for the study by O’Malley, Chamot,
Stewner-Manzanares, Russo, and Kiipper (1985), virtually no other study examines the
effectiveness of teaching VLS in combination. The reason behind this research gap may be
the lack of consensus as to a clear definition and taxonomy of VLS. In other words, the
scope of what we mean by VLS is vague, and the term’s ambiguity results in researchers
focusing on only a few specific VLS in their studies.

Synthesizing the previous vocabulary acquisition and VLS research, Nyikos and Fan
(2007) have suggested that “VLS instruction should be integrated throughout a course as a
crucial pedagogical component in course materials which are sensitive to the learner’s
needs” (p. 273). VLS instruction and its effectiveness for different types of learners,

therefore, should be researched in further detail to prove that it is a worthwhile undertaking.

2.2.6 Types of Data Collection Methods in VLS Studies

In order to identify VLS learners employ, various data collection methods are utilized.
As pointed out by several researchers (Chamot, 2005; Ozeki, 2000), self-reports (verbal
reports) are more appropriate than observation for identifying language learning strategies
used by learners, because the choice and use of language learning strategies involve a
number of internal or mental processes which are not observable (Chamot, 2005; Cohen &
Scott, 1996; Ozeki, 2000). This is why we need to obtain reports in the “learner voice”
(Nyikos & Fan, 2007) by using self-reports such as questionnaires, interviews, think-aloud
protocols, stimulated recalls, and learner’s written records.

Among several types of self-reports, the most often used method in VLS research is a
questionnaire (see Table 2.1). Questionnaires are considered to be relatively easy to
construct and administer to a large number of participants (Dornyei, 2003). Questionnaires
thus are commonly used for investigating the current use of VLS and for examining the

effects of intervention studies (i.e., administering before and after the intervention). It is
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often pointed out that some problems of questionnaires as a measurement instrument (e.g.,
wording ambiguity; Gu, Wen, & Wu, 1995) pose a threat to reliability and validity. For
example, several empirical studies of general language learning strategies have shown that
the presence or absence of the learning task elicits different responses from the learners
(Ikeda & Takeuchi, 2000; Oxford, Cho, Leung, & Kim, 2004; Qian, 2004). Based on these
findings, Nyikos and Fan (2007) suggest that the validity would be improved if learners
actually perform specific vocabulary learning tasks and then complete the questionnaire.

Given the limitations of questionnaires, many researchers (e.g., Dornyei, 2007; Gu,
2003a; Takeuchi, 2003a) advocate for the mixed use of quantitative and qualitative research
methods. Since what can be gleaned from a questionnaire study represents only a small
fraction of a learner’s true self, they suggest that qualitative research methods such as
introspective interviews, stimulated recalls, think-aloud procedures, or written records
inspection should be utilized to provide complementary evidence to the findings obtained
from questionnaires.

Regarding interviews, Macaro (2001) states that they are “an attempt to get closer
than questionnaires to what learners actually do” (p. 58). In retrospective interviews, for
example, learners are prompted to recall the tasks they just completed. In this way,
researchers can elicit responses otherwise obtainable from learners with questionnaires
(Moir & Nation, 2002). More elaborate retrospective interviews can be conducted with
stimulated recall (Gass & Mackey, 2000). In stimulated recall, learners are asked to report
thought processes or strategies during a task by watching a videotape recording what the
learners did while working on the task.

In addition to interviews, VLS research has owed its development to think-aloud
protocols. Think-aloud protocols involve learners saying aloud what they are thinking as
they are performing a task. The early VLS studies made use of this methodology (Ahmed

1989; Lawson & Hogben, 1995) and accumulated research findings in exploratory manners.
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Furthermore, Gu (2003a) investigated two successful EFL learners in China by using
think-aloud protocols and discussed the choice and use of VLS in detail. Since selection and
deployment of VLS are very important aspects in successful vocabulary learning,
think-aloud protocols can unveil such decision-making in employing VLS.

While the think-aloud protocol is apparently a useful data collection method, it can
only target cognitive strategies used during a specific task. If we regard VLS as more than
just cognitive processing during the time of a given task, another method to document other
aspects of VLS (e.g., sources of new vocabulary, the number of reviews during a certain
period of time, and other self-initiated activities) will be necessary. Considering the
significant role played by metacognitive strategies in VLS (as described in the previous
sections), written records of vocabulary learning entered by learners themselves (e.g., diary,
learning log, vocabulary note-book, or portfolio) are useful and informative in tracing the
true use of VLS. In Sanaoui’s (1995) study, for example, daily written records of vocabulary
learning kept by the participants contributed to the finding a “structured approach.” Also,
studies on note-taking have provided information on several metacognitive VLS such as the
sources of vocabulary items recorded and the reasons behind word selection (McCrostie,
2007). This type of information would not be accessible with questionnaires, interviews, or
think-aloud protocols. Hence, in order to accept the view that vocabulary learning is not a
one-shot process but an ongoing undertaking, some forms of written records should be
incorporated in the data collection method of VLS.

The data collection methods described above have both advantages and disadvantages
(Cohen & Scott, 1996), and we cannot argue that one is better than the others. Each method
therefore should be adopted, so that one can complement another according to the research
purposes and the operationalized definition of VLS under investigation.

It should be mentioned here that another noteworthy issue related to data collection

methods in VLS research is the use of standardized tests for measuring learners’ proficiency.
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In VLS studies, correlation between VLS and proficiency (success or achievement) is often
examined to search for a possible causal representation. At present, however, “advanced”
EFL learners may be referred to as “intermediate” learners in ESL settings. Therefore, a
clear yardstick against a recognized set of criteria (i.e., standardized tests) should be used to

measure learners’ proficiency regardless of learning environments.

2.3 Summary and Application to Study 1

As reviewed in this chapter, there is ample evidence in the literature that learners use
VLS for effective vocabulary learning and achieving higher proficiency. VLS instruction
may lead to better vocabulary performance (Nyikos & Fan, 2007). From a pedagogical
point of view, the effectiveness of VLS instruction should be examined with the Japanese
EFL learners as well. Before conducting such VLS instruction, it was necessary to
investigate the current VLS use by the target learners and make sure that research findings
in the VLS literature are also applicable to Japanese EFL learners. Based on these grounds,

Study 1 was first designed and carried out.

Notes
1 The terms, language “learning” strategies and language “learner” strategies, are used
interchangeably in the literature. The term learner strategies is based on Cohen’s (1998)
proposal to represent a broad definition of both language learning and language use strategies. In
this dissertation, however, the term language “learning” strategies will be used consistently for
clarity.
2 Cognates are words (L1) which have the same origin in L2. In the case of Japanese EFL learners,
Japanese language is structurally so remote from English that checking for L1 cognates might not

be useful. However, since a considerable amount of vocabulary in Japanese consists of loan words
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(in Daulton’s [1998] study of the 2,000 most frequent words of English, up to 38% are used as
loan words in Japanese), learners can make use of their L1 vocabulary knowledge in guessing
from context.

Conventionally, research on extensive reading (or graded reader) has assessed the learning
outcomes by investigating vocabulary gains and retention. However, researchers (e.g., Pigada &
Schmitt, 2006) have recently claimed effects of extensive reading should be assessed by how it
contributes to developing and enriching already known vocabulary (i.e., vocabulary depth).
Nation (2001) argues “high-frequency words are so important that anything that teachers and
learners can do to make sure they are learned is worth doing” (p. 16).

However, Oxford and Scarcella (2004) note that direct teaching of vocabulary is beneficial and
necessary especially for most adult learners. This is because they cannot acquire large vocabulary
from natural contexts.

Still, the act of writing could be useful for remembering vocabulary because “the motor theory of
language” (Allott, 1991) suggests that bodily action is preceded by a mental picturing of the
proposed action. Considering how imagery of the vocabulary helps vocabulary learning, there is a
possibility that writing the target vocabulary (several times) facilitates the recalling it.

Contrary to the general belief that the keyword method is not helpful in terms of long-term
retention, Beaton, Gruneberg, and Ellis (1995) reported that learners who had remembered
vocabulary with the keyword method could recognized more than half of the words tested 10
years later.

Gu and Johnson (1996) note: “However, this is a substantial proportion given the number of

related factors not investigated here” (p. 660).
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Chapter 3:  Study 1

3.1 Purpose of Study 1

In Study 1, a close replication of Gu and Johnson’s study (1996) was conducted in
order to grasp the VLS used by Japanese EFL university learners. Gu and Johnson’s study
was chosen as a model because it investigated the use of VLS extensively (91 vocabulary
learning behaviors and 17 beliefs about vocabulary learning) with a large sample of Chinese
EFL university learners. Thus, a comparison of results obtained from Japanese counterparts
would be considered possible and informative. The research design, instruments, and
analyses were therefore similar to those of the Gu and Johnson’s study.

Comparison of the results between the previous studies and the current study in VLS
use was the main purpose of Study 1. Especially, VLS use and its relationship with a
proficiency measure and vocabulary size were of special interest. In addition, comparison of
VLS use and perceived usefulness (if learners feel VLS asked are helpful/useful) was made
following the previous findings by Fan (2003) and Schmitt (1997). Toward these goals, the

present study examined the following three research questions:

1. What kind of VLS do average-proficiency Japanese EFL university students
use?

2. Are there discrepancies between the frequency of VLS use and perceived
usefulness?

3. What kind of VLS correlates with a proficiency measure and vocabulary size?

These research questions and their results were discussed, and compared where appropriate,

in light of the past research findings in the area of VLS.
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3.2 Method
3.2.1 Participants

Participants of Study 1 consisted of 139 female university EFL learners in a private
university in western Japan. They all majored in humanities, and their ages ranged from 18
to 22. Thus, the effects of sex and academic major in the use of VLS (Catalan, 2003; Gu,

2002; Nakamura, 2002) were considered nonexistent.

3.2.2 Instruments

Vocabulary Learning Questionnaire Ver.3 (Gu & Johnson, 1996) was first translated
into Japanese with the help of another researcher who has a Ph.D. in Education. The
questionnaire is composed of two sections: Section one includes questions on beliefs about
vocabulary learning (17 items), and section two addresses vocabulary learning strategies (91
items). After translation, the appropriateness of wording in Japanese was then checked by
three researchers who hold a MA in TESOL. Since these processes involved translation and
modification of the original questionnaire items, exploratory factor analysis for each
category (see Table 3.1) was applied. SPSS 14.0 was used for both exploratory factor
analysis and calculation of internal consistency. In exploratory factor analysis, maximum
likelihood estimation with promax rotation was performed. In order to determine the
number of factors, first by looking at the scree plot, a distinctive slope between any of the
two factors and factors with the eigenvalues greater than 1.0 was checked. Then, items
showing factor loadings above 0.4 on only one factor were adopted. As a result, 80 items
out of original 108 items were left for further analyses (see Appendix A for each
questionnaire item). Table 3.1 shows the dimensions and categories of the VLS

questionnaire (Gu & Johnson, 1996), and the items finally used for the current study.

60



Table 3.1

Dimensions and Categories of the VLS Questionnaire Used in Study 1

. . . No. of Items
Dimensions and Categories . . . a
(No. in Questionnaire)

Beliefs about vocabulary learning

Words should be memorized 3 (A1-4) .56

Words should be acquired in context: Bottom-up 2 (A5-6) .61

Words should be studied and put to use: Top-down 5(A7-11) .69
Metacognitive regulation

Selective attention 3 (B1-3) .56

Self-initiation 4 (B4-7) .60

Independence 3 (B8-10) .69
Guessing strategies

Using background knowledge/wider context 4 (Cl1-4) 72

Using linguistic cues/immediate context 3 (C5-7) 1
Dictionary strategies

Dictionary strategies for comprehension 4 (D1-4) .85

Extended dictionary strategies 3 (D5-7) 81

Looking-up strategies 5(D8-12) 73
Note-taking strategies

Meaning-oriented note-taking strategies 5 (E1-5) .83

Usage-oriented note-taking strategies 4 (E6-9) .78
Rehearsal strategies

Using word lists 6 (F1-6) .87

Oral repetition 2 (F7-8) .60

Visual repetition 3 (F9-11) .65
Encoding strategies

Association/elaboration 5(G1-5) .86

Imagery 4 (G6-9) .84

Using word-structure 3 (G10-12) .83

Contextual encoding 3(G13-15) 78
Activation strategies 5 (H1-5) .85

It should be noted that the subcategory “Independence” in Metacognitive regulation
did not exist in Gu and Johnson (1996). This subcategory was created because they were
divided as a result of exploratory factor analysis.' By the same token, the subcategories,
“Visual encoding,” “Auditory encoding,” and “Semantic encoding” were not included in the

analyses even though Gu and Johnson (1996) originally contained these subcategories.
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As a proficiency measure, the TOEIC scores of the participants were used (n = 93, M
=450.12, SD = 106.23). The number of learners with the TOEIC scores was fewer than the
original number of participants because some of them had not taken TOEIC. The TOEIC
consists of a listening section (100 items) and a reading section (100 items). The full score
for each section is 495, making 990 the total possible score. According to Educational
Testing Service (2006), the test’s developer, “TOEIC has been used to measure the English
proficiency of non-native English-speaking people.” Thus, as an operational definition, the
TOEIC total scores were used in this study to indicate the participants’ English proficiency.
The TOEIC Steering Committee (2006) reports the mean scores of TOEIC for university
humanities majors are 474 and engineering 397. Therefore, it was assumed that the
participants in this study were at the average level of Japanese EFL university learners.

In addition to the proficiency measure, Gu and Johnson’s study (1996) used a
vocabulary size test for measuring the learners’ vocabulary size. Likewise, this study
included a vocabulary size test (Mizumoto, 2005). This test consists of 240 multiple-choice
items, and all of the participants in the current study took this test (n = 139, M = 152.30, SD

= 28.18). A sample of the vocabulary size test appears below:

Q: #EMF 5, ~7ZLHES
A. blame
B. match

C. guess

D. load

The reliability coefficient was judged to be high enough to use it as a vocabulary size
indicator (a =.92).

At the time of administering the questionnaire, learners were asked to respond to the
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questionnaire with a 5-point Likert scale. Since the questionnaire had items on beliefs about
vocabulary learning, and we also asked perceived usefulness for each VLS, three types of
scale descriptors were used. Table 3.2 illustrates the three types of scale descriptors.
Furthermore, the amount of time spent on vocabulary learning outside classroom
(extracurricular study time) was also inquired. In addition to these surveys (which took
about 20 minutes to complete), approximately 40 minutes were allotted for the participants

to complete the vocabulary size test.

Table 3.2

Scale Descriptors for the VLS Questionnaire

Beliefs about. Actual VLS use Perceived usefulness
vocabulary learning
5. Absolutely agree 5. Very true of me 5. Very useful
4. Agree 4. True of me 4. Useful
3. Somewhat agree 3. Sometimes true of me 3. Sometimes useful
2. Disagree 2. Usually not true of me 2. Not so useful
1. Absolutely disagree 1. Not at all true of me 1. Not at all useful

3.2.3 Analysis Procedures

Descriptive statistics were examined for research questions 1 “What kind of VLS do
average-proficiency Japanese EFL university students use?”” and 2 “Are there discrepancies
among the frequency of VLS use and perceived usefulness?” Also, comparison of the means
between actual use and perceived usefulness was made using dependent #-test. The alpha for
statistical decisions was set at .05 (the Bonferroni adjustment was applied where necessary).
In addition to the statistical test, effect sizes were checked for the results. Correlation
coefficients were examined for research question 3 “What kind of VLS correlates with a

proficiency measure and vocabulary size?”
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3.3 Results and Discussion

Table 3.3 shows the descriptive statistics of the questionnaire survey results. Before
discussing research question 1: “What kind of VLS do average-proficiency Japanese EFL
university students use?,” it should be reported that the beliefs about vocabulary learning
indicate that participants in the current study in general felt words should be acquired in
context (M = 4.29, SD = 0.65) and put to use (M = 4.09, SD = 0.66) rather than memorized
as rote learning (M = 2.83, SD = 0.64). These results imply that Japanese EFL learners feel
they understand the importance of learning vocabulary in context and actually using it. This
is in line with the results of Gu and Johnson’s study (1996).

Overall, Guessing strategies (one of the categories “Using background
knowledge/wider context”) and Dictionary strategies showed higher scores than other VLS,
which correspond to the findings in the previous studies targeting Asian EFL learners (Fan,
2003; Gu and Johnson, 1996). In addition, two repetition (oral and visual) strategies were
found to be used more frequently than encoding (memory) strategies. Therefore, the current
study supports the tendency in VLS use found in the previous studies: Among cognitive and
memory strategies, repetition strategies are used more frequently compared with imagery
and association strategies (Fan, 2003; Gu & Johnson, 1996; Lawson & Hogben, 1995;
Schmitt, 1997).

Among Rehearsal strategies, the category “Using word lists” showed a considerably
lower score (M = 1.93, SD = 0.98) as did Gu and Johnson’s study (1996). This may be
because items listed under this category involve factors other than simple rehearsal. For
example, making lists or cards could be categorized as note-taking strategies, and reviewing

them could be metacognitive strategies since it involves planning one’s learning.
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Table 3.3

Actual Use of VLS, Perceived Usefulness, and Their Differences

) ) . 1. USE 2. HELPFUL Difference .
Dimensions and Categories Effect size (r)
M SD M SD 2—-0D
Beliefs about vocabulary learning
Words should be memorized 2.83 0.64
Words should be acquired in context:
Bottom-up 4.29 0.65
Words should be studied and put to use:
Top-down 4.09 0.66
Metacognitive regulation
Selective attention 291 0.78 3.97 0.66 1.06" 77
Self-initiation 329 089 433 0.58 1.04" 76
Independence 291 0.87 3.60 0.78 0.69" 55
Guessing strategies
Using background knowledge/wider %
3.55 0.81 4.12 0.61 0.57 .58
context
Using linguistic cues/immediate context 2.91 0.98 3.97 0.67 1.06" 75
Dictionary strategies
Dictionary strategies for comprehension 4.41 0.80 4.49 0.58 0.08 .10
Extended dictionary strategies 343 0.97 4.52 0.53 1.09" 75
Looking-up strategies 3.48 0.79 4.00 0.65 0.52" 53
Note-taking strategies
Meaning-oriented note-taking strategies 2.91 0.97 4.32 0.59 141" .81
Usage-oriented note-taking strategies 2.60 0.91 4.29 0.60 1.69" .85
Rehearsal strategies
Using word lists 1.93 0.98 4.25 0.72 2.32° .89
Oral repetition 3.04 1.09 3.74 0.80 0.70° .55
Visual repetition 3.07 0.96 3.49 0.86 0.42" 45
Encoding strategies
Association/elaboration 2.37 0.92 3.81 0.71 1.44" .83
Imagery 2.30 1.00 3.51 0.93 121° .79
Using word-structure 2.25 0.99 3.68 0.86 1.43" .80
Contextual encoding 2.87 0.97 4.31 0.71 1.44" .83
Activation strategies 2.33 0.91 4.38 0.64 2.05" .89

Note. HELPFUL stands for perceived usefulness; Range for the means (1-5); ‘p< .05 (Significant
with the Bonferroni adjustment); Accepted criterion (Field, 2005) for the effect size (r): » = .10
(small effect), » = .30 (medium effect), » = .50 (large effect)
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In fact, in his report on the results of Gu and Johnson’s study (1996), Nation (1990)
comments, “the data gained depends on the selection, classification, grouping and labelling
of the various sub-strategies” (p. 226). Thus, items categorized in “Using word lists” could
have been better categorized in other VLS in order to interpret the results found in the
current study and those in Gu and Johnson’s study.

As for research Question 2, which addressed: “Are there discrepancies among the
frequency of VLS use and perceived usefulness?,” the differences between actual use of
VLS reported by the participants and perceived usefulness were examined with dependent
t-test and effect sizes. The results in Table 3.3 indicate that they were significantly different
(p < .05 with the Bonferroni adjustment) with large effect sizes except in the category
“Dictionary strategies for comprehension.” These results support the previous VLS studies
that observed a gap between VLS learners actually use and their perceived usefulness (Fan,
2003; Schmitt, 1997). It can be concluded that there are many VLS learners feel are useful,
even though in reality they do not use them. This may be because learners use learning
strategies depending on their perceived usefulness, cost, and preferences (Takeuchi, 2001).
Also, there is a possibility that since some VLS may require higher proficiency level
learners cannot use as taxing a VLS as the keyword method (e.g., Cohen & Aphek, 1980).

Table 3.4 summarizes the results of correlation analysis for investigating the research
question 3: “What kind of VLS correlates with a proficiency measure and vocabulary size?”
Another variable, extracurricular study time (Time), was included in the analysis in addition
to the questionnaire following Gu and Johnson’s study (1996). Small to moderate
correlations” were found between VLS and TOEIC, the proficiency measure, and also
between VLS and the vocabulary size test in Metacognitive regulation, Guessing strategies,
Dictionary strategies, Activation strategies, and Time. Other than these VLS, only “Using
word-structure” and “Contextual encoding” in Encoding strategies showed some degree of

correlations.
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Table 3.4

Correlations with TOEIC and Vocabulary Size Test

Study 1 cf. Gu & Johnson (1996)
Vocabulary
. . . TOEIC . . Vocabul
Dimensions and Categories B Size Test Proficiency ocabulary
(n=93) - Size Test
(n=139)
Beliefs about vocabulary learning
Words should be memorized 01 ~14 —
(-19~21) (-29~.03)
Words should be acquired in context: .04 .07
Bottom-up (-.17 ~ 24) (-.10 ~ 23)
Words should be studied and put to use: .03 .06
Top-down (-.17~ .23) (-.10 ~ 22)
Metacognitive regulation
Selective attention -33 13 + +
(.14~ .50) (-.04~ 29)
Self-initiation 23 A1 + +
(.03 ~.41) (06~ 27)
Independence 03 29 N/A N/A
(-16 ~.25) (13~ .44)
Guessing strategies
Using background knowledge/wider 17 18" n
context (-.03 ~.36) (.01~ 3‘4)
T . . .20 24
Using linguistic cues/immediate context +
(.00 ~.39) (.08 ~.39)
Dictionary strategies
- . . 17 .08
Dictionary strategies for comprehension
(-.03 ~ 36) (-.01~ 24)
Extended dictionary strategies 38 22 + +
(.19 ~.54) (.06 ~.37)
Looking-up strategies 05 10 + +
(-15~ 25) (-07 ~ 26)
Note-taking strategies
Meaning-oriented note-taking strategies 05 03 +
(-15~25) (-14~ 20)
. . . 1 .14
Usage-oriented note-taking strategies
(-10~ 31) (-03 ~ 30)
Rehearsal strategies
Using word lists 12 10
(-19~21) (-07~ 26)
. .00 .09
Oral repetition
(-20~ 20) (-.08 ~ 25)
Visual repetition -02 -1 — —
(-22~.18) (-27~ .06)
Encoding strategies
Association/elaboration 04 12
(-16~24) (-.05~ 28)
Imace 12 .09
ey (09~ 32) (08~ 25)
Using word-structure 28 23
(.08 ~ 46) (.07~ 38)
Contextual encoding 19 135 + +
(-.01~.38) (-.02 ~ 31)
Activation strategies 42 21 +
(24~.57) (.05 ~.36)
Time .28 18
(.08 ~ .46) (01 ~.34)

Note. p<.05," p<.01; () =95% confidence intervals; values in bold (> .20); + (» > .20),

—(r>-.20); N/A = Not applicable



Compared with Gu and Johnson’s results (see Table 3.5), we can see similar
tendencies in VLS use between Japanese and Chinese EFL university students. Since the
number of participants differed considerably (current study, » = 139; Gu & Johnson’s study,
n = 850) and different instruments for the proficiency and vocabulary size measures were
used, the results could be deemed almost the same if we consider 95% confidence intervals
of correlation coefficients. Both the current study and Gu and Johnson’s study showed that
Visual repetition had negative or no correlations with the proficiency measure and the
vocabulary size test. Taken together, as Gu and Johnson suggested, VLS that aim for only
retaining words do not lead to the development of general English proficiency and
vocabulary size, while other VLS (Metacognitive regulation, Guessing strategies,
Dictionary strategies, Activation strategies, and Time in this study) may.

Differences between the current study and Gu and Johnson’s study (1996) can be
found in the category “Meaning-oriented note-taking strategies” and “Using
word-structure.” Compared to the participants in Gu and Johnson’s study, participants in the
current study might not be well versed in “Looking-up strategies” of dictionary strategies
and “Meaning-oriented note-taking strategies.” If we introduce these VLS to the learners
like the ones who participated in the current study, therefore, it may be very beneficial to
those learners, especially more proficient learners (since higher coefficients were found in
the Gu & Johnson study).

On the other hand, the correlations for “Using word-structure” with TOEIC and the
vocabulary size test in the current study were higher than those reported in Gu and
Johnson’s study. A possible explanation for this phenomenon may be the fact that Japanese
EFL learners acquire some types of affixes substantially late (Mochizuki & Aizawa, 2000),
and only more proficient learners can benefit from VLS using the knowledge of affixes and

stems. Therefore, the results might reflect one characteristic of Japanese EFL learners.
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3.4 Summary of Study 1

Study 1 examined the VLS used by Japanese female EFL university learners with
average proficiency level. A close replication of Gu and Johnson’s study (1996) made it
possible to compare the results found in the current study and those in the past. Three
research questions were addressed: (1) What kind of VLS do average-proficiency Japanese
EFL university students use?; (2) Are there discrepancies among the frequency of VLS use
and perceived usefulness?; and (3) What kind of VLS correlates with a proficiency measure
and vocabulary size? While small differences were found, the results of the current study
generally correspond to those reported in the past. Specifically, among cognitive and
memory strategies, repetition strategies are more frequently used compared with imagery
and association strategies (Fan, 2003; Gu & Johnson, 1996; Lawson & Hogben, 1995;
Schmitt, 1997). Also, there is a gap between what VLS learners actually use and their
perceived usefulness (Fan, 2003; Schmitt, 1997). Furthermore, VLS that aim for only
retaining words do not lead to the development of general English proficiency and
vocabulary size, while other VLS (Metacognitive regulation, Guessing strategies,
Dictionary strategies, Activation strategies, and Time in this study) likely do.

The findings of the present study suggest that VLS instruction might be promising
because there are discrepancies between VLS learners currently use and what they perceive
useful. As Schmitt (1997) suggests, “learners may be willing to try new strategies if they are
introduced to and instructed in them” (p. 221).

While Study 1 has provided us with valuable information on the VLS used by
average-proficiency Japanese EFL learners, some limitations should be pointed out. First,
correlations obtained in a quantitative study cannot identify cause and effect. Close
investigation of the findings through qualitative research may be useful to unveil the
complex structure of the relationship between VLS use and learning outcomes. Second, the

questionnaire used in the current study and its construct have to be thoroughly inspected. As
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stated earlier, the results of this type of questionnaire study depend on the selection,
classification, and labeling of the items (Nation, 2001). The original questionnaire by Gu
and Johnson (1996) had a category with reliability coefficients (Chronbach’s alpha) as low
as .50 even though they had a large number of participants (N = 850). In addition, Gu and
Johnson’s questionnaire included several constructs which may not be truly “strategic”
vocabulary learning. For example, motivated or unmotivated, learners would use a
dictionary for reading comprehension and we are not sure if the behavior is “strategic™ or
not. For these reasons, a psychometrically valid instrument for measuring strategic
vocabulary learning should be developed, and reliability and validity of the instrument must

be verified before we take on any type of VLS instruction.

Notes

1 Another possibility is the effect of including reversed value items in the questionnaire. Those
items categorized in “Independence” were given reversed value. As Tanaka and Maeda (2004)
showed, reversed value items will be likely to come together in one factor in factor analysis.

2 Dornyei (2001) claims that “(i)n L2 motivation studies, the usual strength of the meaningful
relationships detected is between 0.30 and 0.50” (p. 224); therefore, in this type of study which
uses questionnaires, the correlation coefficients close to these figures can be considered worthy of
some reflection.

3 The word “strategic” here implies that the behavior is intentional and therefore can be
distinguished from ordinary learning behavior (Doérnyei, 2005) without any intention to improve

one’s learning outcomes.
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Chapter 4: Study 2

4.1 Background

Assessment of learning strategies learners employ has been commonly conducted
with Likert scale questionnaires (Likert, 1932). A Likert scale questionnaire, which is
designed as “a psychometrical scale,” will measure the same construct with more than two
items (called multi-item scales, Dornyei, 2003, p. 32). A reliability coefficient for each
subscale and the score of each subscale is caliculated by summating the items (or averaging
them). These procedures are so straightforward that it has made the Likert-scale
questionnaire the assessment insterument of choice for researchers around the world.

In language learning strategy literature, the most often used questionnaire has been
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL; Oxford, 1990). SILL (the EFL/ESL
version) consists of 50 items measuring six subscales (Memory strategies, Cognitive
strategies, Compensation strategies, Metacognitive strategies, Affective strategies, and
Social strategies). By averaging the scores for each subscale, the learner’s profile of
learning strategy can be obtained. Although SILL has been used all over the world
(reportedly with over 10,000 students in the middle of the 1990’s; Grenfell & Macaro,
2007), the validity of SILL has come under criticism. For example, Dornyei and his
colleagues (Dornyei, 2005; Tseng, Dornyei, & Schmitt, 2006) have argued that using a
questionnaire asking “specific strategic bahaviors and the scale descriptors indicating
frequencies of strategy use” is not psychometrically justifiable. They argue that this is
because “we cannot assume a linear relationship between the individual item scores and the
total scale scores” (Tseng et al., 2006, p. 83). They thus took SILL as an example of a
“flawed” assessment instrument of learning strategy. In addition, a study investigating
construct validity of SILL with confirmatory factor analysis by Hsiao and Oxford (2002)

showed an unsatisfactory model fit to the data, indicating the hypothesized model of SILL
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does not possess construct validity.

Tseng, Dornyei, and Schmitt (2006) claim that “(t)he same problems also hold true in
the more specific area of vocabulary learning strategies (VLS)” (p. 84). Referring to the
studies by Schmitt (1997), Gu and Johnson (1996), and Stoffer (1995), they argue
taxonomies and subscales used in these studies still have similar validity problems as SILL.
In fact, they believe, it is the most important concern of these questionnaires—none of these
earlier instruments had been subjected to rigid validation procedures.

In Japan, Horino and Ichikawa (1997) compiled a questionnaire of VLS used by
Japanese high school students. With factor analysis, they distinguished organization,
imaging, and repetition strategies, and since then several studies have been conducted
utilizing this questionnaire, and its validity has been established (Maeda, Tagashira, &
Miura, 2003). This questionnaire, however, only covers the cognitive aspect of VLS, and
metacognitive strategies, which involve planning, monitoring, and evaluation of one’s
learning (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990), are not included. Considering the importance of
metacognitive strategies in vocabulary learning (as reviewed in Rasekh & Ranjbary, 2003),
we are still in need of a questionnaire covering metacognitive strategies as well.

It is true that “the area of VLS is still in need of an instrument which is truly
psychometrically valid” (Tseng et al., 2006, p. 85). We therefore developed and validated a
scale of strategic vocabulary learning, which possesses psychometrically sound construct in

Study 2.

4.2 Purpose of Study 2

In Study 2, a psychometrically valid questionnaire (scale) on strategic vocabulary
learning was developed for Japanese EFL learners, university students in particular. There
were three phases involved in developing and validating the scale. First, items were pooled

from the relevant literature on vocabulary learning strategies and ideas from target learners.
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Second, an initial field test was conducted with 410 university learners. Subsequent item
analyses retained 25 items. Third, the reliability and validity of the final version of the
instrument were examined thoroughly with a different sample of learners (N = 283). In
addition, validity of the new instrument was further examined in relation to the TOEIC

scores and (a) the subscales and (b) the overall strategic vocabulary learning capacity.

4.3 Method
4.3.1 Development of the Item Pool: First Phase

A list of strategic vocabulary learning behaviors was developed following the
procedures detailed below. Following the guidelines suggested by Dornyei (2003), first, an
inventory of VLS was compiled from a literature review (especially, Fan, 2003; Gu &
Johnson, 1996; Horino & Ichikawa, 1997; Schmitt, 1997). Next, in order to gather
qualitative and exploratory data from the target informants, a total of 122 Japanese EFL
university students at a private university in western Japan (humanities majors, all females,
and aged 18-21) were asked in an open-ended manner to list the strategies they use. At the
time of the survey, an inventory listing VLS extracted from the literature review was also
provided as a reference. This is because students sometimes feel difficulty in describing the
strategies they use because they might use them without much awareness. At the same time,
a specific vocabulary learning task was given since it is reported that learners respond in
different ways depending on whether or not the task is clearly presented (Ikeda & Takeuchi,
2000; Oxford, Cho, Leung, & Kim, 2004). The vocabulary learning task was to learn
vocabulary both in context and a word list. The participants were asked what kind of
strategies they use in order to memorize the words provided in the task within one week
(until the next lesson). A simple background survey confirmed that (a) none of the students
had experience studying abroad more than 10 months, and (b) they started studying English

in junior high school in the same way as ordinary Japanese EFL learners did.
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After revising the item pool by adding strategies reported by the learners, wording of
the items was examined and modified where necessary by two university associate
professors and a high school teacher, all of whom have an MA in TESOL. According to
Dornyei (2005, p. 164), the most fundamental problem in the learning strategy literature is
its inability to distinguish “ordinary learning activity” and “strategic learning activity.” Thus,

we defined strategic vocabulary learning in this study as follows:

Learners’ intentional vocabulary learning behaviors while they are in the process of
memorizing new vocabulary (cognitive strategies) and coordinating their strategic

behaviors (metacognitive strategies).

Following this definition, among the 89 strategies listed altogether, 47 strategies pertaining
to either cognitive or metacognitive strategies defined by Dornyei (2005, p. 169) were
consequently chosen through the cooperation of the three EFL instructors. It should be
noted that social strategies and affective strategies were rarely reported by the informants;
therefore, they were excluded from the list. In addition, strategies included in previous
studies (e.g., Ahmed, 1989; Gu & Johnson, 1996; Kojic-Sabo & Lightbown, 1999) such as
inference from context, dictionary use, and note-taking strategies were not included.
Whereas we believe these strategies are important for vocabulary learning, including
different constructs in one questionnaire would result in too many constructs and items to be
measured at one time. That, in turn, may produce a “fatigue effect” (Dornyei, 2003, p. 14)
on the side of respondents. Moreover, those without intentions to learn vocabulary are also
likely to infer from context, use dictionaries to look up vocabulary, and take notes without
much awareness toward learning. For example, Folse (2004) gives concrete examples that
guessing from context does not necessarily guarantee learning in terms of vocabulary

acquisition. Thus, we excluded these strategies, which have some elements of
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“unintentional” or “ordinary” learning behaviors.

4.3.2 Piloting the Instrument: Second Phase

The new vocabulary questionnaire with 47 items was field tested with 410 university
EFL learners at four universities in western Japan. The participants at these four institutions
majored in humanities and engineering (137 males and 273 females, aged 18-22). Although
in the pilot study proficiency measures were not available for the learners, the authors
confirmed, based on observations and in-house examinations, that these participants seemed
to have about the same proficiency level as the pilot sample. In the survey, the participants
were given a vocabulary learning task immediately before filling out the questionnaire. On a
5-point scale —with 1 indicating 0%, or not at all true of me, and 5 being 100%, or very true
of me —they were asked to indicate how they usually deal with vocabulary learning.

The participants’ English proficiency was investigated via a background questionnaire
that asked for their TOEIC scores only from those who had taken TOEIC before (n = 384,
M =373.72, SD = 102.69). The TOEIC Steering Committee (2006) reports the mean scores
of TOEIC for university humanities majors are 474 and engineering 397. Therefore, it was
assumed that the participants in this study were at the false-beginner/average level of
Japanese EFL university learners.

After the administration of the questionnaire, item analyses were carried out based on
the following criteria: (a) checking the descriptive statistics to eliminate items with a floor
or ceiling effect (the mean # the standard deviation); (b) examining the item-total
correlations to determine whether the figures were over 0.3 (Wintergerst, DeCapua, & Itzen,
2001, p. 391); (c) using exploratory factor analysis to investigate which items belong
together (i.e., construct validity); (d) scrutinizing Cronbach’s alphas to verify the internal
consistency of the subscales; and (e) employing Rasch analysis to see if all the items in the

developed scale measure a single underlying construct, which is “strategic vocabulary
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learning” in the current study.

SPSS 14.0 was used for both exploratory factor analysis and calculation of the
internal consistency. In exploratory factor analysis, principal axis factoring extraction with
promax rotation was performed. As for deciding the number of factors, first by looking at
the scree plot, a distinctive slope between any of the two factors and factors with the
eigenvalues greater than 1.0 was checked. Then, items showing factor loadings above 0.4 on
only one factor were adopted.

The advantage of utilizing the Rasch model is that it presupposes the instrument’s
unidimensionality along a latent trait. This means that if some items in the questionnaire are
tapping a different construct from the other items, or responses of some learners are
inconsistent for some reason (e.g., respond haphazardly, misinterpret the wording, or skip
some items), they can be detected. Those items detected are called misfit items, which show
a departure from the meaningful psychometrical property of the construct. Based on these
theoretical grounds, the obtained data were analyzed with the Rasch Rating Scale model
(Andrich, 1978) using WINSTEPS 3.63.0 (Linacre & Wright, 2000). Furthermore, the
Rasch model can place each item according to its difficulty in a single measure scale by
changing ordinal scales (i.e., raw scores in a questionnaire) into interval scales. That is, with
interval scales, we can confirm that a certain item in a questionnaire is more difficult than
others (and how much more) for the respondents to endorse.

After going through these screening processes, strategies Japanese EFL learners
rarely employ, such as “I draw a picture to remember the word,” and “I use a gesture to
remember the word,” were deleted from the questionnaire. Also, reportedly overused
strategies such as visual repetition did not make the list. This is because strategies many
learners use too often may no longer constitute “strategic learning” and thus they do not
reflect the element of choice (Cohen, 1998). These analysis procedures resulted in the final

version of the questionnaire having 25 items (see Appendix C to refer to each item).
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4.3.3 Administering the Final Instrument: Third Phase

In order to further investigate the reliability and validity of the newly developed
instrument, the 25-item questionnaire was once again administered to a new group of 283
Japanese EFL students (126 males and 157 females, humanities and engineering majors,
aged 18-22) at two private universities. In checking the biographical data of the participants,
the same criteria in the first and second phases of the questionnaire development were
applied. The participants’ proficiency levels —measured by reported TOEIC scores (N = 283,
M = 364.15, SD = 97.99)—were confirmed as being close to those of the learners in the
second phase.

Cronbach Alpha coefficients of six subscales in the final version of VLS
questionnaire were computed in the same way as the second phase. In order to explore the
construct validity of the final instrument, the questionnaire was submitted to confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA). With confirmatory factor analysis, we can test the hypothesized
factor structure obtained in exploratory factor analysis. In other words, one of the biggest
advantages of confirmatory factor analysis, according to Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, and
Tatham (2006), is “its ability to assess the construct validity of a proposed measurement
theory” (p. 776). As such, confirmatory factor analysis is often used in validation of a
research instrument. In confirmatory factor analysis, we tested the two models: (a) a
six-factor model consisting of interrelated factors (First-order CFA model) and (b)
first-order factors explained by a single overarching factor of “strategic vocabulary
learning” (Second-order CFA model). The differences of these two models are described in
detail in Byrne (2001).

Bachman and Palmer (1996) argue that “construct validation is an on-going process.”
As part of validation process, correlations with TOEIC scores were examined because

previous research on VLS has reported that there is a relationship between the use of VLS
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and proficiency measured by paper-and-pencil tests (e.g., Gu & Johnson, 1996; Kojic-Sabo
& Lightbown, 1999; Maeda et al.,, 2003). The current study also investigated their
relationship with simple correlation analysis looking into correlations between VLS and
proficiency measures, namely TOEIC scores.

In addition, the effect of VLS as a whole on proficiency measures was examined
using structural equation modeling (SEM). The rationale behind this particular analysis is
that in language learning strategies, it is often reported that using not only one strategy but
also several strategies in an orchestrated fashion is important (e.g., Oxford, 1990;
Vandergrift, 2003). If the coordinated use of strategies is of our interest, we will have to
look into how the overall latent trait, strategic vocabulary learning, contributes to
proficiency, and not a one-to-one simple correlation. In such an analysis, structural equation
modeling can be a powerful tool because it can deal with latent variables in the model.
Structural equation modeling including confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using

Amos 5.0.

4.4 Results and Discussion
4.4.1 Item Analyses of the Instrument: Second Phase

Table 4.1 summarizes the results of exploratory factor analysis, factor names, and the
Cronbach Alpha coefficients for the final set of items (the descriptive statistics of each item
is listed in Table 4.3). Overall, six distinct factors accounting for 61.37% of the variance
explained were gleaned from exploratory factor analysis, and their underlying factor
structure was supported by moderately high reliability coefficients. Each factor was named
after empirical research findings proven in the literature of VLS, especially referring to
those by Fan (2003), Gu and Johnson (1996), Horino and Ichikawa (1997), and Schmitt
(1997). The comparison of the subscales in the current study with those of past research is

summarized in Table 4.2. The comparison table shows that the new instrument covers the
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constructs of interest it was intended to measure. By computing the mean score of each item,
scale scores were formulated.

Next, by making use of the advantages of the Rasch model (i.e., detecting
unidimensionality in the mixed constructs), the existence of misfit items was checked. The
absence of such items is proof that the instrument possesses a meaningful psychometrical
property. Presented in Table 4.3 are the results of the Rasch analysis (N = 410). According
to McNamara (1996, p. 173), a conventional rule of thumb for checking acceptable items is
the infit mean square ranging from 0.75 to 1.3. He also notes that “(M)ore accurately, for n
sizes of 30 or more, the range is the mean + twice the standard deviation of the mean square
statistics” (p. 181). Based on this criterion, acceptable infit mean square for the sample of
learners in this study was calculated (0.65-1.38). As figures of the infit mean square in Table
4.3 indicate, no item in the VLS questionnaire was a misfit, and the obtained data
conformed to the Rasch model.

The main principle of the Rasch model is that “each item and person is located along
the logit scale according to its estimated value: More positive (higher) persons are more able,
and more positive (higher) items are more difficult” (Bond & Fox, 2001, p. 34). As such, with
Rasch analysis, it is possible to diagnose that a learner with the person estimate of -0.5 in
Table 4.3 is highly unlikely to choose “very true of me” in item 5 (Self-management) in the
questionnaire because their strategic vocabulary learning ability is lower than the item
difficulty estimate (0.79). In this way, Rasch analysis can give some feedback on the learners’
current ability to use specific vocabulary learning strategies and on the types of strategies they

have not mastered yet.
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Table 4.1

Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis (N = 410)

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

[tem Factor name i
1 2 3 4 5 ]

Itemn 1 2 -07 05 0o -04 04

[tern 2 0 -26 m -05 0g 0z

Itetn 3 Factor 1 Bl -05 05 -03 0o -03

Itermd  Self-managermernt B 19 -0é 02 -0 02 23

[tern 5 a7 13 -01 -01 0o m

[tern & 35 32 -10 0z -05 -05

Itemn 7 54 0z 0g 11 0z -03

Ttern 2 03 &1 -07 02 0z 0o

Itetn @ Factor 2 -0z g 0z - 0% 02 -0z

Iter 10 Inpnit-seeking -11 A4 D& 04 0a 02 2

[tern 11 05 B2 o7 -0z 0z 0o

Itern 12 -0é m 20 -0z m - 0%

Itern 13 Factor 3 04 11 &l -0z - 08 0o

Itern 14 [magery 03 -03 57 08 09 -04 3

Itern 15 15 -15 A5 - 08 0z &

Ttern 16 - 05 16 A5 0z - 06 14

Itern 17 Factor 4 -01 -04 -01 26 04 -05

[tern 12 Wniting Rehearsal 02 -01 -01 5 - 0@ 0o g

[tern 19 -0 o 02 B3 0o 09

Itern 20 Factor 5 02 -04 m 0z o -07

Itern 21 Owral Rehearsal -07 17 0z 0o BB 0z 9

[tern 22 0z -0 -04 -6 B 10

Itetn 23 Factor é - 04 -02 - 0@ 02 04 a3

Itern 24 Aazsociation -03 & m -01 0z 71 9

[tern 25 12 -05 o7 m -0é Al
Interfactor correlation  Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor
tratyie 1 2 3 4 3 ] i
1. Zelf roana serment — 237 0.2
2. Inptt-seeking A2 — 251 1.m
3. Imagery 32 30 — 281 0.4
4. Witing Hehearsal 24 17 11 — 384 0.9
5. Oral Rehearsal 31 a8 29 21 — 288 1.0&
f. Aszsociation 31 36 a3 16 22 — .56 0.2y
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Table 4.2

Comparison of the Subscales/categories of the New Questionnaire with Those of Previous Studies

Subscale/category ) Horino &
) Gu & Johnson (1996) Schmitt (1997) Fan (2003)
of this study Ichikawa (1997)

*Metacognitive Regulation: o
Self-management o *Metacognitive ~ N/A *Management
Self-initiation

Input-seeking * Activation *Metacognitive ~ N/A *Sources
Imagery *Memory: Encoding *Memory *Imagery * Association
_y ) o + Association
Association *Memory: Encoding *Memory *Organization )
* Grouping
Writing Rehearsal — *Memory: Rehearsal +Cognitive *Repetition *Repetition
Oral Rehearsal *Memory: Rehearsal +Cognitive *Repetition *Repetition
*Beliefs
*Metacognitive Regulation: *Guessing
Selective attention *Determination *Dictionary
N/A ) ) N/A )
*Guessing *Social * Analysis
* Dictionary *Known Words

*Note-taking

Note. N/A indicates that the subscale/category is not applicable.

In Table 4.3, metacognitive strategies (Self-management and Input-seeking) tend to
have a higher item difficulty estimate than cognitive strategies (Imagery, Association, Oral
Rehearsal, and Writing Rehearsal). As the literature of the learning strategies emphasizes, the
result proves that “metacognitive strategies are higher order executive skills” (O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990, p. 44), and they require much more effort on the learners’ side.

In examining the item difficulty estimate, it has become clear that even within the same
subscale, the item difficulties among all items are different from one another. For example,
items in the subscale of Input-seeking relatively rank higher in Table 4.3; however, Item 10
ranks much lower than other Input-seeking items. This means that Item 10, “I try to make use

of the media (TV, radio, Internet, mobile phone, or movies) to learn vocabulary,” is much
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easier to endorse. In contrast, in the Imagery subscale, Item 13 “When I try to remember
vocabulary, I link my personal experiences to it” is much harder than other Imagery items for

the respondents to use.

Table 4.3

Results of Rasch Analysis in the Order of Difficulty Estimate (N = 410)

Difficult
ltem Category Estimatg Infit Mean M SD
No. . . Square
(in logits)

Item 5  Self-management 0.79 0.80 1.96 0.96
Item3  Self-management 0.56 1.25 2.16 1.19
Item2  Self-management 0.48 1.17 2.23 1.24
Item 11 Input-seeking 0.41 0.92 2.30 1.14
Item 8  Input-seeking 0.33 0.96 2.37 1.22
Item 13 Imagery 0.33 1.14 2.38 1.21
Item 9  Input-seeking 0.32 1.17 2.38 1.29
Item 1  Self-management 0.28 0.83 2.43 1.13
Item 22 Oral Rehearsal 0.26 1.07 245 1.20
Item 24  Association 0.25 0.66 2.46 0.99
Item 6  Self-management 0.20 0.86 2.51 1.16
Item 25 Association 0.20 0.79 2.51 1.04
Item4  Self-management 0.18 0.74 2.53 1.14
Item 23  Association 0.01 0.77 2.71 1.06
Item 15 Imagery 0.00 1.17 2.73 1.22
Item 7  Self-management -0.04 0.93 2.77 1.25
Item 16 Imagery -0.04 1.14 2.77 1.28
Item 21 Oral Rehearsal -0.18 1.11 2.93 1.31
Item 10 Input-seeking -0.23 1.17 2.99 1.35
Item 14 Imagery -0.28 0.97 3.05 1.17
Item 12 Imagery -0.34 0.96 3.11 1.14
Item 20 Oral Rehearsal -0.47 1.05 3.27 1.26
Item 18 Writing Rehearsal -0.92 1.30 3.75 1.21
Item 17 Writing Rehearsal -1.03 1.31 3.86 1.19
Item 19 Writing Rehearsal -1.09 1.04 3.92 1.05

Note. Refer to Appendix C for each item.
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4.4.2 Validity of the Instrument: Third Phase
4.4.2.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

Table 4.4 presents the Cronbach Alpha coefficients of the six subscales administered
to another sample of 283 students in the third phase. The internal consistency reliability of

the six subscales was satisfactorily high.

Table 4.4

Descriptive Statistics of the Final Administration (N = 283)

No. of
Subscale M SD Skewness Kurtosis o

Items
Self-management 7 2.36 0.81 0.38 -0.40 .84
Input-seeking 4 2.54 1.01 0.38 -0.59 .83
Imagery 5 2.87 0.87 0.23 -0.39 78
Writing

3 3.79 0.95 -0.42 -0.61 .79

Rehearsal
Oral Rehearsal 3 2.87 0.99 -0.26 -0.67 78
Association 3 2.61 0.88 0.37 -0.14 .84

Figure 4.1 shows the results of two hypothesized models tested in confirmatory factor
analysis, and Table 4.5 lists goodness-of-fit statistics for them. It is suggested that several
goodness-of-fit statistics be reported to assess the adequacy of model fit (Byrne, 2001). We
therefore have reported several standard indexes and their respective acceptable fit criteria
in Table 4.5. The first-order CFA (a six-factor model consisting of interrelated factors) and

second-order CFA (first-order factors explained by a single overarching factor of “strategic
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vocabulary learning”) showed good fit indexes, indicating that the hypothesized model can
be reproduced with new observed data and be judged as valid.

As can be seen in the second-order CFA in Figure 4.1, however, the factor loading
from the higher factor “strategic vocabulary learning” to Writing Rehearsal is unexpectedly
low (.28). This means that using writing rehearsal strategies is not strongly related to
strategic vocabulary learning. For example, those learners with less ability to employ
strategic vocabulary learning use writing rehearsal more often than those with more
strategic ability do. As a result, it is not reflected in the overall strategic vocabulary learning.
At the same time, since all path coefficients are significant (p < .001), there is a possibility
that even those with higher strategic vocabulary learning competence may use writing
rehearsal in the same way as less competent ones do. Therefore, we deleted Writing
Rehearsal from the second-order CFA model and reanalyzed it. The result in Table 4.5
suggests that it yields better fit to the data because lower AIC indicates a better model
among several competing models. Nevertheless, other goodness-of-fit statistics did not
show much improvement. In addition, this type of trial-and-error approach to finding a
model with a better fit is known as “specification search,” and it is not recommended (Hair,
et al., 2006, p. 797). Accordingly, we decided to retain Writing Rehearsal in the model.

Overall, these confirmatory factor analyses suggest that the scale formed by 25 items
in the questionnaire does provide a reasonable basis for measurement of a latent trait,

namely, “strategic vocabulary learning.”
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Table 4.5

Goodness-of-fit Statistics for the First- and Second-order CFA

x/df GFI AGFI

CFI  TLI IFI NFI

RMSEA AlIC

acceptable fit <3 >9 >9 >9 >9 >9 >9 <.08 —
First-order model 1.76 .89 .86 .93 .92 .93 .85 .05 587.55
Second-order model 1  1.76 .88 .86 .93 .92 .93 .84 .05 584.76
Second-order model 2

(without Writing 1.81 .90 .87 .93 .92 .93 .86 .05 467.14
Rehearsal)

Note. GFI = Goodness of fit index, AGFI = Adjusted goodness of fit index, CFI = Comparative fit
index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, IFI = Incremental fit index, NFI = Normed fit index, RMSEA =
Root mean square error of approximation, AIC = Akaike information criterion
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4.4.2.2 Relationship with the Proficiency Measure

Table 4.6 shows the results of zero-order correlations among subscales in the VLS
questionnaire and the total score of TOEIC. Relatively low but statistically significant
correlations were observed in the combination of VLS and scores of proficiency measures
(N = 283). Dornyei (2001) claims that “in L2 motivation studies, the usual strength of the
meaningful relationships detected is between 0.30 and 0.50” (p. 224); therefore, in this type
of study which utilizes questionnaires, the correlation coefficients close to these figures can
be considered worth paying attention to.

What is clear from Table 4.6 is that only Input-seeking shows a reasonably high
correlation coefficient (» = .39), while the other strategies demonstrate low correlation
coefficients. Items included in the Input-seeking strategies (e.g., “I try to read and listen to
English as much as possible in order to expose myself to English vocabulary”) seem more
or less related to overall language proficiency, which can explain why they are more
correlated with general proficiency measures. Other VLS subscales, Self-management, Oral
Rehearsal, and Association, exhibited relatively low correlations, and Writing Rehearsal
was uncorrelated. These results correspond to previous studies. For example, investigating
vocabulary learning strategies and a proficiency measure (CET Band 2), Gu and Johnson
(1996) reported the same patterns as the current study did. Also, Pintrich, Smith, Garcia,
and McKeachie (1993), using the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ),
found that in general learning strategy scales, Metacognitive Self-Regulation showed the
highest correlation (» = .30) with the final course grade, and lower figures with other
strategies: Rehearsal (» = .05), Elaboration (» = .22), and Organization (r = .17). Since the
correlations obtained in the current study are in the expected directions and consistent with
these studies, the strategic vocabulary learning scale consisting of six subscales can be

judged as a valid measure for assessing strategic vocabulary learning behaviors.
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Table 4.6

Correlations with TOEIC (N = 283)

Subscale r with TOEIC
Self-management A8
Input-seeking 397
Imagery A1
Writing Rehearsal -.04
Oral Rehearsal A7
Association 137

'p<.05,"p<.01

83 Listening‘—@
trategic 41 Proficiency
Vocabulary Measures
Learning (TOEIC)
_74\“ Reading ‘—@'

Figure 4.2.  Effect of strategic vocabulary learning on proficiency measures. Subscales of the VLS

are not shown for simplicity. All paths are significant (p <.001).
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Next, the effect of VLSs as a whole, namely, the overall latent trait—strategic
vocabulary learning, on proficiency measures (TOEIC) was examined using structural
equation modeling (SEM). For proficiency measures, listening and reading scores of
TOEIC were entered into the model. Figure 4.2 illustrates the hypothesized model of the
relationship between VLS as a whole and proficiency measures. The goodness-of-fit
indexes show that the model fit the data satisfactorily (;(Z/df = 1.78, GFI =.87, AGFI =.84,
CFI1=.92, RMSEA = .05).

Standardized path coefficient from strategic vocabulary learning to TOEIC is .41 (p
<.001), meaning VLS statistically affect proficiency measured by TOEIC. Considering that
prior correlation studies using SILL (Oxford, 1990) reported explained variation of
proficiency tests, 60% reported in Takeuchi (1993), and 45% in Dreyer and Oxford (1996),
this figure is high because it is a relationship between VLS and proficiency only. This implies
that VLS may play some role in learning, and it is a major player in overall proficiency for the
average-proficiency level of learners in the current study.

The result of SEM suggests that the strategic vocabulary learning scale developed in the
current study has more predictive power of proficiency measures than only one strategy
(subscale). The combination of strategies, therefore, can be considered crucial in strategic

vocabulary learning and developing the learners’ proficiency.

4.5 Summary of Study 2

Study 2 was conducted to develop and validate a strategic vocabulary learning scale
for Japanese university EFL learners with average proficiency level. With three
development and validation phases, it was found that the newly developed 25-item
questionnaire could serve to measure six subscales of strategic vocabulary learning: (a)
Self-management, (b) Input-seeking, (c¢) Imagery, (d) Writing Rehearsal, (¢) Oral Rehearsal,

and (f) Association. A series of elaborate statistical analyses demonstrated that the scale has
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robust psychometric properties, especially reliability and validity, as a measure of strategic
vocabulary learning behaviors. Although Writing Rehearsal might have an extraneous
structure, the scale as a whole can tap into the learners’ overall ability to coordinate
vocabulary learning strategies.

The current study explored a one-to-one correspondence of strategies and proficiency
measures as part of validation process, but, because the use of VLSs is affected by a number
of factors (Gu, 2003b), exploring the effects of other variables, especially individual
differences, on the VLSs will be necessary in Study 3. In addition, since a self-report
instrument provides only one source of information about the learners’ actual use of
strategies, incorporating qualitative methodology such as triangulation research procedures
(Takeuchi, 2003a) will be useful in unveiling the complex structure of learning strategies.

Study 3 was thus carried out against these backgrounds.
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Chapter 5:  Study 3

Study 3 addresses the interrelations of vocabulary learning strategies, TOEIC scores,
and other related variables. Of the variables, which may affect the choice and use of
vocabulary learning strategies, motivation and extracurricular time were chosen in the
current study. This is because other variables, for example, learning environments, gender
differences, academic majors, age, and nationality, can be controlled in the research design.
As for motivation, Oxford and Nyikos (1989) reported that motivation was the strongest
influence on the choice of learning strategies. Cohen and Dérnyei (2002) refer to motivation
as follows: “Motivation is often seen as the key learner variable because without it, nothing
much happens. Indeed, most other learner variables presuppose the existence of at least
some degree of motivation” (p. 178). From this perspective, motivation can be regarded as
the variable which should be investigated along with vocabulary learning strategies. At the
same time, extracurricular time was also included as a variable because study time outside
the classes should vary from person to person, and longer extracurricular study time can be

regarded as a characteristic of successful learners (Kojic-Sabo & Lightbown, 1999).

51 Method
5.1.1 Participants

Approximately 300 students participated in the study at two private universities in
western Japan. One institution was an all-female university, and the other was an all-male
university. The participants were those who took a four-month (one semester) TOEIC
preparation course provided in their school curriculum. These two institutions were chosen
because, in the learning strategies literature, it is reported that gender has a strong influence
on strategy use (e.g., Oxford & Nyikos, 1989). Hence, it was considered desirable to make

the proportion of males and female almost equal. The age of the participants ranged from 18
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(first year) to 22 (fourth year). Through a background questionnaire, learners who began
learning English much earlier than others and who have lived overseas more than 10 months

were excluded from the sample group.

5.1.2 Instruments and Data Collection Procedures
5.1.2.1 Proficiency Measure

The participants were required to take the TOEIC Institutional Program (TOEIC IP)
within one month of finishing the course and to report their scores. Since some of the
participants failed to take the test or respond to the questionnaires described in the following
section, listwise deletion left 244 participants (females, » = 118, humanities majors; males,
n = 126, engineering majors). Table 5.1 shows the results of the TOEIC IP test. As can be
seen in Table 5.1, the participants in the current study were false-beginner level learners (M

=349.02, SD = 89.48).

Table 5.1

Results of the TOEIC IP Test (N = 244)

M SD

TOEIC IP Total 349.02 89.48
TOEIC IP Listening  206.70 53.42

TOEIC IP Reading 142.32 45.79

5.1.2.2 Questionnaires
The vocabulary learning strategies questionnaire developed in Study 2 was
administered to the participants at the end of a four-month course. As a measure of

motivation, nine items from the questionnaire developed by Noels, Pelletier, Clément, and
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Vallerand (2000) were used.' Subscale scores were calculated by averaging the scores of the
items in the same subscale (category). Table 5.2 summarizes the descriptive statistics and
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients (see Appendixes C and D for each questionnaire item).
Reliability for all the subscales was relatively high. Since the decisions about factor models
were made a priori, the construct validity of the questionnaires was investigated with
confirmatory factor analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006). As a result, the model of
vocabulary learning strategies showed a good fit to the data (y’/df = 1.62, GFI =.88, AGFI
=.85, CFI =.94, RMSEA = .05). The model for motivation was within the acceptable range
(’/df = 3.44, GF1 =93, AGFI =.87, CFI =94, RMSEA = .09). All the analyses in this study

were conducted with SPSS 14.0 and AMOS 5.0.

Table 5.2

Descriptive Statistics of the Subscales in the Two Questionnaires (N = 244)

Questionnaire No. of
Subscales M SD o
(Scale) Items
Self-management 7 2.36 0.87 .85
Input-seeking 4 2.23 0.95 81
Vocabulary
Imagery 5 2.80 0.87 .76
Learning
Writing Rehearsal 3 3.80 1.02 .86
Strategies
Oral Rehearsal 3 2.69 1.07 .82
Association 3 2.55 0.90 .83
Extrinsic Motivation 3 3.96 0.77 73
Motivation
Intrinsic Motivation 6 3.15 0.86 .88

5.1.2.3 Study Logs and Interview Sessions

As Nation (2001) shrewdly points out, self-report questionnaire data do not always
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show what learners actually do and how well they use the strategies. Hence, qualitative
analysis was included to forestall these limitations. Throughout the duration of the course,
the participants were asked to keep study logs, which were later used to validate the results
from the quantitative analysis. At the beginning of the course, the participants were
explicitly taught how to write the log. They were specifically directed to record their
everyday study time for learning English and the way they had studied (e.g., what kind of
strategies or materials they had used).

In addition, follow-up semi-structured interview sessions were held to determine what
participants actually did outside the classroom during the course period. A total of 33
individuals were randomly chosen from the participants, and they were interviewed at the
end of the course. The participation of the interview sessions was on a completely
voluntarily basis. Since the interview sessions took place outside the regular class time, the
participants were presented a bookstore gift certificate (valued at ¥1,000). Two or three
students were present at a time, and because the interview was carried out in a
semi-structured manner, sometimes the participants were able to exchange ideas about how
they felt about the questions. It was therefore possible for the interviewer to ask further
questions through spontaneous exchange of ideas between the learners. This is why the
interview sessions were held by interviewing two or three students at the same time, rather
than interviewing them individually. The interview was conducted entirely in Japanese and
each session lasted approximately 60 minutes (about 30 minutes for each individual). The
questionnaires and the study logs submitted by the informants were provided at each

interview session in order to help them recall what they had actually done during the course.

5.2 Results and Discussion
5.2.1 Analysis of Correlation Coefficients

Literature has repeatedly reported that there are positive correlations between the

93



learning strategies and achievements measured with paper-and-pencil tests (e.g., Dreyer &
Oxford, 1996; Gu & Johnson, 1996). Therefore, in an attempt to examine the relationship
among TOEIC scores and other variables, the data set was analyzed using correlation
coefficients. Presented in Table 5.3 is the result of Pearson correlation coefficients of all the
variables investigated.

As a result, moderate levels of correlation were found between TOEIC (total,
listening, and reading) scores and Self-management (VLS), Input-seeking (VLS), Intrinsic
Motivation, and Time. These results are consistent with many previous studies that have
reported some degree of relationship between proficiency/achievement measures and
motivation (e.g., Gardner, Trembaly, & Masgoret, 1997), metacognitive strategies (e.g.,
Nisbet, Tindall, & Arroyo, 2005), or extracurricular study time (e.g., Kojic-Sabo &

Lightbown, 1999).

Table 5.3

Intercorrelations among TOEIC Scores and Other Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1 —
2 927 -

3 8 637 -

4 207 15 237" —

5 397 377 347 46" —

6 .03 .02 .03 277 247 -—

7 -10 -14" -04 177 14 07 —

8 .12 .10 .12 297 347 247 197 —

9 .15 150 12 397 307 277 05 187 —

10 -02 -02 -02 .06 -02 .04 .12 -05 -03 —

11 347 317 307 287 447 177 08 207 187 02 —

ok sk sk sk sk * sk

12 29 24 28 21 .34 06 .13 02 12 .08 .35 —
Note. N =244;"p < .05, “p < .01; each number represents variables as follows:

1.TOEIC Total 4 Self-management (VLS)  7.Writing Rehearsal (VLS)  10.Extrinsic Motivation
2.TOEIC Listening 5.Input-seeking (VLS) 8.0ral Rehearsal (VLS) 11.Intrinsic Motivation
3.TOEIC Reading  6.Imagery (VLS) 9.Association (VLS) 12.Time

VLS stands for the subscales of vocabulary learning strategies.
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5.2.2 Structural Equation Modeling

For the purpose of exploring in detail the relationship of a set of observed variables,
latent variables, and measurement error simultaneously, structural equation modeling
(SEM) was employed. Prior to conducting SEM, two assumptions of SEM, normal
distribution and multivariate normality of the data were checked based on the criteria
suggested by Kunnan (1998). For checking normal distribution of the data, skewness and
kurtosis were examined and both were within +2 for all the variables, indicating that the
data are normally distributed. Next, multivariate normality was checked; however, Mardia’s
Multivariable Kurtosis Test showed that the assumption of multivariate normality was
violated. Thus, seven multivariate outliers were detected and removed from the data set by
examining Mahalanobis Distance. In the reanalysis with the remaining 237 individuals, the
assumption of multivariate normality was found to be tenable (Mardia’s Multivariable
Kurtosis Test = 1.70).2

Figure 5.1 illustrates a hypothesized model of the relationship among TOEIC scores
(proficiency), vocabulary learning strategies as a whole, two motivation subscales, and
extracurricular study time. In this analysis, the overall latent trait of strategic vocabulary
learning, instead of six subscales, was used in the model because this second-order
confirmatory factor analysis model was validated in Study 2. As a result, the fit index
figures indicate that the model fit the data moderately (n = 237, y’/df = 1.59, GFI =.82,
AGFI =.80, CFI =91, RMSEA = .05).

The resulting model exhibits that when looking at the paths to the TOEIC scores, the
path from Vocabulary Learning Strategies is the strongest among the four (standardized path
coefficients = .31). This exemplifies that committing oneself to learning vocabulary results
in higher scores in the TOEIC. With extremely small correlation coefficients all paths from

Extrinsic Motivation were not significant, indicating that those who feel they were forced to
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study did not produce any tangible outcomes. Two paths from Intrinsic Motivation to
vocabulary learning strategies (standardized path coefficients = .50) and extracurricular
study time (.27) were significant. This finding might suggest that learners with higher
intrinsic motivation use more vocabulary learning strategies and spend more time learning

English, which of course is likely to be reflected in the TOEIC scores.
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figure.
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5.2.2 Cluster Analysis

Next, cluster analysis, which can shed light on individual differences (e.g., Skehan,
1989), was conducted. In applying cluster analysis, the Ward method with the squared
Euclidean distance technique was used because this combination has been referred to as the
most suitable to reveal individual differences (Yamamori, Isoda, Hiromori, & Oxford, 2003).
The following variables were first transformed into z-scores and then entered in cluster
analysis: (a) the TOEIC listening score, (b) the TOEIC reading score, (c) Vocabulary
Learning Strategies (VLS): Self-management, (d) VLS: Input-seeking, (¢) VLS: Imagery,
(f) VLS: Writing Rehearsal, (g) VLS: Oral Rehearsal, (h) VLS: Association, (i) Extrinsic
Motivation, (j) Intrinsic Motivation, and (k) Extracurricular Study Time.

By examining the dendrogram, which is a tree-like graphic display of the distances
between each combining cluster, it was decided that the participants could be divided into
three groups. The judgment was then confirmed with one-way ANOVA, in which
statistically significant differences were found among the three groups (p < .05). Figure 5.2
describes the results of cluster analysis, illustrated in z-scores (0 being the average). In
addition, the descriptive statistics of each cluster and the results of post hoc tests (Tukey’s
multiple comparison technique)* are presented in Table 5.4 with raw scores.

The learners in Cluster 1 attained the highest TOEIC reading and listening scores in
the three groups. Even though their use of Imagery in vocabulary learning strategies is less
frequent, the dichotomy can be explained with their high scores in Input-seeking (VLS),
Intrinsic Motivation, and Time. This means that they are superior in exercising their
metacognitive strategies with high motivation and spend a lot of time on learning English.

The learners in Cluster 2 had average TOEIC scores. While these learners reported
active use of vocabulary learning strategies, in some cases the most frequent in the three
groups (Imagery; M = 3.46), that was not reflected in the outcomes (the TOEIC scores).

One possible interpretation of this result is that while they do use strategies, they are not
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using them effectively (e.g., Yamamori et al., 2003) or earnestly. Their extracurricular study
time, which is about average among the three groups, more or less proves this point. That is,
they might not be trying hard enough to improve their proficiency in spite of having
knowledge of learning strategies.

Learners in Cluster 3, whose TOEIC scores are not statistically different from those in
Cluster 2, can be regarded as low-motivated, poor strategy users. Also, their scores of
Extrinsic Motivation are about the same as those of learners in Cluster 2. This shows that
they externally feel they need to study English, but they may actually not try or simply do

not know how to study in the first place.
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== (Cluster 2 (n= 80)
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Figure 5.2.  Cluster profiles of three groups expressed in z-scores. For each variable, refer to

Table 5.4.
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Table 5.4

Descriptions of Each Cluster

Significant in

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3
post hoc test
(n=134) (n =80) (n=130)
(Clusters)
TOEIC Listening 251.47 (58.60) 202.31 (46.03) 197.69 (50.76) 1-2,1-3
TOEIC Reading 185.88 (42.31) 142.06 (44.96) 131.08 (40.33) 1-2,1-3
Self-management 2.96 (0.92) 2.87 (0.79) 1.89 (0.59) 1-3,2-3
Input-seeking 3.34(0.97) 2.59 (0.86) 1.83 (0.68) 1-2,1-3,2-3
Imagery 2.65 (0.68) 3.46 (0.81) 2.44 (0.71) 1-2,2-3
Writing Rehearsal 4.30 (0.81) 4.17 (0.93) 3.45 (1.00) 1-3,2-3
Oral Rehearsal 3.02 (0.94) 3.28 (1.00) 2.24(0.93) 1-3,2-3
Association 2.72 (0.64) 3.04 (1.02) 2.21(0.73) 1-3,2-3
Extrinsic Motivation 4.30 (0.64) 3.90 (0.91) 3.91 (0.68) 1-2,1-3
Intrinsic Motivation 3.97 (0.67) 3.37 (0.69) 2.81(0.81) 1-2,1-3,2-3
Study Time 9.92 (2.97) 4.85(2.31) 3.89 (2.39) 1-2,1-3,2-3

Note. Mean (Standard Deviation); For all significant pairs in post hoc test, p <.05

5.2.3 Analyses of Study Logs and Interview Sessions

Qualitative analyses were then conducted in an attempt to examine more detailed,
true learning behaviors of the participants. 33 individuals were randomly chosen from the
participants (Cluster 1, n = 6; Cluster 2, n = 12; Cluster 3, n = 15). Their study logs, along
with their utterances at the interview sessions, which were recorded with their permission
and later transcribed, were analyzed especially to interpret the characteristics found in

cluster analysis.
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Learners of Cluster 1 can be classified as “learners with clear goals” according to
cluster analysis. In the interview, many participants commented that they had a specific
career orientation in the future and hoped to get a job, which requires some degree of
English proficiency (e.g., a cabin attendant or a hotel clerk). The number of descriptions in
their study logs was larger than those made by learners in other clusters. Their study logs
show that they were consciously engaged in learning English, independently studying with
materials not used in the course. They especially seemed to feel learning vocabulary was the

first and foremost priority in preparing for the TOEIC test. One interviewee stated:

Vocabulary learning is the most important thing in learning English. I can make out
the meaning of a sentence if I know the meaning of the words. If I can translate the
sentences, that means I can answer the questions on the test. ... To remember the
meaning of the words, first I write them on a vocabulary card and read them out
repeatedly. If that does not work out, I use a keyword mnemonic technique. When it
comes to remembering words, I think I should use many stimuli. (T4-TC2, translation

ours.)

Learners in Cluster 2 and Cluster 3 show very similar TOEIC scores; however, their
strategy use was considerably different. Learners in Cluster 2 reported more frequent use of
vocabulary learning strategies. In the interviews, many students mentioned that they had
some knowledge of vocabulary learning strategies from their previous learning experience,
such as preparing for entrance examinations when they were high school students. However,
it was observed from their study logs that most of their efforts during the course period
consisted of nothing but the assigned homework. Thus, they simply did not apply their
knowledge of strategies consistently or earnestly towards improving their proficiency. One

learner commented at the interview:
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When it is necessary to study English, I can try harder, but at the moment, I am busy
with my part-time work and assignments of other classes. I wish I could spend more

time on learning English. (T2-MM4, translation ours.)

This comment shows the importance of planning one’s learning, and just knowing strategies
is not enough—Ilearners must apply them consciously. The important thing is setting
specific learning goals and making efforts to achieve them. This idea is in line with
“structured approach” reported by Sanaoui (1995), which was the main characteristic of
successful learners in her study. Learners in Cluster 3 made very few entries in their study
logs. In the interview, many of them commented that they were taking the course because
they thought they would need to use English at work in the future. However, they repeatedly
remarked that when and where they would need to do so was ambiguous. One participant

noted:

I want to be a public servant. I think it will be necessary to get a high score in TOEIC.
I study for TOEIC only because it is required, and I find it something unlikable.

(M4-SH1, translation ours.)

Most of them reported that they would not study outside the classroom because they thought
by attending the TOEIC preparation course they could get a higher score. These attitudes
were mirrored in their less-frequent strategy use, low motivation, and modest study time

outside the classroom.

5.3 Summary of Study 3

The present study examined the relationships among vocabulary learning strategies,
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motivation, study time, and TOEIC scores. Before making concluding remarks, one
limitation should be pointed out. As the TOEIC IP scores indicated, the participants of this
study were composed mostly of homogeneous and false-beginner level learners. Studies
with more proficient learners, therefore, should be conducted to corroborate the findings in
the current study.

With this limitation in mind, the results of this study show that among vocabulary
learning strategies, metacognitive strategies (Self-management and Input seeking) were
more highly correlated with the TOEIC scores. Intrinsic Motivation and extracurricular
study time showed higher correlations with the TOEIC scores as well. In SEM, these
findings were reconfirmed; furthermore, vocabulary learning strategies as a whole had the
greatest influence on the TOEIC scores. It was also found that Intrinsic Motivation
contributed heavily to vocabulary learning strategies.

The results of Study 3 stress the importance of vocabulary learning strategies on the
proficiency measured by the TOEIC test. Especially, since vocabulary learning strategies as
a whole had a greater influence on proficiency (with TOEIC scores) than intrinsic
motivation or study time alone had, the significance of vocabulary learning strategies in
enhancing the proficiency level was confirmed. Individual variables such as intrinsic
motivation per se might not lead to better learning outcomes; they thus should be
accompanied by strategic vocabulary learning behaviors. In other words, how learners
approach vocabulary learning strategically matters in their development of proficiency. As it
was found that learners with higher TOEIC scores had clear goals and attended to
vocabulary learning strategies in conscious, coordinated, and structured manners, teaching
vocabulary learning strategies along with these characteristics will be useful for our students
in improving their proficiency.

In cluster analysis, three distinct groups emerged as a result. From their cluster

profiles and qualitative analyses using study logs and interviews, it was found that (a)
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learners with higher TOEIC scores had clear goals and attended to vocabulary learning
strategies in conscious, coordinated, and structured manners, (b) even though some learners
possessed knowledge of strategies, they did not apply them to their everyday learning
situations, and (c) learners without clear objectives were those who reported less frequent
strategy use and low motivation.

The above-mentioned results suggest that orchestrating vocabulary learning strategies,
in tandem with other individual differences such as intrinsic motivation, plays a pivotal role
in promoting the proficiency measured by the TOEIC test.

In light of the findings from the two current studies, further studies should be
conducted especially on instruction of vocabulary learning strategies. Since a number of
studies have reported the success of strategy instruction (e.g., Cohen, Weaver, & Li, 1995;
Ikeda, 2007; Ozeki, 2000; Rasekh & Ranjbary, 2003), it can be hypothesized that giving
such strategy instruction to learners (as the ones in the current studies) could make them
more conscious, effective, and consistent users of learning strategies. Moreover, for those
who use fewer strategies, it could be a good starting point for them to become more

empowered learners.

Notes

1. We used the items translated into Japanese by Tanaka and Maeda (2004). This questionnaire was
originally based on the self-determination theory (see Hiromori, 2006a). In the taxonomy of
Noels, Pelletier, Clément, and Vallerand (2000), the three items for extrinsic motivation used in
the current study are termed as “External Regulation” and the six items for measuring intrinsic
motivation are categorized into “Intrinsic Motivation - Knowledge” and “Intrinsic Motivation -
Accomplishment.”

2. If the Mardia’s Multivariable Kurtosis Test is less than 1.96, the data can be regarded as
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possessing multivariate normality (In’nami, 2006, p. 326).

Specifically, TOEIC Listening: F(2, 241) = 15.77, p < .01, w = .33; TOEIC Reading: F(2, 241)
=22.76, p < .01, w = .39; Self-management: F(2, 241) = 60.37, p < .01, @ = .57; Input-seeking:
F(2, 241) = 5742, p < .01, w = .56; Imagery: F(2, 241) = 47.31, p < .01, w = .52; Writing
Rehearsal: F(2, 241) = 19.34, p < .01, w = .36; Oral Rehearsal: F(2, 241) = 31.70, p < .01, w
= .45; Association: F(2,241) =26.45, p < .01, w = .42; Extrinsic Motivation: F(2, 241)=4.02, p
<.05, w = .16; Intrinsic Motivation: F(2, 241) = 36.82, p < .01, w = .48; Extracurricular Study
Time: F(2,241)=81.88, p < .01, w = .63.

Since the sample sizes were different, the results were also reconfirmed with the Games-Howell

procedure (Field, 2005, p. 341).
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Chapter 6: Study 4

6.1 Background

Although a number of studies on VLS instruction have contributed to a better
understanding of its effectiveness (see 2.2.5), such studies have a few limitations. First, the
studies on memory strategies have focused on isolated strategies such as the keyword
method. As O’Malley and Chamot (1990) emphasized, however, our understanding of VLS
instruction might benefit from examining “a training system in which multiple strategies are
taught within a single package” (p. 169). Additionally, considering the importance of
metacognitive strategies in VLS in the literature, they should be taught in combination with
other cognitive strategies. Second, the instruction period in past VLS research tended to
vary greatly from study to study. The majority of researchers favoring strategy instruction
propose that it can be the most successful when incorporated into the regular classroom
instruction (McDonough, 1999). If we aim to incorporate VLS in this manner, the
instruction period should span more than a few lessons. No study, however, has addressed
this issue thus far. Finally, no previous study has investigated learners’ initial repertoire of
VLS and how such instruction has caused them to change their strategies.

Addressing these shortcomings of the previous studies on VLS instruction, the present
study aims to answer the following research questions by providing explicit instruction on
VLS in combination with the regular classroom instruction for 10 weeks to Japanese EFL
university students:

1. Are there any differences between the experimental group and control group after

10 weeks of VLS instruction? If any, in which strategies do the differences emerge?

2. Are there any differences within the experimental group that are based on the

learners’ initial repertoire of VLS? If so,

3. What are the reasons behind these differences?
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6.2 Method

The experimental group received VLS instruction during the 10-week course;
however, the control group only received the regular classroom instruction. In order to
answer the first research question, we administered questionnaires to both groups before
and after the course. We then compared the results of the two groups. For the second
research question, we focused on the experimental group. First, using a cluster analysis, the
experimental group was divided according to the learners’ initial repertoire of VLS. Next,
the pretest and posttest scores were compared within the experimental group. Finally, for
the third research question, we once again focused on the experimental group and

investigated the qualitative data collected from the participants in the group.

6.2.1 Participants and Instruments

A total of 204 female EFL learners from two private universities (116 and 88 learners,
respectively) in western Japan participated in the current study. Their ages ranged from 18
(first year) to 22 (fourth year), and all were majoring in humanities. Since the participants
were divided into an experimental group and a control group based on their institutions,
random assignment of the participants was unfeasible. Therefore, we used a vocabulary test
developed by Mizumoto and Shimamoto (2008) to form the two groups. The rationale
behind the use of this vocabulary test is that lexical competence is a crucial factor in almost
all the aspects of L2 proficiency (e.g., Zareva, Schwanenflugel, & Nikolova, 2005). This is
especially true for an EFL setting, where exposure to English in everyday life is either very
limited or nonexistent. Therefore, the test would enable us to obtain not only the learners’
vocabulary knowledge but also an overall picture of their proficiency levels. In addition, we
chose this vocabulary test for the current study because Aizawa (1998) pointed out several

problems (e.g., the difficulty of understanding definitions) related to using the Vocabulary
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Levels Test (Nation, 1990)—the most widely-used standardized vocabulary measurement
test—for Japanese EFL learners.

The vocabulary test used in the current study originally had 160 items, each with four
multiple-choice options. The target words were selected from the JACET8000 word list
(JACET, 2003), which was compiled specifically for Japanese EFL learners—this is another
reason why we considered this instrument to be more appropriate for the current study. Of
the 160 items, 25 items that contained the target words that were taught during the course
were selected and included in the analyses. The same test was readministered at the end of
the course to measure the improvements in vocabulary knowledge.

Based on the results of the pre vocabulary test, a matching procedure (Ddrnyei, 2007)
was used to divide the participants into two groups—an experimental group (n = 76) and a
control group (n = 70). The mean scores of the vocabulary test were 15.80 (SD = 2.91) for
the experimental group and 15.41 (SD = 2.99) for the control group. A two-tailed
independent t-test confirmed that a statistically significant difference did not exist between
the results of the two groups (¢ = 0.79, df = 144, p = .43, r = .07). Therefore, they were
considered to be equal in terms of vocabulary knowledge.

The program in which they were enrolled was a TOEIC (Test of English for
International Communication) test preparation course, and both the experimental and
control groups were provided identical contents and materials. The study took place
between September 2006 and January 2007 for approximately four months, which is the
typical period spanned by one semester in Japanese universities. The participants’
proficiency was measured by their TOEIC IP (Institutional Program) scores (experimental
group: n =69, M =436.38, SD = 105.16; control group: n =54, M = 429.38, SD = 118.09).1
According to the TOEIC Steering Committee (2006), the mean TOEIC scores for university
students majoring in humanities and engineering are 474 and 397, respectively. Therefore,

the participants of this study can be regarded as average or lower-level university EFL
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students.

A VLS questionnaire was administered to all the participants at both the beginning
and end of the course. This questionnaire was developed to measure learners’ intentional
vocabulary learning behaviors while they are in the process of memorizing new vocabulary
(cognitive strategies) and coordinating their strategic behaviors (metacognitive strategies). It
was confirmed in Study 2 that the questionnaire could function as a psychometrically valid
scale. The substrategies (subscales) of the overall intentional vocabulary consolidation
learning strategies include the following: (a) Self-management, (b) Input-seeking, (c)
Imagery, (d) Writing Rehearsal, (e) Oral Rehearsal, and (f) Association.

In addition to the VLS questionnaire, as a measure of extrinsic and intrinsic
motivation, nine items from the questionnaire developed by Noels, Pelletier, Clément, and
Vallerand (2000) were utilized. Motivation measures were included primarily because (a) in
related literature, motivation is considered to have the strongest influence on the choice of
learning strategies (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989) and (b) the results of Study 3 showed they
have a considerable effect on VLS use.

Both the questionnaires used a 5-point Likert scale, with 1 indicating “not at all true
of me” and 5, “very true of me.” The items of each questionnaire are presented in
Appendixes C and D. The score for each substrategy was calculated by averaging each
item’s score. Since we were using a questionnaire established in a previous study, the
construct validity of the questionnaires was investigated through a confirmatory factor
analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006). According to the result, the model for VLS showed an
acceptable fit to the data (y° = 419.55, df = 260, CFI = .906, GFI = .817, RMSEA = .065).
The model for motivation was also within the acceptable range (X2 = 69.19, df = 26, CFI
=.964, GFI = .934, RMSEA = .085). All the analyses in this study were conducted using
SPSS 14.0 and AMOS 5.0. Table 6.1 presents the descriptive statistics of the pretest

instruments.
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Table 6.1

Descriptive Statistics of the Pretest Instruments

No. of  Possible

M SD Skewness  Kurtosis o
Items Range
Self-management (VLS) 7 1-5 2.57 0.75 0.46 0.53 .80
Input-seeking (VLS) 4 1-5 3.16 0.94 -0.03 -0.50 .87
Imagery (VLS) 5 1-5 3.08 0.80 0.15 0.16 .79
Writing Rehearsal (VLS) 3 1-5 3.72 0.92 -0.31 -0.52 77
Oral Rehearsal (VLS) 3 1-5 3.17 1.00 0.19 -0.63 .87
Association (VLS) 3 1-5 2.55 0.88 0.13 -0.04 .88
Extrinsic Motivation 3 1-5 3.53 0.89 -0.15 -0.57 74
Intrinsic Motivation 6 1-5 3.50 0.87 -0.21 -0.46 .87
Vocabulary Test 25 0-25 15.62 2.95 -0.33 -0.10 .66

Note. N = 146.

6.2.2 Qualitative Data Collection Procedures

Some researchers (e.g., Denzin, 1997; Dornyei, 2007) recommend method
triangulation wherein the findings are based on not only a primary source but also a
secondary source of information. Following this recommendation, we incorporated
qualitative analyses into this study in order to clarify the causes of the findings obtained
through the quantitative data sources, namely, the questionnaires and vocabulary test.
Specifically, the learners in the experimental group were asked to maintain study logs
throughout the course, and interview sessions were conducted with them at the end of the

course. The participants were directed to record the details of their daily study of English
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and the VLS and materials that they used each day.

In addition, follow-up interview sessions were conducted to determine the strategies
that the participants employed outside the classroom during the course. A total of nine
individuals, who were randomly chosen from among the participants in of the experimental
group, were interviewed. Participation in the interview sessions was completely voluntarily.
Furthermore, since the interview sessions took place outside of the regular class time, the
participants were presented with a bookstore gift certificate (valued at ¥1,000). At least two
students were interviewed in each session, and due to the semi-structured nature of the
interviews, the participants were able to exchange ideas on how they feel about the various
strategies.

All the interviews were conducted in Japanese, and each session lasted approximately
45 minutes (about 20 minutes per individual). The questionnaires and study logs submitted
by the participants were provided at each interview session to help them recall what they
actually had done during the course. With the participants’ consent, the interviews were

recorded with an IC recorder and subsequently transcribed.

6.2.3 Investigation of the Initial Repertoire of VLS

After the administration of the VLS and motivation questionnaires and the vocabulary
test at the beginning of the course, the participants in the experimental group were grouped
using a cluster analysis, which was based on their initial repertoire of VLS. The Ward
method with the squared Euclidean distance technique was used in applying the cluster
analysis. This particular method was chosen because the combination has been known to
“combine clusters with a small number of observations, and produce clusters with
approximately the same number of observations,” (Hiromori, 2006b, p. 7) and thus, it is
highly suitable for revealing individual differences (Yamamori, Isoda, Hiromori, & Oxford,

2003).
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Figure 6.1 illustrates the cluster profiles of the three groups, and Table 6.2 presents
the scores, standard deviations, and results of the post hoc tests (Tukey’s multiple
comparison technique). All the scores of the variables investigated (those in Table 6.1) were
first transformed into z-scores and then entered into the cluster analysis. This is because the
unit of measurement of the vocabulary test results was different from that of the
questionnaires. Based on a dendogram, it was decided that the participants could be divided
into three groups. This decision was supported by a one-way ANOVA, which revealed
statistically significant differences for all the variables (p < .05).

The learners belonging to Cluster 1 can be referred to as the “less frequent strategy
users.” Compared with the other two groups, their overall use of strategies was lower, and
they mostly relied on writing rehearsal strategies. On the other hand, the learners in Cluster
2 were “active strategy users.” They reported coordinating several strategies more often
than did the learners in Clusters 1 and 3. They used the self-management and input-seeking
strategies—which are metacognitive strategies—more frequently, and they had the highest
intrinsic motivation of the three groups. Those in Cluster 3 were “moderate strategy users.”
As can be seen in Figure 6.1, the profile of their strategy use lies just between those of
Clusters 1 and 2. From these results, it was assumed that the three groups were different in

terms of their strategy use at the beginning of the course.
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Figure 6.1.

Table 6.2

Descriptions of Each Cluster

Cluster profiles of VLS among the three groups before the treatment.

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Siomif
w36 ol Go29 R e
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Self-management 2.59 (0.63) 3.48 (0.82) 2.43 (0.58) Clusters 1-2, 2-3
Input-seeking 2.47 (0.74) 4.04 (0.61) 3.53(0.77) Clusters 1-2, 1-3
Imagery 2.91(0.73) 4.13 (0.64) 2.94 (0.54) Clusters 1-2, 2-3
Writing Rehearsal 3.78 (0.79) 3.91 (1.06) 4.21 (0.78) —
Oral Rehearsal 2.72 (0.85) 3.86 (1.04) 3.27 (0.78) Clusters 1-2, 1-3
Association 2.30(0.78) 3.74 (0.72) 2.60 (0.57) Clusters 1-2, 2-3
Extrinsic Motivation 3.38 (0.77) 3.86 (0.79) 3.88 (0.86) Clusters 1-3
Intrinsic Motivation 3.08 (0.77) 4.14 (0.63) 3.86 (0.93) Clusters 1-2, 1-3
Vocabulary Test 14.42 (2.16) 16.43 (3.78) 17.38 (2.43) Clusters 1-2, 1-3

Note. For all significant pairs in post hoc test: p <.05
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6.2.4 Instruction of VLS

In the experimental group, students whose strategy use differed were instructed to sit
near each other in the classroom so that they could interact and exchange their ideas and
opinions about the strategies being taught during the training session. This type of
interaction was included to help promote scaffolding in the zone of proximal development
(ZPD; e.g., van Lier, 2004) wherein learners with different types of strategies can help each
other by sharing how they approach the task at hand.

Both the experimental and control groups attended one class per week (90 minutes).
For the experimental group, a set of the cognitive and metacognitive strategies presented in
Table 6.3 was taught explicitly during the regular class, with each VLS instruction lasting
approximately 30 minutes. The instruction took place in the first 30 minutes of a 90-minute
class. On the other hand, the control group spent the same amount of time on other activities
such as reviewing the previously taught contents not related to vocabulary learning.

The target strategies were chosen based on the findings of previous VLS research
(e.g., Fan, 2003; Gu & Johnson, 1996; Schmitt, 1997) and on the vocabulary that was to be
taught in each lesson. With regard to the instruction method, we chose explicit strategy
instruction because the existing strategy instruction models place much emphasis on its
importance (Chamot, Barnhardt, El-Dinary, & Robbins, 1999; Cohen, 1998; Oxford, 1990;
Wenden, 1991). Among the various strategy training frameworks (Dornyei, 2005, p. 174),
we based our method of instruction on the model proposed by Chamot et al. (1999) due to
its simplicity and the ease with which learners can follow it.> The order of instruction was as

follows: (1) preparation, (2) presentation, (3) practice, (4) expansion, and (5) evaluation.
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Table 6.3

Schedule of VLS Instruction

Week Cognitive Strategies

Metacognitive Strategies

1 Pre questionnaire and vocabulary test
Vocalization of the words, phrases, and Conscious preview
? sentences
Use of collocations or phrases Start of vocabulary learning with a
’ preview
Imagery strategies Expansion of one’s own way of
! learning vocabulary
5 Writing and oral rehearsal Conscious input of English vocabulary
6 Grouping of semantically-related words Target-setting in vocabulary learning
Mnemonics (keyword methods) Aim of designating time for vocabulary
! learning
Association of the target words with Attempts to actually use new words
i familiar synonyms or antonyms while learning new vocabulary
9 Use of prefixes and suffixes (or stems) Testing vocabulary regularly
Effective use of vocabulary notes or Goal to remember a certain number of
10 cards words
11 Review & post questionnaire and vocabulary test

Note. The students were instructed in both cognitive and metacognitive strategies.

In each lesson, the instructor prepared a handout containing certain target words taken

from the course textbook and corresponding example sentences. Gu (2003b) states that “the

choice, use, and effectiveness of VLS depend on the task, the learner, and the learning

context.” Correspondingly, the participants’ task in this study was to learn the target words
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by using the strategies introduced in each lesson. In addition to the handout, a slideshow
introducing and explaining the effectiveness of each vocabulary learning strategy was
shown during the presentation phase.

During the practice stage, the instructor explicitly introduced and demonstrated the
target strategies, and the students applied them to learning vocabulary while discussing their
use with classmates. They also had an opportunity to discuss whether they use such
strategies often while they learn and how they feel about the target strategies or the possible
applications of the strategies being taught. Following the practice stage, as an initial
evaluation, the participants were asked to answer the following questions according to a
five-point scale: (a) whether they were already using the strategies, (b) how useful they felt
the strategies were, (c) how suitable they thought the strategies were to them, and (d)
whether they felt that they would like to try using the strategies.

For the expansion and the second evaluation phases, the learners applied the
strategies introduced for an assignment and recorded their evaluation of the strategy’s
usefulness in the study logs. They were directed to experiment with the introduced strategy
and then report in the study log whether or not they thought that the VLS would suit them.
For the assignments, they were allowed to use other VLS in addition to the one introduced
in the previous lesson. However, the use of the target VLS was mandatory. In the following
lesson, the students were required to submit their study logs and take a review quiz of the
target vocabulary.

With respect to the control group, another instructor conducted regular classes with
the same materials as the ones used by the experimental group. Thus, the learners also
received handouts containing target words from the course textbook and corresponding
example sentences; however, they were not required to maintain a study log. Moreover,
caution was taken to ensure that the control group was not taught anything related to VLS

during the lessons. Thus, the differences in treatment between the experimental and control
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groups were whether or not (a) the participants were required to maintain a study log and

(b) they received VLS instruction in the classroom.

6.3 Results and Discussion
6.3.1 Research Question 1
Are there any differences between the experimental and control groups after 10 weeks

of VLS instruction? If any, in which strategies do the differences emerge?

Table 6.4 summarizes the scores and corresponding standard deviations for all the variables
investigated before and after the course for both the groups and the gains with regard to
their scores after the treatment. The gains in the scores were tested with the Bonferroni
adjustment to control for Type I error inflation.

In order to examine whether there were significant differences with respect to the
VLS questionnaire or the vocabulary test by the intervention studies, a 2 (Group) x 2 (Time)
repeated measures multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted. In order to
apply MANOVA, the following three conditions must be satisfied (Weinfurt, 1995, p. 253):
(a) multivariate normality, (b) homogeneity of the variance-covariance matrices, and (c)
independence of observations. Therefore, prior to carrying out the MANOVA, we
confirmed that the data met these conditions.

The result of MANOVA revealed a significant multivariate main effect for both
Group [Wilks’s A = .85, F(9, 136) =2.73, p <05, ;72 =.15] and Time [Wilks’s A = .67, F(9,
136) = 7.54, p <.01, #* = .33]. More importantly, there was a significant Group x Time
interaction [Wilks’s A = .80, F(9, 136) = 3.75, p < 05, #* = .20]. This interaction effect
indicates that a difference does exist between the experimental and control groups based on
the linear combination of all the dependent variables investigated.

Follow-up univariate repeated ANOVAs for each dependent variable revealed that the
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main effect of time (gain before and after the treatment) was significant for all the variables,
with the exception of Writing Rehearsal and Extrinsic Motivation. The most important
finding in this particular analysis is that the interaction between group and time was
significant for Input-seeking [F(1, 144) = 4.98, p < .05, partial #” = .03] and Oral Rehearsal
[F(1, 144) = 11.69, p < .01, partial #* = .08]. This interaction effect (illustrated in Figure
6.2) strongly suggests that the change in these two dependent variables over time is
associated with the intervention studies, namely, the instruction of VLS. In addition, the
interaction between group and time was significant for the vocabulary test [F(1, 144) =
14.40, p < .01, partial #* = .09], indicating that the experimental group outperformed the
control group after receiving VLS instruction.

From these results, it can be concluded that the instruction of VLS produced the
difference in results between the experimental and control groups, specifically with respect
to the input-seeking and oral rehearsal strategies and the vocabulary test. Even though the
interaction effect was not detected, the gains in terms of the use of imagery and association
strategies for the control group were also statistically significant. A possible interpretation
of this result is that the course contents, namely, the TOEIC preparation material, may have

affected the use of these strategies.
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Table 6.4

Scores, Standard Deviations, and Gains in the Two Groups

Experimental (n =76) Control (n =70)
=
Self-management ~ 2.70(0.75) 2.85(0.79) 0.15 0.20 242(0.74)  2.54(0.80) 0.12 0.16
Input-seeking 3.12(0.97) 3.41(0.89) 0.29* 0.30 321(0.92) 3.24(0.99) 0.03 0.03
Imagery 3.14(0.80) 3.23(0.94) 0.09 0.11 3.02(0.80) 3.20(0.82)  0.18* 0.23
Writing Rehearsal ~ 3.95(0.85)  3.91(0.99) -0.04 -0.05 3.46 (0.93) 3.60(1.10) 0.13 0.15
Oral Rehearsal 3.12(0.96)  3.60(0.90) 0.48* 0.50 3.22(1.05) 3.19(1.04) -0.03 -0.03
Association 2.67(0.87) 3.00(0.94) 0.33* 0.38 241(0.87) 2.63(0.88)  0.21* 0.25
Extrinsic Motivation 3.64(0.83) 3.53(0.93) -0.11 0.13 340(0.94) 3.41(1.00) 0.01 0.01
Intrinsic Motivation 3.54(0.92) 3.68 (0.86) 0.14 0.15 3.51(0.82) 3.58(0.95) 0.07 0.09
Vocabulary Test 15.80(2.91) 1842(3.80)  2.62* 0.90 15.41(2.99) 16.10(2.96) 0.69 0.23

Note. Gain is the mean difference (posttest minus pretest). *p < .05 with the Bonferroni adjustment.
Interpretation of effect size delta (4): |.20] = small<.50| , |.50/<medium<|.80| , |.80| = large
(according to Koizumi & Katagiri, 2007)

Input-seeking Oral Rehearsal

- Cortrol - Corrdl

Figure 6.2. Visual representation of the interaction effects of the two dependent variables.
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6.3.2 Research Question 2
Are there any differences within the experimental group that are based on the

learners’ initial repertoire of VLS?

In order to answer this question, we compared the mean scores of the pretest and posttest
among the clusters, with the Bonferroni adjustment (p < .05). It should be noted that the
number of participants in Cluster 2 (n = 14) was rather small; therefore, there was a
possibility that it would violate the assumption of parametric tests. For this reason, a
non-parametric test, i.e., the Wilcoxon signed-rank test, was conducted to double-check the
results. This procedure yielded the same results.

Figure 6.3 and Table 6.5 present the results of this analysis. Of the three clusters, the
learners in Cluster 1 demonstrated the greatest improvement. In particular, they significantly
gained in Input-seeking (Mgirr = 0.63), Oral Rehearsal (Mg = 0.70), Association (Mg =
0.52), and Intrinsic Motivation (Mgisr = 0.35). The same tendency was observed for the
learners in Cluster 3 (Oral Rehearsal: My = 0.36; Association: Mgisr = 0.31). An interesting
difference between Clusters 1 and 3 was the difference in their Intrinsic Motivation scores.
Specifically, Intrinsic Motivation increased for the learners in Cluster 1 but not for the
learners in Cluster 3. The fact that Intrinsic Motivation was enhanced for the learners in
Cluster 1 might suggest a possibility that their motivation increased due to the instruction of
VLS. This result is in line with previous studies that reported that strategy instruction
improves learners’ motivation (e.g., Nunan, 1997).

In general, the gains that Cluster 1 exhibited are in line with the findings obtained
from the comparison between the experimental and control groups, that is, the experimental
group demonstrated greater increases in the use of the input-seeking and oral rehearsal
strategies. In contrast, the scores for Cluster 2 did not exhibit any increase in any of the

variables, with the exception of the vocabulary test (Mg = 3.64). Interestingly, this group of
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learners marked the largest gains with respect to the vocabulary test.

In sum, the results suggest that the learners who were less frequent strategy users
(Cluster 1) and moderate strategy users (Cluster 3) benefited the most from the VLS
instruction, whereas the active strategy users (Cluster 2) did not show any gains in terms of
VLS use and motivation. The following are noteworthy findings that require further
investigation: (a) the improvements of the learners in Clusters 1 and 3 in their use of
input-seeking, oral rehearsal, or association strategies, (b) the absence of an increase in the
use of other strategies by the same learners, (¢) the increase in Intrinsic Motivation of the
learners in Cluster 1 before and after the intervention and (d) the reason for the absence of
an increase in the use of VLS by the learners in Cluster 2. These questions are discussed
further in the following section along with the results of the qualitative analyses of the study

logs and interview sessions.
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—4— Pretest
Cluster 1 (n=36)

—{— Posttest

—4— Pretest
Cluster 2 (n =14)

~0— Posttest

—— Pretest
Cluster 3 (n =26)

—~C Posttest

Figure 6.3. Visual representation of each cluster. The circles in the figure demonstrate that the

difference is significant at p < .05. Refer to Table 6.5 for each variable.
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Table 6.5

Scores, Standard Deviations, and Gains in Each Cluster before and After the Intervention

Cluster 1 (n = 36)

Cluster 2 (n=14)

Cluster 3 (n=26)

Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Gain 4 Gain | Gain A
Variables M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
1. Self-management 2.59(0.63) 2.80(0.79) 0.21 0.33 3.48(0.82) 3.29(0.99) -0.19 -0.23 243(0.58) 2.683(0.60) 0.25 0.43
2. Input-seeking 247(0.74)  3.10(0.91) 0.63* 0.85 4.04(0.61) 3.96(0.75) -0.07 -0.13 3.53(0.77)  3.54(0.77) 0.01 0.01
3. Imagery 291(0.73) 3.16(0.94) 0.26 0.34 413(0.64) 3.92(0.80) -0.21 -0.33 2.94(0.54) 3.06(0.84) 0.12 022
4. Writing Rehearsal 3.78(0.79)  3.91(1.01) 0.13 0.16 391(1.06) 3.86(0.98) -0.05 -0.05 421(0.78) 3.95(1.01) -0.26 -0.33
5. Oral Rehearsal 2.72(0.85) 3.43(0.90) 0.70% 0.84 3.86(1.04) 3.98(0.79) 0.12 0.12 3.27(0.78)  3.63(0.92) 0.36* 0.46
6. Association 2.30(0.78)  2.81(0.95) 0.52% 0.65 3.74(0.72)  3.62(1.06) -0.12 -0.17 2.60(0.57) 2.91(0.73) 0.31% 0.54
7. Extrinsic
o 338(0.77)  324(092)  -0.14 -0.18 386(0.79) 3.98(0.76)  0.12 0.15 3.88(0.86) 3.68(0.92)  -0.2 -0.23
Motivation
8. Intrinsic Motivation ~ 3.08 (0.77)  3.43(0.77)  0.35% 045 414(0.63) 4.18(0.73)  0.03 0.06 3.86(0.93) 3.77(0.94)  -0.09 -0.10
14.42 17.22 16.43 20.07 17.38 19.19
Vocabulary Test 2.81% 1.30 3.64% 0.96 1.81% 0.74
(2.16) (3.38) (3.78) (4.21) (2.43) (3.89)
Note. *p < .05 with the Bonferroni adjustment. Interpretation of effect size delta (4): |.20|= small<[.50| , |.50/<medium=|.80/ , | 80| = large
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6.3.3 Research Question 3

What are the reasons behind these differences?

An examination of the study logs and interviews of the learners in Clusters 1 (less frequent
strategy users) and 3 (moderate strategy users) revealed two reasons for the increased use of
input-seeking, oral rehearsal, or association strategies. The qualitative analysis
demonstrated that they “realized the effectiveness of the existing repertoire of strategies”
and were “trying the strategies that they thought are useful for them.”

Through strategy instruction, the learners became more aware of the effectiveness of
the strategies they were already using. One learner provided the following comment at the

interview (all the following excerpts are translated by the author):

[Excerpt 1: T3NY]
When I memorize words, I always read them aloud as I write them. I have been using
this way of learning since I was a junior high school student. Even when other people
tell me about other strategies, somehow I always keep using this one. I think this suits
my learning style. After the instruction, I once again realized the effectiveness of

vocalizing the words.

Most of the other interviewees made similar comments. The idea that the VLS instruction
increased awareness toward the strategies that the learners were already using may also hold
true with respect to input-seeking strategies. In fact, many learners expressed this view, as

seen in the following excerpt:

[Excerpt 2: T4ANR]
During the course period, 1 tried to expose myself to the English language as much as
possible because this was emphasized during the instruction. I watched English TV

programs and movies on DVDs with English subtitles again and again.
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Simultaneously, the learners also gained awareness of the usefulness of the strategies that
they had NOT been using before the strategy instruction. They understood the usefulness
and importance of the strategies that they were taught and attempted to employ them. This
was particularly effective with respect to association strategies. The following is a remark

that was echoed in many other study log entries:

[Excerpt 3: T2SY]

I had never used strategies such as associating the target words with familiar
synonyms or antonyms, using prefixes and suffixes, and grouping semantically-related
words before. I used to try to remember the meaning of a word through one-to-one
correspondence, namely, between the English and Japanese words, by just repeatedly
writing them on a piece of paper. After I learned the newly introduced strategies, 1
was able to feel that there are several ways to make the process of vocabulary

learning easier.

While the VLS instruction increased the use of the strategies described above, the
same is not true for the other strategies. The reason for this is that either the learners were
already using them (writing rehearsal strategies) or that some of the strategies were difficult
for them to use even though they seemed useful when they were taught (imagery strategies).
Most of the learners stated in the interview sessions and also wrote in the study logs that
they had encountered difficulties while attempting to put imagery strategies such as the
keyword method into practice. Initially, they had held the impression that imagery strategies
were promising for facilitating their vocabulary learning. However, they subsequently
realized that it would not be worth the effort considering the amount of time required to use

them. This cost-effectiveness trade-off was echoed in the interviews and study logs as
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follows:

[Excerpt 4: T3MS]
I cannot think of a mental image or mnemonics for the target vocabulary. I'm bad at
making them by myself. Also, imagery or mnemonics are not suitable for all the words.

1'd rather spend my time on writing or vocalizing the target words.

The reasons for the increase in intrinsic motivation for the learners in Cluster 1 may
not be easily explained because a language course involves numerous variables. With this

limitation in mind, we provide the following comments made by two learners in Cluster 1:

[Excerpt 5: W20S]
Since 1 felt I was able to remember vocabulary more easily with all the strategies
taught, now I feel I can be better at learning English. The teachers should have

taught them to me when I first started learning English in junior high school.

[Excerpt 6: W3IK]
At the moment, I'm not studying English so seriously, but now that I've learned
effective ways, I think I can learn more vocabulary when it becomes necessary. If 1

can learn vocabulary more easily, I might begin to like English as a result.

These comments suggest that the instruction of VLS more or less contributed to the increase
in intrinsic motivation. However, this increase was observed only for the learners in Cluster
1, namely, the less frequent strategy users. From this phenomenon stems the following
rationale for incorporating VLS instruction in regular classroom teaching: Strategy

instruction may have not only improved the use of some strategies but also enhanced the
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learners’ motivation (Cohen & Ddrnyei, 2002; Nunan, 1997).

The learners in Cluster 2 (active strategy users) did not exhibit any increase in their
VLS use. The analyses of the study logs and interview sessions revealed that these learners
seemed to have already established their own methods for learning vocabulary, and thus, the
instruction did not bring about any changes. To some extent, their use of VLS may have
already reached saturation point before the intervention studies were conducted. This

phenomenon was reflected in one interviewee’s comment as follows:

[Excerpt 7: T4TS]

1 felt surprise at each lesson because the strategies introduced were the ones I had
already been using. In fact, it was reassuring to see the strategies being introduced as
“effective”” approaches to learning vocabulary. Sometimes [ felt that I was not using

some of the strategies very efficiently, so it was a good opportunity to review them.

When the learners in Cluster 2 examined their actual use of strategies at the time of the
interviews, they generally reported more frequent use of strategies than did the learners in
Clusters 1 and 3. This active use of VLS may account for the former exhibiting the largest
increase in their vocabulary test scores. In this regard, strategy instruction was useful for
directing them in using the VLS more effectively. Furthermore, in general, their reaction to
the strategy instruction was positive. Accordingly, it can be suggested that strategy
instruction is as useful for such learners as it is for those whose scores did not change after
the intervention studies. In fact, this can be the answer to the main concern about allocating
class time for strategy instruction, which is best summarized by Ddrnyei (2005) as follows:
“It is not clear whether the benefits of their explicit employment warrant the time and effort
spent on them in comparison to spending the same amount of creative energy designing

‘ordinary’ learning activities” (p. 176).
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6.4 Summary of Study 4

In this study, we explored the effectiveness of explicit instruction of VLS with
Japanese EFL learners. From the results, it may well be concluded that the current study
demonstrates the effectiveness of explicit VLS instruction in combination with regular
classroom instruction. Comparisons between the experimental and control groups revealed
that the learners in the former exhibited better vocabulary learning and used the
input-seeking and oral rehearsal strategies more frequently. Within the experimental group,
less frequent and modest strategy users marked gains in their use of strategies; however, the
active strategy users in the beginning did not show any increase. The follow-up qualitative
analyses revealed that (a) VLS instruction could increase awareness toward the use of
strategies for all types of learners, (b) the difficulties encountered while attempting to use
certain strategies prevented the learners from employing such strategies after they were
taught, (c) even though some learners did not exhibit any changes before and after the
treatment, the instruction helped them realize the importance of using VLS strategies, and
(d) most of the learners provided positive feedback to the instruction. An interesting
byproduct of the strategy instruction was that the intrinsic motivation of the less frequent
strategy users might have been enhanced by the strategy instruction. These results
corroborate the past findings related to strategy instruction, which reported that it led to
greater strategy use, higher self-efficacy, increased motivation, wider strategy knowledge,
and more positive attitudes (Chamot, Barnhardt, El-Dinary, & Robbins, 1996; Nunan, 1997).
Moreover, the current study proves that strategy instruction is more beneficial to less
effective learners (Wenden, 1986). On these grounds, it can be argued that the instruction of

VLS should be further employed and expanded in the normal classroom settings.
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Notes

1

The number of participants from whom TOEIC scores were obtained was smaller than the actual
number of the participants in the study (N = 146). This is because we only took into
consideration the scores of those who had taken this test in the last one-year period.
For a detailed description of the fit index, see Tseng, Dornyei, and Schmitt (2006).
The superiority of this model over other models in the Japanese educational setting is discussed

by the JACET Learning Strategy Special Interest Group (2005).
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Chapter 7: Conclusion and Implications

In this chapter, the limitations of the four studies reported in this dissertation will be
discussed first. Next will come the summary of major findings in this dissertation, and the
pedagogical implications of these findings will be also addressed. Finally, suggestions for

future research will be made to expand and broaden the scope of VLS research area.

7.1 Limitations of the Four Empirical Studies

With regard to the results of the studies in this dissertation, a few limitations should
be taken into consideration. First, all four studies were conducted in a relatively short period
of time, and the intervention study (Study 4) spanned one semester (four months). A
longitudinal study, therefore, could have provided a more comprehensive overview of VLS
use.

Second, the proficiency levels of the participants were rather homogeneous (mostly
average or lower-level EFL learners in Japan). Since proficiency has been reported to
influence the choice and use of strategies, the results of this study might have been slightly
different had we included more proficient learners in the research design.

Third, although we incorporated in-depth qualitative analyses, the results and
implications obtained from a series of studies were mostly based on self-reported
questionnaires. We therefore might not have completely captured how well the learners
actually employ strategies. As with Gu’s excellent example (2003a), focusing on a very
small number of learners may have revealed their actual step-by-step choices and
deployment of VLS.

Last but definitely not least, the scope of VLS covered in the studies was limited.
That is, the questionnaire developed in Study 2 and used in the subsequent studies (Studies

3 and 4) focused only on cognitive and metacognitive aspects of VLS (mainly consolidation
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strategies), and guessing or dictionary strategies were not included. If we view VLS as
processes covering all stages of vocabulary acquisition, paying attention to wider aspects of
vocabulary learning processes would be necessary. This problem boils down to the
definition and construct validity of VLS, which applies to not only VLS research but also to
studies on general language learning strategies. Cleary, theoretical clarification of what VLS
means will be needed in order to utilize VLS research findings for better teaching and
learning.

With these limitations in mind, the major research findings and their pedagogical

implications will be discussed in the following section.

7.2 Major Findings and Implications
In the first chapter of this dissertation, I outlined five general research questions for
this dissertation, and this section will summarize major findings and pedagogical

implications obtained from the four empirical studies according to those research questions.

1. How do Japanese EFL university learners actually approach vocabulary learning

by using vocabulary learning strategies?

The findings from all the four studies indicate that Japanese EFL university learners use
repetition strategies more frequently than they do imagery and association strategies among
cognitive and memory strategies as the VLS literature suggests (Fan, 2003; Gu & Johnson,
1996, Lawson & Hogben, 1995; Schmitt, 1997). Among the types of repetition strategies,
writing rehearsal is so predominant that they may no longer constitute VLS (in Study 2),
while oral rehearsal is used infrequently compared with writing rehearsal. In addition, most
average-proficiency learners do not actively employ metacognitive strategies (in all four

studies).
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Since the literature has reported the VLS that were found to be used less frequently
by Japanese EFL university learners (i.e., oral rehearsal, imagery, association, and
metacognitive strategies) may contribute to the development of overall proficiency in
English, VLS instruction will be absolutely necessary for improving awareness of VLS. As
Study 1 shows, there is a gap between learners’ actual VLS use and the strategies’ perceived
usefulness. Schmitt (1997) argues that the discrepancies between the use and perceived
usefulness of VLS imply that “learners may be willing to try new strategies if they are
introduced to and instructed in them” (p. 221). Study 4 provided evidence in support of this
claim, with learners who use VLS less frequently showing more improvement in VLS use
and in the scores of vocabulary test.

When introducing VLS to our students, we must keep in mind that both cognitive
strategies and metacognitive strategies should be instructed. Teaching a variety of cognitive
strategies will be useful for providing learners with options to select in employing VLS. As
a result, learners may be able to coordinate cognitive VLS, which might be otherwise not
accessible. Teaching cognitive strategies will benefit less proficient learners who do not
know how to actually deal with and remember new vocabulary. As Nation (2001) points out,
however, cognitive strategy or memorization is “only useful if it is one of a wide range of
actively used strategies. It should not be the major means of learning” (p. 227). In fact, the
results of Study 1 and those of Gu and Johnson (1996) signify that VLS that aim for only
retaining words do not lead to the development of general English proficiency and
vocabulary size. Also, the VLS literature overwhelmingly supports the view that successful
learners employ a wider variety of VLS in orchestrated/coordinated manners than less
successful counterparts do, and they take a “structured approach” to vocabulary learning.

For these reasons, materials and classroom VLS instruction that are well balanced to
direct learners’ attention to appropriate cognitive and metacognitive strategies will be most

desirable. By integrating structured approach for vocabulary leaning in VLS instruction and
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handing over the responsibility to the learners, we may be able to help out students foster
the sense of self-regulation and learner autonomy (Rubin, Chamot, Harris, & Anderson,

2007; Wenden, 1991).

2. Is it possible to create a psychometrically valid scale of vocabulary learning

strategies, which truly reflect the construct with which it intends to measure?

The results of Study 2 suggest it is possible to construct a psychometrically valid scale for
measuring the use of VLS by Japanese EFL university learners. Subsequent studies (Studies
3 and 4) showed that the instrument could be used as a valid and reliable measure of VLS.
Study 2 was conducted mainly because lack of theoretical rigor is the major source of
criticism of language learning strategies research (Macaro, 2006). Thus, it was necessary to
clarify what we intended to measure with the instrument. As mentioned in 7.1, the scale
focused on consolidation strategies (cognitive and metacognitive strategies) of VLS. The
construct it intended to measure was successfully operationalized, and validity was
confirmed.

Using the newly developed scale, Studies 3 and 4 produced findings that would
contribute to better understandings of VLS. Those findings are all the more convincing,
because the construct validity of the instrument has been established. This is a step that
other VLS studies have rarely undertaken.

Dornyei (2005) claims that questionnaires used in language learning strategies have
failed to combine practical and psychometric considerations; consequently, we are not sure
if they can be used as a classroom tool or a research instrument. Nonetheless, from the
results of Studies 2, 3, and 4, it can be argued that continuing our endeavors is warranted at

least in the case of the targeted proficiency of learners.
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3. What kind of factors influences the choice and use of vocabulary learning

strategies?

Throughout the four studies, proficiency was observed to have an effect on the use of VLS
to some degree. This is in line with the view in the literature that those who use VLS more
frequently and consciously achieve higher levels of proficiency. The effect of proficiency on
VLS is more manifest in metacognitive strategies than in cognitive strategies (in Studies 1,
2, and 3) That in turn means training metacognitive strategies is necessary in VLS
instruction because it may lead to more effective vocabulary learning.

Among the factors possibly influencing the choice and use of VLS reported in the
VLS literature (see 2.2.4), most of the variables (e.g., age, sex, learning environments, and
culture) were controlled because all of the participants in the four studies were Japanese
EFL university students (for Studies 1 and 4, only female learners). The focus was on
motivation (Studies 3 and 4), an underresearched area in VLS studies. In Study 3, it was
found that intrinsic motivation had a greater influence on the use of VLS than extrinsic
motivation (Figure 5.1). Furthermore, while the direct influences (path coefficients) of
intrinsic or extrinsic motivation on proficiency were not strong (not statistically significant),
VLS in combination with intrinsic motivation had a greater influence on proficiency. These
results indicate that intrinsically motivating learners in VLS instruction is crucial to
facilitate the use of VLS and improve our students’ proficiency. We could employ a number
of motivational strategies in the classroom (Dornyei, 2001) to motivate our students. For
instance, using relevant and interesting materials would be one way to make learners
motivated from VLS instruction (Nyikos & Fan, 2007).

Results of Study 1 showed there is a discrepancy between VLS learners actually use

and the strategies’ perceived usefulness. These results also represent beliefs about VLS that
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may stem from perceived usefulness, cost, and preferences for VLS use play an important
role in the choice and use of VLS. VLS instruction should be integrated in classroom
teaching to raise awareness of VLS and bridge the gap between the actual use and the

perceived usefulness.

4. Does the instruction of vocabulary learning strategies change the learners’

strategy use, and if so, in what kind of strategies can we observe the changes?

Study 4 reported the following findings about the effectiveness of VLS instruction with

Japanese EFL university students:

1. Explicit teaching of VLSs results in improved vocabulary test scores.

2. Explicit teaching of VLSs results in increases of strategy use among learners with
lower and moderate levels of such use.

3. Explicit teaching of VLSs may result in little change among learners with high
levels of use; however, their teaching can confirm already held beliefs about their
effectiveness.

4. Some VLSs are quickly rejected due to their time-consuming nature or being
perceived as inefficient in other ways.

5. Explicit teaching of VLSs may result in more intrinsically motivated learners.

Overall, it has been confirmed from Study 4 and the VLS literature (Nyikos & Fan,
2007) that classes teaching VLS will result in better learning outcomes than classes without
VLS instruction. Pedagogically, it can be suggested that teachers should know the types of
VLS learners currently use and provide appropriate scaffolding with explicit VLS

instruction to direct learners’ attention to more elaborate VLS which they do not know or
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use (e.g., oral rehearsal is more effective than visual repetition).

Now that the effectiveness of VLS instruction has been demonstrated, teachers who
plan to implement VLS instruction have to consider maximizing the teaching and learning
of VLS in the normal classroom settings. For example, VLS instruction does not always
bring about the increase of VLS use because some VLSs are quickly rejected due to their
time-consuming nature. In the case of Study 4, learners did not start using imagery
strategies, such as the keyword method. Also, it was found that the use of self-management
strategies did not change before and after instruction. Considering the significance of
metacognitive strategies in VLS, we will need to consider how to make changes happen in
this aspect. Together, these results show that just introducing and teaching some VLS
explicitly in the class will not be enough for learners to start using those VLS. Nation
(2001) argues that “it is certainly not sufficient to demonstrate and explain a strategy to
learners and then leave the rest to them” (p. 223). Teachers and learners alike, therefore,
need to spend a considerable amount of time and effort to benefit from VLS instruction.

Possible solutions to these problems may be: (a) developing materials which include
abundant practice of VLS so that learners can get as many opportunities to review VLS as
possible, and (b) incorporating review and practice activities by instructing note-taking
strategies. As for materials development, we have seen several excellent textbooks which
include VLS training (e.g., Ellis & Sinclair, 1989; McCarthy & O’Dell, 1993). More
recently, VLS training in the textbooks has been integrated into other skills development
such as writing and reading (Huntley, 2006; Schmitt & Schmitt, 2005). This is a welcome
move because we should not see vocabulary learning as discrete but integrated into
discourse (Nation, 2001; Gu, 2005). Since preparing appropriate materials for VLS
instruction takes time and experience, teachers can choose those textbooks when conducting
VLS instruction in the classroom setting.

Implementing vocabulary notebooks or vocabulary cards would be another way to

135



direct learners’ attention to VLS after new they are introduced to new VLS. The skillful
implementation of note-taking strategies has all the components necessary for successful
vocabulary learning: structured approach (using metacognitive strategies), spaced repetition
(recall), elaborate processing, and conscious learning (Schmitt & Schmitt, 1995). Thus, if
we can include note-taking strategies in addition to VLS instruction in the classroom, we
may be able to draw more learners’ attention to VLS use. At the same time, however,
learners should not be forced to use note-taking strategies, because after all it is learners
who choose and employ VLS, not the teacher.

Gu (2003b) has proposed that we consider person, task, and context in discussing
VLS use, and this also holds true for VLS instruction. As such, we need to understand our
students’ VLS use well and “gain (the) cooperation of the learners” (Schmitt, 2000, p. 133)

when conducting VLS instruction in the classroom.

7.3 Suggestions for Future Research

Suggestions for future research will be made here in order to expand and broaden the
scope of VLS research. The suggestions involve: (a) developing a better VLS instruction
methodology; (b) considering individual differences further; and (c) establishing a rigorous
theoretical framework.

First, future research projects should be directed at improving the quality of teaching
methodologies for VLS. In particular, now that the research on learning strategies has
become matured (Cohen & Macaro, 2007), we are better equipped with theoretical and
empirical research findings that can help us construct concrete examples of better strategy
instruction. A good example of this is the Styles and Strategies-Based Instruction (SSBI)
developed by Cohen & Weaver (2005). Furthermore, strategies that do not change their use
before and after VLS instruction (Study 4) could be activated using task-induced VLS

instruction (Wesche & Paribakht, 2000). If we can determine which types of VLS
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instruction (explicit classroom teaching or task-induced instruction) can elicit different
types of VLS at different levels of the learners, more concrete and detailed VLS teaching
plan could be created.

Secondly, for VLS instruction to be more efficient and effective, we should consider
individual differences thoroughly. The good use of learning strategies can be characterized
as “individualized” and tailored to the needs of each learner. This is because many factors
are involved in the deployment of learning strategies, such as purpose of learning,
proficiency, and motivation. In addition, there are several more individual differences, and
their effects on VLS have not been investigated in the literature such as learning aptitude,
personality type, anxiety, willingness to communicate, and so forth (Dornyei, 2005;
Robinson, 2002; Skehan, 1989; Yashima, 2002). Teaching VLS to dozens of students in the
normal classroom (especially, in Japan where the class size of EFL teaching is still
notoriously large) is in a way analogous to a doctor diagnosing dozens of patients at one
time. These situations may lead to misdiagnoses. The most appropriate teaching of VLS
would entail a one-on-one conversations with the learners and an appreciation of individual
differences. Thus, providing learning support such as language counseling (Rubin, 2007)
may be a very promising area of VLS instruction.

Finally, the research field needs to establish a rigorous theoretical framework for VLS,
and, of course, for language learning strategies research in general. As repeatedly pointed
out in this dissertation, a lack of theoretical rigor is the major drawback to this area of
research. At the moment, the definition of language learning strategies (and also VLS) is
still ambiguous, and what we mean by learning strategy differs from researcher to
researcher. After 30 years of research and practice, we are no longer a nascent research field
(Cohen & Macaro, 2007). In order to prove that the VLS research and all the research areas
related to language learning are worth study, and research findings are helpful for our

students, as Macaro (2006) proposes, all theoretical uncertainty must be resolved.
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Appendices

Appendix A Vocabulary Leaning Questionnaire Used in Study 1

(Revision of “Vocabulary Leaning Questionnaire Version 3,” Gu & Johnson, 1996)

Part A Beliefs about vocabulary learning
1 AAGEOHERICHY T 5T X TORBFELTE A5 Z L& - T, EEFIEHITHOT
52 EMATRET,
(Once the English equivalents of all Chinese words have been remembered, English is
learned.)
2. HEEZ R A D —FEDOHIEITZY A MOHELRZILHZ LT,
(The best way to remember words is to memorize word lists or dictionaries.)
3 HEBIIEW AR AL ZELEITNHENTH S,
(Remembering the meanings of a word is an end in itself.)
4, HERITHEICH DL —DOERERAD Z LRI NRLETH D,
(It is only necessary to remember one dictionary definition.)
5. 72X SADEDHFEOEWRN Y —FT 4 7 2B L THFETE D,
(The meanings of a considerable amount of words can be picked up through reading.)
6. FERENET SAMT 2 & THRT 2 LN TE 2,
(One can expand his vocabulary simply through reading a lot.)
7. SUURD> B HEED BR 2 HER 2 J7ik1E, BREOFEE IR W T —FDOHIETH 5,
(Guessing words in context is one of the best ways to learn vocabulary.)
8. HEE/ZIF T ZDHGEEL By FOT L—X (FA]) XN (=
nr—ay) KHIEEEZL I RETH D,
(One should pay attention to set phrases and collocations that go with a word.)

9. B LT HEAARYKICHICOTAT-OITIT. EBRITH S THRERXTH S,
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(Words studied should be put to use before they are finally learned.)
0. SaFERIC (VA= AE—=X 7 V=T 47 FAT 4 77E
T) O TN HFEEZRALLY BHETHD,
(Using the language (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) is more important than
memorizing words.)

11 HEEIE > THTELO T AF—TE D,

(Words are learned after you use them.)

Part B Metacognitive regulation
1L EOHGENEDZICE > THHETESNEDNZM- TN D,
(I know which words are important for me to learn.)
2. EOWVHHEEBHERITE T, EANRTERWINEREDND,
(I have a sense of which word I can guess and which word I can’t.)
3. AR 7 L= X2 A L EiE, TR AT NIT R 60 b0nE 5 )
To&E 0 0D,
(When I meet a new word or phrase, I have a clear sense of whether I need to remember
it.)
4. BUIR/N 8 2% BRI~ TH D,
(I look up words that I’m interested in.)
5. KEL I RHEFIIFEZ LOTEL,
(I make a note of words that seem important to me.)
6. ARFEDIINITH T DBIKRD & 55
(Besides textbooks, I look for other readings that fall under my interest.)
7. HEVHERICHEA TORWEFREOER AR T 272010, SESERGEEMED,
(I use various means to make clear vocabulary items that I am not quite clear of.)

8. AENRZMIWNVESORWVWHIEIIRZ LD & LAy, GFREE)
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(I wouldn’t learn what my English teacher doesn’t tell us to learn. [Reversed value])
9. MBRICEHERROH L b D LER L TR AR, (FiEHEE)
(I only focus on things that are directly related to examinations. [Reversed value])
10. JeERE T LZ2RWHERIZH E W IEE LRV, (OFREH)
(I wouldn’t care much about vocabulary items that my teacher does not explain in class.

[Reversed value])

Part C Guessing strategies
1 HEEOBEWRAHER TE 2T E, BIOFRN 26 LICEREEZE A THD,
(I use alternative cues and try again if I fail to guess the meaning of a word.)
2. HEEOBEWRZHEN 2 & &1, e HrmmaimiT 5,
(I make use of my common sense and knowledge of the world when guessing the
meaning of a word.)
3. B OHERI LT HEED B > TV D70, KV IEIAWIURICHE S LE b T
gD,
(I check my guessed meaning against the wider context to see if it fits in.)
4. HEEOEWREZHENT 5L &2k, 2O My 7 GEORNE) OEEEFTT 5,
(I make use of my knowledge of the topic when guessing the meaning of a word.)
5. B OHGEDOERZHEN T2 & Z 1T, ZOHGENEDOIL TV 2 3D MG 2 7]
M9 5,
(I make use of the grammatical structure of a sentence when guessing the meaning of a
new word.)
6. B OHFEOEWAHEN T2 & =%, Wiz MMd 2,
(I make use of the part of speech of a new word when guessing its meaning.)
7. HEEOBEWRZHEN S 2 & S IITFEOMAESR (H28HEE, 5w, 2R 2o
ERAR
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(I analyze the word structure (prefix, root, and suffix) when guessing the meaning of a
word.)
FEHERE = HEEORNIOW TEWAZZ 25 B D, "unhappy" @ "un" OEFIE [~TZRW]
EVIOERBROT IRER] LWHIEKRTHD LD,
MERFE=HIEOREOH IOV TEKREZ X 5 b D, "changeable" Dtk D "able" Dl
iE [~TE2] LWOIEKRROT, [EDIRT V] EWVIHIERTHL EDND,
FEB=REHECHRENS SOV TH AL LR WERY, #lx X, produce &\ H HFEIX

production X° productive, producer 72 & DEERFEN OV T HIL L R> TNDHETH 5,

Part D Dictionary strategies

1. AR ZDRWHEET, RILHDOEEE - OFEETHRS,

(When I see an unfamiliar word again and again, I look it up.)

C HEROBROHEMNIELWNE S 0EF =y 7 LIz EI2iE, FEETH~D,

(When I want to confirm my guess about a word, I look it up.)

HEEZ DRI L TEDOXEFRELHBTEI RN L 0, BB ERLHFETE

W EZITITREEZRA~D,

(When not knowing a word prevents me from understanding a whole sentence or even a
whole paragraph, I look it up.)

. T OHFEDPE DN TN D SCRBRE T, £ DD LB OBRED 12D\ KF 722

BIiE, HEETHA~D,

(I look up words that are crucial to the understanding of the sentence or paragraph in

which it appears.)

. HEEAFREECHAD & xicix, BB (EBERICED X I sD) ITEEET

Do

(I pay attention to the examples of use when I look up a word in a dictionary.)

Rz LEIT ATV OHEEL DN TVE 7 L—APRESTZE
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W ERT,
(I look for phrases or set expressions that go with the word I look up.)
7. FEECHEEOBWREFIND L XX, ZOFEOKA REKRER L TV LHHI3CE 0L
DDFEte,
(When looking up a word in the dictionary, I read sample sentences illustrating various
meanings of the word.)
8. b LIANTW O HENFERAN L TWebh, BIEL TWDHES RSN L THGEL
<% (B : created & VD FER B create THN5),
(If the new word is inflected, I remove the inflections to recover the form to look up
(e.g., for created, look for create)).
9. b LI~ TW D HERIREHRE DR RFEDS DV TND L) ThIUT, T b &l
T LIGE@R O TH~TH D, (Part C7 M)
(If the new word I try to look up seems to have a prefix or suffix, I will try the entry for
the stem.)
10. b LI TV D HELR RO TH -T2 AV OLREE (TA VD
HEEETCIE labor 234 F U A 5555 Tlid labour 72 &) ThiviL, E<ITdH D A H Lk
DHHAZRL TH D,
(If the unknown appears to be an irregularly inflected form or a spelling variant, I will
scan nearby entries.)
. 72K SAVBERR S -T20 | FREZERE (R CAVIZRERR LR Z FF Ok
MBHIE, BRx ZetiE (B« an

nuh

i, FE. REEOBRONLEDOH D, —FE
(b DEE, BIR, 2L) ZFIH LT, HEETHDICHEREKRZIRE L T
W<,

(If there are multiple senses or homographic entries, I use various information (e.g., part
of speech, pronunciation, style, collocation, meaning, etc.) to reduce them by

elimination.)
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12. FEEDOFEFRZ NRITHAIAAL TH T, —FfEIEDN TV HEERMmE, BRODIA
WO REIZEDETERATHAT, TOIIROF TOERE L5 5,
(I try to integrate dictionary definitions into the context where the unknown was met and
arrive at a contextual meaning by adjusting for complementation and collocation, part

of speech, and breadth of meaning.)

Part E Note-taking strategies
L FARTVDLHGER, R<MHDLDIbOThHIE, TOEOEKREZENTHL,
(I make a note of the meaning of a new word when I think the word I'm looking up is
commonly used.)
2. ANTWDEEED, By OEARBIKICBEED H 5 b O THIITFNTEL,
(I make a note when I think the word I’m looking up is relevant to my personal interest.)
3. /— MIRZHESCKERZENTEL,
(I put synonyms or antonyms together in my notebook.)
4. FEETHATL L EIC, TOHEOREDTIRL, HiEORZEEZFEN TR,
(I write down the English synonym(s) or explanations of the word I look up.)
5. ATV D HERD B AGER & GRORIFE 2 H TR <,
(I write down both the Japanese* equivalent and the English synonyms of the word I
look up. [*originally “Chinese”])
6. KIZHORHIRL T L— Az fic L T AELTEL,
(I make a note when I see a useful expression or phrase.)
7. HECHTHNIEOan s —va v (CRHEICEDILDEE) 2ENTEL,
(I take down the collocations of the word I look up.)
8. W ~TZREDSUEM i Z H TR <,
(I take down grammatical information about a word when I look it up.)

9. g)ﬁj\»‘fzgg@,féb \jji)ij/)ﬁ)é'fﬁdj%%b\(% < o
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(I note down examples showing the usages of the word I look up.)

Part F Memory strategies: Rehearsal
L HHEHGEDO ) A R Eo T2,
(I make vocabulary lists of new words that I meet.)
2. FrHHGEEE N — FO—FIZE T, T OHGEOBMA Z KEHIF N TN D,
(I write the new words on one side of a card and their explanations on the other side.)
3. BOMMESTLHEED Y A N & FILIZff> T\ 5,
(I keep the vocabulary lists of new words that [ make.)

4. fmEly U A &2 RE LT, MLROWHEGENRW LHEEDFFTL £ TH Y IRT,

(I go through my vocabulary list several times until I am sure that I do not have any

words on that list that I still don’t understand.)
5. HEEN — F&fE-o T, L2 7K & & bRoTW D,
(I make vocabulary cards and take them with me wherever I go.)
6. FrL MRl L-HRER, EHMICA X Va— 2RO TRELTWS,
(I make regular and structured reviews of new words I have memorized.)
7. HEEA R A LD & THLEITE, FAICHLTRESLS .
(When I try to remember a word, I repeat it aloud to myself.)

8. B LWHEKIIAS THITE, TOHEZRALDICTHITH D,

(Repeating the sound of a new word to myself would be enough for me to remember the

word.)
9. HEEA R R L9 L T5 LTI FDHEL(EHEL,
(When I try to remember a word, I write it repeatedly.)
10. HFEO AL 2 — LT ORz D (B : letter 725 1, e, t,t, e, 1) 6
(I memorize the spelling of a word letter by letter.)

11, FTHHEEEZOHAAREROM F %2, R DHTOITMELEL,
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(I write both the-new words and their Japanese* equivalents repeatedly in order to

remember them. [*originally “Chinese’])

Part G Memory strategies: Encoding

1L AN DB LM BETNTY | FCE I RENEEOPICH D, T TITH->T
WDREE WL OO HFEZ BB I TR A D, (il : require & acquire, deserve
& reserve 72 &)
(I remember a group of new words that share a similar part in spelling.)

2. EOPUTWOLHGFELZELOTR XD,
(I remember together words that sound similar.)

B RLEIBRANNDOHFELE LD TR X D,
(I remember together words that are spelled similarly.)

4. FTTITH> TWHHFET, BHEGE LRI L L O REB A>TV D b D2 B <
TR A%,
(I associate a group of new words that share a similar part in spelling with a known

word that looks or sounds similar to the shared part.)

5, L HEEITHE 726 GEEL TV D b DODH NG RFESCHEFNH DN E
IMBZTHD,
(When I meet a new word, t search in my memory and see if [ have any synonyms and

antonyms in my vocabulary stock.)
6. HDAFMOHGELAZRZ DL EIL, Vo AT v —REEZLRZTRZX D, (ffl: stinking
O ES R LW HFERORZDOEATHD)

(I attach physical sensations to certain words (e.g., stinking) when I try to remember
them.)

7. HEEZ LD RS BADTZOIZHIRY 2 AIVTH D,

(I act out a word in order to remember it better.)
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8. HiHELZ T X HIZDIZHDOHT T, A=Y LTHD,
(I create a mental image of the new word to help me remember it.)
9. FHHFEL R A 572012, TOHEZ BARMICIRR LIZ L TRWERNPNTHR D,
(I visualize the new word to help me remember it.)
10. HiGEZfREHEE, 5, SRR TN T 5, (Part C ZMH)
(I analyze words in terms of prefixes, stems, and suffixes.)
1. KV ZLOHFEZRA D120, BEENED LS Ik TnoH0 GEJZL
&) ZEHIICEET S,
(I deliberately study word-formation rules in order to remember more words.)
12. K<l LGk L2 A D, (*Part C 2R)
(I memorize the commonly used stems and prefixes.)
13 HEE2RZ2 L9 & T2 L XX OHEBEMMEDN TWDL X ER R D,
(When I try to remember a word, I remember the sentence in which the word is used.)
14. FrifHEEL, b TV L URE —HEICR 2 5,
(I remember the new word together with the context where the new word occurs.)
15, SCAR (B : 7 L= 3, 72 L) IZANIZIE ) DVHERIT L D R AT,

(I learn words better when I put them in contexts (e.g., phrases, sentences, etc.).)

Part H Activation Strategies

1 HEEZ2RA DN TV DA EMRT D720, TELRITEZLH (V=T 7
T5) ZE&ELBITTND,
(I try to read as much as possible so that I can make use of the words I tried to
remember. )

2. FELIZENY OBFEZMHE > T, BOBEBF OB Z2E>TH D,
(I make up my own sentences using the words I just learned.)

3L FE LIEHEZ, &, A —F, IA4T7 47 TTELHETMEB &L
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TWo,

(I try to use the newly learned words as much as possible in speech and writing.)
LS FELIEREGEL, BLEORRTHE-THAL S & LTWD,

(I try to use newly learned words in real situations.)

LS FEE LEEHEZ, SHOP TR LIEHZE Tl TH LS L LTWnD,

(I try to use newly learned words in imaginary situations in my mind.)
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Appendix B  Strategic Vocabulary Leaning Scale for Japanese EFL

Learners Used in Studies 2, 3, and 4

(Originally written in Japanese. Translation mine.)

Self-management

1 EHMICAEL, RRAELZT D,
(I regularly review the vocabulary I learned to check if I remember it.)

2. HGEMRFEREY A FEFFBHELRE LT, WOTHT = v 7 TE LGB W
TE<,
(I keep a vocabulary book or word list to check the vocabulary anytime I wish.)

3. /= (I HI0EEGEERAL] 2E) ZROTHX D,
(I try to make it a rule to memorize a certain number of words in a specific time
period (e.g., “I will memorize 10 words a day™).)

4, RETHAOLNLUSOEERLFE LIS LLTWD,
(I try to learn extra vocabulary in addition to what I am taught in class.)

5. FEEOFEEOIZDICRE SR ZID L)L TW5,
(I try to take time for vocabulary learning.)

6. (1. TOEIC, TOEFL, H72 & D) T A b DIz IZFEHD IR % K5I LT
W2,
(I consciously set aside time to study vocabulary in order to prepare for tests (such as
quizzes at school, TOEIC, TOEFL, or Eiken: English Proficiency Test).

7. B30 ORZTTRMERS - R TIEEFEIT LTV D,

(I use my own methods for remembering, checking, or reviewing vocabulary.)

Input-seeking

8. BEEET S SABALY . VY LCHRICAN 2 RAMPT L 510 LTy
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Do
(I try to expose myself to English vocabulary by reading or listening a lot.)
9. LB LHGE (DFER) I[N DBREZ B0 bIESA S L LTS,
(I try to manage the learning environment so as to expose myself to English
vocabulary.)
10. 7vEe, IV4, A ¥ —F v b (FEHER) . JEEOMK, ML EDAT 17
ZRATLLIICTL TV D,
(I try to make use of the media (TV, radio, Internet, mobile phone, or movies) to learn
vocabulary.)
10, FERITE D 2 L 2 il L7222 DR OMRE LT D,

(I study vocabulary with the intention of using it.)

Imagery

12. FBOEWRNLHEBTEDLLDOREEZA A LN LRZ 5,
(When I try to remember vocabulary, I make a mental picture of what can be associated
with a word’s meaning.)

13. EARREBREIEG (A —Y) LERPRBRZ D,
(When I try to remember vocabulary, I link my personal experiences to it.)

14, AVVRHGEOR B (A=) LB bRAD,
(When I try to remember vocabulary, I create an image of the spellings or orthographic
forms.)

15. F—U—FXeanbbizfiio TRAD,
(When I try to remember vocabulary, I use the keyword method (keyword mnemonic
technique).)

16. HEENRW (RUT 4 77) BREFOON, W (RUT 1 77) EWREF

DONA A=Y LTHZ D,
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(When I try to remember vocabulary, I imagine whether the meaning of the word is

negative or positive.)

Writing Rehearsal
17. fTE BV KL ENTE R D,
(When I try to remember vocabulary, I write it repeatedly.)
18. LIMIFENTRR D,
(When I try to remember vocabulary, I write it on a note or a card.)
19. BWRIZF TR, 990 (A0b) bHEX D,
(When I try to remember vocabulary, I remember not only the meaning but also the

spelling of the word by writing it.)

Oral Rehearsal

20. fTEE SV LFICH L TR R 2,
(When I try to remember vocabulary, I say it aloud repeatedly.)

21, EELRAL2OLD THIHL TRA D,
(When I try to remember vocabulary, I vocalize it to remember not only the meaning
but also the pronunciation of the word.)

22. PIXXTLEFICHLTRR D,

(When I try to remember vocabulary, I say the sample sentence aloud.)

Association

23. H-oTWAHIAFERE (ERE. f : begin & start) O EaE (KFFiE. i : positive
& negative) [CPHE X TR 2 5,
(When I try to remember vocabulary, I associate it with the synonyms (e.g., begin and

start) or antonyms (e.g., positive and negative) I already know.)
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24. TOHFEOFFERE iR CERE (&) b HICRZ D,
(When I try to remember vocabulary, I also memorize the synonyms or antonyms of
the word.)
25. (B, . B2 PUTn L HGEECHEREZ > T/ —7 TR D,
(When I try to remember vocabulary, I memorize words similar to it (in meaning,

sound, or shape) or the related words in a group.)
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Appendix C Motivation Questionnaire Used in Studies 3 and 4
(Originally in Japanese by Tanaka & Maeda, 2004 based on Noels, Pelletier,
Clément, & Vallerand, 2000)

1 study English...

Extrinsic Motivation

1.

RESCETFT THREEND,

(Because I need to get school credits to graduate.)

TR, WWEEIZEEE 720 b,

(In order to get a prestigious job in the future.)

RV Z S R R ETRWRBREZ BTV D,

(In order to have a better salary later on.)

Intrinsic Motivation

4,

PERENTED LI RDE, SETLIRESHBOFH LWL —HE RN D,
(For the pleasure I experience when surpassing myself in my English studies.)

HEEER L ODITTnD &, AFE THERN D THBESLEER LMD L)
2725 TL 5000 LN,

(For the enjoyment I experience when I can grasp the meaning of words if I keep
studying.)
FEEEDOHE L WIS TE 2 & E Ol Bk E 570V b,

(For the satisfaction I feel when I am in the process of accomplishing difficult

exercises in English.)
FEEDRFH SN TN L0ZM< &, V27U 7 LTL 50 b,
(For the “high” I feel when hearing English spoken.)
FEETRFEEZ LTS e, BLITRF FXFT250056,
(For the “high” feeling that I experience while speaking English.)
KYDORFEDGFEINTNDLOEZM & BLIRDND,

(For the pleasure I get from hearing English spoken by native speakers of

English.)
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