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ABSTRACT

A SURVEY STUDY ON THE VOCABULARY LEARNING STRATEGIES USED BY UNIVERSITY STUDENTS IN SOUTH IRAQ AND THEIR INSTRUCTORS’ AWARENESS LEVELS 
Alsadık, Hiba
MA Programme in English Language Teaching

Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Çise Çavuşoğlu
January 2014, 144 pages 

This study was designed to identify the level of Vocabulary Learning Strategies (VLSs) used by River University students in the south part of Iraq and the most and least frequently used strategies employed by those students. This study also aimed to investigate the awareness levels of the instructors at River University about VLSs in general and those most frequently used by their students in particular. Three hundred and two undergraduate students participated in the quantitative part of this study, while five instructors took part in the qualitative part. Based on the findings from the students’ questionnaires, River University students were found to be medium strategy users with a mean score of 2.62. More than half were medium strategy users, while 27% of the students reported low strategy use and only 9% reported that they used VLSs at a high level. For all the categories that were investigated in the questionnaire, it was found that the strategies were employed at a medium level, except for the social category, which was used at a low level. Strategies in the determination category were the most frequently used, while the strategies in the social category were the least often used ones.
The main themes that emerged from the interview data with the instructors included instructors having unclear ideas about what VLSs are, limited use of VLSs by the instructors, poor educational background about VLSs, and lack of the use of social and analysing strategies. Other key findings from the qualitative data included an average awareness of the strategies that the students used most frequently to learn vocabulary and a significant relationship between the strategies that the instructors used to learn or teach vocabulary, the strategies they advised their students to use and the student’s use of VLSs 
ÖZ

GÜNEY IRAK’TAKİ ÜNİVERSİTE ÖĞRENCİLERİNİN KULLANDIKLARI KELİME ÖĞRENME STRATEJİLERİ VE ÖĞRETİM ELEMANLARININ FARKINDALIKLARI ÜZERİNE BİR ANKET ÇALIŞMASI 
Alsadık, Hiba
Yüksek Lisans, İngilizce Öğretmenliği Anabilim Dalı
Danışman: Asst. Prof. Dr. Çise Çavuşoğlu

Ocak 2014, 144 sayfa 


Bu çalışma, Güney Irak’ta bulunan River Üniversitesi öğrencileri tarafından kullanılan kelime öğrenme stratejilerinin (KÖS) seviyesini ve bu stratejilerden hangilerinin en çok, hangilerinin en az sıklıkta kullanıldığını belirlemek için tasarlanmıştır.  Ayrıca, River Üniversitesi’nin öğretim elemanlarının bu stratejilerden ne kadar haberdar olduklarını ve öğrencileri tarafından en çok kullanılanların farkında olup olmadıklarını araştırmayı amaçlamıştır. Hazırlanan anket yardımıyla 302 lisans öğrencisisinden nicel veri toplanırken, beş öğretim elemanı ile de görüşme yöntemiyle nitel veri toplanmıştır. Öğrencilerin anket sonuçlarına göre, River Üniversitesi öğrencilerinin 2.62 ortalama ile orta dereceli kullanıcı oldukları tespit edilmiştir. Bununla beraber, öğrencilerin yarısından fazlası orta dereceli kullanıcı iken, %27’si düşük, %9’u ise yüksek kullanıcı olarak belirlenmiştir. Ankette araştırılan tüm kategorilerde stratejiler orta seviyede uygulanırken, sadece sosyal kategoride düşük seviyede kullanılmıştır. Determinasyon kategorisindeki stratejiler en sık kullanılırken, sosyal kategorideki stratejiler en az kullanılanlar olmuştur.  


Öğretim görevlileri ile yapılan görüşmelerin sonuçlara göre, öğretim görevlilerinin KÖS ile ilgili belirsiz fikirlerinin olması, KÖSlerin öğretim elemanları tarafından sınırlı şekilde kullanılıyor olması, KÖS üzerine eğitim almamış oldukları ve sosyal ve analize yönelik KÖSlerin kullanımında eksiklik olduğu tespit edilmiştir.  Nitel verilerin ortaya koyduğu diğer önemli sonuçlar ise, öğretim elemanlarının öğrencilerinin kelime öğrenirken en sık kullandıkları KÖSlerin tamamen farkında olmadıkları ve öğretim elemanlarının kelime öğrenirken ve öğretirken kullandıkları yöntemler, öğrencilere tavsiye ettikleri yöntemler ve öğrencilerin kullandığı yöntemler arasında önemli bir bağlantını olmasıdır.   
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CHAPTER I
 INTRODUCTION
Introduction

In spite of the efforts to promote the language learning process and build autonomous learners by trying out different teaching methods and/or techniques to instruct, “there has been a growing concern that learners have not progressed as much as it was anticipated” (Kafipour et al., 2011, p. 64). The reason for this situation, according to many researchers is that, individuals as language learners differ in their attitudes, motivation, gender, and culture. Therefore, the methods or techniques that work with one learner might not work with others. This idea had been supported by Grenfell and Harris (1999), who stated that “methodology alone can never be a solution to language learning. Rather it is an aid and suggestion” (p. 10). According to the results of many previous studies, language learning strategies (LLSs) can help solve this problem, since they are considered as a response to individual learning needs. Schmitt (1997) supported the eminent role for LLSs in promoting language learning process by suggesting that the best way of teaching is by letting students be exposed to a variety of strategies so as to decide for themselves the ones they prefer to use.

  Oxford (2001) defines a LLS as the “operation employed by the learners to aid the acquisition, storage, retrieval and use of information, or specific activities taken by the learners to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self- directed, more effective” (p. 166). Based on her point of view, the appropriate use of learning strategies (LSs) increases the amount of second language (SL) and foreign language (FL) acquisition. Most of the scholars in the field of LLSs, such as Oxford (2001), Brown (2001), Carter and Nunan (2001), share the same idea about the characteristics of LLSs. They argue that these strategies help learners to be more autonomous, goal directed, and have more control over their learning process. These characteristics are even more significant considering the recent shift in the field of education, from the emphasis on teacher-centered approach to learner-centered approach. The main aims of the learner-centered approach is to enhance students’ sense of competence and self worth, and “give some control to the students” on their learning process (Brown, 2001, p.46). It is believed that the increase in learner autonomy can serve as a “direction towards more individualized learning and responsibility” on the part of the learners (Fewell, 2010, p. 159) and also may become “a viable alternative to total classroom dependency” (Fewell, 2010, p. 159). LLSs are considered as a significant catalyst for accomplishing this goal.   

 From the previous conception, it can be argued that adopting LLSs is even more important in learning vocabulary. This is because, as Richards and Renandya (2002) argue, “vocabulary  learning was often left to look after itself and received only incidental attention in many textbook and language programs” (p. 255). In other words, vocabulary learning is not usually the focus of English language teachers on its own and in itself and is very often taught while focusing on grammar, reading, listening, and/or writing. Moreover, vocabulary is a continual process; one keeps learning vocabulary throughout his or her life (Schmitt, 2000). Therefore, vocabulary learning is a process that depends on the learners’ attempts and learner autonomy is a key issue here. Nation (2001) suggests that the most fruitful way of learning vocabulary is learners using LLSs independently of a teacher.

Vocabulary Learning and Learning Strategies  

 Vocabulary of any language plays an eminent role in understanding any text. Moreover, it is considered as a means to communicate and develop the four skills of language. During the past decade, many researchers and writers have pointed to the importance of vocabulary acquisition for FL and SL learning and learners. Zimmerman (1997), for example, states that “vocabulary is central to language and of critical importance to the typical language learners” (p. 5). Most of the research that has been done in the field of English as a Second Language (ESL) and EFL support the idea that the more vocabulary learners use, the greater learners’ language learning success will be. In fact, Richards and Renandya (2002) emphasize the role of vocabulary to develop language skills as: “vocabulary is a core component of language proficiency and provides much of the basis for how well learners speak, listen, read, and write” (p. 255). They emphasized that without sufficient amount of vocabulary and strategies for acquiring new vocabulary, learners often learn less than their capacities and this may inhibit them from making use of language learning opportunities around them such as watching TV, listening to the radio or native speakers, and/or reading in the target language.

The need for using Vocabulary Learning Strategies (VLSs) to promote the vocabulary learning process emerges not only from the importance of vocabulary, but also from the fact that mastering vocabulary is the biggest dilemma for most second and foreign language learners (Mccarten, 2007). There are many explanations for this. One of them is that ESL and EFL learners need to learn large amounts of vocabulary in order to understand what they read and to become highly proficient in the target language ( Laufer, 1992; Schmitt & McCarthy, 1997; Nation, 2001;Mccarten, 2007). Knowing 3,000 high frequency word families are required for effective reading at the university level, whereas knowing 5,000 word families is significant for academic success (Nation, 1990; Schmitt & Mccarthy, 1997). Therefore, it is a very important job for teachers to look into ways to enhance vocabulary knowledge in university students. Brown (2001) believes that teachers’ aim should be to teach students how to learn. He mentions that teachers spend most of their time on “delivery” of language and neglect to prepare their students to “receive” the language. Moreover, he argues that students are unaware of the “tricks” they can use to achieve successful language learning (Brown, 2001, p. 208). One way to develop their awareness of these tricks is by developing their awareness of VLSs that can enable them to take more responsibility on their own learning. Also according to Nation (2001), by using VLSs, students can acquire a large amount of vocabulary.

The other reason for considering vocabulary learning as a challenge for ESL and EFL learners is that mastering a word is a deep process; it involves different levels of knowledge (Nation,  2001;  Schmitt, 2000). In other words, knowing a word means more than knowing its translated meaning or its meaning in the second language (L2). Nation (2001) and Carter and Naune (2001) mention that knowing a word involves different processes, such as recognising its form (pronunciation, spelling, derivations), its specific grammatical properties, its functions, as well as the ability to use the word appropriately in certain contexts (frequency and appropriateness). According to these scholars, all of these are parts of the mastery process, which make a teacher’s job even harder. In the light of this, if students can at least to some extent become autonomous learners of vocabulary with the help of VLSs, it will greatly help teachers to assist students in mastering other skills as well as the intricacies of forms and functions of words. By the same token, Schmitt and McCarthy (1997) support the importance of helping learners to learn how to acquire vocabulary on their own, considering that it is very difficult for students to learn all the vocabulary they need in the classroom. So, it is a crucial matter for teachers to be aware of the basics of VLSs and help their students adopt these strategies. Bearing these assumptions in mind, the current research aims to investigate not only the awareness levels of Iraqi undergraduate students of the VLSs but also the teachers’ awareness of the VLSs most frequently used by their students.
The problem

Many previous studies assumed that Iraqi students at different levels of study have an inadequate level of reading comprehension (RC) (Al-Marsumi, 1988; Al-Rifai, 1994; AL Bazzaz, 2005). Al-Rifai (1994), for instance, stipulates, that “Iraqi readers are word-by-word readers; they try to concentrate on identifying every word separately, so the meaning of what they read is blurred” (p. 57). Similar to Al-Rifai’s argument, my experience as a teacher for five years in teaching secondary students, showed me that many of my learners seemed not to focus on the meaning of the words in context. Instead, they concentrated on the literal meaning of single words. Therefore, it was difficult for them to understand a reading text. Moreover, Al Bazzaz in her thesis said that Iraqi inadequate level of reading comprehension could be caused by their poor vocabulary knowledge:

“During May 2000, as an invigilator, I have seen that pupils of sixth grade were perplexed because they were unable to understand the meaning of these vocabularies: canals-railway banks, seeds-upset and fresh. As these words affect to understand the whole meaning of the passage” (Al Bazzaz, 2005, p.1)

This unfavourable situation may have resulted from a number of factors. One of them, I believe, is the (lack of) strategies they followed in learning vocabulary. The field of LSs nowadays is receiving increasing attention as a new trend in education. In Iraq, this trend seems to be largely ignored, especially in EFL teaching. First, the current literature on the Iraqi students’ levels of awareness of VLSs or their use of VLSs does not seem to include any studies carried out in southern Iraq. Second, my initial observations in one particular university showed that VLSs were completely neglected in the EFL curriculum. After conducting informal initial interviews with two instructors in this university, which will be referring to as the River University for ethical purposes, I discovered that the academic system depended only on the incidental learning approach to vocabulary learning (Fan, 2003). This meant that when a particular word or phrase appeared difficult for the students, they were told the definition of it in English or they were encouraged to turn to dictionaries to look up the meaning of the word. Instructors did not seem to pay attention to LLSs or VLSs.  Depending only on the incidental approach may not suffice to develop the vocabulary knowledge for the learners. Therefore, as an initial step, studies focusing on LLSs in general and VLSs in particular are needed to map the terrain.
Aims of the Study   

This study aims to investigate the use of VLSs by Iraqi undergraduate EFL learners in the South part of Iraq and the awareness of their teachers of the students’ VLSs use. The study is guided by the following research questions: 

1. Are the EFL undergraduate students in River University high, medium or low strategy users?

2. What are the most and least frequently used VLSs among undergraduate EFL students in River University?        

3. What is the level of awareness of instructors at River University of the VLSs that their students use?

Value of the study

Oxford (2002) suggested many kinds of techniques teachers can use for assessing students’ LSs.  One of these is conducting open-ended surveys. She thinks, “Teachers should routinely conduct research in their own classroom to better understand the numerous factors which affect the choice and skilful use of learning strategies” (p. 122). After researching for any previous study about using VLSs by Iraqi students, it was found that  no previous investigation of the Iraqi undergraduate students’ VLSs use and the awareness of the teachers towards their students’ VLSs use have been conducted in Iraq. Therefore, it is hoped that the present study will fill a particular gap in the field to better inform teachers and methodologists regarding this issue. This research will also help teachers to enhance the performance of their students in acquiring the target language as knowing about their students, as VLSs users will help them to determine the best way to support their learning.  Knowing the most frequently used strategies by learners can motivate teachers to instruct about VLSs and give the poor students some tricks’ they can use to learn vocabulary. Carter and Nunan (2001) believe that “the more teachers know about their students’ current learning strategy preferences, the more effectively they can attune instruction and to the specific needs of the students” (p. 171). Moreover, the study will provide a theoretical and empirical contribution to the field of EFL teaching in Iraq by detecting the level of VLSs usage of a particular group of university students. Finally, this study will make students aware of their levels as VLSs users and in turn may motivate them to use some of the listed VLSs in the questionnaire that they may be unfamiliar with before. 

Limitation

 
This study is limited to the investigation of the use of VLSs among undergraduate students at River University in the south part of Iraq and did not include all the Universities in the south part of Iraq. The other limitation was with the questionnaire itself that was used to measure the level of VLSs usage. Although the questionnaire was adopted from Kafipour and Naveh (2011), it did not include all VLSs in Schmitt’s original taxonomy (2000). Therefore, these are other VLSs were not measured in this study.     
  Conclusion 

In this chapter, the eminent role of vocabulary acquisition in supporting SL and FL learning process and the significance of VLSs to pillar vocabulary learning have been presented. Moreover, it was highlighted that mastering vocabulary for SL and FL learners is not a simple process, but that it involves different aspects of knowledge. Based on some preliminary interviews with university instructors and the review of the current literature, it was argued that VLSs use of Iraqi undergraduate EFL learners was an under-researched area. Thus, the research aims and research questions were set accordingly. The following chapter will return to the literature to present the theoretical considerations regarding language learning and teaching in general and vocabulary learning in particular as well as recent research findings related to LLSs and VLSs.
CHAPTER II
 REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction 

In this chapter, studies related to Vocabulary Learning Strategies (VLSs) and their effects on Foreign Language (FL) and Second Language (SL) learning will be reviewed. First, there will be a brief look at learning vocabulary in general and the distinction between receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge will be highlighted. Then, the role of vocabulary teaching throughout the history of SL and FL learning will be presented. Following, the historical background, learning strategies and different vocabulary learning strategies will be summarized. Finally, the previous studies relevant to the present study will be reviewed.

Learning Vocabulary 

Most English language learners and teachers understand the fact that FL and SL students cannot understand or communicate to the desired extent if they do not have sufficient vocabulary which enables them to do so. Coady and Huckin (1997) affirm that recently there is a general agreement among vocabulary specialists that mastering vocabulary is at the very heart of the ability to communicate successfully. Decarrico (2001) argue that “vocabulary is central to language acquisition, whether the language is first, second, or foreign” (p. 285). Carter and Nunan (2001) also support the critical role of vocabulary in promoting English Language Teaching (ELT) and Learning (ELL) by saying that since words have a central place in carrying the meaning of culture, learning vocabulary could be seen as a central goal to the theory of ELT and as the main task for any learner aiming to learn another language.   

 
 Schmitt (2010) shows that vocabulary knowledge “contribute a very great deal to overall language success” (p. 4). Moreover, the remarkable role for vocabulary has not only been noted and supported by vocabulary specialists but also by English learners themselves. Most EFL and ESL learners feel the need to develop their vocabulary to begin their English acquisition process. This is supported by Schmitt (2010), who says that “learners carry around dictionaries and not grammar books” (p. 4). During the last twenty years, research that deals with vocabulary development in the field of SL and/or FL acquisition has received great attention because of its importance in learning the language.

First, we need to understand the meaning of vocabulary. In ELT literature vocabulary knowledge refers to lexical knowledge or word knowledge (Laufer & Goldstein, 2004). Lewis (1993), for example, defines vocabulary as lexical units, where he defined the lexis as “the core or heart of language” (p. 89). Lexical unit is defined as “an item that functions as a single meaning unit, regardless of the number of words it contains” (Schmitt, 2000, p. 2). On the other hand, Nandy (1994), Nation (2001), and Thornbury (2002) refer to vocabulary as a key linguistic element in their writing. For example, Nandy (1994) defines vocabulary as “When we speak of a person’s vocabulary, we mean the words he or she knows and it’s able to use” (p. 1). Here it’s worth mentioning that vocabulary does not only cover the concept of “word,” but also “word families,” which include the base word, all of its inflections (adding affixes to the root form of word in order to change its grammatical functions), and its common derivatives (affixes to the root form of word to change its class) (Schmitt, 2000). Based on these definitions, we need to be aware that knowing the translated meaning of a word is just one aspect of vocabulary knowledge. 
Thornbury (2002) points out that knowing the meaning of a word does not mean knowing its dictionary meaning only, but it also means knowing the other words that commonly come with, for example, its collocations, i.e. “words that are used with each other in a fairly fixed way in English” (McCarthy & O’Dell, 2002, p. ii), and connotations, i.e. the association which a word or expression has according to the speakers of the language (McCarthy & O’Dell, 2002). If we consider these claims, it may seem that a students’ knowledge of a word can be only partial. Therefore, in order to learn a word effectively, students need to be able to recognize, understand and produce words that are taught by their teachers or words that they learn by themselves. Teachers and learners have to consider what they need to teach or learn about a word. This leads to the question:  What does a student need to do to learn a word effectively? 

Most specialists in the area of vocabulary ( Schmitt, 2000; Nation, 2000; Carte, 2001; McCarthy & O‘Dell, 2002; Thornbury, 2002) provide similar answers to the question posed above. According to them, knowing a word is a very complex matter; it involves different aspects of knowledge working together. Carte (2001) illustrates that learning a word includes knowing its pronunciation and spelling form with its grammatical and semantic patterns. Likewise, Nation (2000) gives a comprehensible explanation about the necessities of “know a word” or, in other words according to him, “the learning burden of a word” (p.36). He illustrates that there are three main kinds of word knowledge. These are the form, the meaning and the use (Nation, 2000). Within these three categories, there are nine types of word knowledge and each one of these nine aspects cover both receptive (R) and productive (P) knowledge (Nation, 2000):
Form aspect includes: 1- spoken form (what does the word sound like? ‘R’, how is the word pronounced? ‘P’); 2- written form (what does the word look like?’R’, how is the word written or spelled? ‘P’), 3- word parts (‘R’ what parts are recognizable in this word? ‘P’ what word parts are needed to express the meaning? ). Meaning aspect of word knowledge includes: 1- form and meaning such as (R’ What meaning does this word signal? ‘P’ what word form can be used to express this meaning?); 2- concepts and referents (‘R’ what is included in the concepts? ‘P’ what items can the concept refer to?); 3- associations (‘R’ what other words does this make us think of? ‘P’ What other words could we use instead of this one?). While use aspects of word knowledge contain: 1-Grammatical function (‘R’ in what patterns does the word occur? ‘P’ In what patterns must we use this word?); 2- collocations (‘R’ What words or types of words occur with this one? What words or types of words must we use with this one?).  3- Constraints on use, register and frequency (‘R’ Where, when, and how often would we expect to meet this word?;’P’ Where, when, and how often can we use this word?) (p. 40-41). 
According to Nation (2000), receptive knowledge means the ability to recognize and understand the target word through reading or listening, while productive knowledge refers to the ability to produce the word in speaking or writing. Thornbury (2002) has the similar views about these nine aspects of word knowledge, but he doesn’t group them in three kinds of knowledge as Nation (2000) does. Thornbury (2002) claims that students may have the receptive knowledge of a word, but not the productive knowledge or vice versa. According to him, one of the reasons for this could be due to their limited awareness of the nine aspects of word knowledge and the importance of learning them.
 
By giving an example about the word “underdeveloped,” Nation (2000) differentiates between receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge. Furthermore, he illustrates how these two aspects of knowledge cover the nine types of word knowledge. Concerning the receptive knowledge, learners must recognize the following aspects: 

· Recognizing ‘underdeveloped’ when it is heard or met in reading text; recognizing its parts (under-, develop- ed) and the meaning of these parts.

· Knowing not only its meaning in the sentence in which it used but also the concept behind the word to recognize it in different contexts; knowing the related words such as overdeveloped, backward and challenged.

·  Knowing the collocations of the word such as territories and areas.

·  Recognizing the appropriate use for the word in its sentence; “knowing that underdeveloped is not an uncommon word and is not a pejorative word” (Nation, 2000, p.41).

On the other hand, productive knowledge of “underdeveloped’’ includes:

· The ability to pronounce it correctly with stress and writ it with correct spelling; the ability to construct using its parts in their appropriate forms.

·  The ability to express not only the meaning of ‘under developed’ by produce it but also the other range of meanings by produce it in different contexts.

·  The ability to produce the opposites and synonyms of the word, i.e. words with almost same meanings (Mc Carthy & O’Dell ,2002); the ability to produce the word correctly in an original sentence; produce words that commonly go with it; the ability to use the word accurately with the formality of the situation.

The History of Teaching and Learning Vocabulary in SL and FL Education

Throughout the history of SL and FL acquisition, learning and teaching vocabulary has been undervalued. Vocabulary has not been the main concern of most English language teachers, since it was believed that vocabulary acquisition could happen by itself (Nation, 1990; Decarrico, 2001; Richards & Renandya, 2002). For this reason, grammar has received the primary emphasis (Zimmerman, 1997). During the past years, most of the researchers and teachers in ELT and ELL domain believed that syntax and phonology should be given priority because they are “more serious candidates for the theorizing,” and more important for language development (Richard, 1976, as cited in Zimmerman, 1997, p. 5). To understand this view more, we need to state the role of vocabulary from the point of view of different approaches in the history of ELT and ELL, more specifically in the four main methods which are Grammar Translation Method (GTM), The Direct Method (DM), Audio-Lingual method (ALM), and Communicative Language Teaching (CLT).  


 From the middle of the eighteenth century until the late 1920s, GTM dominated second and foreign language teaching (Zimmerman, 1997). Obviously, from the name of this method, it can be inferred that its main goal was teaching grammar rules and their usage by providing the learners with explanations in their native language. Vocabulary was presented mainly by providing students with bilingual dictionaries and sets of vocabulary items used in the target language together with the equivalents in their native language and these were memorized by the students. The sets of vocabulary items were chosen according to their ability to illustrate grammatical rules (Zimmerman, 1997). Direct vocabulary illustration was only given when these vocabulary items were needed to illustrate grammatical roles, causing students to spend most of their time on mechanical exercises and not using the target language.         


Vocabulary learning received more emphasis during the period where the DM was popular. This approach focused on the communication abilities of learners. Therefore, it used the target language as a tool for instruction, such as asking and answering questions in the classroom. In other words, DM did not depend on grammatical patterns or translation to students’ native language while teaching the target language. Instead it depended on instructing the target language communicatively so the meaning was related directly to the target language. Also, reading was taught and developed through speaking. As a result, every day vocabulary, which was associated with daily life rather than grammatical patterns, was used (Zimmerman, 1997). Moreover, DM did not depend on memorization to teach vocabulary but it depended on presenting vocabulary in every day settings such as charts, pictures and/or objects in the classroom, clothing or the parts of the body. “Abstract vocabulary was taught through the associating of ideas” (Zimmerman, 1997, p. 9). In general, words were associated with reality rather than syntactic patterns.  


After 1940s, the interest in vocabulary learning began to decrease with the Audio-Lingual Method (ALM) introduced by Charles Fries in 1945. Throughout, 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s, language teaching approaches were built on American linguistic theories. These theories emphasized learning grammatical and phonological rules. Fries’ ALM, which was developed during World War II, used principles of American structural linguistics together with ideas of behaviorist psychology. Therefore, ALM focused on teaching pronunciation and grammar through oral drilling and examples and gave priority to structural acquisition. Vocabulary was taught by providing students with new, simple and familiar lists of vocabulary, with their translated meaning to be used during exercises (Zimmerman, 1997). This method believed that language learning was a habit formation process and as a result, new vocabulary had to be repeated through the context several times during the exercise. The following is an example from a reading text used at an Iraqi English language course in a preparatory school, which was following ALM before 2011: 

“Many countries are experimenting with special kinds of education for people who live far from towns and cities. Some countries are experimenting ….others are planning their types of education...” (AL-Hamash et al., 2010, p.5, original emphasis)

After finishing the text, students were provided with lists of new vocabulary with their phonetic transcription and their equivalent meanings in the native language, but only enough to make the exercise possible. For instance, the word “experiment” would be given as experiment/iksperim∂nt/تجربة (AL-Hamash et al., 2010, p.6). It was believed that the structural patterns could be “fleshed out with words at a later stage when students were more certain of their lexical needs in particular situation” (Rivers, as cited in Zimmerman, 1997, p. 11)

Thornbury (2002) illustrates that the main objective for choosing teaching grammatical rules by approaches such as DM and ALM was to avoid any distractions that may occur while learning these rules. As a result of this, such courses were introducing a low number of words and “Those words which were taught were often chosen either because they were easily demonstrated or because they fitted neatly into the structure of the day” (Thornbury, 2002, p. 14). After 1970, a new approach for foreign language teaching and learning was introduced by British linguists, knows as the Communicative Language Teaching (CLT). CLT inspired different methods to emerge such as the Natural Approach, Cooperative Language Learning and the Task-Based Instruction. The main goal of this approach was to develop the communicative competence of learners by teaching the four skills (reading, writing, listening, and speaking) rather than focusing on structures. Furthermore, its   priority was to develop fluency rather than accuracy and “consequently shifted the focus from sentence-level to discourse –level function (e.g., request, greeting, apologies, and so on)” (Decarrico, 2001, p. 286). Within this approach, the communicative value of vocabulary had been recognized. Therefore, this approach called for “re-thinking of the role of vocabulary” in the FL process (Thornbury, 2002, p. 14). Wilkins (1972, as cited in Oxford, 1990), who was one of the first establishers of (CLT) syllabuses, affirmed the role for mastering the vocabulary of a language as important as its grammar. As a result of this recognition, learning vocabulary became a separate area for both research and teaching. Nevertheless, vocabulary had not been the focus of attention for CLT researchers and methodologists and was taught mainly as support for functional language use (Zimmerman, 1997; Decarrico, 2001). In addition, most language courses were and still are organized based on grammar syllabuses (Thornbury, 2002). In brief, CLT focused on incidental vocabulary learning by exposing students frequently to the target language in its cultural setting (the same setting as native speakers of the language). Also, it focused on using monolingual dictionaries, inferring the meaning of the unknown word from context to avoid relying on translation during teaching.

 
Today, we may ask ourselves which method should language learners and teachers follow to learn and teach vocabulary effectively. Rodgers (2013), in his keynote speech on narrative in English language studies, answers this question by saying that “methods die.” He explains that now, teachers and learners are free to use any technique from any method they prefer since they feel that this technique will satisfy their learning and teaching needs and achieve their target goals.  

Methods in Teaching and Learning Vocabulary

 
Despite the “free” attitude that Rodgers (2013) brings to the teaching and learning of languages, it is worth looking at what specific techniques teachers and students can use to teach and learn vocabulary. Hunt and Beglar (2002) show that there are three main approaches to teaching and learning vocabulary, which are incidental or implicit learning, explicit or intentional instruction, and independent strategy development. Since the main concern of the current study is the strategies that learners use to learn vocabulary, explicit and implicit approaches will be briefly explained.  

 Explicit instruction involves identifying new words that learners need to know to be instructed directly to them. Examples of such instruction include using word lists techniques, pair matching activities, semantic mapping techniques, presenting word families by introducing or highlighting them in text, and language games that repeat vocabulary such as Word Bingo, Concentration, and Brain Storm. On the other hand, incidental learning means learning vocabulary by letting students participate in various activities, such as reading a text or listening. During these activities students’ attention should not be on learning vocabulary but on comprehending the meaning of the text they hear or read (Alemi, 2011). Learning vocabulary implicitly is the most common technique used in vocabulary learning, since most of the words that the language learners know are not actually explicitly taught (Decarrico, 2001). The main objective of incidentally learning vocabulary is multiple exposures to words. One effective approach to teach learners vocabulary incidentally is, for example, by adopting the ‘book flood’ approach. With this approach, extensive reading from different materials suitable for the students’ level is carried out consistently over a period of time (Decarrico, 2001). With the same token, Mirzaii (2012) gave a clear definition and comparison of explicit and implicit learning. He said that explicit vocabulary learning:  

Engages learners in activities that focus attention primarily on vocabulary. On the other hand, implicit vocabulary learning, also known as incidental vocabulary learning, occurs when the mind is concentrated elsewhere, such as on comprehending a written text or understanding spoken material (Mirzaii, 2012, p. 2).

From the previous definitions, it can be assumed that incidental vocabulary learning means learning the meaning of new words unconsciously as an outcome of frequent exposure to the same word in different context (Ellis, as cited in Alemi, 2011), whereas explicit learning requires, from the students’ side, certain amount of consciousness about vocabulary learning. Although the two terms incidental and implicit are used interchangeably, there are many scholars stating that these terms have different meanings. For instance, Paradis (as cited in Alemi, 2011) defined incidental and implicit by saying that “implicit competence is incidentally acquired, is stored implicitly and is used automatically, it means more than incidental learning” (p. 86). 

Many researchers and scholars believe the importance of incidental method to teach vocabulary. One of these is Krashen (1989), who asserts that “Language is subconscious acquired – while you are acquiring, you don’t know you are acquiring, your conscious focus is on the message, not form” (p. 440). Also, Hunt and Beglar (2002) show the important role of the incidental method to promote vocabulary learning by saying that language learners acquire a lot of vocabulary incidentally mainly by their reading and listening extensively by guessing the unknown words. But according to them this process takes place in stages since it is based on repeated exposure to the target language over a long period of time. Nevertheless, there are other scholars who support explicit instruction for vocabulary rather than implicit, pointing out that SL and FL learners are often unable to benefit from incidental vocabulary acquisition through reading because of limited vocabulary knowledge (Nation, 1999, 2000). At the same time, using the explicit method alone in teaching vocabulary is not sufficient to develop learners’ vocabulary knowledge, since only a few words and a small part of what is required to know about the word is presented during class time (Nation, 2000).

The last method that has been suggested to learn vocabulary is an independent developing strategy, which is the main concern of this study. Hunt and Beglar (2002) revealed that learners needed to use and learn strategies that help them guess the meanings of unknown words in given contexts and retain the meaning of newly learned words. Therefore, they assume that the best method for teaching vocabulary is a combination of all three methods. As proven by many studies, the main idea in teaching vocabulary is related to strategies used by learners and to methods used by teachers. Therefore, utilizing VLSs as an important approach to learn vocabulary will be further analyzed in this chapter.     

Language Learning Strategies

To understand Language Learning Strategies (LLSs), we need to first shed a light on Learning Strategies (LSs). In ELT literature, there are a lot of definitions for LSs such as, Weinstein and Mayer’s (1986), who described LSs as “behaviors and thoughts that a learner engages in during learning which are intended to influence the learner’s encoding process” (p. 315). Also, Mayer (as cited in Lessard-Clouston, 1997) defined LSs as “behaviors of a learner that are intended to influence how the learner processes information” (p. 11). With the increasing interest to build autonomous learners and give learners more responsibility in their learning process, LSs are seen as a key to obtain this goal (Oxford, 1990). Therefore, LSs are employed in learning and teaching all educational materials in formal and informal environments. .

At the beginning of 1970s, many scholars began noting the individual differences between learners. As a result of this, many studies in the field of ELT began focusing on these individual differences and their influence on the learners’ outcome. Rubin (1975) and Naiman et al. (1975) were among the first scholars who tried to categorize characteristics of successful language learners. After these scholars, many studies have been published with a focus on different aspects of LSs and their effects on the language learning process. According to Rubin (as cited in Richared & Renanday, 2001) characteristics of what “good language learners do” are: “willingly and accurately guess; want to communicate; are uninhabited about mistakes; focus on both structure and meaning; take advantage of all practice opportunities; monitor their own speech and that of other” (p. 152). Rubin’s (1975) article about the characteristics of good language learners led to the emergence of a new area of interest in SL and FL, which was LLSs. 

Definitions by many theorists have been put forth in LLSs and all of these definitions reflect the important role for these strategies in facilitating SL and FL acquisition. Rubin (1987), for example, defined LLSs as strategies which learners use to develop their language system and have direct effect on their learning process. Later, O’Malley and Chamot (1990) defined LS as actions or thoughts learners use to help them understand, store, or retain new information. In the same way, Zimmerman (1997) points out that through thinking and working strategically, students become more motivated to learn and have a higher sense of confidence about their own learning ability. Richards and Renandya (2002) also affirmed the importance of LLSs by claiming that LLSs are “specific actions, behaviors, steps, or techniques that students use to improve their progress in developing second language skills” (p. 124). In the same vein, Oxford (1990) defines LSs as “specific actions taken by the learner to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more-directed, more effective, and more transferable to new situations”(p. 166). She goes further and explains how these strategies are even more significant for language learners, since they help learners have more control of their learning and be more self-directed, which is very essential to the development of the communicative competence in language learners.

  Based on the definitions taken into account, LLSs could be observable as behaviors, steps, or techniques that learners adopt to learn new information, or they may be unobservable, such as the thoughts in the learners’ mind. Moreover, we can say that finding a ‘goal’ and  ‘conscious planning’ to achieve this goal are the main features of LSs. Lan (2005), in his dissertation, revealed that most of the specialists in the domain of LLSs affirmed that “there is little or no debate about consciousness as an essential feature of Learning Strategies” (p. 17). Oxford and Cohen (1992), for example, explain that when learners are not aware that they are using strategies and they keep using them as observable or unobservable behaviors, these automatic behaviors are not considered as ‘strategies’ but are considered as ‘processes’. Also, many researchers, such as O’Malley and Chamot (1990) who used the think–aloud procedures to collect data on the LLSs used by students, affirm that effective SL or FL learners have a degree of consciousness about the strategies they use and the reason for using them. In general, awareness in applying LLSs is an essential feature of effective language learning and one of the best language learner features. Yet, this does not conflict with the fact that these strategies could be used by the learners semi-consciously or unconsciously. In this respect, Schmitt (2000) defines LSs as a conscious and/or semi-conscious thoughts and behaviors used by the learners to improve their knowledge and understanding of a target language.          

Characteristics of LLSs. 

Lessard-Cloustonin (1997) suggested some characteristics for LLSs that are generally accepted by most of the scholars. These are: (a) LLSs are techniques or behaviors created and utilized by language learners; (b) LLSs help develop the four language skills so they support SL and FL learning and improve language competence; (c) LLSs could be seen by others as actions or steps learners use or unseen by others as particular thoughts in learners’ minds; (d) LLSs contain both information about subjects, such as phonological rules and memorizing materials, such as learning vocabulary (Lessard-Cloustonin, 1997, para.8).
 It’s also worth mentioning other less commonly accepted features of LLSs. Wenden (1991), Rubin (1994) and Oxford (1990) emphasize the role of control and autonomy from the learners’ part, whereas Cohen (as cited in Lessard-Cloustonin, 1997), as stated before, reveal that only the strategies that are chosen consciously by the learners are LLSs. Although Oxford (1990) focused on the importance of applying LLSs consciously to produce a proficient outcome, she mentioned that students could use the strategies subconsciously. According to Oxford (1990), the characteristics of LLSs are: (a) flexibility and the ability to be taught; (b) giving learners more control on their learning processes and at the same time, expanding language teachers’ role; and (d) including many aspects and being influenced by different factors. 

The historical background and classifications of LLS.
The domain of LSs has been developed mainly by two independent fields of study: Cognitive psychology and Second Language Acquisition. These two fields have inspired a lot of researchers. First, research in the field of cognitive psychology was experimental and aimed to describe the strategies that an expert learner follows. Cognitive psychologists discovered that active learners had special ways in processing information and these ways could be taught to others. Among the scholars who were influenced by cognitive psychology are O’Malley and Chamot (1990). In their attempt to form a theoretical model for LLSs, they based their work on Anderson’s (1985) theory of acquiring language skills through the use of mental processes. Anderson (1985) affirmed that there are two kinds of knowledge involved during learners’ attempts to learn a skill: declarative knowledge and procedural knowledge. At the beginning, students try to understand facts about the domain they are trying to learn about, such as phonological rules of the target language. This process represents declarative knowledge. When learners have the capacity to understand and produce the target language and can perform tasks without conscious application to the phonological rules, this would be considered as procedural knowledge. These two kinds of knowledge involve three different stages of skill learning: “cognitive; associative and autonomous” (Kudo, 1999, p. 2). During the cognitive stage, learners start getting declarative knowledge about the target language itself. Then, there is the associative stage in which learners start to reduce errors and synthesize the target language elements. Finally, when students have the ability to use the target language actively for purposes such as communication or problem solving, they can be considered to be at the autonomous stage. O’Malley and Chamot (1990) adopted the same classification for learning language skills to apply to LLSs. In other words, knowing about LSs is declarative knowledge; and the automatic application of these strategies means procedural knowledge.

 The second field, which inspired a lot of researchers in LSs domain, was second language acquisition (SLA). The first scholar in this field was Rubin (as cited in Richard & Renandya, 2002) with her attempt to specify the characteristics of good language learners. Kudo (1999) illustrated that SLA field aims to describe the kind of strategies learners use even if the learners are not experts or native speakers. Following is a survey of some of the major classification schemes proposed by scholars.

Basing her observation on good language learners, Rubin (1987) proposed a classification scheme that classified LLSs under two main tittles. The first involved strategies contributing directly to the learning process as cognitive and metacognitive learning strategies such as: “clarification/ verification,” “monitoring,” “memorization,” “guessing/inductive inferencing,” “deductive reasoning” and “practice”. The second involved strategies contributing indirectly to learning process. These were social and communicative strategies such as taking advantage of any possible situations or opportunities to practice the language with others, or using strategies during conversation to make themselves understandable to the listener if they feel that the listeners do not understand them.
The second classification was O’Malley and Chamot’s (1990). Their classification was built on investigating the LSs that English second language students used in their learning process by interviewing them and conducting thinking aloud procedures. They divided LLSs into three main categories: Metacognitive, Cognitive, and Social Affective strategies. Using metacognitive strategies means thinking about learning process. It involves strategies that indirectly manipulate the learning process, such as organizing, monitoring, analyzing, and evaluation (Kudo, 1999). In contrast to metacognative strategies, cognitive strategies involve direct manipulation of learning skills, such as making lists of new words, using different sources (dictionaries), using strategies to relate the new information with old ones. The third category was social-affective strategies. According to O’Malley and Chamot (1990), social strategies mean interacting with others to share or get information such as, asking teachers or classmate for words’ meaning or talking to native speakers, while affective strategies refer to controlling negative emotions and thoughts about learning process, such as anxiety.

The final classification was suggested by Oxford in 1990, and represents the most detailed system so far. She distinguishes between direct strategies, which directly manipulate the learning process, and indirect strategies, which indirectly manipulate the learning skills and information. Oxford’s classification has six categories of strategies, three under the heading of ‘direct’: Memory Strategies, Cognitive Strategies, and Compensation Strategies. Memory strategy is used for remembering and retrieving new information. It helps learners to relate new information with something known in the simplest manner and store it in long term memory. Cognitive Strategies, “help learners make and strengthen association between new and already known information” (Oxford, 1990, p. 167), such as, guessing from context. Compensation Strategies are used for dealing with the language even if there is some information students could not understand it. 

Indirect strategies include three kinds of strategies: Metacognitive Strategies, Affective Strategies, and Social Strategies. Metacognitive categories is used for helping learners plan, control and evaluate themselves and their own learning, for example, by choosing sources suitable for the given task or deciding where he or she will sit in the class to get more information (Oxford, 1990). Affective Strategies mean diagnosing learners’ negative emotions, such as fear from public speaking in SL or FL, and trying to control these negative feelings. Finally, Social Strategies mean cooperating with others to learn the target language. Oxford (1990) further notes that “quite considerable evidence shows that the appropriate use of LS can result in increased second language proficiency” (p. 122). Due to the importance of learning strategies, many scholars investigate the effect of these strategies on the learning of all aspects of language and this lead to the emergence of new fields of studies. One of these fields is ‘Vocabulary learning strategies’ (VLSs). The characteristics of VLSs and their importance will be discussed in detail in the following section. 
Vocabulary Learning Strategies: Definitions and Classifications

Most language learners aim to have the ability not only to understand and recognize meanings of new words, but also the ability to use these newly learned words in their written or oral work and this, according to my own experience as English language learner and teacher, is not easy or simple. Learners need to know the different aspects of a word both at the perceptive and the productive level in order to master any word. Yet, this complicated process takes time and effort. Based on this, Nation (1990) said that language learners need to be occupied with different techniques to enable them to record, maintain, and retrieve the new word and this could happen by teaching learners different VLSs. Most specialists in the field of VLSs state that learners need to use different kinds of VLSs in order to have active vocabulary. For example, Schmitt (2000), who is considered as one of the leading specialists in VLSs field, argues that learning vocabulary in a SL or FL requires the use of a wide range of VLSs. Also, he adds that “Good language learners do many things such as used a variety of strategies, structure, review and practice target word and so on” (Schmitt, 2000, p. 133) in their vocabulary learning. Meanwhile, Decarrico (2001) highlights the important role for VLS by revealing that the use of VLSs facilitates learners’ incidental vocabulary learning since these strategies help learners become independent in their vocabulary learning. He emphasizes that these strategies help learners to explore and consolidate the meaning of unknown and newly learned words.  Here, the learners may ask themselves ‘why should I use a wide range of techniques to understand and maintain newly learned word, while I can do that by using one strategy such as using a dictionary?’ Based on my experience as an English language teacher of five years, this common yet inefficient assumption goes through most of FL learners’ minds. 

 In fact, students need to get used to different kinds of VLSs due to many reasons. First, it could be because no one strategy is better than the others and can satisfy all of learners’ needs since every student has his/her own primary goal for studying vocabulary. In addition, each strategy for learning vocabulary may be appropriate for a specific purpose (Oxford, 1990; Schmitt, 2000). Thus, some strategies are more suitable for explicit vocabulary learning activities in the classroom, while others are more suitable for independent learning. In general, since there are more than 50 different strategies to learn vocabulary, it’s not possible to apply all these strategies all of the time, but it’s more suitable to vary strategies depending on their convenience with the given situation (Decarrico, 2001). 

Within language learning literature, there have been some attempts to define VLSs and develop taxonomies about them. Cameron (2001), for example, describes VLSs as actions learners use in order to understand and remember the new words. Catalan (2003) also defines strategies as “Knowing about the mechanisms (process, strategies) used in order to learn vocabulary as well as steps or action taken by students a) to find out the meaning of unknown word, b) to retain them in long term memory, c) to recall them at will and, d) to use them in oral or written mode” (p. 56). Nation (2000, p. 352) explains that it is not easy to state the meaning of VLSs but there are some important features about them which are worth noting. According to him, VLSs (a) are various, so they involve choice; (b) are complex, therefore they need training and knowledge; and (c) significantly develop learners’ vocabulary knowledge.   

Schmitt’s (1997) classification. 

 A noteworthy taxonomy for VLSs has been offered by Schmitt (1997), whose taxonomy was based on data collected through various research studies. Schmitts’ taxonomy contained 58 items collected within two main classes. The first of these strategies focus on students adopting to determine information about new words, while the second is strategies that students use to consolidate the information obtained about the newly learned words. In spite of the fact that Schmitt (1997) built his taxonomy on Oxford’s (1990) VLSs classification, he developed a new part, which is the determination category. Schmitt’s two main classes include five groups. According to Schmitt (2000) Determination Strategy (DET) is used by learners, individually, to explore information about an unknown word without getting assistance from someone else such as guessing from context. The strategies that learners employ not only to explore information about the unknown word, but also to maintain this information by interacting with others are called Social Strategies (SOG). Examples of these include studying the word’s meaning with a classmate or asking a teacher about the meaning of the unknown word (Schmitt, 2000). According to Schmitt (1997) the social strategy should be used in both determining and consolidation of the word’s meaning. Memory strategy (MEM), which was traditionally called ‘Memonic,’ is an “approach which relates new materials to existing knowledge” (Schmitt, 1997, p. 205). It deals more with manipulating information by using mental process, such as connecting the word to personal experience. Cognitive strategy (COG) deals more with mechanical means to manipulate information such as repetition strategy. Schmitt (2000) states that COG strategies are “manipulation or transformation of the target language by the learners” (p. 136). Metacognitive strategies (MET) are techniques that learners use in order to have more control on their learning progress, and decide which strategy will be more beneficial to complete a particular task, such as skipping or passing anew word or listening to English media (Schmitt, 2000) 

 Nation’s (2000) classification. 

 Nation (2000) proposed his own Vocabulary Strategy Taxonomy. He divided the strategies in his taxonomy into three general categories as ‘planning’, ‘source’, and ‘processes’. In his taxonomy, he tries to separate the aspect of what is involved in knowing a word from a source used by the learner to get information about this new word and the learning procedures  learners go through to learn this new word.
 The first category in his classification is ‘planning,’ which means making a decision on what, where, and how learners focus their attention to learn vocabulary. This category includes “choosing words, choosing the aspects of word knowledge, choosing strategies, and planning repetition” (Nation, 2000, p. 353). The second category, ‘source,’ refers to sources learners use to collect information about a word they aim to learn. This information can include all the aspects of word knowledge (Nation, 2000). Sources can be: 1- the word itself, by breaking the word into parts and analyzing these parts; 2- the context used to guess the meaning of the target word; 3- other sources such as dictionaries or asking people about the word ; 4- connecting information about the target word with word from another language (Nation, 2000). The last category is the processing category. The strategies in this category help learners maintain and retrieve information about new words by using three kinds of strategies, which are “noticing, retrieving and generating” (Nation, 2000, p. 356). Noticing involves recognizing the words learners need to learn such as putting new word in vocabulary notebook, while retrieving strategies help learners to retrieve information of   newly learned words when they need it. Finally, generating strategies mean “attaching new aspect of knowledge to what is known through instantiation (i.e., visualizing examples of words), word analysis, semantic mapping, [...] also includes rule-based generation by creating contexts, collocations and sentences containing the word, mnemonic strategies like the keyword technique, and meeting and using the word in new contexts” (Nation, 2000, p. 357).

Intaraprasert’s (2004) classification. 
Intaraprasert (2004) classifies VLSs under three main categories: (a) strategies learners use to explore new word meanings; (b) strategies that help learners store this information; and (c) strategies learners use to develop their information about vocabulary. Each category has subclass strategies. The strategies in the first category are using bilingual dictionaries, using monolingual dictionaries, guessing the meaning from context, asking classmates or friends; asking teacher, looking at the parts of the word (roots, prefixes or suffixes), using on–line dictionaries, and using electronic dictionaries. On the other hand, the second category includes grouping words together based on antonyms or synonyms, using the new word in speaking and writing, speaking the mother language with English loan words, associating the new word with already known words, “memorize the word with or without using word list, keep a vocabulary notebook, speak words as the computer background, keep word cards or word chards in one’s bedroom, keep words as rhymes or songs, use pictures” (pp. 55-56). Finally, in the third category, there are 10 strategies: listening to English programmes on radio, 
watching English programmes on television, surfing the internet for language learning sites, reading different English printed materials such as newspapers or magazines, watching English films with subtitles, playing English games, listening to English songs, practicing translation from the mother language to English or vice versa, practicing vocabulary by doing extra vocabulary exercises from different sources, and attending class of every module regularly.  
Review of Research on Vocabulary Learning Strategies

Recently, as Meara (as cited in Nacera, 2010) pointed out, the understanding of the critical role for vocabulary acquisition to begin SL and FL learning led to the increase of many researchers’ attention to investigate the field of VLSs and its effect on the learning performance. Therefore, this section will be devoted to explore the relation between VLSs and different aspects of the learning process.
VLSs in relation to the four language skills.

Some researchers focused on investigating the relation between VLSs and the development in the four skills of language for undergraduate students. Among them were Kafipour and Naveh (2011), Naeimi and Foo (2013), and Kasmani and Bengar (2013). Kafipour and Naveh (2011) conducted a survey study among 164 undergraduate EFL Iranian students to investigate their using of VLSs  and the results revealed that metacognitive and cognitive strategies were the most frequently used by the students, while the social strategies were the least frequently used. On the other hand, social strategies had a contribution to the students’ reading comprehension ability (Kafipour & Naveh, 2011). Naeimi and Foo (2013) carried out an experimental study to examine the effect of direct instruction of VLSs on reading comprehension ability. In this study, 30 female pre-intermediate students participated in the experimental group and 30 females were in the control group. Based on the results, the experimental group outperformed the control group in the post-test. Finally Kasmani and Bengar (2013) conducted a survey study to see the impact of VLSs on the listening abilities of 35 Iranian male EFL undergraduate students. The findings showed that there was a significant relationship between metcognitive strategies and learners’ listening comprehension skills. However, the fact that the participants in the last two studies were either only females or males makes their results difficult to generalize to larger populations since strategies such as social strategies are largely governed by social and cultural settings within which learning takes place. Hence, the effect of gender roles on the use of these strategies in mixed classrooms need to be further investigated.
VLSs use in relation to vocabulary learning.
 
To find out any potential relationship and contribution between the use of VLSs and vocabulary development, several studies have been carried. One of these was a study by Hamzah, Kadugrfipour, and Abdullah (2009). They carried out a survey of VLSs used among 125 undergraduate Iranian learners and the results were that the determination strategy was the most frequently used, while social strategy was the least frequently used. It was also seen that, in general there was a positive relation between using VLSs and the learners’ vocabulary size. Nine particular vocabulary strategies from the questionnaire had a strong influence on the learners’ vocabulary size. Among these nine strategies, three were the most frequently and three were the least frequently used. It is also worth noting another research conducted by Komol & Waraporn (2011) who explored the use of VLSs among sophomore undergraduate students at Prince of Songkla University and their contribution on the students’ vocabulary size. The participants in this study were two groups with different abilities in vocabulary knowledge. The first group included students with large amount of vocabulary, while the second group included students with a small amount of vocabulary. The results supported that the participants in the first group used VLSs more often than those in the second group. Also, it was found that English-Thai dictionary strategy was the most frequently used, while using monolingual dictionaries was the strategy which had direct effect on developing the participants’ vocabulary size. This result can be explained by Chastain’s (1988) argument who claims that even if students have the necessary learning skills, they may not reach their potential because they resort to unproductive and ineffective strategies to learn the given material. 

Another study carried out in the Chinese context was by Gu (2010). This study was conducted in Singapore where 100 Chinese students were studying in a six-month enhancement program. In this study, the changes in VLS use and how these changes were related to vocabulary development were investigated. The findings revealed that at the end of the program, the learners used more varieties of VLSs more frequently and this correlated positively and significantly with the development of passive and active vocabulary, particularly with the first 1000 most frequently used words. It is clear from the results of these previous studies that using VLSs positively affect the vocabulary size of the learners. In other words, using more strategies more frequently correlate with developing the vocabulary size of the learners. 

Strategies in relation to language proficiency level.

There have also been empirical studies that focused on the strategies that good and poor students used in their learning processes and emphasized strategies that contributed to language development at different proficiency levels. A good example of such studies was by Ahmed (as cited in Çelik & Toptaş, 2010) who aimed to find out VLSs that 300 Sudanese learners used to learn English. The researcher utilized think-aloud sessions, observations, and interview procedures to collect data. The results revealed that “good learners not only used more vocabulary learning strategies but also relied on different strategies more than the lower level learners” (Ahmed, as cited in Çelik & Toptaş, 2010, p. 64). More proficient learners gave more attention to contextual clues, collocation, and spelling. Also, they were more aware of what they could learn about new words. On the other hand, the lower level learners did not use dictionary and they tended to skip the unknown word. They also focused on learning each word as an isolated item from the context. 

In the same vein, another qualitative study was conducted by Lawson and Hogben (1996) with the objective to observe VLSs that 15 female experienced FL university students used in their attempts to learn new Italian words. The results showed that students who got high scores not only used more strategies in number but also used them more frequently. The same study also revealed that repetition and using dictionary strategies were most frequently used by the students with most of the words, while using contextual information to guess the meaning was found out to be the least used strategy. Moreover, it showed that “the students gave little attention to the physical or grammatical features of words, and evidenced much less use of more elaborative acquisition procedures” (Lawson & Hogben, 1996, p. 128). It was concluded based on the results that elaborative strategies are more useful for recalling a word than those based on repetition. Knight’s (1994) study discovered that using a dictionary and guessing the meaning from context at the same time helps learners not only in learning more words but also remembering more of them after two weeks. Therefore, based on Lawson and Hogben’s results, most of the students were not aware of the advantage of active procedures for vocabulary acquisition and they just focused on the easier strategies to comprehend the meaning of words.

Nacera’s study in 2010 aimed at examining the learning strategies that 46 sophomore university students with higher and lower vocabulary levels used. The results of the study can be summarized as follows. Metacognitive strategies were the most frequently used by the learners. There were differences in the use of strategies between students with higher and lower vocabulary levels; “The formers are distinguished by using specific strategies that required more effort and time and led to an effective learning” (Nacera, 2010, p. 4021).On the other hand, the students with lower vocabulary levels were using surface strategies, which needed less time and effort and this led to surface learning as guessing and root memory.

 In general, the results of the previous studies on the differences between  higher and lower achieving students using VLSs support that frequently using elaborate strategies, which may take time, is connected with a good level of achievement, while  limited use of these strategies result in poor performance.

Strategy use in foreign and second language contexts.
Numerous research studies on SL and FL learning strategies proved that the language learning environment affects the strategies the learners used. Oxford (1990) illustrated that English as Second Language (ESL) learners used more strategies than English as Foreign Language (EFL) learners. In a comparative study, Kojic-Sabo and Lightbown (1999) investigated the VLSs employed by 43 EFL learners and 47 ESL learners. According to the results, there were significant differences in the use of some strategies between EFL and ESL learners. The review strategy was used more by EFL learners, while ESL learners showed creativity in their preference for reviewing techniques. In general, the results showed that some strategies came more easily to ESL than to EFL learners. The researchers argued that “time and learner independence were the two measures most closely related to success in vocabulary learning and higher overall English proficiency” (Kojic-Sabo & Lightbown, 1999, p. 176).

VLSs in relation to learners’ awareness and proficiency level.
The awareness of VLSs as a separate field of research in the language learning process led many scholars to highlight the types of VLSs most frequently used by students, their awareness of these strategies, and their usage. Schmitt (1997) was among the first researchers who did research in this field. He carried out a quantitative study with 600 Japanese high school students, university students, and company employees. The study focused on VLSs used by the participants and whether there was a connection between usage and the participants’ cognitive maturity. The results showed that bilingual dictionaries, verbal repetition, and writing repetition were recognized as the most frequently used and the most helpful to the participants, while physical reaction, first language (L1) cognates, and semantic mapping were the least frequently used. Another interesting conclusion drawn from this study was that the strategy use changed overtime. In other words, the older participants with a higher level of language proficiency tended to use strategies that were used less by the younger participants. The perception of the strategies also changed. Older participants considered strategies which needed deeper mental processing much more helpful. This was used less by the younger participants. According to these findings, Schmitt (1997) argues that:

It may be that some learning strategies are more beneficial at certain ages than others, and that learners naturally mature into using different strategies. If this is true, then we must take our learners ‘cognitive maturity and language proficiency into account when recommending strategies” (p. 226). 

It is also worth mentioning Gu and Johnson’s (1996) here. This study aimed to survey the use of VLSs by 850 EFL Chinese sophomore university students while learning English vocabulary and its’ effect on the students’ vocabulary and language learning outcomes. The results suggested that using VLSs such as metacognitive strategies (self-initiation, selective attention), guessing the meaning from context, using dictionaries, note taking, and using contextual encoding developed the learners’ vocabulary level and language proficiency. On the other hand, “visual repetition of new words was the strongest negative predictor of both vocabulary size and general proficiency” (Gu & Jonson, 1996, p. 1) Moreover, the results showed that there is a significant correlation between the use of VLSs and the learners’ language proficiency level. It can be said that, students change the quality and the quantity of the strategies they use when they develop their language ability. This study relates to the study by Ahmed (1989). Ahmed discovered that when learners become more experienced, they develop more strategies which involve deeper processing and greater cognitive effort. Therefore, “the mature learners seem to realize the value of learning strategies” (Çelik & Toptaş, 2010, p. 64). Also, to find out the VLSs that the Malaysian ESL students at Putra University in Malaysia most frequently used and their awareness about them, open–ended interviews were conducted with the participants by Asgari and Mustapha (2011). The results revealed that ESL students were not aware of most of the VLSs mentioned in the interview. The researchers reported that “most of the students are not aware of the existence of the numerous strategies used to learn words other than using dictionaries and rote memorization and they were medium or lower frequency users” (Asgari & Mustaph, 2011, p. 87).

  Another study carried out by Tek (2006) investigated VLSs that Turkish high school students from different grades (preparatory classes, first year students, second year students, and third year students) most frequently used. The results showed that cognitive strategies were most frequently used, while metacognitive strategies were the least used. It was also found that bilingual dictionary usage was the most frequently used strategy by the students and the preparatory classes were more VLS users. Another study that was carried out again in the Turkish context aimed to examine vocabulary learning strategies of 95 Turkish EFL learners from different levels studying in Ankara University was carried out by Çelik and Toptaş (2010). According to the results, there was a positive correlation between the frequency of the use of strategies and students’ proficiency levels and that the determination strategy was the most frequently used while cognitive strategies were used the least. Moreover, the frequency of the strategy use varied according to the level of the learners. More specifically, upper level learners not only preferred to use more strategies but also believed in the importance of these strategies more than lower level students.
Strategy use in relation to learners’ motivation and beliefs.

Most of the research studies in the VLSs domain showed significant linkages between LLSs usage and the learner’s motivation to learn a language, their behaviors and beliefs about the usefulness of these strategies (Oxford 1990). For instance, Yang ( as cited in Lan, 2005) conducted a research with 505 Taiwanese University students and the results showed that there was a positive relationship between students’ self-efficacy in learning English and their frequently used LLSs. Students who believed that they could succeed in learning English used strategies more frequently than those who had low self-efficacy beliefs. Also, Schmitt (1997) reported that many of the most frequently use strategies were recognized by the participants as helpful too. He illustrated that the participants’ answers about the most five useful strategies were congruent with the statistical descriptive findings for the most preferred strategies. Another interesting study was carried out by Peng (2001) in the Taiwanese context. The researcher investigated the relationship between the use of strategies and learners’ motivation to learn English as a foreign language. The participants of the study were 326 senior high school students. The findings showed that there was a negative significant correlation between the learners who were forced to study English and strategy use. In other words, students who had to study English used strategies less than those who liked and were motivated to study English.


Nation and Moir (2002) carried out a very useful study and during their study they revealed how building ineffective goals and attitudes for learning vocabulary could lead to limited VLSs use and poor vocabulary knowledge. In this study, the researcher asked ten participants, who were studying ESL, to chose and study 20 to 30 new vocabulary items every week for three weeks. At the end of each week, the participants’ knowledge of these words was tested. The results showed that nine participants couldn’t store most of the deep information they studied about the newly learned words in their long term memory. Therefore, they could not retrieve or use this information productively in the final interview test. The reasons for these frustrating results were firstly because the participants had not selected vocabulary items they were interest in. Most of the vocabulary they had selected was unknown, difficult and academic. They admitted that they did this only to attract their teachers’ attention and satisfy the teachers’ expectation. Secondly, they used limited strategies because their primary goal was only to pass the weekly test. So, the participants’ “goals of learning useful vocabulary for long–term retention leading to use were largely replaced by less effective short term goals, […] teachers’ expectation, the influenced by the weekly tests” (Nation & Moir, 2002, p. 30).             

With the same token, Lip (2009) investigated the VLSs that 36 post secondary students in Hong Kong used and their perceptions about the usefulness of these strategies. To collect data, the researcher used a questionnaire and conducted interviews with ten of the participants by phone. Based on the results, it was concluded that there was a positive relation between the frequency use of VLSs and the participants’ perceptions about the usefulness of these strategies. 

Conclusion

In this chapter, many definitions of LLSs and VLSs have been presented. The historical background of LLSs and VLSs and different taxonomies by many researchers were provided. A review of previous studies relevant to the VLSs study and their effects on language learning process were given. Detailed explanations about the methodology of the current study will be presented in   the following chapter.
CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

    Introduction

This chapter presents comprehensive information about the research methodology employed in the current study. First, the research design will be discussed. After that general information about the participants of the study will be provided. Following that, information about selecting the materials used to collect information will be discussed. Finally, the procedures used to collect data and the procedures for analyzing these data will be highlighted.  

The current study intends to investigate Vocabulary Learning Strategies (VSLs) that Iraqi undergraduate students at River University commonly use. It also tries to see whether there are any significant differences in the use of these strategies among students from different grades. Another aim of the study is to explore the awareness levels of the instructors at River University about VLSs and about their students’ use of these strategies. The following research questions are designed to guide the inquiry:

· Are the EFL undergraduate students at River University high, medium or low strategy users?

· What are the most and least frequently used VLSs among undergraduate EFL students at River University? 

· Is there any significant difference among the grads in using VLSs?       

· What is the level of awareness of instructor at River University of the VLSs and that their students use?

Research Design

The best method for answering the research questions seemed to be by designing a survey study using a mixed methods approach. According to Creswell (2003) using mixed method is “an inquiry strategy that is focused on converging or triangulating different quantitative and qualitative data sources” (p. 210). Since there were research questions focusing on the VLSs used by students and the awareness of their instructors, different data collection tools were needed to collect information about these different variables. In other words, by using this method it is hoped that more detailed information could be collected and a comprehensive picture of the topic could be observed. Hence, the study involved a quantitative phase (questionnaires) and a qualitative phase (semi-structures interview). In the first phase, a questionnaire was administered to investigate the VLS use by undergraduate students at River University. On the other hand, in the second phase, semi- structured interviews were employed to discover the awareness of the instructors at this University about VLSs and the strategies that their students used most frequently. In the following sections, detailed information regarding these phases will be provided. 
Phase I
 Participants

In the current investigation of the level of VLSs used by Iraqi undergraduate students in River University, all the present students at the English Language Teaching (ELT) department participated in the survey. The reason for choosing River University to conduct this study was that this particular university is the biggest in terms of student population in the south part of Iraq. Every year 300 to 400 English language teachers graduate from this university. This was the major reason for choosing the participants of the current study from this particular university. Therefore, 302 undergraduate students participated in the study. This number represented the whole population of (ELT) department at River University. Their ages ranged from 18 to 23 and there were 70 males and 232 females. Figure 1 illustrates the distribution of the participant according to their gender. 

Figure 1
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Sixty two students were first year, 87 were from the second year, 79 were third year, and 74 were fourth year students. Figure 2 two shows the distribution of the participants according to their grades. The participants in the pilot study were 11 master ELT students at Near East University, who have the ability to read and write the Arabic Language. All the students who participated in the pilot study were males.
Figure 2
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Material

A questionnaire designed to find out the most frequently used VLSs among undergraduate EFL students was administered to 302 students at River University. This method of data collection was selected because it enables the researcher to cover a large number of participants in a relatively short time. In addition, it helps to measure the participants’ conscious and subconscious, seen and unseen application of the strategies, which would be very difficult to measure with other data collection tools, such as observations (Oxford, 1990). The questionnaire used in the current study was adopted from Kafipour and Naveh (2011), which had been adapted from Schmitts’ (2000) Vocabulary Learning Taxonomy with a reliability coefficient of 0.78. Kafipour and Naveh (2011) employed this questionnaire to investigate Iranian undergraduate students’ uses of VLSs. Schmitt (2000) built this taxonomy based on his investigation of VLSs of foreign language learners. Therefore, this questionnaire is suitable for measuring foreign language learners’ strategies use, which is the case in the current study. The reason behind choosing Kafipur’s questionnaire instead of the original one was because the latter is culturally adapted to fit Iranian students and it is believed that this version would also fit the Iraqi students due to numerous cultural similarities in the context. 

In order to avoid misunderstandings when answering the questionnaire, it was administered in a bilingual format (Arabic & English), since Arabic is the native language of all of the students in the current study. To ensure that the validity of the questionnaire has not been affected by this process, the back-translation method was used. First, the English version was translated into Arabic by the researcher. Then the Arabic version was given to a PhD student who had a Master’s degree in Arabic-English translation. He was asked to translate the questionnaire back to English based on the Arabic version. Finally, the original questionnaire was compared with the translator’s version and it was discovered that item number C17 in both questionnaires was not measuring the same idea. Item number C17 in the original questionnaire was “Remember the words in scales (always, often, sometimes, never). If it is used more time to remember it”, while in the translator’s version it looked like “Connect the new word with the time it took me to study it.” This meant that the Arabic translation for this item did not reflect the meaning of the item in English. Therefore, the Arabic version of this item was altered. This alteration was from “      اربط الكلمة الجديدة بالوقت الذي استغرق لدراسته.....  ( اتذكر الكلمة من خلال ربطها بعدد المرات التي تظهر فيها بالنص وبكمية الوقت الذي استغرق لدراستها )  , based on the suggestions taken from the translator. Following this alteration, the final version of the questionnaire (including items both in English and in Arabic) was administered to 11 Master’s students studying in the ELT department at Near East University. For consistency reliability, the Cronbach alpha for the final version was calculated as 0.909, which is considered very high.   

The final version of the questionnaire contained two parts (see Appendix A). The first part was designed for collecting demographic information about the participants and for giving them instructions on how to fill in the questionnaire. The participants were asked to give information about their gender, age, and grade (year of study). The second part contained questions about VLSs, where students were asked to rate their use of the given strategies based on frequency (see Appendix A). There were 42 items in this section. After these items, and in order to get more information about the VLSs use, an open question was designed in the questionnaire as it is shown in Appendix A. In terms of vocabulary learning, Schmitt (2000) has divided VLSs into two groups, each with its sub-categories: the first one helps to determine the meaning of the new words, which includes determination and social strategies, and the second group helps to consolidate meaning which includes cognitive, metacognitive, memory and social strategies. Therefore, the strategies in the questionnaire included 5 categories: determination (DET), social (SOC), memory (MEM), cognitive (COG), and metacognitive (MET) strategies. Table 1 shows the classification of items and types of strategies that they refer to.  

The students were asked to rate each strategy on a five-point rating scale in terms of their frequency of use in ascending order ranging from ‘never’, (valued as 1), ‘seldom’ (valued as 2), ‘sometimes’ (valued as 3), ‘often’ (valued as 4) and ‘always’ (valued as 5). To find out the level of VLSs use among the students, overall mean scores for each item in the questionnaire was calculated using the values ascribed to their choices as mentioned above. In addition, an overall mean score was also calculated to determine the overall strategy use among this particular group of students. Similarly, these mean scores and frequency analysis were used to determine the most and least frequently used strategies. 
Table 1

Categorization of Vocabulary Learning Strategies in the Questionnaire

	 Item number in the 

 questionnaire             
	   Statement                             
	
	Type of strategy

	1
	Check new word’s form                                         
	Strategies for the discovery of anew word’s meaning.
	DET 1

	2
	 Look for any word parts that I know  
	
	DET 2

	3
	Check if the word is also an Arabic word
	
	DET 3

	4
	Use any pictures or gestures to help me guess the meaning   
	
	DET 4

	
	Guess its meaning from context 
	
	DET 5

	6
	Use an English-Arabic dictionary
	
	DET 6

	7
	Use English- English dictionary
	
	DET 7

	8
	Ask the teacher to give me the definition  for the word that I don’t know its meaning
	
	SOC 1

	9
	Ask the teacher to make a sentence by using  the new word 
	
	SOC 2

	10
	Ask my classmates for meaning
	
	SOC 3

	11
	 Study the word with my classmates                                                                   
	Strategies for consolidation a word once it has been encountered 
	SOC 4

	12
	Ask the teacher to check my definition                           
	
	SOC 5

	13
	Talk with native speakers                                                   
	
	SOC 6

	14
	 Draw a picture of the word to help remember it                 
	
	MEM 1

	15
	Make a mental image (imaginary image)of the words meaning  
	
	MEM 2

	16
	Connect the word to a personal experience                          
	
	MEM 3

	17
	Use physical action when the learning a word                      
	
	MEM 4

	18
	Remember the word that fellow or precede the new word      
	
	MEM 5

	19
	Connect the word to other words with similar or opposite meaning                              
	
	MEM 6

	20
	Connect the word to other words with similar or opposite meaning                              
	
	MEM 7

	21
	Use new words in sentences                                             
	
	MEM 8

	22
	Writ paragraph using several words                                  
	
	MEM 9

	23
	Study the spelling of a word                                              
	
	MEM 10

	24
	Study the sound of a word 
	
	MEM 11

	25
	Say the new words aloud when I meet them                     
	
	MEM 12

	26
	Make a mental image of the word’s form
	
	MEM 13

	27
	Remember the word using its part                                     
	
	MEM 14

	28
	Remember the word using its’ form                                  
	
	MEM 15

	29
	Make my own definition for the word                               
	
	MEM 16

	30
	Remember the words in scales                                           
	
	MEM 17

	31
	Repeat the words aloud many times                                   
	
	COG 1

	32
	Put English labels on physical objects                               
	
	COG 2

	33
	Writ the words many times                                                  
	
	COG  3

	34 
	Make lists of new words                                                    
	
	COG 4

	35
	Take notes or highlight new words 
	
	COG 5

	36
	Keep a vocabulary book wherever I go
	
	COG 6

	37
	Use flashcards to record new words                                    
	
	COG 7

	38
	Use English-Language media                                              
	
	MET 1

	39
	Study new words many times                                             
	
	MET 2

	40
	Test myself with word tests                                                 
	
	MET 3

	41
	Skip or pass new words                                                       
	
	MET 4

	42
	Pay attention to English words when someone is  speaking English
	
	MET 5


Procedures

The data was collected over a period of three months covering May 2013 to July 2013. After getting written permission from Asst. Prof. Dr. Reza Kafipour to use her questionnaire in the study (see appendix B), the permission of the Head of the ELT department at River University was sought orally to administer the questionnaires to the students. The researcher administered the questionnaires herself while the students were in their classes. Before distributing the questionnaires, extensive information about the study was provided and students’ questions were answered. For example, one of the student’s questions was “What do you mean by seldom?” (First year student), and another question was “What do you mean by strategies?” (First year student and second year student). Explanatory examples were given to the students as answers to their questions. The participants were also explained that their responses would be kept confidential and would not affect their marks. All these explanations and information were given orally to the students in their classes.

 No specific time was given to fill in the questionnaires but the students were asked to return the questionnaires as soon as they completed them.
Analysis

To analyze the data collected through the questionnaires, Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) version 20 was used. Descriptive statistics (mean scores, frequencies, percentages and standard deviation) were used in order to answer the research questions one and two. Then, the mean scores for overall strategy use and for each category of strategies were calculated in order to find the students’ mean scores as strategy users. Oxford (1997, 2001) scoring system was used to find high, medium, and low strategy users. According to her scoring, 1-2.4 showed low strategy use (Seldom and/or Never use), 2.4-3.4 showed medium strategy use (Sometimes use), while 3.5-5showed high strategy use (Often and /or Always) .Table 2 illustrates the distribution of vocabulary learning strategies using levels according to Oxford (1997,2001) scoring system.

	Table 2

	Oxford’s Scoring System for the Level of Vocabulary Learning Strategies Use

	Strategy use level
	Score
	Strategy use

	Low
	1-2.4
	Never

Seldom

	Medium
	2.5-3.4
	Sometimes

	High
	3.5-5
	Often

Always


Finally, one-way ANOVA and Post-hoc analyses (LSD) were used to find out whether the differences were significant in the use of different groups of strategies between different groups of students. 
Phase II
Participants

The second group in the current study included five instructors at the River University’s ELT department. Actually, these five instructors did not represent all the instructors at the River University ELT department, but they were the ones who accepted to be part of this study. Four of the instructors were males and one was female.  The participants were given pseudonyms for ethical purposes. General information about the participants is presented below:

· Mr. Ahmed has been teaching Literature since the early 2000s and he is in his mid- 30s. 

·  Dr. Ali has been teaching Literature since 1996 and he is in his late 50s. 

· Dr. Salem has been teaching Language Teaching Methodology since late the 1990s and he is in his mid - 40s. 

·  Mr. Husain has been teaching Linguistics and Conversation since 2000 and he had an MA degree in ELT. He is in his mid- 30s. 

· Ms. Nehan has been teaching short stories since 2006. She has an MA degree in Literature and she is also in her mid- 30s.

Materials

Understanding the instructors’ awareness about VLSs, their background experience about them, their opinions about the strategies that their students commonly use to learn vocabulary, and their understanding of any problems that their students may encounter in vocabulary learning, was very crucial to get fruitful results in this research. This would not only answer one of the research question set forth earlier but also would help to understand some of the reasons of using (or not using) VLSs by university students. To reach these aims, a semi-structured interview schedule was used. Best and Kahn (2006) explain that selection of effective data collection methods are determined on the basis of “what is to be studied” (p. 257).The reasons for choosing the interview as a method to collect data was that this instrument provides more deep and detailed information from an interviewee than what is available through other collection method, such as surveys (Boyce& Neale, 2006). Moreover, it provide comprehensible results from a small number of participants which is not possible by using statistical analysis    

Interview is one of main data collection tools used in qualitative studies (Patton, 2002). It is a conversation between the investigator and the participants in his or her study. There are many forms of interviews such as, individual face-to-face interviews, group face-to-face interviews, mailed or self administered questionnaires, and phone surveys (Siriwan, 2007). 

There are also different styles in interviewing such as fully structured, semi-structured or unstructured interviews (Brown, as cited in Siriwan, 2007). The interview used in this study was individual semi-structured face-to-face interview. Patton (1990) defined semi-structured interviewing as “topics and issues to be covered are determined in advance, in outline form; interviewer decides sequences and wording of questioned in the course of the interview” (pp. 288-289). This kind of interview provides some freedom for the interviewers to ask and/or give clarification when they feel that the interviewees’ answers are not clear. Also, it helps the interviewer to ask additional questions in order to explore more information about the interviewees’ feelings and opinions and all this information will support his or her main topic (Corbetta, 2003). On the other hand, structured-interviewing means asking the same questions in the same order for all the interviewees (Patton, 1990). According to Patton (1990), these standardized questions don’t give the interviewer flexibility and this could affect the interviewee’s answers. Corbetta (2003) explains that sometimes interviewees don’t understand the questions and this could affect the type as well as the quality of their answers. This had happened in the course of the current study, when the researcher asked two of the participants her first interview question. The instructors didn’t understand the meaning of the questions; therefore, they gave irrelevant answers. Yet, because of following a semi-structured interview format, the researcher was able to clarify the meaning of the questions and further delve into the reasons behind the participants’ initial responses. Thus, the first reason for using semi- structured interview in this study was that fact that such a format provided a very flexible technique, offering useful data when the sample size is small, which was the case in this study. Secondly, it gave the interviewees more freedom and control to express their thoughts (Drever, as cited in Pathake & Intratat, 2012). 
Several drafts of the interview questions were written before getting to the final version of the main themes to be discussed. These versions were also checked with the researchers’ supervisor, who is experienced in conducting qualitative research. The key themes that were covered during the interviews contained questions about the strategies the instructors themselves used to learn vocabulary, their educational background about this matter, the strategies that their students used to learn vocabulary based on their observations and expectations, and their opinions regarding any problems that their students may be encountering regarding vocabulary learning (see Appendix C for the interview schedule). 
Procedures

In order to conduct interviews with the instructors, permission from the Head of the of ELT department was orally obtained. Then, consent of individual instructors was sought. Unfortunately, in spite of all the efforts to persuade the instructors to be part of the study, only five out of eight accepted to participate. After the participants had signed the consent form (see Appendix D), the researcher conducted her interviews. At the beginning of the interview, the researcher spent some time in building rapport with the interviewer by sharing general information. For example, the researcher introduced herself to the interviewees and talked about her Master of Arts (MA) degree, on which she was working. Also, in order to give the interviewees a safe atmosphere to express their thoughts freely, the researcher promised the interviewees that their real names and University’s name would not be used. The researcher conducted the interviews with the instructors in their offices, which also provided a familiar environment for the participants in order to express themselves freely. All the interviews were audio recorded. 

Despite the fact that the participants were encouraged to explain their views in detail by the help of follow up questions such as “Can you tell me a little bit more about that?”, some of them seemed reluctant to provide details and they gave very brief answers to some of the questions. One possible explanation for this could be that they felt that some of the questions in my interview were “knowledge questions.” According to Patton (as cited in Glesne, 2006) knowledge questions can give interviewees a feeling of “being tested”, and in such cases, the interviewees feel “uneasy when they have to say “I don’t know” to a question that you assumed they would know” (p. 82). To avoid giving any such expressions or assumptions to the interviewees that she assumed they should know the answer, the researcher preceded all her knowledge questions with sentences like “Do you think…”, “Based on your observation, what do you think about…?” or “How do you think…”.
All of the interviews were conducted in English and the duration of the interviews varied from five minutes to fifteen minutes. The audio recordings for all the interviews added up to approximately 35 minutes. Each interview was then transcribed using the following transcription conventions (Schegloff, 1987):

Normal –utterances in English

(   ) –words or phrase used to make the meaning clear put in parentheses

            [laughing]    transcriber’s comments are put in square brackets
Analysis 

 
To analyze the data collected through the interviews, open coding suggested by Pattern (2002) was used. In very simple terms, coding means “identify what appears to be important and give it name (code)” (Glesne, 2006, p. 154). According to Pattern (2002), there are three steps in analyzing qualitative data (organizing the data, description, and interpretation). In this study, after reviewing the transcripts of the interviews several times, the data was organized based on the interviewees’ responses for each of the questions in the interview. The interview questions guided the initial analysis. Several themes emerged and these themes were noted down and then grouped based on their frequency. The emergent codes were compared several times with all the remaining interview transcripts to check their validity.

The findings of both qualitative and quantitative phases were then put together to interpret the research findings as will be presented in the next chapter. The qualitative results helped to interpret some of the results of quantitative analysis, while some of the quantitative results, such as the analysis of the most frequently used VLSs by the students, contributed in comparing the instructors’ awareness of these strategies, i.e. answering the research question on the instructors’ awareness level about the VLSs their students most frequently used. Therefore, both types of data and their analysis were used to provide a better understanding of the phenomena under investigation.

Conclusion

In this chapter, detailed explanations about the research methodology employed in the current study were provided. The rationale for choosing the mixed methods approach employed in the current study and the type of questionnaire used was given. Detailed information about the procedures for collecting and analyzing data were also explained. Both the qualitative phase and the quantitative phase of the research design were described in detail. The results of the analysis for both phases of the study will be presented in the next chapter.                                          
CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
Presentation

In this chapter, the results from the questionnaire and interviews will be discussed in detail. The results will be presented based on the research questions that guided the current study. First, the students’ level of vocabulary learning strategies (VLSs) use will be examined. Then, the most and least commonly used VLSs by undergraduate students at River University will be analyzed and interpreted. After that, VLS use based on grade levels of students will be discussed. Finally, the results from the interviews will be analyzed to discover the instructors’ awareness about VLSs in general and the VLSs that their students most frequently used in particular.
Students’ Vocabulary Learning Strategies Use and Level
To identify the level of strategy use of English as Foreign Language (EFL) undergraduate students at River University, the mean scores for overall strategies use was calculated for all participants. Table 3 shows the results of this analysis.

	Table 3

	Students’ Overall Strategy Use 

	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max

	2.62
	.32
	1.9
	3.55


*Note. SD= Standard Deviation

Oxford’s (1997) scoring system was used to evaluate the VLSs use by students at River University. According to this system, scale range of 1-5, where mean scores between 1-2.4 shows low strategy use (seldom and/or never use), 2.5-3.4 shows medium strategy use (sometimes use) and 3.5-5 shows high strategy use (often and/or always). Based on the total mean score and Oxford’s (1997) scoring system, the students at River University appear to be medium strategy users with a mean score of 2.62. Only 27 of the 302 participants reported high strategy use (often or always). A great majority (n=194) of the participants reported medium strategy use (sometimes used), while 81 of the participants reported that they seldom or never used the stated VLSs, as shown in Table 4.
	Table 4

	Frequency and Percentage of Students Showing High, Medium and Low Strategy Use  

	Level of Strategy Use
	Frequency
	Percentage

	High
	27
	8.9

	Medium
	194
	64.3

	Low
	81
	26.8

	Total
	302
	100.0


The results revealed that majority of the participants at the River University were medium strategy users. To some extent, this result may be due to students’ not being familiar with all types of VLSs mentioned in the questionnaire. As a result, they may not be using various VLSs. This is also supported by the fact that none of the students wrote any answers for the open-ended question at the end of the questionnaire, which asked them to list any other methods of vocabulary learning strategies they may be using. 
This unfamiliarity with the different types of VLSs may be leading them to stick to the strategies they were aware of/familiar with. Nevertheless, students seem to be using certain strategies to learn vocabulary even though these strategies may not be explicitly taught in the classroom. In fact, there are previous studies about VLSs that showed the same result, such as Sarani and Kafipour (2008) and Kafipour and Naveh (2011). In both of these studies, the researchers argue that the students’ medium strategy use was due to the students’ little awareness of VLSs. Also, the results of the current study are similar to the results of Asgari and Mustapha (2011), whose research aimed to find out the VLSs that Malaysian English as Second Language (ESL) students at University Putra Malaysia most frequently used. They reported that “most of the students are not aware of the existence of the numerous strategies used to learn words other than using dictionaries and rote memorization and they were medium or lower frequency users” (Asgari & Mustapha, 2011, p. 87). Hence, the result of the current study highlights the need for VLSs to be explicitly covered in the classroom for students to be aware of the variety of strategies that they can use. This may assist them in finding the best VLSs that work for themselves and therefore improve their vocabulary learning. The following two sections will focus on the most and least frequently individual strategies used in order to further understand which strategies students are familiar with and which strategies need to be promoted.

The most frequently used VLSs. 

Since one of the research goals was to discover the most and least frequently used strategies, the mean scores for each item in the questionnaire were calculated (see Appendix E). Based on this analysis, nine strategies were identified as the most frequently used by River University students. As shown in Table 5, only one strategy, “using English –Arabic dictionary”, out of the nine was employed at a high level, while the mean scores for the other eight strategies fell in the medium-use range. Also, it was found that four of the most frequently used strategies, (using bilingual dictionary, asking friends for the meaning, guessing meaning from context, and checking if the word is also an Arabic word) were discovery strategies that students employed to learn the meaning of new words. The remaining five strategies (repeating aloud, studying the spelling, skipping or passing the new word, writing the word many times, and paying attention to English words) were retention strategies that students used to maintain the knowledge of newly learned words. Table 5 shows the detailed analysis of the most preferred strategies.
Table 5

	Most Preferred VLSs Used by River University Students

	Strategy
	        Category
	   
	Mean            SD
	Rank

	Using bilingual Dictionary


	Determination
	  3.62
	   .99
	1

	Repeat the word aloud many times


	 Cognitive
	3.44
	1.13
	2

	Ask my classmate for meaning 


	   Social
	3.41
	1.12
	3

	Study the spelling of the word

 
	  Memory
	3.31
	1.08
	4

	Check if the word is also Arabic word


	Determination
	3.31
	1.09
	5

	Guess its meaning from context 


	Determination
	 3.22
         
	1.01
	6

	Skip or pass new word
	Metacognitive
	3.17
	1.14
	7

	Write the words many times


	Cognitive
	3.10
	1.14
	8

	Pay attention to English words when 

Someone is speaking English


	Metacognitive
	3.10
	1.08
	9


The first most often used strategy was “use an English –Arabic dictionary.” According to the results, this strategy had a mean score of 3.62. Using a bilingual dictionary was also found as a common strategy in many studies, such as Lawson and Hogben (1996), Schmitt (1997), Kudo (1999), Tek (2006), and Asgari and Mustapha (2011).   The reason for this result could be that students tend to use simple strategies that enable them to learn a new word simply and quickly. Therefore, they don’t feel the need to use other complex strategies, which may take more time and effort. This result also reflects a common practice of teaching vocabulary in the Iraqi context because using translation to the mother language in teaching English is a common practice in Iraq.
 In VLSs literature, there are studies that support the efficiency of using bilingual dictionaries to develop the vocabulary level of students. One of these studies is Hamzah, Kafipour and Abdullah (2009) study. They conducted their research among 125 Iranian learners and the results revealed that using bilingual dictionaries contributed directly to the development of the vocabulary size of the learners. On the contrary, Baxter (as cited in Mukoroli, 2011) revealed that “the continuous and extended use of bilingual dictionaries slows down students’ vocabulary development” (p. 31). Therefore, the effectiveness of this strategy still remains ambiguous. Nevertheless, it was the most common strategy amongst Iraqi EFL learners at River University.
The second most preferred strategy was the cognitive strategy of “repeating the words aloud many times” with a mean score of 3.44. According to Schmitt (1997), this strategy is an effective strategy that students can use to learn the meaning of new words. Another common cognitive strategy was “writing the word many times” (M = 3.10), ranked as number eight in frequency. This means that River University students tend to use strategies that depend on repetition to maintain their information about a newly learned word. This is a very interesting result as it also relates to the VLSs that the instructors at River University used to learn vocabulary, to teach vocabulary, and/or advised their students to follow in order to learn vocabulary. A more detailed discussion of this finding will be done in section “Instructors’ Awareness of VLSs.” Hence, focusing on repetition to learn new words could be due to the students’ training and educational background. In other words, these students might have been taught using an approach similar to the audio–lingual approach, where emphasis is on mechanical drilling and memorization to learn new words.
The third most frequently used strategy was the social strategy of “asking my classmate for meaning” (M = 3.41).  Interestingly, this strategy was the only social strategy that River University students reported as a common one. This shows that cooperative learning is not a very common approach amongst Iraqi EFL learners at River University. The fourth most preferred strategy was “studying the spelling of a word”. The reason for choosing this strategy could be that most of the students give importance to the exams administered at the English Language Teaching (ELT) department at the University, which depends mainly on the skill of writing.

Two determination strategies, namely “checking if the word is also an Arabic word” (M = 3.31) and “guessing its meaning from context” (M = 3.22), were also among the highest frequency strategies, ranked as number five and six respectively in frequency. This means that River University students not only depended on bilingual dictionaries to get the meaning of unknown words but also used other strategies such as guessing the meaning of unknown words, which is something very beneficial. Oxford (1990) affirmed the importance of “guessing its meaning from context” strategy by saying that this strategy helps learners to comprehend and produce the target language despite limitations in vocabulary or grammatical knowledge. Also according to Herrel (as cited in Mukoroli, 2011) “guessing meaning from context” strategy helps learners to learn especially low-frequency vocabulary. 
“Skip or pass new words” was ranked as the seventh most often used strategy. Interestingly, according to Schmitt (1997), the least helpful strategy of discovering meaning is skipping or passing new words. Also Ahmed (as cited in Çelik & Toptaş, 2010), in his study of about 300 Sudanese learners, revealed that poor students tended to ignore the unknown word. Based on this result, it is important for the students to improve their awareness about the limited advantage for this strategy to learn new vocabulary. Finally, “pay attention to English words when someone is speaking English” was also among the most frequently used strategies. 
The least frequently used VLSs. 
The least frequently used strategies were identified by locating the items whose mean scores fell between 1 and 2.1. The results showed that there were nine strategies with means under 1-2.1 and all of these strategies were used at a low level. Table 6 shows the analysis of the least nine frequently used strategies according to their means.
As shown in Table 6, the first least preferred strategy was the social strategy “talking with a native speaker” (M = 1.54). This strategy had a very low mean score of 1.54 and this means that it was not even occasionally used. The reason for this result could be due to the fact that there are very few none native speakers in the southern part of Iraq and finding someone whose native language is English is a very difficult matter. This strategy, according to Hamzah, Kafipour and Abdullah (2009), affect the learners’ vocabulary size positively. Therefore, River University students need to develop their awareness about the importance of this strategy and, given the current situation, try to make use of available technologies to get in touch with native speakers of English.
Three least frequently used strategies, “use flash cared to record new words” (M = 1.90), “put English labels on physical objects” (M = 1.93), and “keep a vocabulary notebook” (M = 2.10), belonged to the cognitive category. The reason for the limited use of “using flashcards” and “putting English labels” may be that undergraduate students might think that these are childish behaviours/learning methods. The metacognitive strategy “testing myself with word tests” was the fourth least preferred strategy used with a mean score of 2.06. This could be due to students’ slight awareness about this strategy or because they think that this strategy is time consuming and complex.
The following three memory strategies “Drawing a picture for the word to help remember it” (M = 2.06), “Use physical action when learning a word” (M = 2.10), and “remember the word in scales” (M = 2.14) were also recorded as the least frequently used strategies. Tek (2006), in her thesis about VLSs use by Turkish high school students, showed that using physical action strategy was not preferred among Turkish students. According to her, this could be because students felt that this strategy is ridiculous to be used at their age.
	Table 6



	The Least Preferred Strategies

	Strategy


	     Category
	     Mean
	SD
	Rank

	Talk with a native speaker


	Social
	1.54


	.85
	1


	Use flash card to record new words


	Cognitive
	1.90

	.79


	2

	Put English labels on physical object


	Cognitive
	1.93


	1.01


	3

	Test myself with word test
	Metacognitive
	2.06

	.83


	4

	Draw a picture of the word to help  remember it
	Memory
	2.06


	.83
	5

	Use physical action when learning a word
	Memory
	2.10

	.79
	6

	Keep a vocabulary notebook wherever I go
	Cognitive
	2.10

	.92


	7

	Ask the teacher to make a sentence by using the new word


	Social
	2.13
	.91
	8

	Remember the word in scales (always, often, sometimes, never)
	Memory
	2.14
	.96
	9


Similarly, Hamzah, Kafipour and Abdullah (2009), in their study about VLSs use among  Iranian  undergraduates students, found that using physical action to learn new words was  again among the least frequently used VLSs. However, there were many previous studies, which supported the importance of using such memory strategies. Ellis (as cited in Marzban & Amoli, 2012) indicated that by using various memory strategies, such as visual (pictures or imagery) or/and verbal methods (including physical responses), learners could enhance their retention of new words. These studies indicate that using physical actions strategy contributes positively to learners’ vocabulary size. Marzban and Amoli, (2012) gave a very reasonable explanation about the importance of using verbal and visual learning methods. They said that there is no agreement among the researchers about the form in which new information is stored in the long-term memory; “some agree that information is stored in visual form; others assert that it is stored in verbal form; still others think it is stored by meaning” (p. 4958). Therefore, learners need to develop their awareness about these visual and verbal memory strategies to learn new words.
 Finally, the social strategy “Ask the teacher to make a sentence by using the new word” was also among the least preferred strategies. As it will be explained later, social strategies in general were not frequently used by River University students. Specifically, interacting with teachers was not a common strategy among River University students in learning new words. This finding is also consistent with other studies that were carried out in similar cultural contexts such as Iran. Hence, it is believed that the reason behind such results could be the students’ cultural background where the way that they perceive teacher-learner roles in the classroom affects the strategies that they employ. In other words, the students might not see their teachers as a source that they can interact with freely.  

Vocabulary learning strategy use within each category.

As part of the focus of this study, it was also important to find out the use of VLSs by EFL learners at River University within each category that the questionnaire focused on. Therefore, the overall mean score for each category in the questionnaire was calculated and the strategies were ranked according to their mean scores to find out the most and the least frequently used strategies. Table 7 shows the results of this analysis based on each category of VLSs in the questionnaire.
	Table 7

	The Most and Least Frequently Use Categories of VLSs

	Strategy and Item Numbers 
	Mean
	SD
	Strategy Use

	Determination (1-7)
	2.87
	.47
	Medium

	Metacognitive (38-42)
	2.83
	.54
	Medium

	Cognitive (31-37)
	2.59
	.43
	Medium

	Memory (14-30)
	2.55
	.40
	Medium

	Social (8-13)
	2.36
	.40
	Low


All the items of VLSs in the questionnaire will be illustrated according to their frequency and percentage in the following sections. As can be seen from the table above, there was not much difference in the mean scores of strategy use among the five categories. However, it was the determination strategies with a mean score of 2.87 that were used slightly more frequently by River University students when compared to the other categories. Metacognitive strategies (M = 2.83) followed the determination strategies. The third most frequently used category of VLSs was the cognitive strategies (M = 2.59) and the fourth was the memory strategies (M=2.55). The least frequently used category of VLSs appeared to be the social strategies used by the participants with a mean score of 2.36. It is clear from Table 7 that the mean scores for the first four categories fell under medium frequency of strategy use according to Oxford (1990), while the mean score for the last category (social) fell under low frequency of strategy use. Therefore, River University students used four categories at medium level and one category of strategies at low level. Interestingly, no category was found to be used at a high frequency level, which reflects the earlier findings of the participants being medium strategy users. In the following sections, a detailed discussion of the strategies within each category will be provided. 
Finding determination strategies as the most frequently used strategies by the participants was different from research done by Kafipoue and Naveh (2011). In their research, determination category was in the fourth position of frequently used categories of VLSs. According to them, this result was due to Iranian students using VLSs that involved lower mental processes less. The implication of this interpretation for the current study is that River University students tend to use more strategies that need lower mental processes. 

Students at River University reported that they most frequently used “bilingual dictionary” (M = 3.62) within the determination category. This strategy was very popular since it got the highest mean score in the questionnaire. Moreover, its importance had been supported by the fact that only 2% of the students ‘never’ used it, 37% of the students ‘often’ used it and 20%of them ‘always’ applied this strategy. Table 8 shows the analysis of each item in the determination category based on its mean score, standard deviation (SD), frequency and percentage. 

As opposed to the high percentage of students using bilingual dictionaries, most of the students (35%) said that they ‘seldom’ used a monolingual dictionary. For this item, only 5% of the participants said that they ‘often’ used it and again only 5% said that they always used it. This could be due to the students’ poor vocabulary knowledge. 
Table 8
Determination Strategy use
	Item
	Frequency
	N
	Percentage
	Mean
	SD

	Check new word’s form
	Never

Seldom

Sometimes

Often

Always
	53

77

151

18

3
	17.5

25.5

50.0

6.0

1.0
	2.50
	  .88

	Look for any word parts that I know  
	Never

Seldom

Sometimes

Often

Always
	38

119

128

8

9
	12.6

39.4

42.2

2.6

3.0
	2.44
	.85

	Check if the word is also an Arabic word 
	Never

Seldom

Sometimes

Often

Always
	18

46

111

79

48
	6.0

15.2

36.8

26.2

15.9
	3.31
	1.09

	Use any pictures or gestures to help me guess the meaning
	Never

Seldom

Sometimes

Often

Always
	70
59

122

28

23
	23.2
19.5

40.4

9.3

7.6
	2.60
	1.16

	Guess its meaning from context                                  
	Never

Seldom

Sometimes

Often

Always
	23

52

115

60

52
	7.0

17.2

38.1

19.9

17.2
	3.22
	1.14

	Use an English-Arabic dictionary                                
	Never

Seldom

Sometimes

Often

Always
	6

34

89

112

61
	2.0

11.3

29.5

37.1

20.2
	3.62
	.99

	Use English-English dictionary                                
	Never

Seldom

Sometimes

Often

Always
	52

108

108

17

17
	17.2

35.8

35.8

5.6

5.6
	2.50
	1.02


*Note: N = number of the students.

According to Kudo (1999), the use of a bilingual dictionary is usually related to the infrequent use of a monolingual dictionary. He illustrated that without sufficient amount of vocabulary, students will not be able to understand the definition of the new word in a monolingual dictionary and this will lead them to look up word after word. In the same vein, Ahmed (1989) claimed that successful learners with high proficiency levels move on from bilingual dictionaries to monolingual ones because they seek for more information beyond merely the definition. 

The results also showed that “checking if the word is also an Arabic word” (M = 3.31) and “guessing meaning from context” (M = 3.22) were very popular strategies among River University students. As table 8 shows, the majority of the student used these strategies ‘sometimes’, ‘Always’ and ‘often.’ For example, 26% of the students ‘often’ checked if the word is also an Arabic word and 36% of them does that ‘sometimes’, while only 7% of the students indicated that they ‘never’ guessed a new word’s meaning from the context.

On the other hand, “checking new word’s form” (M = 2.50), “looking for any word parts that I know” (M = 2.44), and “using any pictures or gestures to help me guess the meaning” (M = 2.60) strategies were used at medium level because a majority of the students said that they ‘sometimes’ applied these strategies. Yet these strategies were not often used as it is shown in Table 8. This could be caused by the students believing that these strategies are time and effort consuming and that they could take the meaning of the new word directly by using other strategies such as the dictionary quickly and with less effort. Another reason for this result could be, again, the students’ low awareness about the value of using such varied strategies to learn new words.

 Metacognitive strategies were the second most frequently used strategies. This category includes one of the most preferred strategies, i.e. “skipping or passing the new word” (M =3.17), and one of the least preferred strategies “testing myself with word tests” (M = 2.06). The data showed that River University students were eager to pass the unknown words, while 35% of them said that they never test themselves with word tests. Table 9 shows the analysis of the metacognitive strategies according to their mean scores, SDs, frequencies and percentages. In the same vein, the findings showed that “studying new words many times” (M = 3.03) and “paying attention to English word when someone is speaking English” (M = 3.10) were actively used strategies.
Table 9
Metacognitive Strategy use.
	Item  
	Frequency
	 N
	Percentage
	    Mean
	SD

	Use English-language media (songs, movies, the internet)                                
	Never 
	27
	8.9
	2.81
	 1.00

	
	Seldom
	80
	26.5                                         
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	142
	47.0
	
	

	
	Often

Always
	28
25
	9.3
8.3
	
	

	Study new words many times
	Never
	25
	 8.3
	3.03
	 1.16

	
	Seldom
	77
	25.5
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	109
	36.1
	
	

	
	Often
	45
	14.9
	
	

	
	Always
	46
	15.2
	
	

	Test myself with word tests
	Never
	107
	35.4
	2.06
	 1.01

	
	Seldom
	101
	 33.4
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	71
	 23.5
	
	

	
	Often
	15
	 5.0
	
	

	
	Always
	8
	 2.6
	
	

	Skip or pass new words

	Never
	30
	 9.9
	3.17
	  1.21

	
	Seldom
	58
	19.2
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	99
	32.8
	
	

	
	Often
	62
	 20.5
	
	

	
	Always
	53
	 17.5
	
	

	Pay attention to English words when someone is speaking English.


	Never
	23
	7.6
	 3.10
	     1.08

	
	Seldom
	 54
	17.9
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	137
	45.4
	
	

	
	Often
	46
	15.2
	
	

	
	Always
	42
	13.9
	
	


*Note: n = number of the students
Concerning “using English-language media (songs, movies, and the internet)”, it seemed like the students used this strategy but it was not a preferred by the learners. The results showed that 26% of the students ‘seldom’ used English language media, while 47% of them ‘sometimes’ used it. This means that the learners used this strategy but they were not keen on using it frequently. This could be due to the educational background of the learners. In other words, using songs and movies as educational tools in teaching English language are not popular in Iraq, particularly at University level. Therefore, students are not really aware of the importance of such strategies involving authentic language use, which had been demonstrated by Stoffer (as cited in Asgari & Mustapha, 2011) and Schmitt (2000).In general metacognitive strategies require students to be aware of their learning, plan, monitor, and evaluate their own learning. Taking into account that metacognitive category was found as the second most preferred category used, it can be assumed that students at River University have this awareness. In other words, they seem to have control on their own learning.  
In the use of the cognitive category, two strategies “repeating the word aloud may times” (M = 3.44) and “writing the word many times” (M = 3.10) contributed directly to rise of the mean score of this category. These strategies were often used since only 4% of the students said that they never “repeat the words aloud many times”, and only 8% stated that they never “write the word many times.” Table 10 shows the analysis cognitive strategies based on their mean scores, SDs, frequencies and percentages. It was deduced from the results that River University students were not interested in “putting English labels on physical object” (M = 1.93). Actually, 35% of the learners reported that they ‘never’ put English labels on physical objects, 37% stated that they ‘seldom’ do that and only one student claimed that he/she ‘always’ does that. “Making a list of new words” (M = 2.80) was used at an average level because the majority of the students (n = 150) ‘sometimes’ used it.
“Taking notes or highlight new words in class” (M = 2.93) strategy was used at medium level since 43% of the students ‘sometimes’ used it. At the same time, this strategy was not popular because 26% of the students indicated that they ‘seldom’ take note in class. Oxford (1990) revealed that taking notes strategy helps learners comprehending and producing the new language by structure the new information into “manageable  chunks”(p.45)   
Table 10

 Cognitive Strategy use
	Item  
	Frequency
	  N
	Percentage
	    Mean
	SD

	Repeat the words aloud many times
	Never 
	14
	4.5
	3.44
	1.13

	
	Seldom
	45
	14.9
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	107
	35.4
	
	

	
	Often
	65
	21.5
	
	

	
	Always
	71
	23.5
	
	

	Put English labels on physical objects
	Never
	108
	35.8
	1.93
	.83



	
	Seldom
	112
	37.1
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	77
	25.5
	
	

	
	Often
	4
	1.3
	
	

	
	Always
	1
	.3
	
	

	Write the words many times
	Never
	26
	8.9
	3.10
	1.14

	
	Seldom
	66
	21.9
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	100
	33.1
	
	

	
	Often
	71
	23.5
	
	

	
	Always
	39
	12.9
	
	

	Make lists of new words
	Never
	27
	8.9
	2.80
	.93

	
	Seldom
	81
	26.8
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	150
	49.7
	
	

	
	Often
	27
	8.9
	
	

	
	Always
	17
	5.6
	
	

	Take notes or highlight new words in class
	Never
	21
	7.0
	2.93
	1.04

	
	Seldom
	80
	26.5
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	131
	43.3
	
	

	
	Often
	38
	12.6
	
	

	
	Always
	32
	10.6
	
	

	Keep a vocabulary notebook wherever I go
	Never
	86
	28.5
	2.10
	.92

	
	Seldom
	122
	40.4
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	78
	25.8
	
	

	
	Often
	10
	3.3
	
	

	
	Always
	6
	2.0
	
	

	Use flashcards to record new words
	Never
	114
	37.7
	1.90
	.79

	
	Seldom
	109
	36.1
	
	

	
	Sometime
	79
	26.2
	
	

	
	Often
	---
	---
	
	

	
	Always
	---
	---
	
	


*Note (---) means absence of data, no one choice this item. 

In fact, this result was not expected. Based on a lot of previous studies, such as Schmitt (2000), Tek (2006), and Hamzah, Kafipour, and Abdullah (2009), taking notes in class was one of the most preferred strategies used. The students’ limited use of this strategy was affirmed by the results of “Keep a vocabulary notebook wherever I go”. Interestingly, 40% of the students revealed that they ‘seldom’ take a vocabulary notebook with them wherever they go, 28% revealed that they never do that and only 2% claimed that they always used this strategy. One possible explanation for the limited use of these strategies among River University students could be that, they don’t have enough awareness of the value of using such strategies to learn the new vocabulary. Another important reason for the limited use of these strategies could be that none of the instructors at River University reported these as strategies they advised their students to follow, or even underlined the importance of these strategies. Hence, students may not be aware of or trained to use these strategies.
 Finally, “using flashcards to record new words” (M = 1.90) was among the most unfavourable strategies since none of the students said ‘always’ or ‘often’ for this strategy. This result could be due to the students’ ignorance about this strategy or because they think that this strategy is not effective in learning new vocabulary. Gu and Jonson (1996) claimed that, in general, the use of cognitive strategies is a positive predictor for learners’ proficiency level. Therefore, the limited use for these strategies could be due to the insufficient English proficiency of the participants in this study.

Within memory category the most frequently used strategy was “studying the spelling of a word” with a mean score of 3.39 (see Appendix F). The results revealed that 24% of the students ‘often’ used this strategy, while 38% ‘sometimes’ used it and only 4% ‘never’ used it. The reason for this result could be due to the importance of learning the spelling of words to pass the university exams. The other reason could be that this strategy, as will be explained later, had been advised by the instructors to their students in order to develop their vocabulary knowledge. Appendix F shows the analysis of the determination strategies based on their mean scores, SDs, frequencies and percentages.
As it was deduced from the findings “studying the sound of a word” (M = 2.80), “saying the new words aloud when I first meet them” (M = 3.04), and “remembering the word using its’ form (verb, noun, adjective)” (M = 3.10) were used at an average level since a majority of the students ‘sometimes’ used these strategies.
 On the other hand, “connecting the word to a personal experience” (M = 2.61), “remembering the word that follow or precede the new word” (M = 2.70), “connect the word to other words with similar or opposite meanings” (M =2.70 ), and “grouping words together to study them” (M = 2.50) were generally applied but based on their frequency results, they were not really preferred since most of the students’ answers were on ‘seldom’ and ‘sometimes’. For example, 27% of the students ‘seldom’ connect the new word to a personal experience and 44% ‘sometimes’ do that; 30% of the students ‘seldom’ remember the word that follow or precede the new word  and 43% ‘sometimes’ used this strategy; 34% of the students ‘seldom’ connect the word with their synonyms or antonyms and 35% ‘sometimes’ used this strategy. In general, River University students applied these strategies but did not seem to prefer them and the reason for this finding could be because strategies which need deeper processing by connecting the new word with previous information were not preferred among River University students. Mukoroli (2011) said that semantic network strategies (or semantic grid strategies where words are presented and organised in terms of interrelated lexical meanings (Gus and Johnson, 1996)), such as grouping words together to study, enhance students’ abilities remember newly learned vocabulary: “adults are better at remembering words from a list that contain semantically related subsets than words from lists of unrelated words” (p. 26). However, Mukoroli (2011) also revealed that this strategy needs direct instruction to help learners to recognise the semantic relations between words. 

As shown in Appendix E, River University students were not eager to “use new words in sentences” (M = 2.40), and “write a paragraph using several new words” (M =2.41) since their mean scores fell under low strategy use. The reason behind the limited used of these strategies could be that these strategies consume time and effort since they require the students to use a new word in order to learn it, and students at River University don’t appear to prefer these kinds of strategies.
 “Remembering the word using its part” (M = 2.51) was also not preferred among River University students since 30% of the students reported that they ‘seldom’ use this strategy while only 5% ‘always’ use a word part to remember it. Actually, as it was mentioned before, the students also were not really interested in looking for any word parts they could know to discover the meaning of new words. Mukoroli (2011) stated the value of using pre-fixes and suffixes to learn and maintain new words’ information: 
Learning the most common productive pre-fixes and post- fixes can be to enable learners to understand a thousand other academic words, when uses one or more of those word parts. Word part clues are highly memorable because they are simple to understand (p. 27). 
Schmitt and McCarthy (1997) also revealed that if learners mastered the word parts, they would make their own words. So, River University students need to be aware of the value of using and studying word parts in order to learn and create new vocabulary.  
“Making a mental image of the word's form” (M = 2.30), “making my own definition for the word” (M = 2.40) and “remembering the words in scales” (M = 2.14) were also unfavourable strategies since their means scores fell under low strategy use. Finally, it was found that “drawing a picture of the word to help remember it” (M = 2.06) and “using physical action to learn new words” (M = 2.10) were the least applied strategies in the memory category. For these items none of the students ‘always’ used them, only 3% of the students ‘often’ drew pictures for the new words and only one student ‘often’ used physical action to learn new word. 
In general, Schmitt (2000) revealed that memory strategy means learning the new word through mental processing by associating students’ existing or background knowledge with new words. Moreover, Ausubel ( as cited in Marzban and Amoli, 2012) affirmed the importance of memory strategies by saying that “for long retention, new knowledge must be associated with previous knowledge”(p. 4958). Based on the results, the participants of this study seem to lack this kind of awareness, i.e. connecting the new word with existing information by using mental processing, since memory strategies were found to be the second least preferred strategies. In a nutshell, River University students were not interested in creating mental linkages, applying images, and using physical actions strategies. According to Oxford (1990), memory strategies help learners storing the new information and retrieving the new information when they needed. Furthermore, she claims that the possible reason for the limited use of memory strategies is that the students “are unaware of how often they actually do employ memory strategies” (p.40)  
Finally, social category was found as the least frequently used category by River University students. According to the frequency of social strategies, “asking my classmates for meaning” was the most frequently used strategy (M = 3.44). The data showed that 20% of the students ‘always’ ask their students for the meaning of new words and 26% ‘often’ ask their classmates for meaning. On the other hand, “talking with native speakers”, with a mean score of 1.54, was the least used strategy since 62% of the students ‘never’ used this strategy. Hamzah, Kadugrfipour, and Abdullah (2009) revealed that “talking with native speakers” and “studying the word with classmates” (M = 2.61) contributes directly to the learners’ vocabulary size. The results also showed that River University students were not eager to interact with their teachers to learn new vocabulary items and that was clear in their use of “asking the teacher to give me the definition for the word that I don’t know its meaning” (M = 2.23), “Ask the teacher to make a sentence by using the new word” (M = 2.13) and “Ask the teacher to check my definition” (M = 2.20) strategies. The findings showed that 20% of the students ‘never’ asked their teacher to give them the definitions of unknown words and 38% of them ‘seldom’ used this strategy. Also, as shown in Table 11, 26% of the students said that they ‘never’ asked their teachers to make sentences by using unknown words and 39% ‘seldom’ do that, while 27% of the students ‘never’ ask their teacher to check their definition and 35% ‘seldom’ do that. 
 “Studying the word with my classmates” was also not popular among River University students since 36% of the students revealed that they ‘seldom’ used this strategy. Actually, Hamzah et al supported the importance of studying new words with classmates to consolidate the meaning of new words. Therefore, River University students need to be aware of its importance. Finding social strategies as the least preferred vocabulary learning strategies was consistent with the results of other studies, such as Hamzah, Kafipour and Abdullah (2009) and Kafipour and Naveh (2011), which focused on Iranian students.

There are many possible explanations to the limited use of social strategies by Iraqi students. First, this could be due to the fact that vocabulary learning process tends to be an individual process. In other words, students don’t need to interact with others to learn new words and that had been confirmed by Kafipour and Naveh (2011) in their study about Iranian undergraduate students when they claimed that “when students were faced with new words, they preferred not to seek other’s help” (p. 634). 
Table 11
 Social Strategy use
	Item  
	Frequency
	 N
	 Percentage
	Mean
	Std.Deviation

	Ask the teacher to give me the definition for the word that I don’t know its meaning 

	Never 
	63
	20.9
	2.23
	.81

	
	Seldom
	115
	38.1
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	115
	38.1
	
	

	
	Often
	8
	2.6
	
	

	
	Always
	1
	.3
	
	

	Ask the teacher to make a sentence by using the new word

	Never
	81
	26.8
	2.13
	.90

	
	Seldom
	120
	39.7
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	87
	28.8
	
	

	
	Often
	8
	2.6
	
	

	
	Always
	6
	2.0
	
	

	Ask my classmates for meaning.


	Never
	21
	7.0
	3.44
	1.12

	
	Seldom
	30
	9.9
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	109
	36.1
	
	

	
	Often
	80
	26.5
	
	

	
	Always
	62
	20.5
	
	

	Study the word with my classmates

	Never
	36
	11.9
	2.61
	1.03

	
	Seldom
	111
	36.8
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	113
	37.4
	
	

	
	Often
	18
	6.0
	
	

	
	Always
	24
	7.9
	
	

	Ask the teacher to check my definition

	Never
	84
	27.8
	2.20
	1.01

	
	Seldom
	108
	35.8
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	86
	28.5
	
	

	
	Often
	13
	4.3
	
	

	
	Always
	11
	3.6
	
	

	Talk with native speakers

	Never
	109
	62.9
	1.54
	.85

	
	Seldom
	75
	24.8
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	27
	8.9
	
	

	
	Often
	5
	1.7
	
	

	
	Always
	5
	1.7
	
	


*Note: N= students’ number
The second reason could be due to the educational system in Iraq. In other words, River University students follow, in their vocabulary learning, a traditional approach where the teacher is the centre and there is no place for discussions with other students. This assumption had been affirmed by the River University instructors’ answers to interview questions, which will be discussed in detail in the following sections. During their interviews, none of the instructors mentioned any social strategies as ones they advised their students to follow, or they followed to teach their students vocabulary.
Zarafshan (2002) explained that in spite of the fact that the formal approach claimed to be used in language classrooms is the communicative approach, it is not actually practiced because both learners and lectures are still interested in the traditional approaches to language learning of which the teacher is the centre. This could be one of the reasons for the limited use for social strategies among Iranian students in Zarafshan’s case as well as for the Iraqi participants of the current study. He went further and explained that in the traditional approaches students just follow what the teacher provides for them. Therefore, there is no place for applying social strategies. Teachers need to be aware of this limitation in using social strategies and make use of this result to make their students more social. They need to create more opportunities for such social cooperation in learning new words.

Vocabulary Learning Strategies Use Based on Grade Level

To find out whether there were any differences between the VLSs used by students at different grade levels, one-way ANOVA test and post hoc analysis (Dunnett and LSD) were used. As expected, the fourth year students were found to be the most frequent VLSs users (M = 3.20). Surprisingly, first year students followed the fourth year students as the second most frequent strategy users with a mean score of 2.88. They were followed by the third year students (M = 2.63) and the second year students (M = 2.53) respectively (see Table 12). 
	Table 12

	VLSs Use among the Grades

	The Grade
	Mean
	SD

	Fourth Year
	3.200
	.49


	First Year
	2.88
	.42


	Third Year
	2.63
	.38


	Second Year
	2.53
	.35


These results show that using VLSs can change over time as learners either mature or become more proficient in the target language. This can be the reason why fourth year students were found to be the most frequent VLSs users. Similar results were reported by many scholars, such as Ahmed (1989), Gu and Johnson (1996) and Schmitt (1997). Ahmed (1989) claimed that when learners become more experienced, they develop and use more strategies. At the same time, finding first year students as the second most frequent strategy users was unexpected. There may be a number of interpretations for this finding. One of these relate to the fact that first year students may be perceiving vocabulary learning as a difficult job, therefore they  tried to use different VLSs more frequently. Another plausible reason may be that the strategies may be used in a random manner by the first year students due to their limited proficiency in applying the strategies and as well as their ignorance of the goal of utilizing these strategies (Oxford, 1990). In the following sections, further analysis of whether any of these differences in the mean scores of different grades are significant or not will be presented. 
The significant differences between grades. 
 ANOVA analysis for the differences in strategy use among the grades revealed  significant differences between grades in regards to overall VLSs used expect for the memory strategy “making my own definition for the word” (F [663, 266.056] = .248, p = .863). Based on these results post hoc analysis (Dunnett and LSD) was used to specify occurrence of these significant differences between grades and find interpretation for these differences.
 The first significant difference was found in the use of “checking new word’s form” strategy between fourth year students and all the other grades (F [3, 298] = 21.1, p =.000). The results showed that fourth year students (M = 3.03) were more eager to check the form of new word than first (M = 2.37), second (M = 2.02) and third year students (M = 2.53). Another significant difference within this item was between third year students (M = 2.53) and second year students (M = 2.02).It seems that third year students were more active in using this strategy than second year students. In the use of “looking for any word parts that I know” (F [3, 298] = 14.3, p = .000), and “using an English- English dictionary” (F [3, 289] = 16.0, p =.000), the only significant difference was found between second year students and all the other grades. Based on the results, second year students seemed not eager to use these two strategies compared to the other grades because their mean scores were lower, see Table 13.
“Checking if the word is also an Arabic word” (F [3, 298] = 16.3 p = .000) was a more common strategy among the fourth year students (M = 3.98) than first (M = 3.01), second (M = 3.30) and third year students (M = 2.92). Another significant difference was found between first year and second year students in “using any pictures or gestures to guess the meaning” strategy (F [3, 298] = 19.2, p = .000). This means that compared to the second year students (M = 1.94), first year students with a mean score of 3.06 were more active in using any pictures or gestures in order to guess the meaning of new words. This result could be because first year students are more eager to look at clues other than textual ones in order to understand the meaning of words and this may be due to their limited vocabulary knowledge. 
Table 13
Differences in Using Determination Strategies Between and within Grades  
 

	
	
	Sum of Squares
	   df
	Mean Square
	   F
	P value 

	Check new word’s form                                                                            
	Between   

Within 

Total
	 41.249  

 194.039

235.288
	3

298

301
	13.750

.651
	21.117
	.000

	Look for any word parts that I know  
	Between 

Within 

Total
	27.797

192.630

220.427
	3

298

301
	9.266

.646
	14.334
	.000

	Check if the word is also an Arabic word
	Between 

Within

Total
	51.030

309.331

360.361
	3

298

301
	17.010

1.038
	16.387
	.000

	Use any pictures or gestures to help me guess the     meaning
	Between 

Within

Total
	66.182

341.080

407.262
	3

298

301
	22.061

1.145
	19.274


	.000

	Guess its meaning from context
	Between 

Within 

Total
	78.094

319.482

397.576
	3

298

301
	26.031

1.072
	24.281
	.000

	Use an English-Arabic dictionary                                
	Between 

Within 

Total
	83.122

213.845

296.967
	3

298

301
	27.707

.718
	38.611
	.000

	Use an English- English dictionary
	Between 

Within 

  Total
	43.796
271.373

315.169
	3
298

301
	14.599
.911
	16.031
	.000


Within this item, there were also other significant differences between the fourth year students (M = 3.04) and the second (M = 1.94) and third year students (M = 2.50). Based on the results fourth year students used this strategy more often than second and third year students. Table 13 shows the significant differences in the use of determination strategies between grades.
In the use of “Guess its meaning from context” strategy, the main difference was between fourth year students and first year students (F [3, 298] = 24.2, p = .000). This means that guessing the meaning of the unknown word was a popular strategy among fourth grade students. Actually, fourth year students (M = 3.91) were more active to use this strategy even than second year (M = 3.43), and third year (M = 2.91), while second year students used this item more than first year. Concerning “Use an English-Arabic dictionary” (F [3, 298] = 38.6, p = .000), the significant differences showed that second year students (M = 4.16) and fourth year (M = 4.01) were more active in using a bilingual dictionary than first (M = 2.85) and third (M = 3.27) grades. 

Other significant differences were observed in the use of social strategies and one of these differences was in the use of “asking the teacher to give me the definition for the word that I don’t know its meaning” (F [3, 298] = 4.0, p = 008). For this item the significant differences were between second year students with a mean score of 2.00 and first (M = 2.42) and fourth year students (M = 2.35). As it is derived from the mean scores, first and fourth year students were keen on asking their teachers about the meaning of the unknown words more often than second year students. Table 14 shows the significant differences in the use of social strategies between grades. In addition, in “asking the teacher to make a sentence by using the new word”, the findings showed priority for the first year students (M = 2.53) in using this strategy compared to the second year (M = 1.80) and fourth year (M = 2.00) students (F [3, 298] = 12.7, p = .000) (see Appendix H). Within this item, other significant differences had been observed between third year students (M = 2.40) and second year students (M = 1.80), and third year students and fourth year students (M = 2.00). According to these results, first and third year students were more eager to ask their teachers to use the new word in sentences than second and fourth year students. 
	Table 14

	Significant differences in social strategies use

	Item
	
	Sum of Squares
	df 
	Mean Square
	F
	P value

	Ask the teacher to give me the definition for the word that I don’t know its meaning
	Between 

Within 

Total
	7.916

194.392

202.308
	3

298

301
	2.639

.652
	4.045
	.008

	Ask the teacher to make a sentence by using the new word
	Between 

Within 

Total
	28.378

220.324

248.702
	3

298

301
	9.459

.739
	12.794
	.000

	Ask my classmates for meaning
	Between 

Within 

Total
	77.595

306.709

384.305
	3

298

301
	25.865

1.029
	25.131
	.000

	Study the word with my classmates
	Between 

Within 

Total
	32.828

290.844

323.672
	3

298

301
	10.943

.976
	11.212
	.000

	Ask the teacher to check my definition 

	Between 

Within 

Total
	16.170

292.508

308.679
	3

298

301
	5.390

.982
	5.491


	.001

	Take with native speakers
	Between 

Within 

Total
	46.604

172.336

218.940
	3

298

301
	15.535

.578
	26.862
	.000


Quite a lot number of significant results had been observed in “asking my classmates for meaning” strategy (F [3, 298] = 25.1, p = .000). For this item, fourth year students (M = 4.16) showed superiority in using this strategy more than first (M = 2.94), second (M = 3.63), and third (M = 2.94) year students. Also, compared to first and third year students, the second year students were more likely to ask their classmates for the meaning of unknown words. 
Based on the data, there were significant differences in the use of “studying the new word with my classmates” (F [3, 298] = 11.2, p = .000). It revealed that this strategy was not popular among second year students compared to the other grades. At the same time, first year students were more eager to study the new word with their classmates than fourth year students. First year students (M = 2.645) employed “asking the teacher to check my definition” strategy, more than second year students (M = 2.06) and third year students (M = 2.04) (F [3, 298] = 5.4, p =.001). On the other hand, compared to the other grades, third year students were more interested in “talking with native speakers” (M = 2.19) (F [3, 298] = 26.8, p = .000).
 Further significant differences were observed in the use of memory strategies and one of these differences was in the use of “drawing a picture of the word to help remember it” (F [3, 298] = 3.2, p = .022). The difference was observed between first year students (M = 2.20) and second year students (M = 1.90). The data revealed that first year students used this strategy more than second year students (see Appendix G).

  “Making a mental image (imaginary image) of the word's meaning” (F [3, 298] = 7.0, p = .000), “connecting the word to a personal experience” (F(3, 298) = 6.7, p = .000), “connecting the word to other words with similar or opposite meanings” (F(3, 298) = 8.8, p = .000), “remembering the word using its part (im-, un-, able-, -ful, -ment, ex-” (F[ 3, 298] = 10.2, p = .000), “remembering the word using its’ form” (F [3, 298] = 21.1, p = .000), and “using new words in sentences” were the strategies in which the only significant differences were found between second year students and all the other grades (F[3, 298] = 17.6, p = .000). The results indicate that second year students were not eager to use these strategies compared to the other grades. 
Concerning “using physical action when learning a word”, significant differences were found between third year students (M = 1.84) and fourth year students (M = 2.30) (F [3, 298] = 4.5, p = .004). The results showed that fourth year students employed this strategy more than third year students. For “remembering the words that follow or precede the new word”, the mean scores were calculated as 2.56 for the first year students, 2.22 for the second year students, 2.76 for the third year students, and 3.14 for the fourth year students respectively. Based on the mean scores, fourth year students were found as more frequent strategy users than first year students and second year students, while the other significant difference showed that third year students were more eager to remember the words that follow or precede the new word than second year students (F[3, 298] = 12.6, p = .000).
 In the use of “grouping words together to study them”, only one significant difference was observed between second year students and third year students (F [3, 298] = 5.0, p = .002). The results showed that third year students (M = 2.81) used this strategy more often than second year students (M = 2.21). In the use of “writing a paragraph using several new words”, the mean scores were calculated as 2.15 for the first year students,1.92 for the second year students, 2.73 for the third year students and 2.85 for the fourth year students. The significance tests for this strategy showed that third year and fourth year students employed this strategy more frequently than first and second year students (F [3, 298] = 19.3, p = .000). Likewise “making a mental image of the word’s form” was more popular among the third (M = 2.75) and fourth year students (M = 2.54) than first (M = 1.81) and second (M = 2.06) year students (F (3, 298) = 15.6, p = .000) (see Appendix G).
“Studying the spelling of a word” is more common strategy among the fourth year students than the other grades (F [3, 298] = 11.9, p = .000). On the other hand, two significant differences in the use of “studying the sound of a word” were observed. One of these was between second year students (M = 2.46) and fourth year students (M = 3.12) and the other was between third year students (M = 2.62) and fourth year students. That is to say, fourth year students seemed more eager to study the spelling and the sound of the new word than second and third year students. In the use of “saying the new words aloud when I first meet them,” (F [3, 298] = 3.1, p = .026) the mean difference was observed between fourth year students (M = 3.22) and second year students (M = 2.84). This means that compared to second year students, fourth year students were more likely to say the word aloud when they meet them for the first time. The last significant difference in the memory strategy was found in the use of “remembering the word in scales (always, often, sometimes, never)” between fourth year students (M = 2.43) and second year students (M = 1.92) (F [3, 298] = 4.8, p = .003). As it is inferred from the means, this strategy was more popular among fourth year students.
As shown in Table 15, other significant differences were observed belonging to the cognitive strategies, such as in the use of “repeating the words aloud many times” strategy (F [3, 298] = 29.9, p = .000). The mean scores for this item were calculated as 2.81 for the first year students, 3.80 for the second year students, 2.92 for the third year students, and 4.11 for the fourth year students. Based on the results, compared to first and third students, fourth year students and second year students seemed to repeat the word aloud many times more often. 
Another significant difference was found in the use of “putting English labels on physical objects” between first year students (M = 2.16) and second year students (M = 1.65) (F [3, 298] = 5.3, p = .001). This means that first year students tend to put English labels more often than second year students. “Writing the words many times” was more popular among first year students (M = 3.40) than second year students (M = 2.67) and third year students (2.67) (F [3, 298] = 18.7, p = .000). Other significant results for this item were found between fourth year students (M = 3.74) and second and third year students. That is to say, compared to second year and third year students, first year and fourth year students write the new words several times more often. Only one significant difference was observed in the use of “making lists of new words” and this was between first year students (M = 2.44) and second year students (M = 2.93). The result shows that second year students used this strategy more frequently than first year students.

	Table 15

	Differences in cognitive strategies use

	
	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	P value

	Repeat the words aloud many times
	Between 

Within 

Total
	90.508
300.035

390.543
	3
298

301
	30.169
1.007
	29.965
	.000

	Put English labels on physical objects
	Between 

Within 

Total
	10.738
197.938

208.675
	3

298

301
	 3.579
.664
	5.389
	.001

	Write the words many times
	Between 

Within 

Total
	62.507
331.311

393.818
	3

298

301
	20.836
1.112
	18.741
	.000

	Make lists of new words
	Between 

Within 

Total
	9.822
250.046

265.868
	3

298

301
	3.274
.859
	3.810
	.011

	Take notes or highlight new words in class
	Between 

Within 

Total
	9.935
318.740

328.675
	3

298

301
	3.312
1.070
	3.096
	.027

	Keep a vocabulary notebook wherever I go
	Between 

Within 

Total
	34.072
220.948

255.020
	3

298

301
	11.357
.741
	15.318
	.000

	Use flashcards to record new words
	Between 

Within 

Total
	21.759
167.185

188.944
	3

298

301
	7.253
.561
	12.928
	.000


The results also showed significant differences between first year students and third year students and the other two grades where the former grades seemed to be more interested to use “keeping a vocabulary notebook wherever I go” strategy (F [3, 298] = 15.3, p = .000). For this strategy, first and third year students got the highest mean scores compared to the other grades. Concerning the “using flashcards to record new words” strategy, third year students (M = 2.20) and fourth year students (M = 2.11) were more eager to use this strategy compared to first (M = 1.47) and second students (M = 1.74) (F [3, 298] = 12.9, p = .000).

	Table 16
Differences in metacognitive strategies use

	

	Item
	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	P value

	Use English-language media (songs, movies, the internet
	Between 

Within 

Total
	29.341

276.275

305.616


	3

298

301
	9.780
.927
	10.549
	.000

	Study new words many times


	Between 

Within 

Total
	23.106
382.563

405.669
	3

298

301
	7.702
1.284


	6.000
	.001

	Test myself with word tests
	Between 

Within 

Total
	26.297
282.630

308.927
	3

298

301
	8.766
.948
	9.243
	.000

	Skip or pass new words
	Between 

Within 

Total
	130.472

307.246

443.722
	3

298

301
	45.492
1.031
	44.123
	.000

	Pay attention to English words when someone is speaking English
	Between 

Within 

Total
	28.813

328.207

357.020
	3

298

301
	9.604
1.101
	8.720
	.000


 Table 16 shows the significant differences in the use of metacognitive strategies between grades. The first significant difference in the use of metacognitive strategies was found between first year students and second and third year students in using English language media (F [3, 298] = 10.5, p = .000). As it was deduced from the mean scores, first year students (M = 3.18) used English language media more often than second (M = 2.64) and third year students (M = 2.43). Within the same item, fourth year students (M = 3.12) were more eager to use English language media than first year and second year students.

Other significant differences were found between second year students (M = 2.82) and first (M = 3.51) and fourth year students (M = 3.12) in the use of “studying new words many times” (F [3, 298] = 6.0, p = .001). As it was inferred from the mean scores, first year students and fourth year were more eager to study the new words many times than second year students. In the use of “testing myself with word tests”, the results showed that first year students were not interested to use this strategy compared with the other grades (F [3, 298] = 9.2, p = .000). On the other hand, fourth year students test themselves with word tests more often than third year students. “Skipping or passing new words” were not a common strategy among second year students compared to the other grades (F [3, 298] = 44.1, p = .000). Finally, the analysis showed that fourth year students were more eager to “pay attention to English words when someone is speaking in English” than second and third year students (F [3, 298] = 8.7, p = .000).

In general, the data showed that first year students were more interested in using social strategies than the other grades, while determination strategies and memory strategies were more often used by fourth and third year students. Concerning metacognitive strategies, first year students and fourth year students used these strategies more often than the other grades. Most of the significant differences were found between second year students and the other grades. This is to say, second year students seemed less eager to use various VLSs compared to the other grades.  
The Instructors’ Perspectives on VLSs 

Research question four was set to focus on two aspects of the instructors’ awareness of VLSs. The first one was to find out the level of the River University instructors’ awareness about VLSs and the second one was to understand their awareness of their students’ strategy use. To meet these aims, qualitative data collected through semi-structured interviews with five instructors were analysed. In the following sections, results of this analysis will be presented. Table 17 reports the instructors’ answers to the interview’ questions.  

Instructors’ awareness of VLSs.
This section focused on investigating the instructors’ awareness of VLSs. The results will be presented based on the data gathered from the interview questions, which focused on investigating the instructors’ awareness of VLSs, together with some key findings from the students’ questionnaires.
After asking the instructors about the strategies that they used to learn vocabulary, the data revealed that three instructors (Mr. Ahmed, Dr. Salem, and Dr. Ali) out of the five did not follow any specific strategies to learn vocabulary, while the remaining two instructors (Ms. Nehan and Mr. Husain) were following only certain strategies. Dr. Salem and Mr. Ahmed, for example, explained that they basically depended on “reading” to improve their vocabulary. Yet, they didn’t talk about any specific VLSs that they followed while reading: 

Mr. Ahmed: Well (……..) as you know reading is the important step to learn vocabularies. Therefore, I depend on it to develop my vocabulary

Dr. Salem: Actually, I improve my vocabulary through extensive reading.
	Table 17

	Coding the Instructors’ Answers

	Instructor
	VLSs 
the instructor follows
	Instructor taught about VLS
	Student vocabulary problems
	How students learn new words
	VLSs instructors advise students to follow
	The most frequently VLSs  used by students 
	VLS change based on grade

	Mr.Ahmed
	Reading
	No
	Yes
	No answer 
	No answer


	Translation
	 Yes

	Dr. Ali
	Practicing the 
four skills
	No
	Yes
	Reading 

Listening

 to instructors

Dictionary
	Learning in context

Learning the pronunciation

Using in speech or writing


	Memorizing the new word
	Yes

	Dr. Salem
	Extensive  Reading
	No
	Yes
	Reading form the textbook
	Making a list 

Monolingual dictionary
	Memorizing the new word
	No

	Ms. Nehan
	Dictionary

Writing the word many times

Repeating words

Studying the Synonyms

	No
	Yes
	Asking the teacher
	Listening to songs 

Using the internet
	Memorizing the new word
	Yes

	Mr. Husain
	Reading 

Using the word in sentences
Saying word aloud
	No
	Yes
	Writing a new word several times

Saying the new word aloud

Using the word in sentence
	Reading

Using the word in sentence.

Writing many times
	Using the word in sentence.
Writing and pronouncing a new word many times

Using Mental tricks
	No


From these responses it appears that these two instructors associate vocabulary learning closely with reading. However, their answers were very brief and did not yield for further analysis as to what specific strategies they used as language learners. Actually, Mr. Ahmed and Ms. Nehan started talking about the ways they used to teach their students vocabulary, avoiding the real focus of the question. Their answers also suggest that they may have limited knowledge about this matter. Dr. Ali, for example, tried to give a rather diplomatic answer by saying that he was practicing all of the four skills in order to learn vocabulary. In his answer, once again, any reference to specific VLSs was missing: 


Dr. Ali: Practicing the four basic language skills, reading, listening, speaking and writing, is usually the best strategy I usually use to improve my vocabulary. As a teacher – and at the same time learner – of English, I keep practicing all these skills so as to develop my vocabulary.

The situation was different in Ms. Nehan’s interview.  First, as I mentioned before, she talked about the ways that she followed to teach her students vocabulary. When she was asked to comment further on the VLSs she uses, she said “I don’t know what you mean.” When she was provided with an example of a strategy, i.e. “let us suppose that you are reading a story and while doing that you couldn’t understand a meaning of a word. What will you do to understand or learn the new word?” She responded in the following way:   

Ms. Nehan: Ah… Well I use dictionary and net and (……..) And other old strategies like writing the word many times and repeating the pronunciation. Ah and also study the synonymy of the word to remember them [sic], I don’t know maybe because of my age.

Ms. Nehan was the only instructor who said that she used the ‘net’ to learn new words. She was one of the instructors who gave a clear answer about the VLSs that she used, such as using the dictionary and the internet, writing the new words many times, repeating the pronunciation of the word, and connecting the meanings of the word with similar ones. However, Ms. Nehan hesitated in her answer and revealed that she followed “old” strategies. Here, it is worth to be noticed that Ms. Nehan, during the interview, used the term “old” twice to describe the strategies that she followed or the strategies that are used to teach vocabulary at the ELT department at River University. For example, when she was asked about the importance of VLSs she said that:

Ms. Nehan: I don’t know why but our department doesn’t concentrate on this matter (VLSs). They (the syllabi) still depend on the old techniques in learning (vocabulary) such as dialogue.

Ms. Nehan’s responses raised a question as to why she described dialogue, repeating the pronunciation, writing the word many times, and studying a synonymy as old strategies. It seems that Ms. Nehan didn’t have a clear idea about VLSs or she might be associating VLSs with a very modern method of vocabulary teaching. Therefore, I felt that she was worried in her answers possibly because she felt that her information about VLSs was insufficient and this made her feel insecure. 
Mr. Husain was one of the instructors who seemed that had good knowledge of the VLSs. In other words, he was able to report many strategies when he was asked about the VLSs that he used. Mr. Husain told me that he depended on reading, using the new word in sentences and saying the new word aloud to practice the meaning: 

Mr. Husain: I usually develop my vocabulary through reading English materials lot, learning from context, and practicing what I learn by using the new words in different sentences and contexts. Also I say them (the new words) aloud.   

To sum up, three out of five instructors’ answers suggested limited knowledge/understanding on their part as to what VLSs are. Moreover, the answers provided by these instructors were similar, i.e. they seemed to depend on “reading” to learn new words. On the other hand, a total of nine strategies were identified as vocabulary learning strategies that the remaining two instructors used to learn vocabulary. These again are limited in number compared to the 58 strategies identified by Schmitt (2000). In general, it seems that River University’s instructors in the ELT department do not have a clear idea about the meaning of VLSs. The other possible assumption for these answers could be that they use VLSs subconsciously. Therefore, they didn’t mention all the strategies they used as VLSs because they were not aware of the VLSs they used, i.e. what they did to learn and improve their vocabulary. In his PhD thesis, Kafipour (2010) also mentioned this factor as the main reason why the participants in his study didn’t mention some strategies in their interviews.
  It was also important to investigate the instructors own experiences as language learners because it’s one of the effective sources of teachers’ beliefs about the learning process (Richards & Lockhart, 2001). Therefore, the participants were asked whether they were taught anything about VLSs when they were students. Interestingly, the results showed that none of the instructors learnt anything about VLSs as students. For example, Mr. Ahmed and Dr. Ali simply said “no” when they were asked whether they had been taught about VLSs when they were students. Also Dr. Salem, Mr. Husain, and Miss Nehan revealed that they didn’t learn anything about VLSs:

Dr.  Salem: When I was student, I did not learn about any VLSs.     

Mr. Husain: Well to be honest, during all my studying years I didn’t learn anything about VLSs, but we had been taught to read as much as possible.  
Ms. Nehan: Honestly, no, just to be honest.
Richards and Lockhart (2001) illustrated that teachers’ “beliefs about teaching are often a reflection of how they themselves were taught” (p. 30). Hence, the instructors’ answers in the current study can be used to understand that their explicit teaching about VLSs will be limited. In other words, they cannot be expected to teach or advice their students about something they had not been taught about. This could be one of the reasons for their general and limited answers to the first interview question as well.  Another explanation is that they may not have positive attitudes towards VLSs and as a result, this could be one of the reasons for the limited use of VLSs among River University students. It is also worth noticing that Mr. Husain said that he had been taught to read as much as possible and this could be one reason behind his association of VLSs with reading.    

One of my foci of interest was to explore the strategies that River University instructors advised their students to follow. Therefore, I asked the instructors whether they advised their students to follow any specific strategies to improve their vocabulary knowledge in and out of class and how they did so. When Mr. Ahmed was asked this question, he didn’t give any specific answers. Instead, he said “the one they find easier and more fruitful.” On the other hand, Ms. Nehan said, with a hesitant voice that she advised her students to: 

 Ms. Nehan: Listen to song and using net [sic]. 

     This limited answer from Ms. Nehan was interesting as she later revealed, while answering another of the interview question, that she keeps telling her students to listen to native speakers in order to overcome their pronunciation problems. Hence, she didn’t mention that as a strategy she advised her students to follow when she was asked about it directly. Also, while answering the first interview question, she gave very important details about how she taught her students vocabulary. The following is an exchange between Ms. Nehan and the researcher: 

Ms. Nehan: I teach my students vocabulary by concentrate on the new word, from the passage, and ask them to repeat the new word many times. But my students didn’t like this strategy, I don’t know why. Therefore, I used a new one. I put the new words on the blackboard and explain the meaning for them and asking them about the words after explaining the meaning of course.

Hiba: What do you mean by explaining the meaning for them? 

Ms. Nehan: I put the new word in sentence and explain their meaning. (For example) My student, four year students [sic], didn’t know the meaning of impression. I put the new word in sentence and asked them about their opinion about the word such as their impression about their teachers and department [sic].
From Ms. Nehan’s answer, it seems that she was depending on two strategies to teach her students vocabulary, which were repeating the new word many times and putting the new word in sentences to explain the meaning. So, again, the question arises: why didn’t she mention these strategies when she was asked to name strategies that she advised her students to follow? Likewise, Mr. Ahmed mentioned two strategies; “repeating the new word” and “linking new words with themes and images” as ways he used to help his students to learn new words. Yet, he didn’t mention any of these strategies as strategies he advised his students to follow:

Mr.Ahmed:   Repeating words and trying to link them with themes and images is so vital in encouraging students to learn them.

The reason behind Mr. Ahmed and Miss. Nehan for not mentioning their ways in teaching vocabulary as strategies they advised their students to follow could be that they didn’t know that these actually are VLSs. Another explanation for this discrepancy may be that, as Kafipour (2010) also explained, some strategies are employed subconsciously, i.e. without the person being aware of actually employing these strategies. Interestingly, those were strategies that Miss. Nehan and Mr. Ahmed said that they were using in their classrooms to teach vocabulary coincided with the most preferred strategies used by their students. In other words, the reason for finding “repeat the word many times” as one of the most preferred strategy among River University students could be that this strategy was being used by their instructors to teach them vocabulary. It is worth noticing that, Mr. Ahmed’s and Miss. Nehan’s answers were very important since they taught conversation and short stories which represented the main sources for teaching vocabulary at River University.   
When Dr. Ali was asked about the strategies that he advised his students to follow he said that he kept telling his students to learn the word in its context, study the pronunciation of the word and use the new word in speech and writing:
Dr. Ali: Yes I do. The most important thing that I keep telling my students about  developing their vocabulary is that, in order to learn new words, they should keep in mind the following facts: one, meaning is a matter of context, therefore they should not learn a word unless it is put into usage, that is, used in a sentence within a certain context; two, that language is speech first; therefore, to learn how to pronounce the new word is no less important than learning what it means; and three, that the student cannot be said to have learned the new word unless he or she is capable of using it in speech or writing.

On the other hand Dr, Salem  mentioned very specific strategies such as making list for the new words and using monolingual dictionary. Mr. Husain reported three strategies ( using the newly leaned word in different sentences, writing the new words many times, saying it aloud) as strategies he advised his students to use. Interesting enough, these strategies were nearly the same ones that he used to learn vocabulary:   

Mr. Husain: Well, I advise   them to read a lot, make use of context. Also I advise them to practice what they learn repeatedly by using different ways, such us use the new words in a number of sentences, say it aloud, and write the new word many times.

The answer for the second part of this question, which was “how” the instructors advised their students, four of the instructors (Miss. Nehan, Mr. Husain, Dr. Salem, and Dr. Ali) revealed  that they “tell them” to do these things, which means that they are using explicit strategy training. On the other hand, Mr. Ahmed and Miss. Nehan were using “blind training” because student here do not realize that the teacher follows certain strategies while he is trying to help them to learn the meaning of the new words oxford (2002).

 In general, based on the answers above, the strategies that the instructors advised their students to use can be divided into two categories: explicit strategies and implicit strategies. First, most of the instructors claimed that they explicitly advised their students to follow VLSs and these strategies were nearly similar and limited: monolingual dictionaries, studying the spelling of the word, and studying the sound of the word, using the word into sentence, writing the new words many times, saying the word aloud, listening  to song, and making list of anew words. Not surprisingly, repeating the word, studying the spelling of the new word and writing the word many times were found as one of the most preferred strategies that River University students used. Second, the implicit strategies were repeating the new word, talking with native speakers, putting the word in sentence, and connecting the meaning of the word with themes and images. These were strategies advised by the instructors subconsciously by using blind learning (Oxford, 2002). This finding shows the variety and range of the strategies that River University instructors advised their students to follow to learn vocabulary.

A key finding for this study was that there was a significant relationship between the strategies that the instructors used to learn vocabulary and those they advised their students to follow since these strategies were nearly the same. Furthermore, most of these strategies were memory strategies (learning the spelling and pronunciation of the new words, put the words in sentence) and cognitive strategies (repeat the new words many times, write the new words many times and make list). Another emerging finding from the data was that, except for Miss. Nehan who advised her students to follow a social strategy (talk with native speakers), there seems to be a lack of the use of social strategies or analysing strategies, i.e. dividing the word up to study it. This finding again corresponds to results of the analysis of students’ questionnaires, where social strategies were found to be the least frequently used strategies. 
The main themes resulting from this analysis showed that instructors have unclear ideas about VLSs, poor educational background about VLSs, lack in the use of social and analysing strategies. They also use VLSs in a limited way. The findings also showed that the strategies that the instructor used to teach vocabulary or advised their students to follow played a significant role in the strategies that the students most frequently used to learn vocabulary.  

Instructors’ views on VLSs that their students use. 

This section aims to explore the instructors’ awareness about the VLSs that their students employed to learn vocabulary. First, it was important to find out whether River University instructors diagnosed any problems with their students in learning vocabulary. Therefore, they were asked; “Do you think there are problems of your students in the production or in the perception of the vocabulary? Do you think VLS can help them to solve this problem? Why?” Interestingly, all the instructors agreed that their students had vocabulary problems but their answers differed on the source of the problem being either perceptive or productive. Mr. Salem, for example, said that students’ problems were with the vocabulary perception, while Mr. Ahmed and Dr. Ali didn’t specify the problem in the perceptive or productive vocabulary knowledge. Mr. Ahmed told me that their students depend on Arabic translation to understand English texts, which means that they had problems in the perception but he didn’t specify the problem per se. He said:

Mr. Ahmed: Well the problems differ or vary according to the student. Till now we have students who read the translation of a literary work in Arabic in order to, as they think, understand the story. Then, the question comes – which I keep on asking them – how would they be able to discuss or even explain or quote, I don’t know.

 Similarly, Dr. Ali not only revealed that his students had vocabulary problems but also went further and explained why they suffered. According to him, River University students had vocabulary problems because they didn’t follow any VLSs:
Dr. Ali: Yes, I do. I think that there are so many problems of this kind, simply because they do not follow any VLSs, and if they are helped, and taught to follow them, they will more effectively develop their vocabulary.
In other words, Dr. Ali believes that VLSs should be explicitly taught to overcome the many problems he perceived in his students in terms of vocabulary learning. Mr. Husain pointed out a similar view:

Mr. Husain: Well, I think they have problems in both perception and production, and yes if they were taught about VLSs that will help them to develop their vocabulary. 
Ms. Nehan reported that their students had problems in both perception and production. According to Miss. Nehan her students had problems more in the productive than perceptive areas because they were not able to pronounce words correctly. She said:

Ms. Nehan: In both. But most in productive. They cannot pronounce the word and do you know why Hiba? Because, I think, in our department there are some teachers who don’t pronounce the word correctly and   the students take it and repeat it. I tell them (my students) to listen to native speakers from program or net. You know students come from the school and don’t know what is right and wrong and they think whatever teacher say is right but I advise them to listen to the native speaker from program or net, why not? It’s good. I don’t know, this is my opinion. We don’t have in our department any native speaker.

   Ms. Nehan was the only instructor who had determined the importance of listening to native speakers by using the internet or listening to programs. It seems that River University students were not used to being encouraged by their instructors to use such kind of technology to improve their language. More importantly, using technology doesn’t seem to be part of the educational system at River University. Moreover, Ms. Nehan looked hesitant but said: “Why not? It’s good. I don’t know, this is my opinion”. The possible reason for her hesitation could be the educational culture in the southern part of Iraqi not really believing in the educational value of such behaviours. Also, Ms. Nehan showed that there were no native speakers in the English Language Teaching Department at River University and that this could be the reason for the “talking to native speakers strategy” being one of the least preferred strategies used among River University students. 

 
 According to Ms. Nehan, the main issue causing the problem originates from the teaching methods and the syllabi used by the ELT department at River University. She pointed out that the instructors didn’t concentrate on VLSs as a means of developing students’ vocabulary in general when they were preparing their syllabi:

Ms. Nehan: Yes, yes, of course. It’s important to learn how to listen and produce. I don’t know why but our department doesn’t concentrate on this matter. They (the syllabi) still depend on the old techniques in learning (vocabulary) such as dialogue.

All the instructors suggested that VLSs could help their students to develop their vocabulary and overcome their problems, except for Dr. Salem who didn’t explicitly mention VLSs as a possible solution. Moreover, Dr Ali and Mr. Husain said that VLSs could help the students to solve their vocabulary problems if they were helped to follow VLSs or were taught about them.
   
The emerging theme from the analysis of this data was that River University students didn’t learn anything about VLSs, in spite of the fact that all the instructors agreed that their students had vocabulary problems and that VLSs could  help them to solve these problems. So another question arises: Why don’t the instructors teach their students anything about VLSs? It seems that most of the instructors (Mr. Husain, Dr. Ali, and Mr. Ahmed) were not clear about how VLSs could help students to overcome their vocabulary problems. On the other hand, Ms. Nehan associated VLSs with helping students to listen and produce. Based on these answers, it appears that the instructors were not sure how VLSs could help students to solve their vocabulary problems and this could be due to their slight awareness about the role of VLSs in this respect. This is one of the most significant findings of this study.  

Since the focus of this study was also to discover the instructors’ awareness about their students’ VLSs use, the instructors were asked the following question: “Based on your observations, how do you think your students are learning new words? What do they do when they come cross a new word?”  This question was very important since it provided a clearer idea about the instructors’ awareness of the VLSs that their students most frequently followed. Very interesting findings had been obtained from this question. First, Mr. Ahmed and Dr. Salem didn’t seem to notice any strategies that their students used to understand or learn a new word. Instead, Dr. Salem gave a very vague answer: “They learn new words through reading textbook.” Similarly, Mr. Ahmed talked about a strategy he used to teach his students vocabulary himself: “Whenever, they come across a new word, I try hard to explain it with examples.” This was a very unexpected answer from Mr. Ahmed since previously he revealed that his students depended on translation to understand English texts. So, he didn’t mention that his students depended on a monolingual dictionary as their strategy to learn vocabulary. This seems to confirm the results of earlier analysis about the instructors’ limited awareness/subconscious use of VLSs in general. Another point worth noting is that, during the interview, Mr. Ahmed didn’t answer any questions clearly, except when he commented on the problems that his students suffered from while learning vocabulary. Instead, he only talked about the ways that he followed to teach vocabulary, as shown in Table 17. The reason for this could be that he didn’t have a clear idea about VLSs. Therefore, he didn’t mention any VLSs. In other words, he might not know that using monolingual dictionaries is actually a VLS. 

The situation was different with Dr. Ali and Mr. Husain regarding their awareness of VLSs used by their students. During the interview, they revealed several strategies that their students used, such as reading English texts, listening to the instructors, using dictionary, writing the new word several times, saying a new word aloud and using the new word in sentence. Yet, Dr. Ali when asked directly about the strategies that his students used, he mentioned that the students didn’t follow any specific VLSs. Once again, this could be due to his slight awareness about the meaning of VLSs: 

Dr Ali: My students learn new words basically from the textbooks they read, especially the literary text like novels, plays and poems. They also learn them through listening to my lectures and talks. And….When they come across a new word, they usually look it up in their dictionaries to learn its meaning.

Mr.Husain : They (my students) write that word several times, say it aloud, use it in a number of sentences, and then check and revise the lists they make about the new words in order not to forget them.

If Mr. Husain’s answer is closely examined, it can be seen that the strategies he used himself, the strategies he advised his students to use, the strategies his students used, and also the strategies that he thought were most frequently used by his students were identical. These similarities lead to the understanding that he had positive attitudes towards these specific strategies. Therefore, he used them and advised his students to use them as well. Interestingly, he was right about two of these strategies (write the new word several times and say it aloud); based on the statistical results of the students’ questionnaire, these strategies were among the most preferred ones, while using the word in different sentences strategy was not preferred among the River students. 
Finally, Ms. Nehan gave a very interesting answer with regard to the strategies she anticipated her students used. She said that her students asked her immediately about the meaning of new words in Arabic language: 

Ms. Nehan: My students used to ask me about the meaning. They don’t bother themselves to go to the dictionary and search about the meaning. And if I didn’t give them the answer they go and ask another teacher in the department and they want the meaning in Arabic. I don’t know why but they want the meaning in Arabic.

According to the statistical results of the students’ questionnaires, River University students didn’t prefer asking their teacher to give them the definitions of the unknown words. Yet, River University students most frequently used bilingual dictionaries to learn the meaning of the unknown words. Interestingly by saying “They don’t bother themselves to go to the dictionary and search about the meaning”, Ms. Nehan associated the possible strategies that their students could use, in their class, to learn vocabulary by using dictionaries only, while there are many other strategies students can use to learn vocabulary such as taking notes or making lists.

It seems that the instructors didn’t have a common point of view about how their students learn vocabulary. In other words, each one of them gave different answers about what their student did to learn new words. For example, Ms. Nehan said that the students asked her, while Dr. Ali said that they used dictionaries and learned from reading and listening to him. Mr. Husain said that his students wrote new words many times, said them aloud and put them in sentences. Considering the fact that all of these instructors teach the same groups of students, this finding reveals the importance of the instructors’ awareness of VLSs in general and their students’ VLSs use in particular. If the instructors are not aware of the strategies used by their students, it is going to be very difficult for them to help their students improve their vocabulary learning with the help of such strategies. 
 Going back to the statistical results of the students’ questionnaires, it can be seen that using bilingual dictionaries, paying attention when someone speaks in English, and writing the word many times were among the most popular strategies. Making a list of new words and saying a new word aloud were used at middle level, while asking the teacher to for the definition of the word and putting the new word in sentence were not preferred among River University students. These findings showed that the instructors had an average awareness about how their students learnt vocabulary. 

 
 Oxford (1990) says that some Learning Strategies (LSs) are not easy observed by the teachers since many LSs cannot be seen such as mental association, moreover, most of these strategies are used outside the classroom. Therefore, in order to get a comprehensible picture of the instructors’ awareness about their students used of VLSs, the instructors were asked about their ideas of the most frequently used strategies by River University students. Three of the instructors (Dr. Ali, Ms. Nehan and Dr. Salem) showed that memorization was the most frequently used strategy but Dr. Ali and Dr. Salem didn’t specify which VLSs their students used to memorize the new words. For example, Dr. Ali said: “I expect the majority of my students to, as they usually do, keep memorizing words and their meanings but not using them very frequently”.  Ms. Nehan gave an example about what she meant by memorizing a new word.  The following is the exchange between the researcher and Ms. Nehan:

 
Ms. Nehan: I think memorizing is the most strategy used by our students.
Hiba: What do you mean by memorization? What do they do to memorize the new word?

Ms. Nehan: the traditional way. After knowing the meaning of the new word they simply memorize the word and its meaning.

Hiba: Can you give me an example?

Ms.Nehan: they try to use the word in different sentence in order not to forget its meaning

On the other hand, Mr. Husain and Mr. Ahmed revealed that their students depended on translation to the mother language. Mr. Husain also mentioned other strategies, which were:

Mr.Husain: Writing and pronouncing the new word many times, using it in different sentences and contexts, and making mental tricks that enables them to better remember the new words
According to the statistical results of the students’ questionnaires,  the mechanical ways to memorize the new words, such as repeating the words aloud many times and writing the words many times were among the most frequently used strategies  by the students. Therefore, once again most of the instructors have an average awareness of the strategies that their students most frequently depended on to learn vocabulary.

 Finally, “Do you think students’ VLSs use changes based on their stage (e.g. first year, second year, etc)?” was the last interview question. Based on the findings, three of the instructors said that VLSs changed according to the students’ grades:
Mr. Ahmed: It could be yes for those who find difficulty in comprehending or remembering meaning of words.
Dr. Ali: Yes, I do. I think it makes significant difference.
Ms. Nehan; Yes, I believed that students’ VLSs change according to their stage.

On the other hand, Dr. Salem and Mr. Husain showed that using VLSs didn’t differ according to the students’ grades. Mr. Husain explained the reason for this as follows:

Mr. Husain: Actually our students’ knowledge about VLSs is very limited and    unfortunately it doesn’t develop because they were not taught about this matter. Therefore, I think, no, their use for VLSs do not change based on their stages.
Based on Mr. Husain answer, River University students had limited awareness about VLSs.  Furthermore, according to him this limited awareness could be due to the fact that they did not teach anything about this matter. Back to the statistical results of the questionnaires, it can be seen that most of the instructors were aware that there were significant differences in the use of VLSs among the graders. However, none of the instructors made any comment about which grades used the strategies most and which grades used them less.  
To sum up, the main findings for this section showed that River University instructors had an average awareness of the strategies that their students most frequently used since they reported three out of the nine most frequently used strategies among River University students but did not mention any of the others.
Discussion

 The analysis of the students’ questionnaires showed that River University students were medium strategy users. Most of the students (62%) reported medium strategy use (sometimes), while 26% reported low strategy use (seldom and never). Only 8% of the students often and always used VLSs. This result could be due to their slight awareness of the variety of these strategies. This led them to stick to the strategies they know. In fact, the instructors’ answers affirmed this conclusion since most of them reported that River University students were not taught anything about VLSs. Moreover, one of the instructors revealed that the ELT department at River University had been following the traditional way of teaching vocabulary, such as in dialogues.


The other reason for this medium level of VLSs use could be due to the students’ attitudes towards the usefulness of these strategies as 62% of them ‘sometimes’ used VLSs. This means that River University students were using these strategies occasionally but they were not keen on using them. Lip (2009) claims that there is a significant correlation between students’ use of VLSs and their perceptions about the usefulness of these strategies. He explains that “learners who often use a VLS would regard it as a very useful strategy to use. The more often a learner uses a strategy, the more useful he/she will find it for learning vocabulary” (Lip, 2009, p. 84). Considering Lip’s suggestion and the fact that only 8% of River University students applying VLSs (often or/and always), it can be argued that River University students’ negative attitudes toward VLSs may be the cause of their medium strategy use. 

The results also showed that the students were more interested in discovery strategies than cooperative strategies to retain the meaning of new words. Therefore, determination strategies were the most frequently used while social strategies were the least commonly used.  Moreover, it is revealed that most of the preferred strategies among River University students were simple ones. In other words, students preferred strategies that required low level mental processing, which didn’t take much time and effort. On the other hand, analysing strategies, social strategies, memory strategies in general and creating mental linkages, applying images, and using physical actions strategies in particular, and the strategies that required deeper processing and took time and effort, such as using flash card to record the new words, testing with word tests, talking with native speakers, writing a paragraph using several new words, and remembering the word using its parts, were not preferred. This finding suggests that students may not be required to use higher level thinking processes in their courses in general. Hence, they are not inclined to use such strategies that involve higher level thinking.
Based on the data, River University students appeared to use translation (using bilingual dictionaries), guessing meaning from context and asking classmates about the meaning to discover the meaning of unknown words. At the same time, they depended mainly on metacognitive, rote memorization and repetition strategies, such as  skipping or passing the new word, paying attention to English words when someone is speaking English,  repeating the word aloud many time, writing the new words many times, and studying the spelling of the word, to maintain the meaning of the new words. Oxford (1990) revealed that practicing new information by using repetition strategies are among the most important cognitive strategies. Yet, these strategies are non-communicative ones and the less skilled language learners may not sometimes be aware of this. The possible explanation for these results could be two-fold. First, only one instructor appeared to advise the students to use strategies within the social category, which are the most communicative ones. Second, these rote memorization and repetition strategies were also used and advised by the instructors in teaching vocabulary at the ELT department. So, there was a connection between the strategies that teachers used to teach vocabulary or advised their students to use and the actual strategies the students reported to be using. Third, River University Students don’t have enough awareness about other possible strategies to practice the language. 
Significant differences were found between different grade levels in their use of VLSs. Particularly, the fourth year students were found to be the most frequent VLSs users.  Surprisingly, first year students were found as the second most frequent strategy users. First and fourth year students appeared to have higher levels of strategy use but the categories of VLSs they used were different. Furthermore, the data revealed that memory and determination strategies were more commonly used by third and fourth year students compared to the other grades, while  social strategies were applied  more often by first year students. The reason for finding social strategies as the most preferred strategies among first year students could be that they did not yet develop enough awareness about the other strategies and therefore they relied on information obtained from others. It was also found that, memory and determination strategies   were suggested by the instructors, so it could be that when the students come to third and fourth year, they get used to the strategies that their instructors suggested to them.
The shift in the categories of VLSs used by the first and fourth year students seems to be due to the expectations of the instructors in vocabulary teaching, which focus mainly on determination and memory. Therefore it seems like the students’ VLSs use is changing during those four years at the university; they are enthusiastic to try different strategies at the beginning but their choices are limited by the instructors’ vocabulary teaching strategies. Thus, when they become fourth year students, they still use VLSs at a medium level but they use different strategies. However, this reasoning can only go to the extent of the limits of this study. Hence, further studies as to why students change their strategies from the first to the fourth year are needed.          

The results also showed that River University instructors had limited knowledge about VLSs in general. Three of them didn’t follow any specific strategies to develop their vocabulary, while two of them followed limited strategies to improve their vocabulary. Also, all the instructors lacked background information about VLSs as they were not taught about VLSs when they were students. This limitation in their answers could be because they shared the same experience as language learners about VLSs; all of the instructors were graduates of universities in Iraq and none of them had a learning experience outside this context. At the same time, a total of eight strategies were reported as strategies that the instructors advised their students to follow explicitly. These were using monolingual dictionaries, learning the pronunciation, studying the spelling of the word, making a list of newly learned words, using words in sentences, writing the words many times, saying the word aloud, and connecting the words with themes and images. This number indicated the variety range of the strategies that the instructor advised their students to follow. The findings also showed that the instructors didn’t advise their students to follow any social, analysing or metacognitive strategies.  Based on this perception, it can be assumed that River University instructors have limited awareness about VLSs. 
 
 In the same vein, two instructors didn’t point to any specific strategies as a strategy used by their students to learn vocabulary, while the other instructors reported different strategies that their students followed in learning vocabulary. Some of these strategies were really popular among River University students such as using dictionaries, writing the new words many times, and paying attention when someone speaks in English. Some strategies were used at average level, such as making a list of newly learned words, and saying a word aloud, and others were not so popular, such as asking the teachers for the meaning. Likewise, the instructors said that the most frequently used strategies by their students were using monolingual dictionaries and memorising the new words. Using bilingual dictionaries, and repetition strategies to memorize the new words, such as repeating the words aloud many times, writing the words many times and studying the spelling of the words, were the most preferred strategies by the students. From this, it can be inferred that River University instructors have an average level of awareness about their students’ preferred strategies.

Based on O’Malley and Chamot (1990) analysis of learning strategies, River University students were at the declarative knowledge stage. To be aware of all VLSs, students need to discover more information about these VLSs in order to go to the procedural knowledge. 

It seems that the poor educational background about VLSs and their negative attitudes in relation to some strategies affect the way the River University instructors teach their students (Richards and Lockhart, 2001). Therefore, River University students do not seem to be independent/ autonomous learners in this respect. According to Oxford (1990), teachers’ role in the classroom includes “Identifying students’ learning strategies, conducting training on LSs, and helping learners become more independent” (p. 10). River University instructors need to understand their students’ poor usage of social strategies, analysing strategies, and memory strategies in general. They also need to create mental links, use images and physical action strategies in particular. Moreover, they need to develop their students’ awareness about these strategies since they could affect their learning progresses. Oxford (1990) promotes the importance of these strategies by saying that  “social strategies develop the sociolinguistic competence of  students,  analysing strategies are useful for developing the understanding and recalling new information, while imagery strategy promote the grammatical competence for the students and all these competences develop the students’ communication competence” (p. 9). Therefore, instructors should not ignore these strategies and promote such strategies through their teaching.

The favourite and not favourite strategies could reflect the education system in the south part of Iraq in general and River University in particular. According to Oxford (1990), there are many factors which affect the students’ strategy choices such as teacher’s expectations that could be shown through the classroom instructional and testing methods and general learning styles. Based on the previous definition, using repetition strategies to practice new words could reflect the limited opportunities of using the target language in real life situation activities, such as giving presentations or using the language in social activities in the English Language Teaching (ELT) department at River University. The students’ emphasis on comprehending the meaning by using bilingual dictionaries and maintaining this information mainly by repeating it or guessing the meaning from context reflected what they thought their teacher’s expectations were of them. In conclusion, lacking the use of social strategies, memory strategies, analyzing strategies, imagery strategies, and the strategies that were required from the students to connect  new information with previous knowledge could be because the students didn’t expect that the teacher would ask them to do anything related to these strategies or because they weren’t  instructed by using such strategies. 
Conclusion

In this chapter, detailed information about the qualitative and quantitative findings of the study were presented and discussed. The quantitative results showed that River University students were medium VLSs users and they preferred translation and repetition  strategies to discover and maintain the meaning of the new words. On the other hand, the qualitative results showed that the instructors at River University have limited knowledge about VLSs and an average knowledge about the strategies their students used to learn vocabulary. 
The findings suggested that there was a correlation between the strategies that the instructors used and/or advised their students to follow in learning vocabulary and those that the students preferred/used. The results also showed that learners had an ability to develop their own strategies without any explicit training in this matter, however, such self-discovery would be limited as they may not be aware of the variety of the available strategies. In the next and final chapter, general findings of the study will be presented. In addition, implications for pedagogical purposes and recommendation for further research in this area will be provided.
CHAPTER V
 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction
This chapter provides a general look at the current study. First, the major findings of the research presented in Chapter Four will be summarized. Then, a set of implications and recommendations will be provided for educational purposes and for possible extension of the present research. At the end, the conclusion of the study will be provided.
Main Findings


This study was designed to identify the level of Vocabulary Learning Strategies (VLSs) used by River University students in the south part of Iraq and the most and least frequently used strategies employed by those students. Also this study aimed to investigate the awareness of the instructors at River University about VLSs in general and those most frequently used by their students in particular. Three hundred and two undergraduate students participated in the quantitative part of this study, while five instructors took part in the qualitative part.

Based on the findings from the students’ questionnaires, River University students were found to be medium strategy users with a mean score of 2.62. More than half were medium strategy users, while 27% of the students reported low strategy use and only 9% of them used VLSs at a high level. For all the categories that were investigated in the questionnaire it was found that the strategies were employed at a medium level, except for the social category, which was used at a low level. Strategies in the determination category were the most frequently used, while the strategies in the social category were the least often used ones. The nine most frequently used strategies covered all of the categories. These were using bilingual dictionaries, repeating words, asking classmates for meanings, checking their spellings, checking if the word is an Arabic word, guessing meaning from context, skipping new words, writing words many times, and trying to focus on English words when someone speaks English. On the other hand, the nine least preferred strategies were talking to native speakers, using flash cards to record new words, putting English labels on physical objects, self-assessing with word tests, drawing pictures of the words to help remembering them, using physical action when learning a word, keeping a vocabulary notebook wherever they go, asking the teacher to make a sentence by using the new word, and remembering words in scales.

Several key findings emerged from the interviews with the instructors. First, a number of the VLSs that the instructors used to learn or teach vocabulary were identified. Two instructors said that they depended on reading as a strategy to learn new vocabulary, while one revealed that the VLS he used was practising the basic four skills. On the other hand, a total of nine strategies emerged from the interview data of the other two instructors, which were using a dictionary, using the internet, writing words many times, repeating pronunciation, studying the synonyms of new words, reading, learning from context, using new words in different sentences, and reading the new words aloud. Furthermore, the strategies that the instructors used to teach vocabulary were found to be limited. Two out of the five instructors said that they taught their students vocabulary by using the following strategies: using dialogues, repeating the new words several times, putting new words in sentences to explain the meaning and linking new words with themes and images. An interesting finding for this study was that the instructors didn’t use any analyzing or social strategies in their learning/teaching vocabulary.

Second, an analysis of the strategies the instructors claimed to be advising their students to use were using bilingual dictionaries, listening to songs, using the internet, making a list of new words, learning the correct pronunciation of words, using words in sentences, learning words from context, and writing the new words several times. Interestingly, again, neither social strategies nor analysing strategies were advised by the instructors. First and second findings indicated the variety and range of learning strategies that River University used and/or advised their students to use in learning new vocabulary closely correlated with each other and that these were very limited.

 Third, the analysis of the interview data clearly showed that prior learning experiences in relation to VLSs affected the use of these strategies by the instructors as well as the students as all the instructors revealed that they have not been taught any specific strategies when they were students themselves. In addition, they claimed that there was no explicit instruction of VLSs in their university. The fact that the instructors were able to come up with specific strategies that they employed or advised to their students indicates that English language learners may develop their own strategies even if they are not taught anything about this matter. Yet, this knowledge stays very limited.  Hence, it can be said that there is a strong relationship between the actual use of VLSs and explicit teaching of these strategies. 

River University instructors had an average level of awareness of the strategies that their students used to learn vocabulary since the responses they gave in this respect were representative of the results of the students’ questionnaires to some extent. The instructors revealed that their students used bilingual dictionary, memorizing, writing words several times, saying them aloud, using them in a number of sentences, and asking the teachers to give them meanings of words. Four of these were found among the most frequently used strategies by River University students.  

To sum up, the main themes that emerged from the interview data with the instructors included instructors having unclear ideas about what VLSs are, limited use of VLSs by the instructors, poor educational background about VLSs, and lack of the use of social and analysing strategies. Other key findings from the qualitative data included an average awareness of the strategies that the students used most frequently to learn vocabulary and a significant relationship between the strategies that the instructors used to learn or teach vocabulary, the strategies they advised their students to use and the student’s use of VLSs. 
Implications for Educational Practice
 
 Based on the findings obtained in this study, several educational implications can be drawn. First, it is important to consider the relation between teachers’ awareness about VLSs and students’ use of these strategies. It is clear from the results above that most of the strategies that were among the most frequently used strategies by the students were advised by their teacher to be followed or were used by their teachers to learn or teach vocabulary. Since most of the instructors didn’t have a clear idea about VLSs themselves, the strategies that they advised or followed were very limited. Therefore, the students’ applications of these strategies were limited too. Based on such a conceptualization, it can be argued that there is a need to develop teachers’ awareness about VLSs. This can be achieved by involving the teachers in training programs, which will explicitly inform them about different learning strategies in general and about VLSs in particular. Moreover, teachers can be asked to participate in discussions that help them to reflect on their learning and teaching practices in order to bring out the deficiencies in their knowledge and practices. 

  
Second educational implication is that, since a quarter of the students reported low strategy range and during the interviews, all the instructors showed that River University students have vocabulary problems; strategy training for the students is also recommended. This training should be explicit and not blind, which according to Oxford (2002), is a less successful strategy training. Teachers need to guide students in understanding the value of using VLSs and how they help to overcome their problems in vocabulary learning. Also, teachers need to tailor their strategy instructions based on the most and least frequently used strategies that were revealed in the results of this study. In order to carry out the strategy training suggested here, the instructional model for learning strategies provided by O’Malley and Chamot (1990, as cited in Lan, 2005, p. 234) can be used:

1. Preparation: Draw student s’ attention to different strategies through retrospection, Think- aloud, and discussions.

2. Presentation: Develop student knowledge about strategies by providing rational, describing/ naming strategy and by modeling strategy use.

3. Practice: Develop student skills in using strategies for academic learning through cooperative learning tasks, think-aloud, peer tutoring, and group discussions.

4. Evaluation: Develop student ability to evaluate their own strategy use through recording strategies used discussions, and keeping dialog journals.

5. Expansion: Develop transfer of strategies to new tasks by discussions on metacognitive and motivational aspects of strategy use, additional practice, and assignments. 

Finally, considering the fact that the main goal of the Department of English Language Teaching (ELT) at River University is training prospective English language teachers, the syllabi for the university courses should be amended/revised to include and highlight strategy instruction in order to support teachers’ interests in applying various language learning strategies. This, in turn, will have an effect on their students’ teaching performances in the future as they will be aware of various available language learning strategies and they will be willing to use these.  

Recommendations for Further Research  

Considering the results and the limitations of this study, several recommendations can be made. First, more detailed information  about the VLSs that the learners used, such as the reasons behind choosing specific strategies over others or the actual time that the students employ these strategies, need to be obtained. Therefore, there is a need to triangulate the results presented in the first part of this study (the students’ strategy use) with in-depth interviews, think aloud sessions and in-class observations. In other words, there is need for research studies that employ more than a single method (questionnaire) to identify the level and variety of the learners’ VLSs. 
Since not all the instructors at the River University accepted to be part of this study, the researcher couldn’t explore the awareness levels of all the instructors at this university. Therefore, other studies are needed to cover all the instructors and may be extended to other universities in other provinces of Iraq for comparative reasons. In addition, this study depended on conducting only one interview with each instructor to obtain the qualitative data.  In order to obtain more information about the awareness levels of the instructors about VLSs and VLSs use by their students, more data using different data collection methods, such as observations of actual teaching sessions or more interviews with each instructor are needed.

Another recommendation that can be made for further research deals with the context and the participants of the study. The current study was conducted with adult learners (college students). Further research should be conducted with students at other educational levels, such as secondary elementary and primary school students in Iraq Also, all the participants in this study were drawn from one University in the south part of Iraq. Therefore further research can be designed to include the remaining parts of Iraq as well. 


Since, most of the students who participated in the quantitative part of the study were females; the researcher couldn’t carry out any significance tests based on gender. Therefore, studies with more participants of both genders are required to be able to conclude regarding this matter. 


This study examined the relationship between VLSs used by River University undergraduate students and their teachers’ awareness levels about these VLSs. Literature suggests that there is a significant relation between proficiency  levels of the Learners and VLSs use. Although the current study focused on different grades of university students, these grades may not necessarily reflect to the proficiency levels.In addition no data on the actual proficiency levels of students was collected. Therefore, further research should be conducted to examine the relationship between VLSs and other variables, such as proficiency level of the learners. In other words, there is a need to understand the strategies that students with high and low proficiency level most frequent use based on standardized, reliable, and valid measurement of all participants’ proficiency levels.

Conclusion

Since recently there has been an increased interest in building autonomous learners, VLSs can help students to have more control on their learning in general and vocabulary learning in particular. This study showed that teachers need to develop their awareness about VLSs and how they teach their students vocabulary because the way that the teachers look at any subject could help in shaping the learners’ knowledge or beliefs about that subject. Moreover, both teachers and students need to update their awareness and knowledge of different learning strategies as the field of language learning is evolving every day and new discoveries, such as internet, are added to help both learners and teachers with their learning/teaching practices.    
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Appendix A

Vocabulary Learning Strategies Questionnaire

Dear all, my name is Hiba Sabah Saleem.  

It would be so kind of you to complete this questionnaire. 
The questionnaire contains 42 items. Please put an (X) under the frequency, which is true for you for every item in the questionnaire. You do not need to write your name in any place.
Gender:


Female □
Male □

Age:

Year of the study      First  □      Second  □      Third  □    Fourth  □    
Before answering the questionnaire, please read instructions carefully.

a) There is no true or false answer.

b) Choose what you really do in learning a new vocabulary not what you think as useful to be used in learning English.

c) Answer one by one from the beginning without looking at the following items.

d) Answer demographic questions at the end of questionnaire.

e) Be sure that all your data will be kept confidential and no one will have access to them except the researcher.

f) Please write any other methods, techniques, or strategies you use in learning new 

vocabularies if not listed in the questionnaire. You can add them at the end of questionnaire in the space provided and mention its scale (never, seldom, sometimes, often, and always).

g) Please write any sentence, phrase, or word which is not clear or meaningful for you. Write them at the end of the questionnaire in the space provided.

h) FINALLY, thank you very much for your honest and careful answers to the questionnaire.

	
	When I find a new English word that I don’t know, I…………..

عندما اجد كلمة انكليزية جديدة لااعرف معناها اقوم بلاتي, 
	Never
	Seldom
	Some-

times
	Often
	always

	1
	Check new word's form (e.g. find its verb, noun, adj., adv., etc)

اددقق في صيغة الكلمة الجديدة (مثلا اجد فعلها ,اسمها,صفتها)
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Look for any word parts that I know (impossible, possible, possibility, possibly, etc)
احلل الكلمة وابحث عن اي جزء فيها استطيع ان افهم معناة(لااستطيع (لا)في الكلمة وجدت للنفي) 
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Check if the word is also Arabic word(e.g  cotton)
اددق فيما ادا كانت الكلمة كلمة عربية
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Use any pictures or gestures(body language) to help me guess the meaning
استخدم اي صور او اشارات(لغة الجسد), في النص المقروء او المرءي, لتساعدنيفي تخمين معنى الكلمة 
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Guess its meaning from context
استنتاج معنى الكلمة الجديدة من السياق
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	Use an English – an Arabic dictionary
استخدم قاموس عربي - انكليزي
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	Use an English– English dictionary.

أستخدم قاموس انكليزي - انكليزي
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	 Ask the teacher to give me the 

definition for the word that I don’t know its’ meaning 
أسال المدرس عن معنى الكلمة 
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	Ask the teacher to make a sentence by using the new word
أسال ألمدرس ان يعطني جملة مستخدمأ فيها الكلمة الجديدة
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	Ask  my classmates for meaning.

أسال زميلي في  الصف عن المعنى
	
	
	
	
	

	  11
	Study the word with my classmates

ادرس الكلمة الجديدة (معناها, املأها, صيغتها القواعدية,نطقها ) مع زميل الصف 
	
	
	
	
	

	12


	Ask the teacher to check my definition

أسال المدرس عنما ادا كان المعنى الدى استخرجتة صحيح ام لا
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	Talk with native speakers

أتكلم مع شخص لغتة الام انكليزية
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	Draw a picture of the word to help remember it
ارسم صورة للكلمة لتساعدني على تدكرها 
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	Make a mental image(imaginary image) of the word's meaning
ارسم صورة في دهني لمعنى الكلمة 
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	Connect the word to a personal experience
اربط الكلمة الجديدة بتجربة شخصية
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	Use physical action when learning a word (Ex. You will dance to remember the meaning of “dance”).
استخدم حركات جسدية عندما اتعلم الكلمة
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	Remember the words that follow or precede the new word
أتدكر الكلمات التي تاتي قبل الكلمة الجديدة او بعدها
	
	
	
	
	

	19
	Connect the word to other words with similar or opposite meanings.

اربط الكلمة الجديدة بكلمات اخرى دو معاني متثابهة او معاكسة 
	
	
	
	
	

	20
	Group words together to study them (e.g. animal, parts of body, flower)
اضع الكلمات الجديدة في مجاميع (تحت عنوان معين)لدراستها
	
	
	
	
	

	21
	Use new words in sentences e.g. to learn (neutral) (teacher should be neutral)
اضع الكلمة الجديدة في جملة .مثلا لتعلم كلمة (عادل) (يجب ان يكون المدرس عادل )
	
	
	
	
	

	22
	Write paragraph using several new words

اكتب فقرات مستخدمأ عدة كلمات جديدة
	
	
	
	
	

	23
	Study the spelling of a word
أدرس الحروف الهجائية للكلمة 
	
	
	
	
	

	24
	Study the sound of a word

اتعلم كيفية نطق الكلمة
	
	
	
	
	

	25
	Say the new words aloud when I first meet them
عندما اجد كلمات جديدة لاول مرة انطقها بصوت عالي
	
	
	
	
	

	26
	Make a mental image of the word's form.(e.g. if the word is noun I make a mental image different from verb form  
ارسم صورة في دهني لصيغة الكلمة (ادا كانت الكلمة اسم اصنع صورة مختلفة عما ادا كانت فعل) 
	
	
	
	
	

	27
	Remember the word using its part (im-,un-,able-,ful,-ment,ex..)
اتدكر  الكلمة مستخدما اجزاءهاا
	
	
	
	
	

	28
	Remember the word using its’ form (verb, noun, adjective)
اتدكر الكلمه مستخدما صيغتها    
	
	
	
	
	

	29
	Make my own definition for the word 

اعرف الكلمة بطريقتي الخاصة
	
	
	
	
	

	30
	Remember the words in scales (always, often, sometimes, never). If it is used more, I spend more time to remember it

اتدكر الكلمة من خلال ربطها بعدد المرات التي تضهر فيها بلنص و كمية الوقت الدي استغرق لدراستها 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	When I Want to remember new words and build my vocabulary ,I……
عندما اريد ان أتدكر الكلمات الجديدة واوسع مفرداتي الانكليزية أقوم بلاتي 
	Never
	Seldom
	Sometime
	Often
	Always

	31
	Repeat the words aloud many times
اككرر الكلمات لجديدة بصوت عالي عدة مرات 


	
	
	
	
	

	32
	Write the words many times اكتب الكلمات عدة مرات


	
	
	
	
	

	33
	Make lists of new words
اضع الكلمات الجديدة في قائمة 
	
	
	
	
	

	34
	Use flashcards to record new words
اسجل الكلمات الجديدة على فلاش كارت
	
	
	
	
	

	35
	Take notes or highlight new words in class
أضلل الكلمات الجديدة او أخد ملاحضات عنها في الصف
	
	
	
	
	

	36
	Put English labels on physical objects
اضع ملصقات على الاشياء التي اريد ان اتعلمها تحوي اسمائها
	
	
	
	
	

	37
	Keep a vocabulary notebook wherever I go
ابقي دفتر الملاحضات معي  أينما دهبت 


	
	
	
	
	

	38
	Use English-language media (songs, movies, the internet)
استخدم وسائل الاعلام( بللغة الانكليزية )المرءية او المسموعة مثلا (اغاني, افلام,انترنت) 
	
	
	
	
	

	39
	Test myself with word tests
اختبر نفسي 
	
	
	
	
	

	40
	Study new words many times
ادرس الكلمات الجديدة عدة مرات
	
	
	
	
	

	41
	Skip or pass new words
عن قراءة, مشاهدة او سماع نص بللغة الانكليزية اتجاهل او اهمل الكلمات التي لاافهم معناها
	
	
	
	
	

	42
	Pay attention to English words when someone is speaking English.
عندما يتكلم شخص بللغة الانكليزية اعير انتباة شديد للكلمات الانكليزية التي يستخدمها 

	
	
	
	
	


If you use any other method in learning new vocabularies not listed in the questionnaire, Please write

them in the space provided.

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………
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Written Permission from Asst. Prof. Dr. Reza Kafipour

	To: "rezakafipour@gmail.com" <rezakafipour@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2013 4:54 PM
Subject: Fw: Questionnaire
 
 
Dear Prof. Reza Kafipour

My name is Hiba Sabah, I'm an MA student at the Department of English Language Teaching at Near East University. My research is about investigating the awareness of  Iraqi undergraduate  students and teachers of vocabulary learning strategies. In order to conduct my study, I would like to use your questionnaire, which is titled "Vocabulary learning strategies and their contribution to reading comprehension of EFL undergraduate students in Kerman province" published in the European Journal of Social Sciences.

Would you please inform me if I have your permission to use your questionnaire? If you require more information about my study, please do not hesitate to contact me via this e-mail address. 

Thank you for your time. Best regards,

Hiba Sabah Saleem AlSadik 
MA Student
Near East University

Dear Hiba Sabah,
Greetings,
No problem. You can use it. I have attached the questionnaire for your reference. Le me know if I can be of any other help.
Good luck with your research!
Best regards, 

REZA KAFI
Appendix C

The Interviews Schedule
1-What are the strategies that you most frequently use to learn or improve your vocabulary?

2-When you were a student, have you ever been taught about any of VLSs? If yes, how?

3-Do you think there are problems of your students in the production or in the perception of the vocabulary? Do you think VLS can help them to solve this problem? And  why?

4- Based on your observations, how do you think your students are learning new words? What do they do when they come cross a new word?

5- Are you advising your students to follow any specific strategies to improve their vocabulary knowledge? If yes,  how? Which ones?

6- What do you expect the most frequently VLS to be that your students use in their learning vocabulary process? 

7 Do you think students’ VLS changes based on their stage (e.g. first year, second year, etc)? 

Appendix D

 The Instructors Consent 
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NEAR EAST UNIVERSITY

DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE TEACHING

INFORMED CONSENT TO VIDEOTAPE
This study is conducted by …Hiba Sabah Saleem.. We are asking for your permission to participate in my study and answer my interview questions. Your answers will be confidential, clandestine, and will be kept anonymous. Your name and university will not mention in the study.  My study is about vocabulary strategies that undergraduate students use. Furthermore, I am interesting of investigating the instructors' opinions about this matter.  

 
CONTACT
If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact me. My contact information is as follows: 

Email:  Alsadeercom@yahoo.com   Phone:07817223253 (Iraq) and 00905338221751  (Turkey )

e read this form and received a copy of it.  I have had all my questions answered to my satisfaction.  I agree to participate in the study.

Subject's name: _______________________________________  

Subject's   signature: _________________________      Date: _________________ 
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	Descriptive statistics for the VLSs

	Strategy
	     N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	Use an English-Arabic dictionary                                
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	3.62
	.993

	Repeat the words aloud many times
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	3.44
	1.139

	Ask  my classmates for meaning
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	3.43
	1.129

	Study the spelling of a word
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	3.40
	1.080

	Check if the word is also an Arabic word
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	3.31
	1.094

	Guess its meaning from context
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	3.22
	1.149

	Skip or pass new words
	302
	1.00
	5.00
	3.20
	1.214

	Write the words many times
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	3.10
	1.143

	Pay attention to English words when someone is speaking English
	302
	1.00
	5.00
	3.10
	1.089

	Remember the word using its’ form (verb, noun, adjective)
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	3.10
	1.043

	Say the new words aloud when I first meet them
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	3.03
	1.000

	Study new words many times
	302
	1.00
	5.00
	3.03
	1.160

	Take notes or highlight new words in class.
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.93
	1.044

	Use English-language media (songs, movies, the internet
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.81
	1.007

	Make lists of new words
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.80
	.939

	Study the sound of a new word
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.80
	1.021

	Connect the word to other words with similar or opposite meanings
	302
	1.00
	5.00
	2.70
	1.089

	Remember the words that follow or precede the new word
	302
	1.00
	5.00
	2.70
	1.001

	Study the word with my classmates
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.61
	1.036

	Connect the word to a personal experience
	302
	1.00
	5.00
	2.60
	1.008

	Use any pictures or gestures to help me guess the     meaning
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.60
	1.163

	Remember the word using its part (im-,un-,able-,ful,-ment,ex)
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.51
	1.052

	Group words together to study them .
	302
	1.00
	5.00
	2.50
	1.023

	Make a mental image(imaginary image) of the word's meaning
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.50
	.935

	Check new word’s form
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.50
	.884

	Use an English- English dictionary
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.50
	1.023

	Look for any word parts that I know
	302        
	1.0
	5.00
	2.44
	.855

	Write paragraph using several new words
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.41
	.989

	Make my own definition for the word
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.40
	.941

	Use new words in sentences
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.40
	1.009

	Make a mental image of the word's form.(e.g. if the word is noun I make a mental image different from verb form)  
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.30
	.991

	Ask the teacher to give me the definition for the word that I don’t know its meaning
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.23
	.819

	Ask the teacher to check my definition 
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.20
	1.012

	Remember the word in scales (always, often, sometimes, never)
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.13
	.963

	Ask the teacher to make a sentence by using the new word
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.13
	.908

	Keep a vocabulary notebook wherever I go
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	2.10
	.920

	Use physical action when learning a word
	302
	1.00
	4.00
	2.10
	.786

	Draw a picture of the word to help remember it 
	302
	1.0
	4.00
	2.10
	.818

	Test myself with word tests
	302
	1.00
	5.00
	2.10
	1.013

	Put English labels on physical objects
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	1.93
	.832

	Use flashcards to record new words
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	1.88
	.792

	Talk with native speakers
	302
	1.0
	5.00
	1.54
	.852

	Total
	302
	1.9
	3.55
	2.61
	.329

	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix F

Findings Regarding Memory Strategies
	Item  
	  Frequency
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Mean
	SD

	Draw a picture of the word to help remember it

	Never 
	81
	26.8
	2.06
	.818

	
	Seldom
	132
	43.7
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	78
	25.8
	
	

	
	Often
	11
	3.6
	
	

	
	Always
	-----
	------
	
	

	Make a mental image(imaginary image) of the word's meaning

	Never
	39
	12.9
	2.49
	.935

	
	Seldom
	119
	39.4
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	111
	36.8
	
	

	
	Often
	22
	7.3
	
	

	
	Always
	11
	3.6
	
	

	Connect the word to a personal experience

	Never
	45
	14.9
	2.61
	1.008

	
	Seldom
	84
	27.8
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	135
	44.7
	
	

	
	Often
	21
	7.0
	
	

	
	Always
	17
	5.6
	
	

	Use physical action when learning a word (Ex. You will dance to remember the meaning of “dance”).
	Never
	79
	26.2
	2.10
	.786

	
	Seldom
	116
	38.4
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	106
	35.1
	
	

	
	Often
	1
	.3
	
	

	
	Always
	----
	---
	
	

	Remember the words that follow or precede the new word

	Never
	37
	12.3
	2.70
	1.001

	
	Seldom
	91
	30.1
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	130
	43.0
	
	

	
	Often
	26
	8.6
	
	

	
	Always
	18
	6.0
	
	

	Connect the word to other words with similar or opposite meanings


	Never
	39
	12.9
	2.70
	1.089

	
	Seldom
	103
	34.1
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	108
	35.8
	
	

	
	Often
	25
	8.3
	
	

	
	Always
	27
	8.9
	
	

	Group words together to study them (e.g. animal, parts of body, flower)
	Never
	51
	16.9
	2.50
	1.023

	
	Seldom
	102
	33.8
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	112
	37.1
	
	

	
	Often
	21
	7.0
	
	

	
	Always
	16
	5.3
	
	

	Use new words in sentences e.g. to learn (neutral) (teacher should be neutral
	Never
	64
	21.2
	2.40
	1.009

	
	Seldom
	112
	37.1
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	93
	30.8
	
	

	
	Often
	22
	7.3
	
	

	
	Always
	11
	3.6
	
	

	Write paragraph using several new word


	Never
	54
	17.9
	2.41
	.989

	
	Seldom
	118
	39.1
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	93
	30.8
	
	

	
	Often
	27
	8.9
	
	

	
	Always
	10
	3.3
	
	

	Study the spelling of a word


	Never
	14
	4.6
	3.40
	1.080

	
	Seldom
	42
	13.9
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	115
	38.1
	
	

	
	Often
	75
	24.8
	
	

	
	Always
	56
	18.5
	
	

	Study the sound of a word


	Never
	35
	11.6
	2.80
	1.021

	
	Seldom
	82
	27.2
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	125
	41.2
	
	

	
	Often
	43
	14.2
	
	

	
	Always
	17
	5.6
	
	

	Say the new words aloud when I first meet them
	Never
	16
	5.3
	3.04
	1.000

	
	Seldom
	65
	21.5
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	144
	47.7
	
	

	
	Often
	45
	14.9
	
	

	
	Always
	32
	10.6
	
	

	Make a mental image of the word's form.(e.g. if the word is noun I make a mental image different from verb form  
	Never
	74
	24.5
	2.30
	.991

	
	Seldom
	96
	31.8
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	106
	35.1
	
	

	
	Often
	18
	6.0
	
	

	
	Always
	8
	2.6
	
	

	Remember the word using its part (im-,un-,able-,ful,-ment,ex..)
	Never 
	56
	18.5
	2.51


	1.052



	
	Seldom
	91
	30.1
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	116
	38.4
	
	

	
	Often
	22
	7.3
	
	

	
	Always
	17
	5.6
	
	

	Remember the word using its’ form (verb, noun, adjective
	Never
	16
	5.3
	3.10
	1.043

	
	Seldom
	69
	22.8
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	125
	41.4
	
	

	
	Often
	57
	18.9
	
	

	
	Always
	35
	11.6
	
	

	Make my own definition for the word
	Never
	61
	20.2
	2.40
	.941

	
	Seldom
	95
	31.5
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	127
	42.1
	
	

	
	Often
	10
	3.3
	
	

	
	Always
	9
	3.0
	
	

	Remember the word in scales (always,often,sometimes,never).If it is used more, I spend more time to remember it.
	Never
	89
	29.5
	2.14
	.963

	
	Seldom
	111
	36.8
	
	

	
	Sometimes
	79
	26.2
	
	

	
	Often

Always
	18

5
	6.0

1.7
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	The significant differences in memory strategies used

	Item
	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	P value

	Draw a picture of the word to help remember it


	Between G

Within G

Total
	6.42

195.378

201.805
	3

298

301


	2.142

.656
	3.267
	.022

	Make a mental image(imaginary image) of the word's meaning


	Between G

Within G

Total
	17.525

245.962

263.487
	3

298

301
	5.842

.825
	7.078
	.000

	Connect the word to a personal experience

	Between G

Within G

Total
	19.526

286.583

306.109
	3

298

301
	6.509

.962
	6.768
	.000

	Use physical action when learning a word
	Between G

Within G

Total
	 8.102

178.114

186.215
	2

298

301
	2.701

.598
	4.518
	.004

	Remember the words that follow or precede the new word

	Between G

Within G

Total
	34.148

267.723

301.871
	3

298

301
	11.383

.898
	12.670
	.000

	Connect the word to other words with similar or opposite meanings
	Between G

Within G

Total
	29.127

328.422

357.550
	3

298

301
	9.709

1.102
	8.810
	.000

	Group words together to study them (e.g. animal, parts of body, flower)
	Between G

Within G

Total
	15.258

300.242

315.500
	3

298

301
	5.086

1.008
	5.048
	.002

	Use new words in sentences.
	Between G

Within G

Total
	46.290

260.505

306.795
	3

298

301
	15.430

.874
	17.651
	.000

	Write paragraph using several new words
	Between G

Within G

Total
	47.991

246.913

294.904
	3

298

301
	15.997

.829
	19.307
	.000

	Study the spelling of a word.
	Between G

Within G

Total
	37.707

313.965

351.672
	3

298

301
	12.569

1.054
	11.930
	.000

	Study the sound of a word
	Between G

Within G

Total
	20.042

294.332

314.374
	3

298

301
	6.681

.988
	6.764
	.000

	Say the new words aloud when I first meet them
	Between G

Within G

Total
	9.181

292.342

301.523
	3

298

301
	3.060

.981
	3.120
	.026

	Make a mental image of the word's form
	Between G

Within G

Total
	40.268

255.705

295.974
	3

298

301
	13.423

.858
	15.643
	.000

	Remember the word using its part (im-,un-,able-,ful,-ment,ex.)
	Between G

Within G

Total
	31.207

302.240

333.447
	3

298

301
	10.402

1.014


	10.256
	.000

	Remember the word using its’ form (verb, noun, adjective
	Between G

Within G

Total
	57.484

270.277

327.762
	3

298

301
	19.161

.907
	21.127
	.000

	Make my own definition for the word
	Between G

Within G

Total
	.663

266.056

266.719
	3

298

301
	.221

.893
	.243
	.863

	Remember the word in scales (always, often, sometimes, never).If it is used more, I spend more time to remember it.
	Between G

Within G

Total
	13.001

266.433

279.434
	3

298

301
	4.334

.894
	4.843
	.003
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