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INTRODUCTION

In the dynamic field of education, understanding the way students learn best has
become a critical area of interest for educators and researchers alike. Among the several
variables influencing learning outcomes, learners’ perceptual learning styles (LS),
language learning strategies (LLS), and vocabulary size stand out as one of the most
important factors of academic success, specifically in the paradigm of language
acquisition. The goal of the current thesis is to clarify the complex interactions between
these essential components and how they affect language learning proficiency as a whole.

The present thesis builds upon a rich body of academic literature that delves into
the definitions, classification, and the possible correlation between these notions. Notable
works include those done by Rubin and Oxford (1990) in the field of language learning
strategy use, who defined this concept as “the techniques or devices which learners may
use to acquire knowledge” (Rubin, 1975, p.8). Gardner’s (1985) seminal work and
Nation’s (2001) studies exploring vocabulary acquisition and related strategies are also
considered. Furthermore, Reid's research (1987) provides significant background on the
role of perceptual learning styles, serving as a theoretical framework that determined the
direction of the present research. By putting forth the definition of the learning styles as
»~the modalities of receiving information” (Reid, 1995, pp. 4-5) and dividing them into
visual, auditory and kinaesthetic, he created a framework for understanding how different
learners engage in the learning process.

Accordingly, the object of the present thesis is the language learning styles and
strategies used by English as a foreign language (EFL) learners.

The subject of the thesis is the relationship between students’ language learning
styles and strategies and their vocabulary size. In particular, the study focuses on the EFL
learners’ perceptual styles, encompassing visual, auditory, and kinaesthetic modalities, and
their correlation with the use of language learning strategies in the educational context.
Additionally, the study delves into how these factors shape the development of vocabulary
among language learners thereby offering an insight into the language learning process.
Through empirical analysis and examination, the study purports to identify patterns,
correlations, and possible areas for intervention to improve language learning efficiency

and effectiveness.



Hence, this study aims to clarify the complex relationships that exist between
students' vocabulary size, language learning strategies, and perceptual learning styles, with
a particular emphasis on how these relationships affect language acquisition results as a
whole.

The tasks of the thesis are as follows:

e critical assessment of the academic literature;

e developing the theoretical and conceptual framework to the study;

e analysis of the language learners’ Perceptual Style preferences and
Learning Strategy use, and the effect of these key aspects on the vocabulary
size.

The study employs both theoretical and empirical methods, including analysis,
synthesis, comparison, survey, and testing. The main focus of this investigation is to
examine the correlations between key aspects using a quantitative research paradigm and a
specifically designed questionnaire. Based on the literature analysis, the research questions were
the following:

Research Question 1: What is the relationship between perceptual learning styles
and language learning strategies?

Research Question 2: Is there any relationship between the students’ learning style,
language learning strategies, and vocabulary size?

Research Question 3: Are there any differences in learning style preference among
the participants?

Research Question 4: Which learning strategies are most frequently used by the
participants?

To answer the above research questions, two hypotheses were stated:

Hypothesis 1: There is a positive correlation between learners’ perceptual learning
style and learning strategies.

Hypothesis 2: There is a relationship between learners’ preferred learning styles,
learning strategies, and vocabulary size.

The theoretical value of the thesis lies in its potential to extend existing ideas and
theories, as well as to deepen our understanding of the complicated relationship between
learning styles, strategies, and vocabulary acquisition.

The practical value of the study consists in providing relevant evidence proving

the correlation between the two key variables and the EFL vocabulary size. The results of



this study can help design focused treatments and resources that will improve language
learning outcomes for students with different origins and skill levels.

The novelty of the study lies in its comprehensive analysis of the relationship
between perceptual learning styles, learning strategies, and vocabulary size, the three
factors that haven’t been widely studied together. By focusing on this combination, the
research fills a significant gap in the literature, and offers new insight into the language
acquisition process.

The thesis consists of an introduction, four parts, conclusions, a resume, references,
and an appendix. The first part covers the issues of definitions and the nature of learning
styles. It also provides an understanding of the classification and models associated with
different learning styles. The second part describes the characteristics of language learning
strategies, the challenges in defining them, and the taxonomies developed by scholars who
have contributed significantly to the field of language learning studies. The third part
focuses on the vocabulary, including types of vocabulary, strategies for acquiring
vocabulary, and the importance of concepts such as size, depth, and breadth. The fourth

part presents the methodology, findings, and discussions of the empirical investigation.

10



Part 1
THE THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS OF LANGUAGE LEARNING
STYLES

The first part is based on the theoretical background of language
learning styles. It deals with the issues of definition and classification, as well as
the models proposed by various researchers to give an insight into the nature and
essence of the aforementioned styles. Furthermore, information related to the

instruments applied in Learning Style assessment is provided in this section.

1.1 Defining the term “learning style”

Language learners differ in a number of ways when it comes to foreign language
acquisition, often categorized as language learning styles. It is crucial to
emphasise that despite their relationship, learning styles and abilities are not
synonymous because they differ in how individuals choose to approach a task.
According to Grigorenko and Sternberg (1995) styles are the product of
intelligence and personality interactions: “they are not abilities, but rather how
these abilities (and the knowledge acquired through them) are used in day-to-day
interactions with the environment. Simply put, styles are not how much
intelligence we have, but how we use it (205).

The definition of learning styles cannot be accurately done without distinguishing
between the terms “cognitive style” and “learning style”. The notion of cognitive
style was proposed by Allport in 1937. His perspective was founded on Jung’s
theory of psychological types. Although since then the term “style” was revised
and redefined, its fundamental meaning of favoured approaches of doing
something that persisted for a longer period of time has remained the same. The
whole concept was initiated by cognitive psychologists who by means of
investigation of questions related to problem solving and perceptual abilities,
proposed a term that represents individual ways of processing, organising and
perceiving data. However, the focus of attention has shifted to the role of styles in

the education process, and the concept of “learning style” has been put forth to
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denote both an equivalent and a substitute of the existing term “cognitive style”

(Kaminska, 2014).
As it was discussed earlier, in some cases the two notions are viewed as
interchangeable term, while some theorist assert the contrary. According to
Riding and Chema (1991), the central distinction between them is the quantity
of components taken into account, as cognitive styles are considered to be
bipolar, while learning style encompass much more elements (p. 194). The
term "learning style" was primarily meant to serve as a type of stand-in for
cognitive style. Those who used the term did take cognitive styles into
consideration, but their main focus was on how these styles were put into
practice. In his discussion of these phenomena, Brown (1994) noted that when
cognitive styles are applied in an educational setting, where affective and
psychological variables influence the setting, we speak of "learning styles.”
Accordingly, they “mediate between emotion and cognition” (pp. 104-105).
Additionally, as previously discussed, learning styles are more complex and
the components that make them up cannot be viewed as opposites, whereas
cognitive styles are more bipolar in character. There is no evidence of a
dualistic nature when it comes to learning styles, a person either possesses a
certain element or does not. Consequently, it can be said that one of the
primary differences between cognitive and learning styles is the absence of a
certain feature. (Brown, 1994)
Willing (1988) further emphasised a distinction, stating that whilst "cognitive
style" is a feature of the mind and is unseen, it has little to no relevance to the
performance of daily tasks. In contrast, "learning style" is more "visible" and
can be observed during everyday tasks (Kaminska, 2014).
As it was discussed earlier, “learning style” is a cover term to refer to the
different manners of approaching learning that can be observed in various
disciplines like educational psychology and second language acquisition.
Theorists and researchers made an attempt to provide comprehensive
definitions to the term, although each of them approached the concept by
focusing on different aspects of personality, type of task, etc. Oxford (2013),
for example, defined learning styles as “the general approach preferred by the
students when learning a subject, acquiring a language, or dealing with difficult

problems” (273). According to this viewpoint, a number of learners enjoy
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listening to lectures, someone prefers reading books or listen to music, while
there are those who move around while studying. The before mentioned ways
of learning are viewed as constant patterns that give the directions to the
learning process (Oxford, 2011).

There are more than twenty dimensions of learning styles distinguished in the
academic literature, and all of them are based on other main research traditions
namely the study of perceptions and Gestalt psychology, Carl Jung’s theory of
personality and ego psychology (Ehrman & Oxford, 1990). Another insightful
definition of the term was proposed by Dunn and Griggs (2001) who
emphasised the biological nature of learning style. According to their view,
“learning styles are the biologically and developmentally imposed set of
characteristics that make the same teaching method wonderful for some and
terrible for others” (Oxford, 2001, p. 359). In accordance with this view, when
considering learning styles, we talk about relatively stable features of learners
that are hard to manipulate (Oxford, 2001).

Reid (1995) put forward another significant definition of learning styles as
being “an individual’s habitual and preferred ways of absorbing, processing,
and training new information and skills” (Reid, p. 8). Furthermore, there is an
important notion related to this concept that distinguishes learning styles from
learning strategies for example, as styles are usually denoted using adjectives
(visual, communicative, kinaesthetic), or sometimes nouns like conformist,
etc., whilst strategies are expressed as verbs, as they are what learners do (e.g.
taking notes, eating words out, etc.).

Overall, several significant definitions were suggested by different researchers
and all of them highlighted the importance of the students’ preferred ways of
dealing with learning and retrieving newly acquired information (Kaminska,

2014).

1.2 The nature of learning styles

Learning styles have been defined in various ways and all of these definitions
focus on the cognitive, affective and psychological nature of this notion. Based

on the proposed views of the term, it can be stated that learning styles are
13



perceived as patterns that indicate how a learner deals with the learning
environment. However, there is a debate based on the nature of strategies,
more precisely whether styles are determined at birth or shaped exceptionally
by the environment. Sternberg (1994) believes that styles can be developed by
the environment, type of tasks and situations, but they are not features of one’s
personality (Kaminska, 2014).

Furthermore, learning styles may vary according to the stage of life, for
example, which supports Sternberg's view of the styles not being
predetermined. Environment plays a key role in shaping the learning style, as
learners approach certain tasks in particular ways, with certain styles. This
viewpoint can be supported by the role of rewards for using a preferred style in
a certain task. On the other hand, there is an observation of the use of less
rewarded styles, which suggests that some predetermined characteristics may
play a role and are extremely difficult to change (Sternberg, 1994, p. 174).
Although the debate on the nature of styles began long ago, it is still not clear
which one influences preference more. According to some research, these
notions influence the presence of certain styles. For example, the preference for
food intake while studying, the positioning of light, etc., is biologically
determined—it is a biological need. However, the preference to study alone or
in groups can result from previous exposure to these methods when dealing
with practical tasks. Furthermore, the fact that siblings differ in their learning
styles also suggests the "teachable" nature of styles (Kaminska, 2014).

In their research, Kinsella and Sherak (1998) argued that learning styles cannot
be defined as completely unchangeable and inherent; rather, they are acquired
through experience gained in the classroom, influenced by roles and norms (p.
88). For instance, when using a questionnaire to gather information about style
preferences, respondents tend to select alternatives that have helped them
succeed in completing learning tasks, while unfamiliar options may be
disregarded (Kinsella & Sherak, 1998). One conclusion drawn from this
information is that learning styles, like other aspects of cognitive behavior and
learning, are highly complex phenomena, involving the methods learners
employ when encountering, processing, and retaining new information

(Kinsella & Sherak, 1998). Additionally, Kinsella and Mariani (1995)
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described key characteristic features of learning styles using three words:
natural, habitual, and preferred (p. 171).

Even though a lot of research has been done in the field of learning styles and
their nature, there is no single established system of learning styles to denote
the ones which could be considered inherent, and those learnt in the process of
exposure. Learning styles are generally ranged on the basis of their component,
so there are cognitive, psychological, affective styles, etc., all of the being

treated equally.

1.3 Learning style models

There exist a great number of learning style models developed and proposed by
different theorist and researchers in order to provide an insight into the types of
strategies and classify them in accordance with particular components. Within
(1961) for example came up with a distinction between field dependent and
field independent models. The whole concept was first based on the visual
perception and people were classified into one of two types in accordance with
their response. The whole model is based on the extent to which people are
“dependent on the structure of the prevailing visual field or are free or
independent of the influence of the whole field when they look at the parts”
(Dornyei, 2005, p.136). On the basis of this observation, it can be concluded
that field dependent people view new information altogether, they prefer to
make use of the learning context when dealing with unfamiliar information. On
the other hand, field independent people like to “decompose” information to its
smallest components, they prefer to learn step by step.

Another system established by Riding and Chema (1991) has two separate
style dimensions: verbal-imagery and holistic-analytic. The first dimension
asks whether people prefer to approach knowledge in its entirety or in smaller
pieces. As the name implies, holistic learners approach a topic without dividing
it into smaller chunks and instead opting to adopt a broad viewpoint on the
context. Analytical people prefer to break down a situation into its component
and look for patterns. The aforementiond aspects are further separated into

learning style dichotomies. Te holistic dimension includes learning styles as
15



innovators and adapters, where innovators approach a problem by introducing
new concept while adaptors make use of the existing ones (Kaminska, 2014).
Drawing on the works of Swiss psychologist Carl Jung, who viewed learning
styles as manifestations of people’s preferred means of adapting to their
environment, Kolb (1984) developed a model. Based on a four-stage learning
cycle, the model encompasses various learning styles. These stages include
concrete experience, thoughtful observation, and active experimentation. The
model operates on the premise that learners can engage in observation and
reflection after directly experiencing the real world. In other words, learning
commences with practical experience, providing learners with a foundation for
alternative modes of thinking. Subsequently, learners observe and contemplate
their experiences to draw specific conclusions. Following this process, they
formulate abstract hypotheses based on their reflections. Kolb's model posits
that perception and processing, represented as two opposing dimensions along
two continua, give rise to various learning styles. The first dimension concerns
the perception and comprehension of experience, encompassing both concrete
and abstract concepts. The second dimension relates to how individuals
encounter, process, and adapt to events. By combining these two dimensions,
four learning style groups emerge: converger, diverger, assimilator, and
accommodator (Kolb, 1984).

Myers and her daughter utilized Carl Jung’s theory of psychological types to
classify learning styles according to personality types. The model consists of
four fundamental dimensions: thinking-feeling, judging-perceiving, sensing-
intuiting, and extraversion-introversion. Extroverts derive their energy from the
external world, actively seeking social engagement and maintaining numerous
friendships. Conversely, introverts draw energy from within, preferring
introspective thought and solitude, typically maintaining a few close
friendships (Oxford, 2001b). Sensing individuals focus on details and utilize
their senses to perceive their environment, favoring systematic, well-organized
instruction grounded in facts rather than theories, and often expect clear
guidance from instructors. Intuitive individuals rely on intuition, seeking
connections and patterns and preferring to direct their own learning. Reasoners
employ logic and rules in decision-making, prioritizing rationality over

emotions. Conversely, feelers often base decisions on personal considerations
16



(Oxford, 2001b). Furthermore, individuals categorized as "judging" are
closure-oriented, making quick decisions and focusing on task completion,
sometimes acting hastily but prioritizing necessary actions. Conversely, those
identified as perceivers or open are flexible and spontaneous, often initiating
tasks but struggling to complete them.

Ehrman and Leaver (2003) proposed another complex model, introducing two
superordinate style dimensions: ectasis and synopsis. These dimensions relate
to the desired level of conscious control over learning. Synopsis emphasizes
unconscious or preconscious processing, perceiving phenomena as wholes,
while ectasis seeks conscious control over processing, perceiving phenomena
as composites (Ehrman & Leaver, 2003, p. 404).

Among these divisions, the one between analogue and digital learners is a
relatively new one. Stories, parables, analogies, and metaphors are preferred by
analogue learners, who also frequently employ deep learning strategies like
association and elaboration. Digital learners, on the other hand, prefer to hear
things straight, without any unnecessary or fantastical elaboration. Their
primary methods are surface-level ones like word lists and memorization

(Kaminska, 2014).

1.4 Perceptual learning styles

There were various attempts to define and classify learning styles in
accordance with the way people react to the learning environment. One of the
outstanding classifications is called the “perceptual learning style” model
developed by Reid (1984). The word perceptual refers to the ability of a person
to realise something through his\her senses. Therefore, every learner has a
preferred way of being exposed to language. However, it is important to note
that there are no absolute modes of learning. It means that a person can benefit
from two or even three types of learning styles at the same time. According to
Davis (2007), perceptual learning styles are “the means by which learners
extract information from their surroundings through the use of their five

senses” (p. 46). Oxford defined the concept of “perceptual preferences” as “the
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physical, perceptual channels with which the student in most comfortable”
(Oxford 2001, p. 360). Four primary categories of learners are distinguished:
visual, auditory, tactile and kinesthetic ones.

Visual learners. The term “visual” refers to our ability to see things.
Accordingly, visual learners are those who make use of visual aids. Davis
(2007) described visual learners as those who have vivid imagination. This
type of learners actively use flashcards, maps, handouts, diagrams, as this aids
help them to remember the material in the best possible way. When it comes to
classroom learning, they prefer to take notes, use textbooks and the information
written on the boards, furthermore the role of the teacher, more specifically the
body language and facial expression also significantly influence the
performance of these learners (Kaminska, 2014).

Another interesting notion connected to the classification of perceptual styles is
whether the type of learner that prefers reading books is a visual or auditory
one. Montemayor (2009) suggests that those who enjoy reading books should
be considered auditory ones, as they learn words, the sounds of a language by
reading them out loud not because they can see the information (Kaminska,
2014).

There is a further subdivision of visual learners into two main types:
visual\verbal and visual\nonverbal. Because they like reading printed materials
like textbooks, handouts, and their notes, visual/verbal learners are "print-
oriented" learners (Marcia, 1995). However, in order to process the
information being presented, visual/nonverbal learners transfer information
into a mental picture (Marcia, 1995). To put it briefly, learners who are
visual/verbal interpret written materials, whereas learners who are
visual/nonverbal interpret drawn ones.

Auditors learners. The predisposition for learning by hearing and listening to
words is known as auditory learning. In contrast to visual learners, aural
learners find lectures and debates to be pleasant and beneficial. Auditory
learners "interpret the underlying meaning of speech through listening to the
tone of voice, pitch, speed, and other nuances" with ease, according to
Montemayor (Renou et al., 2009 p. 61).Videos, audios are materials they are
comfortable with. In a nutshell, auditory learners pick up knowledge through

listening to others or themselves. There are two categories of auditory learners:
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auditory/verbal learners and auditory/nonverbal learners. As they listen to
others speak, auditory and nonverbal people are also referred to as "listeners."
Tactual Learners. According to Dunn, Beaudry, and Klavavas (2002),
"Tactile suggests learning with hands through manipulation of resources" (p.
53). Tactile learners like creating models, creating artwork, conducting
experiments in the lab, simply put, the like to move and use their hands to
produce new things. When studying, tactual learners feel as though they must
do something and use their hands during the learning process. For example,
during lectures in the classroom, students take notes and highlight key points as
they read.

Kinesthetic Learners. This type of learners benefit from body movements.
According to Davis (2007) these students concentrate the best when moving
around the classroom. In the learning process the engage in lively activities like
role-playing, pantomime, field trips and any other thing that involves physical
activity. However, there is one downside of this ability to learn, i.e., the
struggle to remain motionless for a long time. There was a debate based on the
differentiation of the two styles, namely the tactile and kinesthetics, as both
require the learners to use movement. However, Lauridsen (2007) provided an
explanation, according to which kinaesthetic learners use their whole body in
the learning process, whereas tactual learners use particular parts other bodies

(Kaminska, 2014).

1.5 Instruments applied in Learning Style assessment

A number of assessment tools were designed in order to get an understanding
of people’s style preferences. The most commonly used method of assessment
is a questionnaire survey where respondents are asked to locate their answers
in accordance with a particular learning style. The most widely used
instruments are the Perceptual Learning Style Preference (PLSP) designed by
Reid in 1998, the Style Analysis Survey (SAS) proposed by Oxford and Nam,
and the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) (Kaminska, 2014).

The Perceptual Learning Style Preference Survey. Reid created the

Perceptual Learning Style Preference (PLSP) Survey, which asks participants
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to select their favourite learning style from six categories: tactile, visual,
auditory, kinesthetic, individual and group learning. The first four categories
focus on how pupils take in information using their physical senses and the
final sections address the preferences from autonomous versus social learning.
Reid (1998) described a large-scale study with 1300 pupils from nine distinct
mother languages backgrounds that used the present survey. The following is

the summary of the primary findings concluded by Reid:

1. The majority of English language learners in the US have high
kinaesthetic and tactile learning style preferences.

2. Most students detest group instruction.

3. Learners with varying linguistic and cultural background exhibit

variations in their selection of the learning styles.

4. Certain study domains tend to favour particular learning styles over
the others, for example science students enjoy visual learning, whilst
engineering students make use of tactile learning more.( Davis 2007)

The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator. Based on Carl Jung’s psychological types,
Isabel Briggs Meyer and her mother Katharine Cook Briggs created the Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI). The main idea of the concept was based on the
everyday functioning of a person and the importance of underlying stable
preferences for particular ways of functioning. It is a well known fact that
personality types are also strongly correlated with language learning and the
level of success in the learning process. Among the personality characteristics
assessed by the tool are: the sense of humour, an emphasis on accomplishment,
assertiveness, extroversion, impulsivity, risk-taking, adaptability, etc. The
MBTI is based on Jung’s four personality dimensions: extraversion vs.
introversion, sensing vs. intuition, thinking vs. feeling, judging vs. perceiving.
People’s level of energy and orientation are described by the extroversion and
introversion scale. Extroverts are interested in activities in the outside world,
whereas an introvert finds energy in solitary pursuit. The sensing vs. intuition
model explains how individuals process information and view the
environment. An intuitive person prefers novel ideas, while a sensing person
views the world objectively. The thinking vs. feeling scale explains how
individuals choose what to do. Reasoners base their conclusions on standards

of cause and consequence; feelers on the other hand, make decisions based on
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their subjective opinion. The judging vs. perceiving scale gives explanation to
the way people interact. Judgers value control and organization, whilst
sensitivities include independence and self-governance.(Davis 2007)

With then four polar scales operating independently of each other, sixteen
different preference combinations referred to as “types” can be made. An
acronym made up of the first letters of the previously mentioned preferences is
used to encode a kind. Therefore, the term ISFP designates a personality type
that values introversion, sensing, feeling, and perceiving.

The Style Analysis Survey. This assessment tool was developed by
Oxford (1993) who highlighted three primary categories of learning style
dimensions: sensory style aspect, such as hands-on, visual and auditory, social
dimensions, namely extrovert and introvert, and cognitive style dimensions,
which include analysing\systhesising, global\particular, closure-oriented\open,
concrete-sequential\random-intuitive, and global\particular. For every style
dimension, there is a continuum that each learner finds themselves on. The
original SAS addressed five learning style characteristics, recently however,
the Learning Style Survey (LLS) was developed by Cohen et al in 2005, using
the SAS as a basis and further developing it by adding Ehrman and Leaver’s
comprehensive cognitive styles. This resulted in six more cognitive dimensions
that were incorporated into the SAS: impulsive\reflective, field-
dependent\field-independent, analysing\synthesising, sharpener\leveller,
deductive\inductive, = impulsive\synthesizing, = and  metaphorical\literal
(Kaminska, 2014).

In sum, the term Language Learning Styles refers to all the preferred
ways of learners to absorb and process information. A great range of research
has been conducted on this topic by scholars like Reid (1984), Oxford (2001).
etc., who tried to categorize the aforementioned variables. The most
widespread classification distinguishes visual, auditory and kinaesthetic
learners. These types refer to the senses the learners favour to retain
information. Understanding these variables is crucial in order to enhance

student’s engagement and foster a more effective learning environment.
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PART 2
THE CEONCEPT OF LANGUAGE LEARNING STRATEGIES

THE SECOND PART provides data related to the difficulties of definition and
classification of the second variable that influences language and vocabulary acquisition -
the language learning strategies. This section discusses taxonomies and the nature of
strategies, as well as the main tendencies of research methodologies and tools applied in

the field of these strategies.

2.1 The role of learning strategies in language acquisition research

Learning a language is a complicated process that calls for a variety of actions and tailored
strategies to accomplish certain learning objectives. Given the vast amount of information
that language learners must acquire, language learning strategies are extremely important.
Language learning strategies are defined as the methods by which students manage the
learning process to better comprehend and remember new information even when they
cannot be directly observed (Naiman & Frochlich, 1978).

Learning strategies are specific ideas or behaviours people use to understand, absorb, or
remember new information. Learner strategies are intentional attempts made by the learner
to assimilate knowledge; they might be conscious or potentially conscious. The behaviours
or actions that learners use to help the learning process become more effective, efficient,
self-directed, and pleasurable are referred to as learning strategies. The difficulty of
identifying, characterising, and categorising these tactics is shown by this and other
definitions (Naiman & Frochlich, 1978).

While much valuable work has been done on the subject of how language is developed,
learned, and acquired, for a number of years, a great deal of substantial effort has gone into
developing methods, theories, and approaches to teaching language. Significantly less
attention has been paid to language acquisition from the learner's perspective.

A significant portion of the research on language education moved from teaching strategies
to the students and their learning experiences between the late 1960s and the early 1970s.
Regarding how students complete their assignments when learning a language, there was
some worry. The purpose of the study was to identify commonalities and universals in the

learning processes among students (Oxford, 1999).
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The aforesaid research interest in the individual variance among learners correlates with
classroom teacher’ question: why are some learners more successful than others even if
they are learning under the same circumstances and experience the same teaching methods
in the same classroom? Although identifying and categorising language learning strategies
is a difficult endeavour, it is important to understand where they are positioned in the
theoretical descriptions of how a language is learned. Learning strategies have the capacity
to influence the process of foreign language acquisition. Learning strategies are "the
techniques which learner may use to acquire knowledge," according to Rubin (1975), one
of the first researchers (p. 43).

Rubin (1975) highlighted that, although most individuals learn their first language with
success, everyone is successful in learning other languages. A language learning theory has
been advanced on the basis of which success in learning other languages can to some
extent be ascribed to the strategies used by learners themselves. Alongside other
assumptions, methods and approaches in language learning and teaching emerged in order
to determine how these theories and methods are significant in understanding learning
strategy theory (Ddrnyei, 2005).

For a long period of time the Grammar-Translation Method was the standard way for
student to acquire the knowledge of a language other than their first language. Employing
this method, students simply learned grammar and vocabulary, and translated from one
language into another. However, this method does not advocate the opportunity to use
language learning strategies to promote learning. Although the importance of the learner’s
own operations for performing have been presented, for example, in suggestions for how to
effortlessly recall vocabulary lists which were common in Grammar-Translation
classrooms, such suggestions were commenced by the teacher and not by the learners
(O’Malley &Chamot, 1990).

The cognitive approach to language acquisition allowed students to take an active role in
their own education and resulted in the creation of learning strategies that students could
utilise to support and advance their language learning. According to this perspective,
learners were capable of contributing positively and effectively to the learning process;
they were neither translators nor passive communicators. In order to comprehend the new
language and apply their information with careful consideration, learners employed
cognitive processes. This point of view influenced studies that sought to identify the
methods that language learners use to successfully acquire a language that differs from

their native tongue.
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The researchers' goal was to raise awareness of the ways in which other students could
improve their language learning skills by utilising the tactics employed by successful
students. According to O’Malley and Chamot (1990), when learning is seen as a cognitive
talent, everyone can potentially improve their language acquisition potential and acquire
proficiency in the tactics utilised in the process. Much of the study and writing on language
learning strategies has been prompted by the assumption that information obtained about
learning strategies may be useful to other students to help them learn more effectively and
efficiently (Maiman & Frochlich, 2017).

The teachability of language learning strategies is not generally acknowledged, despite the
fact that a cognitive perspective on these strategies suggests that they are teachable and
there are arguments that strategy instruction is a crucial aspect of the teacher's role (Cohen
& Macaro, 2013). Rees-Miller (1993) listed age, educational background, life experience,
cognitive styles, and learner ideas regarding language acquisition as potential reasons why

teaching tactics fail (Oxford, 2017).

2.2 Taxonomy of language learning styles

Defining language learning strategies has been a challenging task. One of the earliest
investigators in this regard, Rubin (1975) came up with a general definition of learning
strategies as “the techniques or devices which learner may use to acquire knowledge”
(Kinginer, 2013). By observing classrooms, reflecting on her own experiences, and
engaging in conversations with proficient language learners, she identified seven
distinctive strategies characteristic of effective language learners:

* guessing/inferring;

« communicating (for example, by means of gestures, etc.);

* managing inhibitions;

+ attending to form (for example, by looking for patterns);

* practising (for example, pronunciation);

* monitoring one’s own and the speech of others;

« attending to meaning (for example, by attending to context) (Kinginer,2013)

Almost simultaneously as Rubin published her good learner study, a list of 10 language

learning strategies employed by good language learners was generated by Stern (1975). He
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suspected that good language learners are characterized by positive learning strategies. He
specified them as indirect and direct strategies:

* experimenting;

* planning;

* developing the new language into an ordered system,;

* revising progressively;

* practising;

* using the language in real conditions;

* self-monitoring;

+ developing the target language into a separate reference system;

* learning to think in the target language (Oxford, 2017).

During the same period, in his survey Naiman and his colleagues (1978) also attempted to
determine what qualities people known to be good at languages transmission. They
specified the following strategies fundamental for successful language learners:

* coming to grips with the language as a system;

« using the language in real communication;

* monitoring the interlanguage;

* coming to terms with the affective demands of language learning;

* coping with ambiguity (Naiman & Frochlich, 1978).

However, challenges such as limited agreement among these three influential early studies
and the lack of theoretical rigor prompted Macaro (add year) to develop a comprehensive
definition. He defined characteristics according to:

* location of strategies;

* size, abstractness and relationship to other strategies;

» explicitness of goal orientation;

« transferability.

O’Malley and his colleagues (1985) advanced a taxonomy of their own, recognizing 26
strategies which they separated into three groups:

* metacognitive (being aware of learning);

* cognitive (specific to distinguish learning activities);

» social (relating to cooperation with others) (Cohen & Macaro, 2013).

According to this study, the metacognitive and cognitive categories are equivalent to

indirect and direct strategies recognized by Rubin, however, the definition of the social
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category was a prominent move in the direction of acknowledging the vital role of
strategies in language learning process.

As stated in Oxford’s (1990) LLS study, a learning strategy cannot be considered good or
bad, it is neutral until the circumstances of its use are modified. A strategy is considered to
be advantageous if it meets the particular student’s learning style preference to a certain
degree, and the student employs the strategy in practical terms and links it with other
strategies. Strategies that satisfy these conditions make it faster, much easier, enjoyable
and more transfer to new situations, they enable students to become more independent and
self-governed (Cohen & Weaves, 2006). Correct this publication

Students are not always acquainted with the power of using learning strategies for learning
purposes, but experienced teachers can help their students develop an awareness of
learning strategies and enable them to use a wide range of strategies that make learning
more effective (Grenfell & Harris, 2017). Language learning strategy use is not always
promoted by the teachers.

When students are left to their own devices, they often employ learning tactics that reflect
their learning style. However, teachers can become involved in selecting their styles and
experimenting with tactics outside of their core style orientation. This approach is carried
out through strategic instruction. Learners utilise and regulate learning strategies, and their
use is related to student achievement. Research has demonstrated that in light of this link
between learning strategy use and favourable learning performance, students who
frequently employ learning strategies have a high level of effectiveness as learners
(O’Malley and Chamot, 1990).

Oxford (1990) outlined six primary groups of language learning strategies:

* Cognitive strategies which empower students to manipulate the language material in
straightforward ways, for example, through reasoning, examination, note-taking to produce
knowledge structures, practising in naturalistic settings.

* Metacognitive strategies like the determination of one’s own learning style preferences
and needs, planning for the task, collecting and organizing materials, desposing the study
place, monitoring mistakes, evaluate the success of learning strategy, they are employed
for managing the learning process overall. As specified by Purpura (2014), metacognitive
strategies substantially affect the cognitive strategy use.

* Memory-related strategies promote the learners’ ability to compare one language unit
with another, but do not necessarily involve profound understanding. Memory-related

strategies enable students to learn and retrieve information in an orderly arranged chain,
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while other strategies generate learning retrieval with the assistance of sounds, images, a
combination of sound an images, mechanical means, location (on a page or blackboard).
However memory-related strategies are not always positively associated with language
proficiency. The application of this type of strategies in a test-taking situation had a
significantly negative relationship to the learner’s accomplishment in grammar and
vocabulary. The reason for this is that memory strategies are often used for memorizing
vocabulary and located in basic stages of language learning, but that learners need such
strategies much less when their vocabulary and knowledge of structures has expanded.

» Strategies like guessing from the context in listening and reading, using synonyms and try
to guess the missing word to aid speaking and writing, using gestures or pause words, are
called compensatory strategies. Their task is to enable the learner to compensate the
missing knowledge. As stated in Cohen’s (1998) study, this type of strategies are used for
speaking and writing and are intended only for language use, consequently they cannot be
considered as language learning strategies. Nevertheless, Oxford (2013) asserts that
compensation strategies, even though they might be used for language use, are used in
language acquisition as well.

. Affective strategies, such as identifying one’s mood, talking about feelings,
rewarding for good performance, and using positive self-talk, have a remarkable effect on
language proficiency. However, research is available that has shown the negative effect of
this type of strategies. The reason may be that as students progress toward proficiency,
they may not rely on affective strategies as much as they did previously (Oxford, 1990).

. Social strategies which embrace asking questions to get verification, asking for
help in doing a language task, talking with a native-speaking partner and exploring cultural
and social norms, help the learner work with others and understand the target language as
well as the culture (Weinstein & Mayer, 1986).

While the six categories utilized by Oxford and others in language learning strategy
research are frequently referenced in academic literature, questions persist regarding the
distinction between memory strategies and cognitive strategies. This is because memory
inherently involves mental or cognitive processing, suggesting that memory and cognitive
strategies could be classified within the same group of strategies (Littlewood, 1984).

On the contrary, a recommendation was offered by Cohen and Dornyei (2002)
regarding reducing this group to four components:

. cognitive

. metacognitive
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. affective
. social

There is, however, some dispute over the social and affective tactics. According to some
researchers, these strategies are used as metacognitive ones to govern social interactions,
reducing the strategy categories to two groups: cognitive, which interact directly with the
material to be learned, and metacognitive, which control the aforementioned interaction.
As a result, social and successful strategies may be classified as a subsection of
metacognitive strategies, whereas memory tactics become a subcategory of cognitive
strategies. If this classification is valid, it follows that cognitive or metacognitive methods
are more important than others. As reported by O’Malley (1990), learners who do not use
metacognitive strategies cannot control their own learning and the possibility of achieving
proficiency is very slight (Naiman & Frochlich, 1978). It is evident that the ability to
control our own learning process is an essential feature of a good learner. On the other
hand, there are learners who organize themselves to take books out of the library yet never
read them, or learners who plan their schedule but never stick to it, who select learning
strategies but never apply them during the learning process. These learners are unlikely to
achieve their goals, although they are aware of a repertoire of metacognitive strategies.
Metacognitive strategies and cognitive strategies are interrelated and cannot exist without
each other. It is essential that when a learner plans his/her learning it should be followed by
actions, meanwhile acting without planning is likely to be ineffective.

Another issue with learning strategy classification is that it is frequently impossible in
practice to assign a specific strategy to one group or another; for example, strategies like
reading books or listening to music are difficult to determine whether they are
metacognitive or cognitive strategies (Macaro, 2001).

Taking everything into account, it is possible to define the core qualities of language
learning processes and incorporate them into useful descriptions. Language learning
strategies are defined by six important features that distinguish them from other learner

traits or learning behaviours, including learning style, skill, and communication strategies.

2.3. The nature of language learning strategies
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A key issue in defining Language Learning strategies focuses on their nature. The central
point is whether strategies incorporate knowledge, intention, action, or all three. The
questions connected to this issue are as follows:

* Can we learn and employ the strategy knowledge?

* Does strategy use essentially imply intentionality and consciousness?

*Are strategies observable actions or cognitions bound to the learner’s

brain (Muray & Gao, 2011)?

Weinstein and Mayer (1986) stated in the early stages of strategy research that learners
use strategies with the intent of obtaining a goal, implying that their use is intentional.
These strategy selections indicate that learners choose the proper strategies based on the
context and task that they believe will result in the greatest potential outcome. Cohen
(2001) asked academics in the field of language learning strategies to explain whether they
agreed that strategies are goal-oriented, mental processes or not. The results were mixed.
The majority of respondents believed there is a metacognitive component to the selection
and monitoring of strategy use (Muray & Gao, 2011).

Although experts in the field of studying language learning strategies agree that they are
conscious deliberate behaviours, there are two schools of thought on the level of
consciousness and intentionality. According to the first statement, strategy implementation
is always a conscious, purposeful, or deliberate act. Given that strategy use entails
selecting applicable options following an assessment of a specific learning task or
difficulty, a certain amount of consciousness appears to be required. The second line
discusses the level of automaticity when employing language acquisition tools. The level
of automaticity with which a method can be used is determined by a variety of factors,
including context, task, and learner experience.

Some researchers even argue that to expand strategy knowledge, frequent application of
LLS in context is needed. Macaro (2001) states that only through repeated practice can a
particular action become automatic in a learning situation. Concerning learner autonomy,
Oxford (2013) argues that to take more control of your learning you need to be able to
consciously choose the appropriate strategies. Furthermore, students need to know which
strategies are best for specific circumstances or tasks, they need to possess and develop
strategy knowledge. O’Malley and Chamot (1994) in their Cognitive Academic Language
Learning Approach (CALLA) advocate building up declarative strategy knowledge
utilizing explicit strategy training. When used with different degrees of automaticity,

strategies require fewer working memory resources (Naiman & Frochlich, 1978).
29



The research literature provides us with a great variety of alternatives describing the
nature of LLS as actions, techniques, behaviours, or mental activities. One issue to take
into consideration is whether strategies are mere mental processes, observable behaviour,
or not. Stevick (1994) termed this as the “outside-inside problem” (O’Malley & Chamot,
1990). If strategies are used to achieve a certain goal then meta-cognitions are an essential
part of establishing the goal, but if a situation or task demand increases other factors should
be taken into account. For example, in group work cognitive strategies will not be
adequate. Metacognitive strategies, such as planning and monitoring, as well as affective
and social elements demand an approach to solve a given problem or task successfully.

The active nature of strategies was stressed by Rubin (1975). She mentioned that they are
what learners do to reach a particular goal in the learning process. Although it needs to be
accepted that there is a considerable degree of consensus that strategies are active, not all
writers agree on the nature of the activity (Cemenummun, 2011).

This activity component distinguishes strategies from style, which is closely similar yet
often confused. This misconception began early in the literature when Stern (1975) created
a list of ten language acquisition methodologies. According to him, this list covers the
characteristics of a good language learner, which he referred to as "the personal learning
style," thereby mixing the concepts of learning style and strategy and contributing to the
challenges of defining (Griffits, 2013). Wenden (1991) draws a critical distinction between
style and strategy. According to Naiman and Frochlich (1978), a learner's style refers to
their unique and consistent interactions with and responses to the learning environment.
Styles cannot be changed, however strategies can. Because of this distinction, strategies are
usually expressed using verbs (practicing, using), while learning styles are commonly
expressed with the help of adjectives, such as:

* aural

* visual

* kinaesthetic

or as nouns, such as:
econverger

* accommodator

* assimilator

* diverger (Naiman & Frochlich, 1978).
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Learning styles and language learning procedures are similar yet distinct from one
another. However, it is vital to note that approach selection might be influenced by
learning style. For example, a student who favours an auditory style is likely to choose
strategic activities that involve the sense of hearing, whereas a convener may choose
strategies that synthesise information, and so on.

In conclusion, the notion of language learning strategies has garnered significant attention
in literature because of its importance in foreign language learning. When scholars tried to
define them, they were focusing on the ways used by the learners to deal with the
information they receive. In sum, language learning strategies have a great potential to
contribute to the process of learning, and it is beneficial to understand their importance in

foreign language acquisition.

2.4. Research methods in the field of language learning strategies

Language Learning strategy research seeks to provide trustworthy insights into strategy
implementation. Literature explains that a good language learner employs specific tactics.
Furthermore, research attention switched from teachers to individual differences, such as
biographical background and their impact on LLS (Wenden & Rubin, 1987). A large
number of challenges arose as a result of the research on learning strategies. First and
foremost, because strategies are mental activities that cannot be directly observed, LLS
research has relied on self-report instruments, allowing researchers to improve their
understanding of LLS use and better interpret data. On occasion, learners may have
difficulty recalling how they approach specific learning activities or what tactics they use.
Furthermore, researchers’ perspectives on language learning strategy use may be distorted
by unreliable data. Older learners may be at an advantage as they may be more conscious
in planning their learning, drawing on past experiences, and transferring strategy
knowledge. Younger learners may experience difficulties describing what exactly they
were doing to solve the problem (Kinginer, 2013).

These aspects are especially crucial given that previous studies were conducted with
various age groups and levels of schooling. However, strategy selection is influenced not
only by learner preferences but also by characteristics such as the learning task, setting,
and prior education level (Weinstein & Mayer, 1986). A wide range of quantitative and

qualitative research methodologies are available to gather information about the use of
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LLS. As previously indicated, the majority of researchers used self-report methods, such as
written questionnaires, interviews, think-aloud protocols, diaries, learning blogs, or
journals. Another frequent research strategy is to observe classes, groups, or individual
learners as they complete a task (Lee, 2010).

Doubtless, each method has limitations, but each contributes significantly to the research
on learning strategy utilization. While quantitative methods, such as structured self-report
questionnaires, primarily describe the use of a wide range of predetermined strategies,
qualitative methods, such as interviews, provide detailed information about the learner's
individual strategy use, including explanations and descriptions of how and why they
chose a specific strategy in a given task (Dornyei, 2001). Even though both qualitative and
quantitative methodologies have flaws, combined data-gathering methodology has gained
popularity due to the shortcomings of studies that focused just on one aspect of the strategy
implementation. Dornyei (2005) considered himself to be more quantitative-oriented.

He advocated cooperation with researchers who used qualitative instruments to guarantee
high standards and supplement his quantitative background. There are, however, methods
which are the most frequent (Dufon, 2006):

*Observation: Naiman and Rubin (1975) have used this method since the inception of LLS
research. They allow researchers to document the application and function of strategies in
action and a familiar learning environment. Observational methods are effective research
tools, especially when documented (Cohen & Weaver, 2006). However, relying only on
this method without supplementary data is exceedingly challenging and may result in
numerous unsolved problems. The bulk of tactics is thought to be primarily mental in
nature and thus difficult to monitor. Even highly structured strategies may only derive
certain behaviours, such as taking notes or asking for help, and cannot provide a complete
picture of LLS use. Additionally, strategies such as reading a book or listening to music
that learners use outside of the schools are neglected and can only be observed with the aid
of methods such as interviews. To gain more elaborate data, observations can be
complemented with verbal reports, such as thinking aloud while working on tasks (Ddrnyei
& Ushioda,2001).

* Interview. This method yielded detailed information about individual characteristics and
preferences, as well as cultural variables that have a significant impact on strategy adoption
and overall learning. It allowed researchers to emphasize a range of strategies. A well-
planned structured interview gives the interviewer complete control of the situation and

allows them to focus on data collecting to address specified research objectives.
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Unstructured interviews, on the other hand, provide respondents the freedom to describe
their plans; they allow them to speak freely. Although interview approaches have
advantages in LLS research, they also have some drawbacks. The time necessary to
acquire and adequately analyse data is huge. The main criticism regarding any form of
self-report method is that the participants do not necessarily concentrate on what strategy
they choose and why (Oxford, 2017).

*Verbal reports. A variety of verbal report approaches, such as think-aloud or stimulated
recall, have been created to provide a better understanding of what students think when
performing a certain task. This form of observation provides a complete picture of how
learners employ LLS and why they choose a specific method to tackle an issue that arises
during the learning process. Think-aloud strategies demand participants to communicate
their decision-making process and thoughts while completing a task. They are employed in
strategy research because they provide insight into the processes involved in problem-
solving or task completion (Ddrnyei& Usioda, 2001).

*Self-reported questionnaires. Questionnaires are completed by the respondents
themselves. Questionnaires are the most widely used method in LLS research since they
are simple to deploy. Self-report surveys are especially useful for collecting information
regarding students' mental activity. Similar to interviews, questionnaires vary in their level
of structure. Some questionnaires, such as the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning,
come with a predefined list of tactics. Participants may be asked to describe the frequency
with which they use language learning tools. Learners can benefit from completing the
questionnaire as it can increase their awareness of different learning strategies and provide
a basis for reflection on their learning. Because questionnaires share many characteristics
with written interviews, they also have similar drawbacks, such as the need for learners to
think back and maybe forget things. There are issues specific to surveys, such as
misunderstandings in item interpretation (Dornyei & Ushioda, 2001). These research
methodologies are prevalent in LLS research. They have provided thorough insights into
strategies for foreign language learning. Each strategy has unique advantages and

disadvantages.

2.5 Instruments used in language learning strategy research
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Studying and categorising language acquisition strategies is a complex undertaking that
requires comprehensive investigation, primarily because only a few of them lend
themselves to direct observation, while the great majority can be derived from the conduct
of language learners. Numerous principal studies of language learning strategies employed
the SILL (Strategy Inventory for Language Learning). It is a self-scoring survey that
consists of statements to which learners are asked to respond on a five-point Likert scale
alternating from one to five, according to the perceived frequency of use (Grenfell &
Harris, 2017). As specified by Green and Oxford (1995), the reliability of the SILL is high;
however, the validity — the degree to which the content is appropriate — can be
compromised, if people do not answer honestly. There are two main reasons why people
give dishonest answers: to please the researcher or to make the respondent appear in a
more favourable light. Oxford (1990) admitted that the SILL might not be appropriate for
all students because they may experience difficulties regarding understanding what given
strategies involve. Some strategies commonly used were not classified among those
mentioned in the SILL. These ‘missing’ strategies are as follows:

* looking up in a dictionary;

* referring to the teacher;

* using the library;

* keeping a notebook;

* listening to radio;

* reading newspapers (Weinstein & Rubin, 1987).

The Language Skill Development Survey was developed as an alternate tool for
categorising strategies. This study focuses on skill development; hence, strategy items
related to more general language learning, such as grammar learning strategies, were not
included. This instrument is divided into four portions based on the four skills: reading,
writing, listening, and speaking, with statements to be answered for each skill. The LSD
survey included statements such as:

*] plan in advance what I want to say;

* [ plan my writing;

* [ try to listen for keywords;

*[ often summarize what I hear or read (Oxford, 2017).

Interviews are another prominent strategy utilised by researchers. Learners have unique
learning styles; in interviews, they can share their opinions on expanding knowledge.

Another advantage is that the best approach to learning and observing something is to
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inquire about it; the researcher may then ask back and try to analyse the respondent's body
language to determine whether the answer is honest or not (Weinstein &Mayer, 1986).
Overall, language learning strategies were approached from several perspectives, and
they are characterized as the specific steps or behaviours that learners use to enhance their
learning. According to the prior research in this field, we differentiate six major types of
strategies: memory, cognitive, metacognitive, compensation, social, and affective ones.
Each of the aforementioned strategies require self-organization and decision making in the
learning environment. They enable learners to become more autonomous and independent

in their language studies leading to confidence in language use.
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PART 3
EFL VOCABULARY ACQUSITION

The third part of the thesis present the issue of vocabulary acquisition as the
cornerstone of language proficiency. This section deals with the definition and
interpretation of terminology. Furthermore, it covers the types of vocabulary based
on the management process of vocabulary knowledge, provides insight into
vocabulary size and interprets the strategies related to vocabulary processing and

production.

3.1. Defining Vocabulary

Vocabulary is a vital and inseparable part of foreign and second language learning

since words are the building blocks of information and serve as the foundation for effective
communication. But what exactly do words and vocabulary mean? Various researchers
have given a variety of definitions. For example, Linse (2005) argued that vocabulary is
the collection of words that an individual understands (p. 121).
The question of what constitutes a word and how to accurately measure the amount of
items a person knows is an open one. When reading the literature on vocabulary
knowledge, one thing we can discover is that, we often use the lexeme "word" to refer to
some very specialised definitions of the term, like types, tokens, lemmas, and word
families. This can be quite perplexing, as according to a research done by Seashore and
Eckerson (1940), who designed a vocabulary test to measure the native speakers
vocabulary size, native English speakers know roughly 200,000 words. For those who
learn EFL, it may be surprising and somewhat depressing, as the numbers seems quite
inconvenient. What could be the rationale for these results? (Schmitt, 2020)

The reason for this is that previous assessments of native speakers' vocabulary, such
those made by Seashore and Eckerson (ibid.), relied on dictionary counts in which each
variant of a word that was listed in the dictionary was treated as a separate word. Terms
like "know," "knows," and "knowing" were all counted independently and handled as
distinct words. Subsequent attempts, like those of Goulden et al. (1990), to systematise
such counts and employ frequency data for improved accuracy involve treating all
common inflections and derived forms of words as a single word family. This approach

treats "know," "knows," and "knowing," among many other forms that are comparable, as
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a single entity (Schmitt, 2020). Unsurprisingly, this counting technique yields a lower
count than Seashore and Eckerson's (ibid.), yet the outcome is frequently still referred to as
a word count.

What then is a word, and how are they counted? It can be fairly straightforward in
one sense. We can count the amount of distinct words in a sentence if we have one. This
kind of definition is helpful when determining, for instance, the word count of a section or
the length of a student's essay. Additionally, dictionary publishers and compilers use this
kind of definition to justify the size of the corpus, which they employ to locate actual
instances of word usage. We may want to understand the number of distinct words used, as
well as the size of a written or spoken work and the total number of words. The two
categories of counts are distinguished by the phrases types and tokens. While types refer to
the number of distinct words, tokens refer to the total amount of words in a text or corpus.
Types are far more interesting when assessing learners' vocabulary knowledge, since it is
much more important how many different words a student can generate than in finding out

how much they can produce without repeating.(Schmitt, 2020)

3.2 Receptive and productive vocabulary

According to the distinction started by Henriksen (1999), we distinguish between
two types of vocabulary: receptive and productive. They entail the management process of
application of vocabulary knowledge, so vocabulary use either receptive or productive, is
viewed as a component of vocabulary knowledge that will be discussed later. The two
concepts of reception and production in vocabulary acquisition, according to Melka
(1997), are never adequately or clearly defined, which may be the reason why so many
other terms are used in their place, such as passive or active vocabulary and understanding
vs. speaking (p. 84). The most useful distinction between the two types of vocabulary is
based on their relation to four fundamental language skills - reading, listening, speaking,
and writing. According to Nation (1990), it can be specifically useful for education
reasons. In relation to his view, productive vocabulary stands for the language that students
use appropriately in speaking or writing, whereas receptive vocabulary can be recognised
in reading or listening (Pavici¢, 2008).

There is a great deal of discussion started by Melka (1997), whether the two types of
vocabulary would be viewed as separate notions or as a continuum where vocabulary

knowledge is determined by the degree of familiarity. It is convenient to conceptualise
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receptive and productive as distinct entities, as their respective titles indicate. Word
knowledge itself is not a binary process as some uses of it may be productive, while other
may just be receptive (Melka, 1997 p. 87). To conceptualise receptive and productive with
varying degrees of familiarity or knowledge in between, a bipolar dichtonomy is a feasible
approach. Four separate stages that can be distinguished along the continuum are suggested
by Melka: imitation, knowledge, assimilation by reproduction and production (Melka
1977, p. 89). In this model, imitation stand for the perceptual motor skills that is
independent of cognition; knowledge is the understanding of the message; assimilation
entails actively reconstructing the message, and production is the actual psychical
manifestation of the vocabulary. According to Melka (1977), the fundamental tenets of the
continuum of receptive and productive vocabulary are as follows:

1. Receptive vocabulary may come before productive;

2. The difference between receptive and productive vocabulary is not big and is

flexible;

3. Receptive and productive vocabularies share an underlying system.

Laufer (1998) focuses on how two sets of secondary school pupils in the 10th and
11th grades build their receptive and productive vocabularies of English. Actually,
receptive knowledge and two varieties of producing knowledge—controlled and free—are
the four categories of vocabulary knowledge that are being studied. The continuum of
receptive and productive vocabulary is amply reflected in this construct. Receptive
knowledge is measured by the Vocabulary Levels Test (Nation, 1990), which defines it as
understanding a word's basic meaning; controlled productive vocabulary is measured by a
cued recall test, like this one: They'll restore the house to its original state (Laufer, 1998, p.
260); free productive knowledge is measured by having students write an essay of 200-300
words using the Lexical Frequency test. It should be mentioned that this study, which
focuses on the distinctions between the three categories of receptive/productive knowledge
of students in the 10th and 11th grades, is cross-sectional rather than longitudinal. The
principal conclusions are as follows: One year of education increases receptive vocabulary
significantly, two years of study widens the gap between receptive and controlled
productive vocabulary, and three years of study does not affect the free productive
vocabulary. She offers two potential reasons for this static free productive vocabulary: (a)
the gains are insufficient to explain free productive vocabulary, and (b) it is probable that

the learners were not required to produce the words they had been taught in class.
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The relationship between receptive and productive vocabulary was examined in
Laufer and Paribakht's (1998) study in two distinct learning contexts: EFL (learning
English in a classroom setting in a language other than English) and ESL (learning English
in a country where English is the primary language). The same three categories of
vocabulary knowledge were examined using the same three types of measurements, and
the process and tools were quite identical to those used in the first study (Pavici¢, 2008).

The primary conclusions were as follows: (1) receptive vocabulary, controlled
productive vocabulary, and free productive vocabulary all develop at different rates in both
learning contexts, with receptive vocabulary developing the fastest, controlled productive
vocabulary developing next, and free productive vocabulary developing the slowest; (2)
EFL learners have significantly better knowledge in both controlled productive and free
productive vocabulary than ESL learners, while ESL learners have a richer receptive
vocabulary; (3) two years of living in an L2 environment leads to significant gains in
controlled productive but not free productive vocabulary; (4) learning French, a related
language, has a positive effect on controlled productive vocabulary for ESL learners when
the receptive one is at the intermediate level but the effect diminishes as receptive
increases; however, free productive vocabulary is unaffected by receptive vocabulary
levels (Pavici¢, 2008).

To sum up, both investigations verify that receptive vocabulary is consistently
greater than the productive one and that the difference between the two varies as language
learning progresses. There appears to be a significant difference between controlled
productive and free productive vocabularies because it appears that the receptive one could
enter controlled productive vocabulary rather readily whereas controlled productive
vocabulary finds it difficult to enter free productive vocabulary. This suggests a change in
language usage from cued recall to full free use. The two authors suggested that future
research look into the process of converting regulated productive to free productive

vocabulary (Pavici¢, 2008).

3.3. Vocabulary knowledge

For many people, including native speakers, the answer to the question of what
vocabulary knowledge means is simple: the understanding of the definition of the
vocabulary item and the knowledge of its use. However, various theories have been put

forward regarding the definition of a word. Some scholars including Henriksen (1999)
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refers to this types of knowledge as “lexical competence”, while Wesche/Paribakht (1996)
view it as “vocabulary knowledge scale”.

There has been a number of studies related to the requirements of word knowledge.
Miller (1999) distinguished word meaning and contextual use as the two primary
requirement of vocabulary knowledge. However, reaching an agreement on other
components or requirements of word knowledge was extremely challenging. Drawing from
the study findings of the 1960 and 1970s, Richards (1976) outlined eight classic
assumptions regarding word knowledge while taking into account what modern theory
could give for language classroom instruction. Frequency, syntax, semantics, polysemy,
revelation and register are all covered under these presumptions (Eder, 2011).

These eighth components functioned as the primary framework for vocabulary
description. Meara (1996) in his work criticised this view by arguing that this components
are not meant to be reliable theoretical framework for characterising vocabulary
knowledge, but rather to guide classroom instruction. He promoted a global approach,
arguing that it is impossible to toggle an explanation of the learners’ knowledge rated to
Second Language (L2) lexicon. In order to classify a learner’s lexical knowledge, he
suggests using a three-dimensional model that consists of three main aspects, namely size,
lexical structure, and lexical access. Chapelle (1998) developed this aspect further and
designed a four-dimensional framework of vocabulary knowledge. It consists of the
following: vocabulary size, knowledge of the properties, lexicon organization, and lexical
access. In its essence it sounds a lot like Meara’s explanation, but Meara tried to omit some
of the language-related elements that Chapelle included. Another three-part classification
system for understanding words at the receptive and productive levels was proposed by
Nation in 2001. According to this system there are three main levels: the level of the forms
comprising written, spoken and word-parts (affixes) forms (Eder, 2011). The second one is
the word meaning, which includes associations, concepts and referents, and the
relationship between a word’s form and meaning. The last one is the word’s use,
incorporating collocations, grammatical functions and usage restrictions.

A significant amount of research has been conducted to explain vocabulary
knowledge and define the main components of vocabulary competence. It is clear, that
even though various scholars approached the description of the notion of vocabulary
knowledge from different aspects, the main elements that can be distinguished are the
vocabulary size, structure and access which further include such important components as

the forms, meaning and use of the word, as well as the relationship between these aspects.
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However, it should also be noted that when discussing vocabulary knowledge,
researchers occasionally confuse these aspects. As Nation (2001) concluded, complete
word knowledge is a very difficult, frequently unachievable task that includes item
knowledge, system knowledge and relationship knowledge. According to Kelly (1985), the
first and most important step in L2 acquisition is to mentally associate the word form with
one of its meanings, other meanings, usage, connotation, and so on. This view is supported
by the gradual nature of L2 acquisition where knowing the word’s meaning and form and
making connections between them are the aspect gradually mastered at various times,
comprise the first step in successful vocabulary learning and language acquisition (Eder,

2011).

3.4 Vocabulary knowledge: depth and breadth

According to Qian (2002), the breadth of vocabulary knowledge refers to the
quantity of words that a language learner knows the meaning of only partially. It also
refers to the amount of the learner's L2 mental lexicon. This suggests that understanding
the meaning(s) of a lexical item alone, without having to be aware of additional lexical
aspects, is a crucial component in defining the breadth of vocabulary knowledge. There are
some issues with this definition. What are the standards by which "one has at least some
superficial knowledge" (Qian, 2002, p. 515)?

When used in educational contexts, the term "breadth of vocabulary knowledge" is
often used to describe the number of words or vocabulary size that language learners must
acquire. For a very long time, language learning material writers underestimated the
amount of vocabulary necessary for a learner to handle pertinent instances of
communication with ease, whether speaking or reading. The concept in question dates
back more than 70 years to Ogden's (1937) discovery that 850 words might convey
millions of concepts. Given that the average size of a native speaker's vocabulary is
approximately 20,000 word families (Nation, 2001), we could regard this as somewhat of a
miracle and question if 850 words can truly meet the needs of a student in terms of
productivity.

Scholars have taken a different stance. According to research done by Lado (1964), a
learner of a foreign language requires a 3,000 word productive vocabulary and a 7,000
word receptive vocabulary. A comparable statistic was determined by Carroll et al. (1971),

who determined that 7,000 words will occur at least five times for every million words of
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English that are chosen at random. Keller (1978) also mentions in passing that 6,000—
10,000 words are needed for daily communication. It is clear from the aforementioned
studies that when authors discuss the number of words an L2 learner needs, they are
referring to the vocabulary needed for a sufficient understanding of text reading. An L2
student is considered to have broad word knowledge if they can accurately define a word
in a particular context (Milton, 2009).

Depth is associated with the qualitative aspect of vocabulary knowledge, whereas
breadth is related to its numeric aspect. The standards used to evaluate vocabulary
knowledge often consist of a list of several aspects of word knowledge, akin to the
research previously mentioned (e.g. Nation, 2001; Chapelle, 1998a; Richards, 1976). As
opposed to the simple meaning component of breadth of knowledge, Qian (1999, 2002)
defines the depth dimension of vocabulary knowledge by taking into account a variety of
word characteristics, including phonemic (pronunciation), graphemic (spelling),
morphemic, syntactic, semantic, collocational, and phraseological (register, frequency)
properties (Milton, 2009).

According to Henriksen (1999), words' "rich meaning representation" is important
(p. 305). Depth encompasses not just the meaning of a word but also its various
"intentional" or "sense relations" with other words, especially "syntagmatic relations
(collocational restrictions)" and "paradigmatic relations (antonymy, synonymy, hyponymy,
gradation)" (p. 305). She claimed that network building, or the creation of intense links
between words, is what constitutes the development of depth of knowledge and used the
term "semantization process" (p. 308) to describe the continuous, dynamic nature of the
semantic development of words. This idea is comparable to Meara's (1996a) lexical
organisation (Milton, 2009).

Despite being two very different aspects of vocabulary knowledge, a few recent
studies indicate that depth and breadth may actually be closely related. According to Qian
(1999, 2002), the four fundamental skills require both vocabulary depth and breadth
dimensions. The study by Nurweni and Read (1999), which found that advanced learners'
breadth and depth of knowledge are more closely related to one another than those at lower
levels, provides additional evidence in favour of this theory. "This parallel development of
vocabulary size and depth is particularly pertinent if we adopt a network building
perspective on depth, in that vocabulary growth also entails the building of more extensive
linkages between items in the mental lexicon" (Reid, 2004), similar to Vermeer's

explanation of the close relationship between breadth and depth (Reid, 2006, p. 221).
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3.5. Vocabulary size

In every language there is a sufficient number of words to convey the most different
meanings. Words describe various topics, ideas, meaning that a particular culture wishes to
discuss with the rest of the world. The vocabularies of most languages include hundreds of
thousands of words. Even though counting words seems simple, the estimations of
vocabulary size vary depending on the definitions of “word” and the chosen counting unit.
Ideally, meaning would be counted instead of word forms, but this process would require
manual examination because the meaning-detection capabilities of present computer tools
are restricted. Owing to a language’s vast vocabulary, the counting is performed by
computers, but there is the restriction to count only the word forms without taking into
consideration the phenomena such as called polysemy, synonymy, etc. , as in most
language one single word form can stand for various different meaning depending on the
context.

Thus, the question of what is the best way to choose the unit to be counted arises.
The most proper method of selection is based on the degree to which individuals are able
to discern the connections among the different word forms. Nonetheless, this will vary
according to the specific language user. According to Nation (2016), word families make
sense for native speakers of English as they are likely to understand morphology and will
identify the different components of a family as linked (Schmitt, 2020).

Additionally, he thinks that word families could be useful for second language
learners' receptive skills in reading and listening. He makes the case that if students are
familiar with one member of the family, they should be able to identify or deduce
unfamiliar derivatives as words with similar meanings when they come across them in
context. But other data suggest that this might be unduly optimistic (particularly for
novices), since it is frequently harder to recognise derivative word forms than Nation has
suggested (McLean, 2018). Regarding productive ability, nearly all academics concur that
even at advanced levels students may not consistently be able to use the proper derivative
forms when speaking and writing because they do not consistently know all of the different
members of the word family (Schmitt & Zimerman, 2002). But according to McLean
(2018), learners seem more adept at producing the inflected forms, perhaps because they
are founded on rules that often function in a predictable and regular way, like the

progressive form of a verb that involves -ing.(Schmitt, 2020)
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In summary, it is unlikely that a single counting unit will be optimal in every
situation. The decision will be based on the learner's level of skill and if the learning
objective is to improve productive or receptive ability. The "individual word" unit is rarely
used by researchers because students usually show some understanding of the relationships
between the terms. The lemma counting unit is recommended by several scholars
(Gardner, 2013; Kremmel, 2016; Schmitt, 2010). It is argued that learners' knowledge is
less likely to be overestimated in this more conservative unit (Schmitt, 2020).

This is in line with research showing that learners are more likely to be familiar with
and proficient in the inflectional morphemes that comprise a lemma than they are in the
derivational morphology required to form a word family. When working with EFL
learners, lemmas are being used in an increasing quantity of research (e.g., Brezina &
Gablasova, 2015; Gardner & Davies, 2014; Kremmel, 2016). The majority of vocabulary
size research to far has been expressed in word families, despite the apparent shift in the
field towards lemmas as the most popular counting unit ( Nation, 2006).

Because of this, the literature on vocabulary size at the time this book was written
was expressed in a variety of units. For this reason, when evaluating research that presents
vocabulary size, it is crucial to pay close attention to the counting unit because the reported

figures will always differ slightly depending on the counting unit selected (Schmitt, 2020).

3.6 Vocabulary learning strategies

As Nation (2001) stated, “A strategy would need to involve choice, that is, there are
several strategies to choose from, be complex, that is, there are several steps to learn,
require knowledge and benefit from training, and increase the efficiency of vocabulary
learning and vocabulary use” (Nation, 2001 p. 217). According to his view, language
learning strategies, which are subsets of general learning strategies, include vocabulary
acquisition strategies as well. He highlights how challenging it is to define a learning
strategy and makes suggestions about the qualities that a method for acquiring vocabulary
ought to possess (Nation, 2022).

Finding opportunities to encounter and use the language outside of the classroom are

two crucial strategies for vocabulary learning, as a large portion of the process should
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involve incidental learning through language use (Webb & Nation, 2017). The use of these
two strategies has significantly expanded thanks to the Internet. With reference to the fact
that “the choice, use, and success of vocabulary-learning strategies depend on the task, the
learner, and the learning context”, Gu (2003a) offers a comprehensive assessment of
studies on a wide range of vocabulary learning strategies (p. 1). The task-dependent
strategies of encoding (the processing), word-formation, semantic networks, rote rehearsal,
dictionary use, vocabulary note keeping, and vocabulary in use are all covered in Gu's
(ibid.) review.

Gu (2003) also discusses person-dependent strategies, with a focus on those
influenced by gender, learning style, holistic versus analytical thinking, and learning
ability. Two extremely successful learners' case studies by Gu (2003b) effectively
highlight the personal and learning-contextual elements of strategy selection and use.
Despite the fact that the two students were specifically chosen for their divergent
individual learning styles, they had a number of significant learning strategies in common
that are reflective of Chinese culture, including a strong emphasis on memorization and
intentional learning, persistence, and a very practical approach to learning (Nation, 2022).

A few attempts have been made to create a taxonomy of vocabulary acquisition
strategies, usually as a component of a study on how learners employ strategies. Schmitt
(1997) created a comprehensive taxonomy based on the social, memory, cognitive, and
metacognitive categories proposed by Oxford (1990).

A comprehensive list of beliefs on vocabulary learning, metacognitive regulation,
guessing, dictionary, note-taking, memory (rehearsal), memory (encoding), and activation
strategies was also developed by Gu and Johnson (1996). Zhang and Li (2011) classified
language strategies into six categories using factor analysis, with the three main categories
being emotive, metacognitive, and cognitive. Apart from the aforementioned procedures
for general vocabulary acquisition, Williams (1985) proposes five possibly trainable ways
for deciphering unknown words in written text. These consist of word analysis, lexical
familiarisation identification, unchaining noun compounds, synonym search, and inference
from context (Nation, 2022).

The ensuing taxonomy endeavours to distinguish three key elements: (1) sources of
vocabulary information, (2) learning processes, and (3) aspects of vocabulary knowledge,
or what goes into understanding a word. The best way to see the taxonomy is as a matrix
where the sources and processes are on one side and the steps required to learn a word are

listed on the other. To clarify this, let's examine a few cases. The circumstances in which a
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word appears, such as in a reading text, are one of the sources of information about it
(Nation, 2022).

In sum, vocabulary acquisition is the complex process through which students learn
and assimilate new words, enhancing their ability to communicate effectively. For
language development, a rich vocabulary is an essential factor, which supports reading
comprehension and communication skill. Based on the academic literature, it can be
concluded that we distinguish between two types of vocabulary: receptive and productive,
where the first one stands for the words we can recognize and understand when reading or
listening, and the second the is the one used in speaking or writing. To make the
vocabulary learning process effective, learners make use of various vocabulary strategies
which constitute a part of language learning strategies, namely cognitive, metacognitive
and social. Overall, by it can be stated that the aforementioned variables likes learning
strategies and styles not only influence the vocabulary acquisition process and size, but are

essential and connected parts of language acquisition process.
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PART 4
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LEARNERS’ PERCEPTUAL LEARNING
STYLE, LANGUAGE LEARNING STRATEGIES AND VOCABULARY SIZE

This section describes the methodology, research procedure, participants, materials,
data collecting, and analysis. This research aims to explore the correlation between the

learners’ preferred learning styles, strategy use and their effect on vocabulary size.

4.1. Methodology

4.1.1. Data collection and analysis

The current research aimed to explore the relationship between learners’ preferred
perceptual learning styles, language learning strategies, and vocabulary size. Specifically,
it sought to: (a) compare what academic literature states about the relationship between
these concepts, (b) collect information about students' learning style preferences, the
frequency of strategy use, compare these concepts, provide insight into the correlation
between styles and strategies, and (c) observe the possible effect of these phenomena on
the participants’ vocabulary size.

Based on the literature analysis, the research questions were the following:

Research Question 1: What is the relationship between perceptual learning styles and
language learning strategies?

Research Question 2: Is there any relationship between the students’ learning style,
language learning strategies, and vocabulary size?

Research Question 3: Are there any differences in learning style preference among
the participants?

Research Question 4: Which learning strategies are most frequently used by the
participants?

To answer the above research questions, two hypotheses were stated:

Hypothesis 1: There is a positive correlation between learners’ perceptual learning
style and learning strategies.

Hypothesis 2: There is a relationship between learners’ preferred learning styles,

learning strategies, and vocabulary size.
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The responses to the aforementioned research questions are connected to the research
finding in part 4, where a short explanation is given about whether or not the hypotheses
that formed the basis of the study were confirmed.

To investigate the relationship between students’ perceptual style preferences,
strategy use, and vocabulary size, a survey research design was employed within a
quantitative research paradigm. The instruments of the study were a questionnaire and an
online Vocabulary Size Test. The questionnaire included two parts and was anonymous. It
included thorough explanations of the recommended actions.

The first part of the questionnaire was devoted to the learning style preferences of the
students as well as their demographic data. The Perceptual Learning Style Preference
Questionnaire (Reid, 1987) was used as the basis of the present part, including 24
statements, which aimed to measure students for three learning styles: visual, auditory, and
kinaesthetic/tactile. The respondents were asked to provide their answers on the use of
language learning strategies on a five-point scale ranging from “(1) never or almost never
true of me” to “(5) always or almost always true of me.”

The second part included 30 close-ended questions. The respondents were asked to
provide their answers on the use of language learning strategies on a five-point Likert scale
ranging from “(1) never or almost never true of me” to “(5) always or almost always true
of me.” The questionnaire is based on Oxford’s SILL (Strategy Inventory for Language
Learning, 1989) version 7.0, in which strategies are classified into direct and indirect.

An online Vocabulary Size Test was also utilised as the tool to gather data related to
the students’ proficiency level and vocabulary size. The test was divided into four sections
according to the levels (A2-Cl) and contained gap-filling tasks as well as synonym
matching. Those who have an A2 proficiency level know approximately 1500 words,
while learners with a C1 level - about 8000 items of vocabulary. The Pearson correlation
coefficient was calculated by means of Excel.

The study was conducted in the final semester of the 2023/2024 academic year. The
participants voluntarily gave their consent to participate in the study. Learners were told of
the research goal and asked to answer questions anonymously. The demographic data
about the participants included their age and gender. Learners completed the questionnaire
online in around 20 minutes after receiving its copies. Learners were instructed to carefully
read the questions and select the best response that accurately characterised their English

learning activities.
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4.1.2 Participants

The survey was conducted among students of schools in Transcarpathia. Ninety-
three students participated in this research. These pupils were between the ages of 15 and
24. A total of 76 female and 17 male students responded to the questionnaire. During data
collection, most participants had studied English for at least 10 years in elementary and
high school. 77 (82,7%) of the 93 respondents stated they spoke two or even three

languages fluently.

Gender:

93 responses

@ Female
® Male

Figure 4.1 Gender of the participants

4.2 Findings

The data were gathered from ninety-three students learning English as a foreign
language via the above questionnaire. The first section of the questionnaire covered the
participants' preferred learning style and general information.

In terms of participant age, the age group with the highest number of responses was
15 and 18, followed by 19 and 20. The age group of 21 and 24 provided the fewest
responses. The first part of the questionnaire focused on the students' learning style
preferences. This part consisted of 28 close-ended questions further subdivided into three
sections, namely visual, auditory, and kinaesthetic. The respondents had to indicate the
statements that were true of them when approaching a learning task. The responders were
asked to indicate their preference for these styles on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from

“Strongly agree” to “Strongly disagree”. The second part of the questionnaire focused on
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strategy use among the learners. The questionnaire consisted of 30 close-ended questions
grouped into sections. Therefore, section A stands for memory strategies, section B for
cognitive, and section C for compensation strategies. These strategies form a group of
direct strategies. Furthermore, section D stands for metacognitive, section E for affective,
and section F for social strategies.

The last part of the questionnaire included a Vocabulary Test including four sets of
tasks divided according to levels (A2-C1). Participants had to match the synonyms and fill
the gaps with the correct words. This test was used to gather information about the

participants’ current level of English.
4.2.1 Perceptual learning style preference

Learning styles are important for both vocabulary acquisition and learning in general,
as was previously shown in research (Reid, 1995, p. 9). They are described as enduring
characteristics of an individual and the methods by which students approach specific
assignments. Learning styles are distinguished and classified in a number of ways.
However, this study employed Reid's classification, which divides styles into three primary
groups—yvisual, auditory, and kinaesthetic. Initially, the preference for a certain learning

style was noted; the findings are shown in Figure 4.2.

Learners' Perceptual learning style preference

50%
45%
40%
35%

0%
25%
208
158%
1[]" I I
-II - ™

1 Strongly agree 2 Agree 3 Undecided 4 Disagree 5 Strongly
disagree

mVisual mAuditory mKinesthetic

Figure 4.2. Learners’ preferred Perceptual Learning Style
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We can infer from the data that the preferences of the learners do not significantly differ
from one another. The figure shows that most of the students have mixed learning styles.
The vast majority of the participants are visual and auditory ones, followed by kinesthetic
learners. Visual learners learn the best when they can actually see the material presented,
using pictures, diagrams, handouts, following written instructions, etc. On the other hand,
auditory learners prefer hearing the information, i.e. taking part in lectures, discussions,

debates, use audio and video in learning.

According to the survey, 42 (45%) students responded that they strongly agreed with the
statements related to visual learning style, and 42 (45%) students agreed that they belong
to the auditory group. On the other hand, 37 (39,7%) out of 93 students chose the “agree”
option in the kinaesthetic part of the questionnaire. From this, a conclusion can the drawn
that although, for the most part, learners tend to have a certain learning style, the
proportions show that respondents have a mixed learning style, i.e. they use two or more
senses when solving a task or remembering information, so we can say that we are talking
about audiovisual, visual-kinaesthetic learners. This means that, during the learning
process, children learn most effectively when they can see and hear information at the
same time, or, for example, memorise information presented in pictures through physical

movement.

4.2.2 Language learning strategy use

The second construct examined in this study was language learning strategies. They differ
from learning styles in that the former refers to a learner's methods of approaching a task,
while the latter are the methods they employ to memorise and retain knowledge. The six
main categories of learning strategies are memory strategies, which include using rhymes
and flashcards to help with language learning; cognitive strategies, such as repeating words
aloud or watching English TV shows and movies; compensation strategies, e.g. guessing
the meaning of the word from the context, metacognitive strategies, for example paying

attention when someone speaks English, correcting one’s own mistakes, affective
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strategies which involve the observation of one’s own feelings while studying, and social

ones, which involves seeking interaction with native speakers, etc.

Memory strategies

Memory related strategies are organised in accordance with certain principles during the
language learning process, such as grouping words or objects together to form

associations.

The student needs to find meaning in these associations. Learners can store language and

then recover it when needed with the use of memory methods.

Students can utilise a variety of memory strategies to help them learn a language, such as
contextualising new words, applying sounds and visuals, semantic mapping, enacting, and

representing sounds in memory.

The results of the given research show that students use memory strategies rather
frequently. For example, for statements like “I use rhymes to remember new words”, 36
(38%) of the respondents chose the “Somewhat true for me” option. Furthermore, 27
(29%) learners indicated that they always remembered the location of the words in the
copybook, book or on the board. Another option presented in the questionnaire that was

frequently chosen is the use of new vocabulary in sentences to remember them.
Cognitive strategies

One kind of learning strategy that students utilise to increase their learning effectiveness is
cognitive strategy. Repetition, organising new language, summing meaning, making
assumptions based on context, and employing imagery to help with memorization are a

few of them. To enhance learning, all these strategies purposefully manipulate language.

According to the results obtained from the questionnaire, cognitive strategies are among
the most commonly applied ones in language learning. Out of 93 respondents, 32 indicated
that they always repeated a newly learned word several times, while 23 learners chose the
somewhat true for me option for this statement. Furthermore, learners often use familiar

words in various ways and contexts, and they try to watch English movies and videos.
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Compensation strategies

Researchers claim that because these strategies are designed for language usage and are

limited to speaking and writing, they cannot be classified as strategies.

The results related to compensation strategies were rather ambiguous. Out of 93
participants, 38 (41%) individuals reported that they could somewhat infer the meaning of
a word from context. Meanwhile, 31 (33%) respondents chose the option “always true for
me.” According to the results, learners frequently make use of compensation strategies
such as using gestures while speaking and explaining the words when trying to remember

the actual word.
Metacognitive strategies

Learners attempt to comprehend what they are doing and why when they apply
metacognitive strategies. By using them, students can better regulate, plan, and assess their
learning process, leading to improved learning outcomes. The outcomes demonstrate that
this type of strategies was occasionally used by learners, but not as frequently as
compensation ones, for example. Out of 93 participants, 30 (32%) always or almost always
notice their mistakes and try to avoid them in the future, while 36 (38,7%) learners

indicated that this statement was somewhat true for them.
Affective strategies

Emotional regulation, both positive and negative, is the focus of affective learning
methodologies. While some scholars maintain that there is no apparent correlation between
affective strategies and language acquisition, in reality, learning is enhanced in a
supportive atmosphere. According to the obtained results, affective strategies were among
the least frequently applied out of six others. Approximately 41 % of the participants never
or almost never rewarded themselves when making progress in language learning.
Furthermore, 56 (60%) of the learners never talked about their feelings related to language

learning.
Social strategies

We differentiate between various social strategies, such as seeking assistance, enquiring
about the status of something, conversing with someone who speaks the language fluently,
and researching social and cultural norms. The data obtained from the research shows that

the most frequently used social strategy is asking people to speak slower if the information
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is not clear. 37 (39,7%) participants selected the always true of me option. Nevertheless,
learners tend to overlook other social strategies. Of the 93 participants, 30 never practise
English with other students, and other strategies like seeking assistance or learning about
the culture of English-speaking individuals are not used. Out of the six strategy groups, it
can be inferred that the combination of social and affective strategies has the lowest usage

rate.

4.2.3 The correlation between Learning Styles and Strategies

Examining potential relationships between learning styles and strategies, and vocabulary
size is one of the primary goals of the current study. This section outlines the connection
between language learning strategies (LLS) and learning styles (LS). The Pearson
correlation coefficient was calculated to examine the data and get information regarding
any potential correlation between the two concepts. As seen in Table 4, the strategies were
split into two groups. Memory, cognitive and compensation strategies were analysed in the
first place.

According to the results, there is a significant correlation between visual learning styles
and memory strategies. It makes sense because memory strategies entail forming an
internal "picture" of the learning environment and committing new words to memory based
on where they are located in a book, copybook, or board. The visual and cognitive domains
show yet another positive association. Cognitive strategies include watching English’s
movies, videos, etc., and taking notes of the things to be learned. Since we concluded that
most of the participants share the characteristics of more than one learning style, using
audiovisual material can significantly improve the level of success in learning. The
correlation between auditory and compensatory strategies is also positive. Auditory
learners tackle different tasks using their hearing; compensatory tactics, on the other hand,
include making up words, utilising gestures, interpreting the meaning of words based on
context, etc. The findings indicate that when it comes to kinesthetic learning styles,

cognitive and memory strategies exhibit the highest proportion of association.
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Visual Auditory Kinsthetic Memory Cognitive Compensation

Visual 1

Auditory  -0,00877 1

Kinsthetic 0,600123 -0,38368 1

Memory 0,489502 -0,73908 0,244418 1

Cognitive 0,666441 -0,49598 0,413186 0,765777 1
Compens: -0,09293 0,747994 -0,05588 -0,81616 -0,26232 1

Table 4.1 The correlation between learning styles and strategies (a)

Additional analysis was carried out with metacognitive, affective and social strategies.
According to the results, a strong relationship can be observed between metacognitive
strategies like paying attention to other people when they speak English, looking for
opportunities to use the language, and the auditory learning style. A conclusion can be
drawn that those who prefer verbal instructions and output make an effort to communicate
and use live language whenever available. Furthermore, a rather weak correlation was
found between visual learning style and social strategies which involve using the language
in social context, learning about the target language culture, etc. Moreover, the
aforementioned social strategies had a low correlation with kinesthetic learning style.
Kinesthetic learners prefer moving around while learning, touching the objects to
remember their site, shape, they enjoy acting out things, etc. Social strategies involve
maintaining contact with other people to use the language. All the other strategies had

negative correlation with the perceptual learning styles.

Visual Auditory  Kinesthetic Jetacognitive Affective Social
Visual 1
Auditory -0,0087656¢ 1
Kinesthetic 0,54196511 -0,2811985¢ 1
Metacogniti -0,52863607 0,49734790 -0,9303896: 1
Affective -0,7628352( -0,0193302: -0,1540545¢ 0,33447859 1
Social 0,35762785 0,7807092( 0,13271543 -0,2494807¢ -0,1478711¢ 1

Table 4.2 The correlation between learning styles and strategies (b)

55



4.2.4 The Relationship between the Styles, Strategies and Vocabulary Size

In order to gain insight into the relationship between the students' preferred learning style,
strategies, and vocabulary size, an online Vocabulary Test was used to establish the
English level and the approximate number of words the participants had. The test was
divided into four sections according to the levels (A2-C1) and contained gap-filling tasks
and synonym matching. Those with an A2 proficiency level know approximately 1500
words, while learners with a C1 level - about 8000 items of vocabulary. According to the
results obtained on the test, 44 (48%) out of 93 participants have A2 English level,
31(33%) are B1 speakers, 14 (15%) learners have B2 level, and only 4 (4%) have CI1.

After determining the participants' levels, the next step was to determine any potential
connections between the learners' vocabulary size, preferred learning styles, and usage of
learning strategies. Based on the data collected, it can be concluded that Pre-Intemerediate
(A2) students learn predominantly through auditory and kinesthetic means. It indicates that
they approach tasks and perceive information primarily through their sense of hearing. In
addition, they prefer to move around the learning environment, touch objects, and use
realia. When it comes to the strategies they make use of to solve problems and retain
information, the most frequently used learning strategies are cognitive strategies (repeating
the word several times to remember it, trying to speak like native speakers, watching
English/language videos, etc.). The second most frequently utilised strategy type is the
compensation strategy, which involves guessing the meaning of the word from the context,
creating new words to explain a phenomenon, using gestures, etc.) There is an obvious
connection between the two ideas: if a person learns best by hearing, then repeating
terminology aloud multiple times will help them memorise it. It also makes sense to infer
the meaning of the words and use gestures to convey it to the speakers because novices

frequently have gaps in their vocabulary.

When it comes to Intermediate Learners (B1), their most preferred learning styles are the
Visual and Auditory ones. The characteristics of auditory learners were discussed above.
On the other hand, visual learners prefer to perceive the information by seeing it. It means
they can learn most effectively with flashcards, handouts, or pictures. As it was mentioned
before, based on the results of the study we concluded that the majority of the participants

were mixed learners, so we talked about audiovisual, visual-kinesthetic learners. It seems
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like making use of different approaches at the same time and using several senses to
acquire data is the characteristic of the more successful learners. According to the test
results, there is a significant gap between the two aforementioned levels. Considering the
strategy use, memory strategies (creating visual images of the learning data, remembering
the position of the words in the book, using flashcards) are one of the most frequently
applied strategy type. Additionally, learners at this level employ two different types of
strategies: compensatory strategies, which are also frequently used by A2 learners, and
cognitive strategies, which involve repeating words multiple times, using the same word in
different contexts, and looking up words in one's mother tongue that are similar to the

target vocabulary.

Students with a higher level of language knowledge (B2) utilise cognitive strategies, as
well as metacognitive ones, which involve noticing one’s own mistakes and using this
information for future developments, paying attention to the speech of others, and
searching for opportunities to use the language. They are comfortable utilising a broad
variety of vocabulary, and the best way to practise and improve cognitive and language
skills is to look for opportunities to apply what one already knows. When it comes to style
preference, learners with this level are mainly visual and kinesthetic learners. The
difference between upper-intermediate learners and learners with other levels is the use of
affective strategies including monitoring one’s feelings and talking about their attitude
towards learning.

The study's findings indicate that advanced speakers learn both visually and aurally. When
they can see and hear language input, they process it more efficiently. Considering the
strategy use, participants with the C1 level use the largest number of strategies. This
conclusion is not surprising, as language learning is a complex process that can be
approached successfully by the application of various strategies depending on the nature of
tasks. Advanced learners, as opposed to less proficient ones, frequently utilize social
strategies (learning about the target language culture, asking for help from native speakers,
and practicing English with others). This type of strategy is not commonly used because it
involves active interactions with those whose first language is English, and it can be
stressful for people with lower levels, as they experience anxiety speaking in front of

others. Social strategy use is followed by metacognitive, memory, and cognitive ones.

57



English Level (Vocabulary size)

Preffered Learning Style

Most Frequently used Strategies

A2 (Pre-Intermediate) -

approximately 1500 words

Auditory, Kinesthetic

Cognitive, Compensation

B1 (Intermediate) -

approximately 2500 words

Visual, Auditory

Memory, Cognitive,

Compensation

B2 (Upper-Intermediate) -
approximately 400 words

Visual, Kinesthetic

Cognitive, Metacognitive,

A ffective

C1 (Advanced) -
approximately 8000 words

Visual, Auditory

Social, Metacognitive, Memory,

Cognitive

Table 4.3 The Relationship Between Students English Level, Learning Style Preference and

4.3 Discussion

Learning Strategy Use

Based on the findings of the current study, the following conclusions can be drawn.

Specific perceptual learning styles, learning strategies,

and vocabulary size are

significantly correlated. This study has demonstrated a significant correlation between

learners' preferred perceptual styles and the strategies they use to enhance the effectiveness

and self-organization of the learning process. Another noteworthy relationship was

observed between the learners' vocabulary size, the specific strategies, and preferred ways

of studying language.

Regarding the first research question, the responses provided evidence of a strong

link between learning strategies and learning styles. The second hypothesis regarding the

relationship between the two notions and the learners’ vocabulary size was also proven, as

learners with particular proficiency levels prefer specific learning strategies and belong to

certain groups of learners based on the senses they use in information processing.

As mentioned before, language learning requires significant cognitive effort to have

successful outcomes. Learning styles and strategies have been used indiscriminately by

some researchers even though they stand for different notions. Learning styles are the
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manner and preferred ways of approaching a task, while strategies can be defined as the
actions adopted to enhance the learning process.

Vocabulary is one of the most important aspects of language learning since words
serve as building blocks of language proficiency. According to the academic literature,
there is a correlation between the three aforementioned constructs (Nation, 2001, p. 21).

The three main perceptual learning styles were taken into consideration in the present
study: visual, auditory, and kinesthetic. They refer to the dominant senses of information
intake. According to the results obtained from the questionnaire, the vast majority of the
participants are a mixture of two or more styles, although everyone has a predominant
style. Out of 93 respondents, almost half responded that they strongly agreed with the
statements related to visual learning style, and with the same number agreeing that they
belong to the auditory group. On the other hand, only one third of the participants chose
the “agree” option concerning the kinesthetic style. The present results are line with the
conclusions drawn by Reid in his 1987 study "The Learning Style Preferences of ESL
Students". He found that while most students fit into the visual paradigm, most persons
also have mixed perceptual learning styles

Of the language learning strategies, the most frequent were the compensation ones,
which include guessing word meaning from the context or using gestures, followed by
metacognitive ones (e.g. monitoring one’s own mistakes). Memory strategies were also
frequently used, followed by cognitive strategies like repeating the same word several
times loud, etc. Affective and social strategies were among the least utilized strategy types.
The results obtained from this part are similar to Rubin’s conclusions. She found that the
most generally utilized types are cognitive and metacognitive, while the least common
types are affective (or talking about one's feelings) and social (or talking about oneself)
strategies.

After obtaining the data related to the two main variables of the study, we calculated
the correlation coefficient. The findings showed a strong relationship between visual
learning preferences and memory strategies. It makes sense since memory procedures
involve learning new words by heart by writing them in a book, copybook, or board, and
by creating an internal "picture" of the learning environment. Additionally, a positive
correlation was documented between the visual and cognitive domains. Taking notes on
the material to be learned and seeing English-language films, videos, etc., are examples of
cognitive strategies. Using audiovisual materials can greatly increase the degree of

learning success since we found that the majority of participants exhibited traits from many
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learning styles. The correlation between auditory and compensatory strategies was also
positive. Auditory learners tackle different tasks using their hearing; compensatory tactics,
on the other hand, include making up words, utilising gestures, interpreting the meaning of
words based on context, etc. Furthermore, a strong relationship was observed between
metacognitive strategies like paying attention to other people when they speak English,
looking for opportunities to use the language and the auditory learning style.

The study primarily focused on any potential connection between learners'
vocabulary size and the listed topics. Pre-Intemerediate (A2) students learn mostly through
auditory and kinesthetic ways, according to the survey results. The most common learning
strategies individuals employ to solve problems and retain information are cognitive
strategies, which include watching English/language videos, trying to speak like native
speakers, and repeating words multiple times to help with memory. The visual and
auditory learning modalities are the most popular among Intermediate Learners (B1).
Considering the strategy use, memory strategies (creating visual images of the learning
data, remembering the position of the words in the book, using flashcards) were one of the
most frequently applied strategy type. Students with a higher level of language proficiency
(B2) employed both cognitive and metacognitive strategies including identifying one's
errors and applying that knowledge to future learning, listening to others speak, and
looking for chances to use the language. In terms of learning preferences, students at this
level tend to be more visual and kinesthetic. The results of the study showed that advanced
students picked up information visually and used their hearing. They absorb knowledge
more quickly when they can see and hear it. Participants with a C1 level used the largest
number of strategies, encompassing social, metacognitive, memory, and cognitive ones.

The relationship between any given learning style and particular learning strategies
may be described by the connection between the basic qualities of these conceptions,
therefore the outcome can be interpreted logically. If a person belongs to the auditory
group, he or she will make use of strategies that involve repetition of the concept out loud.
Furthermore, if a person is a visual learner, applying flashcards, pictures, and videos is
essential for successful learning. However, it was surprising that the largest number of
respondents indicated the use of compensation strategies, although it can be related to the
level of the participants. The majority of the participants (44 out of 93) have an A2
proficiency level, and use strategies like using gestures or guessing from the context can be

explained by the gaps in their knowledge in particular areas.
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CONCLUSIONS

The influence of various factors that contribute to learners' performance is
undeniable, considering the complexity of the learning process and the acquisition of a
foreign language. It is essential to understand the process of acquiring vocabulary and the
factors that influence its comprehension and retention, as it is a significant aspect of
language learning. In this thesis, we focus on the often misunderstood concepts of
Perceptual Learning Styles and Strategies, which are two of the most important variables.
Despite the significance of research on the importance and the effect of these concepts on
language acquisition, little attention has been given to the potential correlation between
style preferences, strategy use, and their impact on vocabulary size. The goal of this study
was to understand how these factors interact and affect language learning, specifically in
the EFL context.

The exploration of learning styles, learning strategies, and vocabulary use indicates a
multifaceted link that is criticall for effective language acquisition. Understanding
individual learning styles. whether visual, auditory or kinaesthetic, provides a framework
for developing educational approaches to enhance vocabulary acquisition. Each learning
style impacts how students perceive and retain new information and align with the learning
strategies they choose to employ to assimilate this knowledge. The correlation of these
elements is significant, as students with a rich repertoire of strategies that correspond to
their learning styles tend to have a larger vocabularies.

The main goal of this study was to investigate the relationship between students'
preferred learning strategies and perceptual learning styles, and how these factors together
affect vocabulary size. By analysing the most frequently used tactics and the most common
learning styles among learners, the study aimed to provide insights into effective
vocabulary learning practices.

Upon revisiting the hypotheses and initial research questions, it can be concluded
that most language learners exhibited mixed preferences for perceptual styles. The results
from the questionnaire indicated that the majority of participants had a combination of two
or more learning styles, with each person having a predominant style. Visual and auditory
learners were equally represented, followed by kinaesthetic learners who learn best when
physically active. The study also found a strong correlation between specific learning
styles and learning strategies. For example, there was a clear link between visual learning

preferences and memory strategies, as visual learners tend to remember information by
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writing it down and creating mental images. Additionally, the research demonstrated a
positive correlation between visual learning and cognitive strategies, such as taking notes
and watching educational videos. The use of audiovisual materials was also found to
enhance learning success, especially for participants who exhibited traits from multiple
learning styles. Lastly, the study documented a positive correlation between auditory
learning and compensatory strategies.

Furthermore, the study utilised an online test to assess the vocabulary size and
English proficiency of the participants. The findings indicated that the majority of the
participants had A2 proficiency at the time of the research. The survey results revealed that
A2 level learners have primarily auditory and kinaesthetic perceptual preferences.
Cognitive learning strategies, such as watching English-language films, imitating native
speakers, and repeating phrases aloud for better memory retention, were found to be the
most popular strategies among these learners. For Intermediate Learners (B1), visual and
aural learning modalities were most common. In terms of strategy use, memory strategies
like creating visual images of learning materials, recalling the position of words in a book,
and using flashcards were frequently employed. Participants with a higher level of
language proficiency (B2) utilised both cognitive and metacognitive strategies, including
error identification and applying that knowledge to future learning, as well as active
listening. C1 level participants employed the largest number of strategies, encompassing
social, metacognitive, memory, and cognitive strategies.

In summary, the study verified that learning styles and strategies have a strong link
that has a substantial impact on vocabulary acquisition. Particularly for A2 learners,
compensatory, cognitive, and memory strategies were shown to be the most frequently
employed. However, the research showed that most of the students had multimodal
learning styles, including kinesthetic, auditory, and visual modalities. This result
demonstrated the value of an adaptive approach to language learning.

The study's conclusions have significant implications for language teachers. Teachers
can improve vocabulary acquisition and learning by considering the diverse learning styles
and preferences of their students when adjusting their lesson plans and methods. This
involves providing students with materials and assignments that align with their individual
learning styles. The study emphasizes the importance of personalized learning approaches

and the strategic use of diverse learning methods to enhance language acquisition.
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PE3IOME

Y poOoTi pO3MIIIHYTO HaBUYANbHI CTpaTerii Ta CTWII y KOHTEKCTI IHIIOMOBHOTO
3aCBOEHHA. MeTa JOCHIDKEHHS IoJiAraja y BUBUYEHHI B3a€MO3B'SI3KYy MIK CTpaTerisiMu
HaBYaHHS, KUM HAJAl0Th [€peBary y4Hi, Ta iXHIMHM HEPLENTUBHUMH CTUIISIMH, a TAKOXK Y
TOMYy, SK IIi (aKTOpH BIUIMBAIOTh Ha OOCST IHIIOMOBHOTO CIIOBHHKOBOTO 3aracy.
JlocmikeHHs: BUKOHAHE 13 3aCTOCYBAaHHSAM METO/IiB aHKETYBAaHHS i TECTyBaHHS.

Pe3ynbrat aHKeTYBaHHS MMOKa3ajy, IO MEPUENTUBHI CTHIII y OLIBIIIOCTI YYaCHHKIB
MarTh 3MIHHHMHA XapakTep. 30Kpema, MepeBa)kHa OUIBIIICTh YYHIB 3aCTOCOBYIOTH Pi3HI
MOJAJIbHOCTI HaBYaHHS, BKIIIOUAIOUH Bi3yallbHY, CIIyXOBY i KiHeTHUHY. Byiio BcTaHOBIIEHO
KOPEJISIII0 MIX MEPUEeNTUBHUMHU CTUJISIMH HaBYaHHS Ta CTpPATErisiMH. 30Kpema, Bi3yaslbHi
ynogo0anHs Oynu TOB'si3aHi 31 CTpaTerisiMM 3amaMm'siTOBYBaHHS, TaKUMH SIK BHUBUEHHS
HOBHX CIIIB HalaMm'siTh, 3aHOTOBYBAHHS, CTBOPEHHS BHYTPILIHbOI «KapTUHI» HABYAJIBLHOI'O
marepiany. Takox Oylio 3aJOKyMEHTOBaHO IO3UTHBHY KODEJSLII0 MK Bi3yaJbHOIO Ta
KOTHITHBHOIO  c(epamu, HANpHKIAJ, KOHCIEKTYBaHHSM MaTepiany, MeperiisaaoM
AHTTIOMOBHUX (UIbMIB 1 Bigeo. BUKOpHCTaHHS ayaioBi3yallbHUX MarepiayliB 3HAYyHO
MiJBUIIYBAJIO YCHIIIHICTh HaBYaHHS, OCKUIbKH OLIBIIICTh YYaCHUKIB JEMOHCTPYBAIH
pucu OaraTbox CTWUJIIB HaB4yaHHs. Kopensiis MK CIyXOBUMH Ta KOMIIEHCAaTOPHUMU
CTpaTerisiMi TakoX OyJa MO3UTUBHOIO.

Ha mincraBi omep)kaHUX KUTBKICHUX JaHUX MPO OOCST CIOBHHKOBOTO 3amacy Ta
piBEHb BOJIOJIHHS AHTIIHCHKOI0O MOBOIO 3’SICOBAHO, IO OUIBIIICTh YYAaCHUKIB BOJIOJLIU
piBHeM A2. VuHi piBHs Pre-Intermediate (A2) BUKOPUCTOBYBalIM CIyXOBI Ta KIHETHYHI
3acobu. HalnmonmynspHIIIMMU KOTHITUBHUMHM CTpaTeriiMu OyJid MEperiisii aHIJIOMOBHHX
¢binbMiB, CIpoOM FOBOPUTH K HOCIi MOBU Ta MOBTOpeHHs (hpa3 Brojoc. Cepen CTyAEHTIB
piBHs Intermediate (B1) HalmommMpeHIMIMMHU CTpaTeTisIMH 3aCBOEHHS JIEKCHKH OyiH
Bi3yaslbHUll Ta ciyxoBuil. CTyneHTH 3 piBHeM B2 BHUKOpHUCTOBYBaJM KOTHITHBHI Ta
METAaKOTHITHBHI CTpaTerii, BKJIIOYAIOYHM BHUSBJICHHS BJIACHUX IOMUJIOK Ta CIyXaHHS
MOBJICHHS 1HIIMX. Y4yacHUKA 3 piBHeM Cl BHUKOPUCTOBYBajJIM Haipi3HOMaHITHINI
CTparTerii, BKIIOYA0UU COIialbHI, METAKOTHITUBHI, TaM'sITh Ta KOTHITUBHI CTpaTerii.

OTxe, TOCTIKEHHS BUSIBUIIO KOPEISIII0 MIXK CTHISIMU 1 CTpATerisIMU HaBYaHHS, 110
CYTT€BO BIUIMBA€ HA 3aCBOEHHS 1HIIOMOBHOI JIEKCUKH. 30KpeMa, JIJIsl CTYACHTIB piBHS A2
HaWUCIPUATIUBIIIMMHA BUSBHWINCS KOMIIEHCATOpPHI, KOTHITHUBHI Ta cTpaTerii 06a3oBaHi Ha
3amaM'sToByBaHHI. BojgHouac OUIBIIICTE CTYACHTIB Mald MYJIbTHMOAAIBHUN CTHITh

HaBYaHHS, BKJIIOYAIOYM KIHETHYHY, CIyXOBY Ta Bi3yallbHy MOJAIbHOCTI. PesynbraTn
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JOCIIJKEHHSI TiIKPECTIOI0Th BaKJIMBICTh MEPCOHANII30BAHOTO MiAXOAY 0 IHIIOMOBHOTO

HaB4YaHH.
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APPENDIX

Based on Reid’s Perceptual Learning Style Preference Questionnaire (1987) and

Oxford’s SILL (Strategy Inventory for Language Learning, 1989) version 7.0

Personal information:
Age: .........
Gender: Male/Female
How long have you been studying English?
Part I Learning Styles
I.Choose the response (1, 2, 3, 4, 5) that indicates how true of you the statement is.
Put an "X" to the answer that best describes what you actually do in order to learn
English.
1.Never or almost never true of me
2.Usually not true of me
3.Somewhat true of me
4.Usually true of me

5.Always or almost always true of me

Visual Style Never or | Usually | Somewhat | Usually | Always or
almost not true | true of me | true of almost
never of me me always true of
true of me
me

I learn best when I can
see new information

in picture form

I usually write things
down so that I can

look back at the later




I often remember the
size, shape, and colour

of objects

I can remember the
faces of actors,
settings, and other
visual details of a

movie |

I follow written
directions better than

oral ones.

When I think back to
something I once did,
I can clearly picture

the experience

Auditory style

Never or
almost
never
true of

me

Usually
not true

of me

Somewhat

true of me

Usually
true of

me

Always or
almost
always true

of me

I like to listen and
discuss work with a

partner

learn best when
someone talks or
explains something to

me.

I have a good
memory for old

songs or music

I often repeat out

loud the directions




someone has given

me

I can easily recognize
differences between

similar sounds.

I follow oral
directions better than

written ones

Kinesthetic Never or | Usually | Somewhat Usually | Always or
almost not true | true of me true of almost
never of me me always true
true of of me
me

I enjoy physical

sports or exercise.

I often use my hands
and body movement
when I’'m explaining

something.

I seem to learn better
if I get up and move

around while I study.

I remember objects
better when I have
touched them or

worked with them

I enjoy building
things.

I find sitting still for
very long difficult.

Part II: Language Learning Strategies




Choose how true the following answers are for you (1, 2, 3, 4, 5). Put an "X" next to the
answer that best describes what you do to learn English

1.Never or almost never true for me

2.Usually not true for me

3.Somewhat true for me

4.Usually true for me

5.Always or almost always true of me

Memory Never or Usually not | Somewhat | Usually true of | Always or

Strategies almost never | true of me | true of me me almost true
true of me of me

[ use new

English

words in a

sentence so |
can remember
them.

I remember a
new English
word by
making a
mental
picture of a
situation in
which the
word might
be used.

I use rhymes
to remember
new English
words.

Tuse
flashcards to
remember
new English
words.

I remember
new English
words or
phrases by
remembering
their location
on the page,
on the board

Cognitive Never or Usually Somewhat Usually Always or
strategies almost never | not true of | true of me true of me almost
true of me me true of me




I pronounce or
write new
English words
several times.

I try to talk like
native English
speakers.

I watch English
language TV
shows spoken in
English or go to
movies spoken in
English

I look for words
in my own
language that are
similar to new
words in English

I use the English
words I know in
different ways

Compensation
Strategies

Never or
almost
never true
of me

Usually not
true of me

Somewhat
true of me

Usually
true of me

Always or
almost
true of me

I say or write new
English words
several times

I try to talk like
native English
speakers

I use English
words I know in
different ways

I watch English
TV-shows and
movies




I look for words
in my own
language that are
similiar to new

English words
Metacognitive Never or | Usually not | Somewhat Usually Always
Strategies almost true of me | true of me | true of me or
never true almost
of me true of
me
I try to find as
many ways as [ can
to use my English
I notice my English
mistakes and use
them to do better
I pay attention
when someone
speak English
I look for people 1
can talk to in
English
I look for
opportunities to
read as much as
possible in English
Social Strategies Never or | Usually not | Somewhat Usually Always
almost true of me true of me true of me | or almost
never true true of me
of me

I encourage
myself to speak
English even
when [ am afraid
of making a
mistake




I give myself a
reward or treat
when 1 do well
in English

I notice if I am
tense or nervous
when [ am
studying or
using English

| talk to
someone else
about how I feel
when 1 am
learning English

I try to relax
whenever [ feel
afraid of using
English

Affective
Strategies

Never or
almost never
true of me

Usually not
true of me

Somewhat
true of me

Usually
true of me

Always or
almost
true of me

If I don’t
understand

something in
English, I ask the
other person to

slow down
I ask English
speakers to

correct me when
I talk

I practice English
with other
students

I ask for help
from English
speakers

I try to learn
about the culture
of English
speakers
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