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GENIS OZET

Tiirkiye’de Ingilizceyi Yabanc Dil Olarak Ogrenenlerin Kelime Ogrenme
Stratejileri ile Yabanci Dilde Okuma Kaygilar1 Arasindaki Tliski

Karagol Ozkul, Aysu Begiim
Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Yabanci Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dal1
Danisman: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Ferdane Denkci Akkas

Temmuz 2023

Kelime bilgisi, yabanci dil 6greniminin ana unsurlarindan biri olarak kabul
edilmektedir ve dilde performans gosterebilmek icin vazgecilmez oldugundan,
arastirmacilar arasinda ilgi uyandirmistir. Bu arastirmacilar, bir sézctigti bilmenin
karmasik bir stire¢ oldugunu ve 6grenenin sozctigii kullanmak igin bicim, anlam,
kesit, siklik, anlamsal yap1 ve baglami tanimasini gerektirdigini ileri stirmektedir.
Eger bir 6grenen bir kelimeyi 6grenmenin gerekliliklerini yerine getiremezse,
kelime 6grenmenin konusma ve okumada ¢ok onemli oldugu dustintildtigiinde,
anlama ve 6grendigini uygulama ters yonde etkilenebilir. Ogrenme sorunlarim
hafifletmek igin 6grenme stratejileri, 6grenenlerin 6grenmelerini gelistirmeleri igin
bir araci olarak ortaya ¢ikar. Dil 6grenme stratejileri, 6grenenlerin bilgi edinmek,
bilgiyi almak, anlasilir bir hale dontistirmek ve dil 6greniminin sonraki
asamalarinda uygun bir baglamda kullanmak tizere depolamak i¢in yaptiklar
kasitll eylemleri ifade eder. Bu stratejiler 6grencilere kendi 6grenmelerini kontrol
etme ve calismalari icin daha biytik bir sorumluluk duygusu yaratma gibi

kazanimlar saglar.

Bu baglamda, kelime 6grenme stratejileri 6zellikle 1970'lerden bu yana yabanci dil
stratejileri arasinda dikkat cekmektedir. Bu stratejilerin 6grenme stirecine basarili
bir sekilde dahil edilmesiyle etkili ve yeterli kelime bilgisi edinilebilir. Literatiirde
bu stratejilere iliskin gesitli simiflandirmalar bulunmakla birlikte, Schmitt' in (1997)
smiflandirmasi yaygimn olarak kabul gormektedir. Bu taksonomide stratejiler "yeni

ogrenme" ve "6grenilenleri pekistirme" olmak tizere iki ana boyut ve "belirleme,



sosyal kesif, sosyal pekistirme, bellek, bilissel ve tistbilissel stratejiler" olmak tizere
altt alt kategori altinda toplanmistir. Belirleme stratejileri, bir kelimenin anlamu
bilinmediginde ve bir tahminde bulunmanin faydali oldugu durumlarda
kullanabilir. Sosyal kesif stratejileri, bir 6grenen yeni bir kelimenin anlami igin
baska bir kisiyle etkilesime girdiginde aktif hale gelir. Bunu takiben, sosyal
pekistirme stratejileri isbirlikci aktivitelerle kelime dagarcigini saglamlastirmak igin
kullanilir. Bellek stratejileri hem alict hem de {iretici becerilerin calismasini,
cagrisimlar kurmayi, anlamsal ve dilsel 6zellikleri tanimay1 gerektiren teknikleri
ifade eder. Bilissel stratejiler arasinda tekrarlar, kelimeyi gozden gecirmek igin
gorsel, yazili ve isitsel materyaller, guinltikler veya nesne etiketleri gibi otantik
etkinliklerde bulunarak kelimeye yeterince maruz kalmak yer alir. Son olarak
ustbilissel stratejiler, ogrencilerin kelimeyi siuf disinda pratik etmelerini,
kendilerini test etmelerini ve bir kelimeyi ne zaman gecmeleri ya da daha fazla
pratik yapmalar1 gerektiginin farkinda olmalarin1 saglar. Alan yazinda kelime
ogrenme stratejileri ile ilgili calismalar cesitlidir ve Schmitt' in siniflandirmasi (1997)
veri toplamak i¢in yaygmn olarak benimsenmistir. Bu c¢alismalar, ingilizce
ogrenenlerin en sik ve en az kullandiklar stratejileri ve demografik degiskenlerin

strateji kullanimi1 tizerindeki etkisini belirlemeye yoneliktir.

Okuma yaygin olarak bir metni anlamli birimlere ayirma ve anlami olusturma
olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Biligsel olarak zorlu bir siire¢ olarak kabul edilir ¢iinkii bir
okuyucunun yazilhi bilgiyi ¢6ztimlemesi icin farkli stireclerden gecmesi gerekir.
Okuyucu ve metin arasmndaki etkilesimler tepeden asagi islemleme, tabandan
yukari islemleme ve etkilesimli isleme olmak tizere {i¢ kategoride tanimlanabilir. Tk
olarak tepeden asagi islemleme, bir okuyucunun anlami fonemik duizeyden
baslayarak insa etmesini ve nihayetinde ctimle diizeyinde temsillere
doniistiirmesini gerektirir. Ikinci olarak tabandan yukari igslemleme okuyucunun
anlami1 daha kiigtik birimlere ayirirken 6n bilgilerini kullanarak ctimle diizeyindeki
anlami1 onaylamasi veya reddetmesi gerektiginden tam tersi bir yaklasim benimser.
Bununla birlikte, okuma bu iki kategoriye de girmeyebilir; bu nedenle etkilesimli
isleme modeli anlamm hem dilsel hem de 6n bilgilerle olusturulabilecegini tne
stirer. Bu sekilde, bir metin ortografik, dilbilimsel, dilbilgisel, baglamsal ve

kiilttirleraras: agilardan incelenir. Okumanin karmasik dogasiyla ilgili olarak, dil



ogrenenler okudugunu anlamalarini etkileyebilecek zorlu bir okuma siireciyle
karsilasabilirler. Bu zorluklar, hedef dildeki yetersiz alt yap: bilgisinden veya dil
bilgisi eksikliginden kaynaklanabilir. Ayn sekilde, bir yabanc1 dil okuyucusunun
okudugunu anlama diizeyini etkileyen yukarida bahsedilenlerin disinda farkh
faktorler de olabilir. Okudugunu anlama temel olarak metin ve okuyucuya bagh iki
faktorden etkilenir. Metinle ilgili faktorler tiir, icerik, organizasyon ve okunabilirligi
icerirken, okuyucuyla ilgili faktorler kelime bilgisi, konu, duyussal faktorler ve
benimsenen stratejileri ifade eder. Igerigi soyut, tiirti yaygmn olmayan ve
okunabilirligi karmasik olan bir metin, okuyucunun ulasti$i anlama diizeyini
duistirebilir. Benzer sekilde, hedef dile iliskin bilgisi sinirli olan ve duyussal durumu
performansin smirlayan bir okuyucu da okudugunu anlamada giigliik yasayabilir.
Buna ek olarak, yabanci dilde okudugunu anlama, hedef dildeki yazili metne maruz
kalma miktarma gore farklilik gosterir. Yabanci dilde maruz kalma smirli oldugu
icin, bu 6grenciler yeterlilik diizeyleri, arka plan bilgileri ve duyussal durumlariyla

iliskili olarak okumada zorlu bir donem gegirebilirler.

Kaygi, huzursuzluk hali olarak tanimlanir ve yabanci dil 6grenimini etkiledigi
bilinen bir faktordiir. Giintimiizde yabanci dil 6greniminin duyussal yonleri tizerine
yapilan arastirmalarda siklikla incelenmektedir. Bircok calisma kaygmin dolayl
olarak dil 6grenimini ve temel becerilerden biri olan okumay1 olumsuz etkiledigini
ortaya koymaktadir. Duyussal durumun, 6grenenlerin hedef dile yonelik ilgi,
motivasyon, tutum ve kaygilarmi ifade ettigi distintildiigtinde, herhangi bir
yetersiz bilgi veya ilgi cekmeyen baglam, okudugunu anlama diizeyini dustiirebilir
ve bu da 6grenenlerin kaygi diizeylerini artirabilir. Horwitz ve digerleri (1986)
tarafindan gelistirilen bir teori olan yabanci dilde okuma kaygisi, dil 6grenmenin
kendine o6zgii stirecinden ve bireyin farkli zihniyet, inan¢ ve 6grenme
yaklasimlarindan kaynaklanabilir. Kaygili bir okuyucunun uygun stratejileri
benimsemede basarisiz olabilecegi, okuma islemini yerine getiremeyecegi ve
yetersiz anlama ile sonuclanabilecegi igin giiclii bir faktor olarak ele alinmaktadir.
Kaygili okuyucu dikkatini kontrol etmekte zorlanabilir, okuma hizimi yavaslatabilir
ve okuma stratejilerini yanlis kullanabilir. Yabanci dilde okuma kaygisi ile ilgili
calismalar alan yazinda incelenmis ve cinsiyet, smuf, kiilttirel bilgi, konu ve gok

dilliligin 6grenciler tarafindan deneyimlenen kaygi miktarini belirlemede bir faktor



olabilecegi bulunmustur. Ayrica, Saito ve digerleri tarafindan hazirlanan (1999)
yabanci dilde okuma kaygisi olgegini kullanan mevcut calismalar, Ingilizceyi
yabanci dil olarak 6grenen dgrencilerin genellikle orta diizeyde okuma kaygisina
sahip oldugunu, okuma kaygisinin en yaygin kaynaginin bilinmeyen kelime miktar1
ve okuyucu endiseleri oldugunu ve o6grencilerin okuma performansinin diistik

toleransla negatif iliskili oldugunu ortaya koymustur.

Okudugunu anlama ayni zamanda Ogrencilerin kelime tanima becerilerine,
fonolojik, fonemik temsil ve sozciik bilgisine sahip olmalarim gerektirdiginden
kelime 6grenimi okumada 6nemli bir faktor olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Yabanc dil
ogrenen kisinin daha fazla okumas: halinde kelime dagarciginin gelisecegini ya da
kelime dagarcig1 tizerinde calismasi halinde okumasinin gelisecegini 6ne stiren
¢alismalar mevcuttur. Okumanin bir pargas: olarak anlam odakl bilgiye istinaden,
kapsamli okuma ve kelime 6grenimi gibi etkinlikler okuyucularin anlama ve okuma
akiciligina katkida bulunabilir. Bir metni anlamak icin ne kadar kelime bilinmesi
gerektigi tizerine yapilan calismalar, 95% ve {tizeri kelime tanimanin basarili
okudugunu anlamaya isaret ettigini gostermistir. Bu noktada, kelime 6grenme
stratejileri, Ingilizce 6grenenlerin kelime bilgisi ve okudugunu anlama kalitesini
artirabilir. Ayni sekilde, uygun 6grenme stratejilerini kullanmada basarisiz olan bir
ogrenci, okudugunu anlamada zayiflikla sonuglanabilecek tatsiz bir okuma stireci
deneyimleyebilir. Bu calisma, yukarida belirtilen olgular ve alan yazmn 1s1gmda,
yabanc1 dil dgrencilerinin kelime Ogrenme stratejilerini ve okuma kaygilarmi

incelemeyi ve varsa iki kavram arasindaki iliskiyi ortaya koymay1 hedeflemektedir.

Bu calismada basta aciklanan iki olgu herhangi bir miidahale olmaksizin incelendigi
icin, calisma, iliskisel tarama modelinin kullanildig1 betimsel bir arastirma olarak
tasarlanmistir. Veri toplamak icin, ti¢ boliimden olusan bir anket uygulanmistir.
Katilimcilarin demografik bilgilerine iliskin veriler bir arka plan anketi tizerinden
toplanirken yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce 6grenenlerin kelime 6grenme stratejileri ve
yabana dilde okuma kaygilari ise Kelime Ogrenme Stratejileri Anketi ve Yabanci
Dilde Okuma Kaygisi Olgegi aracihifiyla belirlenmistir. Schmitt'in = (1997)
smiflandirilmasina gore duizenlenen ve Derici (2019) tarafindan Tiirkge “ye
uyarlanan Kelime Ogrenme Stratejileri Anketi, yabanci dil 6grencilerinin kelime

ogrenme stratejisi kullanimlarin1 ve bu stratejilerin ne 6lctide kullanildigini tespit



etmek icin uygulanmigtir. Yabanci Dilde Okuma Kaygis1 Olgegi ise Saito, Garza ve
Horwitz (1999) tarafindan gelistirilmis, Kuru-Gonen (2005) tarafindan Tiirkce'ye
uyarlanmustir. Veri toplama araclari, daha fazla hedef kitleye ulasilmasi agisindan
Google Formlar araciligiyla Istanbul ili icerisinde 1ngilizce Hazirhik Programinda
Ogrenim goren iiniversite dgrencileriyle paylasilmis ve sonug olarak 202 katilimci
calismada yer almistir. Veri toplama araglariyla toplanan nicel veriler, analiz igin
istatistiksel testler uygulamak amaciyla SPSS yazilimina aktarilmistir. Verilerin
normal dagildig: tespit edildikten sonra analizlerde siklik, ytizdelik, ortalama,
minimum ve maksimum degerler hesaplamasi, Cronbach Alpha giivenilirlik testi,
korelasyon analizi, tek degiskenli varyans analizi (ANOVA) ve bagimsiz érneklem t

testi gibi parametrik analiz tekniklerinden faydalanilmaistir.

Calismanin sonuglarina gore, Ingilizce hazirlik okulu 6grencilerinin kelime 6grenme
stratejileri kullanimi1 ve okuma kaygilar1 orta diizeydedir. En ¢ok ve en az kullanilan
stratejiler sirasiyla belirleme ve sosyal pekistirme stratejileri olarak belirlenmistir.
Ikinci olarak, yabanci dilde okuma kaygisiin sadece sosyal kesif stratejileri ve
bilissel stratejileri ile anlamh dtizeyde pozitif iliskili oldugu bulunmustur. Bu,
bahsedilen stratejileri kullanan 6grencilerin daha kaygili hissettikleri ve bu iliskinin
anlamli oldugu anlamma gelmektedir. Ayrica, katilimcilarin deneyimledigi okuma
kaygis1 miktarmin bilinen dil sayisy, iletisimde olunan yabanci arkadaslar, fakiilte ve
yeterlilik seviyeleri gibi degiskenlere gore anlamh farkhiliklar gosterdigi
gozlenmistir. Buna ek olarak, yasanilan kaygi miktarmin test performanslarim
olumsuz yonde etkiledigi ortaya konmustur. Son olarak, kelime 6grenme stratejileri
kullanimmin bir yilda okuduklar1 kitap sayisi (belirleme, bellek ve sosyal
konsolidasyon stratejileri icin), gtinliik ortalama ¢alisma stiresi (belirleme, bilissel,
tstbilissel ve bellek stratejileri), tiniversite tiirli ve fakiilte (sosyal kesif stratejileri),
cinsiyet ve yeterlilik dtizeyleri (bilissel stratejiler), iletisimde olduklari yabanci
arkadaslar (bellek ve sosyal konsolidasyon stratejileri) ve hazirlik okulu durumu
(sosyal pekistirme stratejileri) gibi degiskenlerden anlamli diizeyde etkilendigi
belirlenmistir. Test performans: ise sadece bellek stratejileriyle pozitif korelasyon
gostermistir; bu da bellek stratejilerinin kullaniminin 6grencilerin test performansin

artirdig1 anlamina gelmektedir.



Mevcut bulgular esliginde alan yazin incelendiginde, sonuglar arasinda benzerlikler
ve farklhiliklar tespit edilmistir. Ornegin, bu galisma ve incelenen calismalar kelime
ogrenme stratejilerinin kullanim sikliginin ve 6grenme kaygismin orta seviyede
oldugu kanisinda benzerdirler. Mevcut calisma, belirleme stratejilerinin en sik
kullanilan strateji, sosyal pekistirme stratejilerinin ise en az kullanilan strateji
oldugu sonucuna wulasmistir. Alan yazindaki calismalar incelendiginde,
benzerliklerin yam sira farkliliklar oldugu tespit edilmistir. Ornegin, bazi calismalar,
bilissel veya bellek stratejilerinin en sik; bazi calismalar ise bilissel veya tist bilissel
stratejilerinin en az kullanilan kelime Ogrenme stratejileri oldugu sonucuna
ulasmistir. Kelime ogrenme stratejilerinin  demografik degiskenlerle iliskisi
incelendiginde, alan yazindaki diger calismalarla benzerlikler (cinsiyet, mezun
olunan okul, okudugu kitap sayis1) ve farkliliklar (cinsiyet, fakiilte, dil yeterlilik
seviyesi) ortaya konmustur. Benzer sekilde, Ogrencilerin okuma kaygisi
diizeylerinin demografik degiskenlerle anlamh bir sekilde farkhilastig1 ve bulgularin
diger calismalarda da benzerlik (cinsiyet, bilinen dil sayisy, dil yeterlilik seviyeleri)
ve farkliliklar: (cinsiyet) oldugu belirlenmistir. Ayrica, bu ¢alisma, alan yazinda
daha once iki kavramla iliskilendirilmemis demografik degiskenleri incelemistir.
Buna ek olarak, alan yazinda kelime dgrenme stratejileri ve yabanci dilde okuma
kaygis1 arasindaki olast bir iliskiyi incelemeye yo6nelik bir calismaya
rastlanmamistir. Bu sebeplerden &tiirti, bu ¢alismanin alan yazindaki bir acikliga
isaret ettigi ve alan yazma katki sagladigr diistinilmektedir. Bu calismanin
sonuclarina dayanarak, ogretmenlere, karar vericilere ve arastirmacilara bazi

onerilerde bulunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kelime ogrenme stratejileri, Yabanci dilde okuma kaygisi,

Yabana dil olarak Ingilizce 6grenenler



ABSTRACT

The Relation Between Vocabulary Learning Strategies and Foreign
Language Reading Anxiety among Turkish EFL Learners

Karagol Ozkul, Aysu Begiim
Master’s Thesis, Department of Foreign Language Education
Asst. Prof. Ferdane Denkci Akkas

July 2023

The present study aims to investigate vocabulary learning strategies and
foreign language reading anxiety of Turkish EFL preparatory university
students registered at different public and private universities in Istanbul
besides revealing any possible relations between the two concepts. This is a
descriptive study with a correlational survey design. The data were collected
from 202 Turkish EFL university students who were studying English in a
preparatory program in Istanbul via a background questionnaire,
Vocabulary Learning Strategies Questionnaire, and Foreign Language
Reading Anxiety Scale. The findings indicated that Turkish EFL students
utilized vocabulary learning strategies at a moderate level and had a
medium level of foreign language reading anxiety. Besides, a positive
correlation was found between social discovery, cognitive strategies, and
foreign language reading anxiety. This implied that the more frequent use of
these strategies led to higher levels of anxiety for reading. In addition,
Turkish EFL learners’ reading anxiety level was influenced by the number of
languages known, foreign friends in contact, faculty, and proficiency levels.
Furthermore, it was determined that the test performance of the participants
was affected negatively by the amount of reading anxiety experienced.
Finally, the extent of vocabulary learning strategy use differed significantly

according to the number of books the participants read, average study time



per day, university type, faculty, gender, proficiency levels, foreign friends in
contact, prep school state, while variables differed significantly for different
strategies. Meanwhile, test performance was positively correlated with only
memory strategies, and the use of these strategies indicated an increase in

Turkish EFL learners’ test performance.

Keywords: Vocabulary Learning Strategies, Foreign Language Reading

Anxiety, EFL Learners
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1. INTRODUCTION

The present study aims to determine the frequency of VLS use and amount of
FLRA among EFL learners and reveal any possible relation between two variables.
In addition, it is aimed to reveal whether EFL learners’ VLS and FLRA vary
significantly by certain demographic variables. Regarding these purposes, this
section presents an overview of the study. First, vocabulary learning strategies and
foreign language reading anxiety are addressed in relation to the previous literature.
Next, the problem is stated, and the purpose and research questions are given.

Finally, the limitations of the study are explained.

1.1 Background of the Study

Vocabulary knowledge is recognized as one of the main elements of foreign
language learning (Bai, 2018; Hunt & Beglar, 2002). Since it is indispensable to
perform in the language, it has aroused attention among researchers (Laufer &
Goldstein, 2004; Ling, 2005; Nation, 1990; Richards, 1976). These researchers put
forward that knowing a word is a complex process and it requires a learner to
recognize form, meaning, register, frequency, semantic structure, and context to use
the word. If a learner fails to fulfill the requirements of learning a word,
comprehension and production can be influenced reversely considering vocabulary

learning is crucial in speaking and reading (Ling, 2005).

To ease the learning problems, learning strategies appear as a mediator for
learners to enhance their learning. Language learning strategies, in these terms, refer
to deliberate actions taken by learners to obtain knowledge, retrieve input, decode it,
and store it to use in an appropriate context for later stages of language learning
(Cohen, 1998; Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1987; Scarcella & Oxford, 1992). These
strategies provide students with gains such as controlling their own learning and

creating a greater sense of responsibility for their studies (Saengpakdeejit, 2014).

In this context, vocabulary learning strategies have attracted attention among
foreign language strategies, especially since the 1970s. Effective and sufficient
vocabulary knowledge can be acquired by successfully incorporating these strategies

into the learning process. Although there are various classifications of these
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strategies in the literature (Gu & Johnson, 1996; Oxford, 1990; Lawson & Hogben,
1996; Schmitt, 1997; Nation, 2001), Schmitt's (1997) taxonomy is widely accepted.
In this taxonomy, strategies are grouped under two main dimensions as "new
learning™ and "reinforcing what has been learned” and under six sub-categories as
"determination, social discovery, social consolidation, memory, cognitive and
metacognitive strategies”. Determination strategies are explicitly used when the
meaning of a word is unknown and making a guess is useful (Schmitt, 1997). Social
Discovery Strategies are activated when the learner interacts with another person for
the meaning of a new word (Schmitt, 1997). Following that, Social Consolidation
Strategies are utilized to retrieve the vocabulary by collaborative activities (Ghazal,
2007). Memory strategies refer to the techniques that require both receptive or
productive skills to work, building associations, and recognizing the semantic and
linguistic features (Schmitt, 1997). Cognitive strategies include repetitions, visual,
written, and audial materials to revise the word, having enough exposure to the word
by having it in authentic activities such as diaries or object labels (Ghazal, 2007;
Schmitt, 1997). Metacognitive strategies, finally, enable learners to practice the word
out of the classroom, test themselves, and be aware when to pass a word or further
practice it (Ghazal, 2007).

There are numerous studies that focused on VLS in various contexts (Bakti,
2018; Kafipour, 2010; Rabadi, 2016) as well as Turkiye (Aslan-Tung, 2020; Apari,
2016; Bilir, 2022; Demir, 2022; Derici, 2019; Kheder, 2022; Yildiz, 2019;
Zabardast-Alamdari, 2010). Studies into the examination of EFL learners’ VLS were
frequently performed by instrumenting Schmitt’s (1997) Taxonomy of Vocabulary
Learning Strategies Scale (Al-Khresheh & Al- Ruwaili, 2020; Amirian &
Heshmatifar, 2013; Baskin, 2017; Bakti 2018; Bilir, 2022; Demir, 2022; Derici,
2019; Kheder, 2022; Rabadi, 2016; Park, 2001; Rojananak & Vitayapirak, 2015; Wu,
2005). Additionally, most existing studies into VLS aimed to explore the most and
least frequent strategies EFL learners adopt. When the findings were analyzed,
certain strategies were found to be preferred more and less often than others. For
instance, in the study in the Korean context by Park (2001), determination and
cognitive strategies were found to be used more often compared to other strategies,
while the study by Al-Khresheh and Al- Ruwaili (2020) in the Saudi context
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concluded that memory strategies were utilized the most frequently. In the same
sense, while cognitive strategies were found to be the least type utilized in Rojananak
and Vitayapirak (2015)’s study, memory strategies were preferred the least often by
bilingual learners in the study by Sazvar and Varmaziyar (2016). Considering the
individual strategies employed, studies presented that Turkish EFL learners tended to
use bilingual dictionaries (Aslan-Tung, 2020; Apari, 2016; Zabardast-Alamdari,
2010), practice the meaning of a word through group work and utilize English media
(Y1ldiz, 2019) to consolidate meaning more frequently than the rest of
aforementioned strategies. Finally, gender (Biiyiikahiska &Kozallik, 2018; Demir,
2022; Park 2001), school type (Derici, 2019), grade level (Baskm et al., 2017; Derici,
2019; Wu, 2005), and the reading habit of learners (Cevik et al., 2018) were found to
cause significant differences in VLS use.

Reading is commonly defined as decoding a text into meaningful units and
build up the meaning (Kaplan, 2010; Kong, 2019). It is considered a cognitively
demanding task (Sellers, 2000) since a reader must go through different processes to
retrieve the written input (Kong, 2019). The interactions between the reader and the
text can be described in three processes, namely bottom-up, top-down, and
interactive processing. First, bottom-up processing, proposed by Gough (1972)
requires a reader to construct the meaning starting from the phonemic level and
ultimately transforming it to sentence-level representations (Kong, 2019). Second,
top-down processing, proposed by Goodman (1972), adopts a reverse approach since
a reader needs to confirm or reject the sentence-level meaning by utilizing their prior
knowledge as they segment the meaning into smaller units (Barnett, 1989).
Nevertheless, reading may not fall into either of these categories; that’s why,
interactive processing was proposed (Rumelhart, 1977). This model suggests that the
meaning can be built up by both linguistic and prior knowledge (Kamal & Soraya,
2021). In this way, a text is examined in terms of orthographic, linguistic,
grammatical, contextual, and intercultural aspects (Kamal & Soraya, 2021).
Regarding the complex nature of reading, L2 learners may encounter a challenging
reading process, which may affect their reading comprehension. These challenges
can be due to insufficient schemata in the target language or the lack of linguistic

knowledge (Singhal, 1998). In the same sense, there can be different factors affecting
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the level of reading comprehension of an L2 reader besides the ones mentioned
above. Reading comprehension is mainly affected by two factors, the text and the
reader. The text-related factors include genre, content, organization, and readability
(Sadekhi, 2007), while reader-related factors refer to vocabulary knowledge, topic,
affective factors, and strategies adopted (Gilakjani & Sabouri, 2016; Olmez, 2016).
A text whose content is abstract, genre is uncommon, and readability is complex may
decrease the level of comprehension achieved by the reader (Kong, 2019). Similarly,
a reader whose knowledge of that target language is limited and affective status
limits the performance may suffer from poor reading comprehension (Sadeghi, 2007;
Kong, 2019). Similarly, reading comprehension in foreign language differs
considering the amount of exposure they have in reading. As the exposure is limited
in FL (Barnett, 1989), these learners may have a challenging period in reading in
relation to their proficiency levels, background knowledge, and affective status (Lee,
1999; Sellers, 2000).

Anxiety is defined as a state of uneasiness (Bandura, 1997), and is a factor
that is known to affect foreign language learning (Onwuegbuzie et al., 1999). It is
nowadays frequently studied in research on the affective aspects of foreign language
teaching. Many studies reveal that anxiety indirectly negatively affects language
learning and reading, which is one of the basic skills (Saito et al., 1999). Thinking
that affective status refers to a learners’ interests, motivation, attitude, and anxiety
into the target language, any insufficient knowledge or unpleasant context may
decrease the level of reading comprehension, which may, in turn, increase the

anxiety levels of learners (Kong, 2019).

Reading anxiety in a foreign language (FLRA), a theory proposed by Horwitz
et al. (1986), can be caused by the unique process of language learning and the
individual's different mindset, beliefs, and approaches to learning (Horwitz et al.,
1986). It is addressed as a powerful factor in that an anxious reader may fail to adopt
the appropriate strategies, fulfill the reading processing and end up with
unsatisfactory reading comprehension (Kong, 2019). A reader may struggle to
control their attention, slow the reading speed, and misuse the reading strategies
(Sellers, 2000). The sources of FLRA have been studied in the related literature
(Bensalem, 2020; Heidari & Nosratinia, 2022; Joo & Damron, 2015; Lien, 2011;
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Zhao et al., 2013), and it has been found that gender, course level, cultural
knowledge, topic, and multilingualism can be a factor in determining the amount of
FLRA experienced by the learners. Furthermore, the existing studies, instrumenting
Saito et al. (1999) FLRAS revealed that EFL learners generally had a medium level
of FLRA (Altay, 2021; Miao &Vibulphol, 2021; Zhou, 2017), the most common
source of FLRA is the unknown vocabulary and the reader concerns (Muhlis, 2017,
Zhao, 2009), and reading performance of learners is negatively correlated to low
tolerant readers (Tsai & Li, 2012; Zhao, 2009).

Vocabulary learning appears as a significant factor in reading as reading
comprehension also requires learners to have word recognition skills, phonological,
phonemic representation, and lexical knowledge (Wang, 2000). It is suggested by
Mikulecky (2009) that the vocabulary of a foreign language learner gets improved if
the learner reads more, or reading is improved if the learner works on vocabulary.
Regarding the meaning-focused input as a part of reading, activities like extensive
reading and vocabulary learning may add to the L2 readers’ comprehension and
reading fluency (Nation, 2001). Studies on how much vocabulary should be known
to comprehend a text have indicated that 95% and above vocabulary recognition
points to successful reading comprehension (Laufer & Sim, 1985; Hue & Nation,
2000). At this point, vocabulary learning strategies can increase the quality of
vocabulary knowledge and reading comprehension of EFL learners. In the same
sense, a learner who fails to employ appropriate learning strategies might experience

an unpleasant reading process, resulting in poor reading comprehension.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Reading, one of the receptive skills, is a demanding task for EFL learners
because comprehension requires one learner to have sufficient knowledge of
language, the text, and the target culture simultaneously. Insufficient knowledge may
lead to an unpleasant reading experience and poor reading comprehension (Zhang &
Annual, 2008). Anxiety, which is regarded as a component of affective factors
(Krashen, 1982) may feed this cycle as being the source or result of the state. Foreign
Language Reading Anxiety (FLRA), a theory proposed by Horwitz et al. (1986),
suggests that a reader who is anxious may not perform critical thinking, apply

appropriate strategies to decode a text, process the written input, or control their
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attention (Heidari & Nosratinia, 2022; Sellers, 2000). While different sources like
gender or multilingualism (Bensalem, 2020; Geng, 2016) have been determined, it is
obvious to some extent that FLRA feeds itself cyclically; that is, a reader may feel
anxious as a result of an unpleasant reading experience or being anxious may cause
this type of a case. Regarding the issues mentioned above, it can be concluded that
managing reading is of great importance to EFL learners since achieving a complex
process would surely contribute to one’s mastery of the language and control of
cognitive demands of learning a language. That is why, it is important to reduce

anxiety to develop and use reading skills effectively in a foreign language.

Vocabulary knowledge is referred as knowing a word in terms of not only
form and meaning (Laufer & Goldstein, 2004), but also other features such as word
association and semantic structure (Ling, 2005). It has been emphasized that the case
of insufficient vocabulary can affect learners’ comprehension and performance
adversely (Ling, 2005). To ease the problems of vocabulary knowledge, vocabulary
learning strategies offer room for EFL learners to learn a word, retrieve the meaning,
and consolidate it for further use. Vocabulary Learning Strategies (VLS) Taxonomy,
developed by Schmitt (1997) puts forward that a learner can apply strategies in six
different dimensions, two of which are for the first encounter of a word and the rest
for consolidating the learning. Considering that a learner’s comprehension and
performance in the language can be affected by the vocabulary knowledge they have
(Ling, 2005), the failure to adopt appropriate vocabulary learning strategies may
result in anxiety and poor achievement in learning (Chen & Chang, 2004; Maclntyre
& Gardner, 1989).

Reading comprehension skills can be affected by foreign language learners'
vocabulary knowledge; therefore, the correct and conscious use of strategies in
vocabulary learning can reduce reading anxiety in a foreign language. Anxiety,
which may negatively affect language skills (Saito et al., 1999), can be controlled
with effective strategy use, and useful solutions can be offered to this problem. It has
been determined that there are various studies in the literature on vocabulary learning
strategies (Bakti, 2018; Kafipour, 2010; Park, 2001; Wu, 2005) and reading anxiety
in a foreign language (Damron, 2015; Miao & Vibulphol, 2021; Tsai & Li, 2012),

yet the constructs are examined separately. Similarly, studies conducted in the
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Turkish context have focused only on students' vocabulary learning strategies or
reading anxiety (Bektas-Cetinkaya, 2011; Bilir, 2022; Cevik, et al., 2018; Derici,
2019; Geng, 2016; Kuru-Gonen, 2005; Yilmaz, 2020). In addition, no study in the
reviewed literature focuses on the relationship between vocabulary learning
strategies and reading anxiety among university preparatory students in Turkey. With
respect to that, the investigation of the relation between these constructs becomes

more of an issue on behalf of EFL learners and rewarding strategy use.

1.3 Purpose of the Study
In accordance with the problem expressed above, the present study aims to
determine the frequency of VLS use and amount of FLRA among EFL learners as
well as reveal any possible relationship between the two variables. In addition, it is
aimed to reveal whether EFL learners’ VLS and FLRA vary significantly by certain

demographic variables.

1.4 Research Questions
Keeping the focus of the study in mind, the present research has been

developed to shed light on the following questions:

1. How often do the EFL learners utilize vocabulary learning strategies,
namely determination, social, memory, cognitive, and metacognitive strategies?

2. To what extent do the EFL learners feel anxious about reading in the
target language?

3. Is there a statistically significant relation between the use of
vocabulary learning strategies and the amount of foreign language reading anxiety
EFL learners experience?

4. Does the amount of foreign language reading anxiety EFL learners
experience vary regarding their gender, high school background, college type,
faculty, prep school program, familiarity with other foreign languages, exam results,
the average time they study English per week, the number of books they read in a
year, their having any experience abroad or having any foreign friends?

5. Do the vocabulary learning strategies EFL learners utilize vary
regarding their gender, high school background, college type, faculty, prep school

program, familiarity with other foreign languages, exam results, the average time



29

they study English per week, the number of books they read in a year, their having

any experience abroad or having any foreign friends?

1.5 Significance of the Study

The current study is significant in several ways. First of all, FLRA is a
relatively new concept in the literature, and it has been recently studied. Because of
that, a limited number of studies into FLRA have been conducted in foreign contexts
(Al-Shboul et al., 2013; Bensalem, 2020; Ghonsooly & Elahi, 2010; Joo & Damron,
2015; Miao & Vibulphol, 2021; Muhlis, 2017; Tsai & Li, 2012; Zhao, 2009; Zhou,
2017). Likewise, studies performed in the Turkish context are limited as well (Altay,
2021; Bektas-Cetinkaya, 2011; Geng, 2016; Koroglu, 2010). Along with the studies
into the amount and sources of FLA, the present study addresses the levels of FLRA
that might differ according to certain variables. Second, VLS has been widely
studied in and out of Turkish context (Aslan-Tung, 2020; Apari, 2016; Bakti, 2018;
Bilir, 2022; Demir, 2022; Derici, 2019; Kafipour, 2010; Kheder, 2022; Rabadi, 2016;
Yildiz, 2019; Zabardast-Alamdari, 2010), and this study is believed to contribute to
the existing literature. Most importantly and finally, the previous literature does not
present any research into the relation between VLS and FLRA. That is, although
each concept has been studied individually and in relation to other constructs, they

have never been correlated. Thus, this study will point to a gap in the literature.

1.6 Limitations of the Study

The present study has several limitations. First, it is limited to the data
collected from 202 EFL preparatory school students studying at public or private
universities and compulsory or optional programs in Istanbul. Second, the research is
limited to the data gathered with the implementation of the Vocabulary Learning
Strategies Questionnaire (VLSQ) and Foreign Language Reading Anxiety Scale
(FLRAS). Next, the results describe the EFL learners’ VLS and FLRA levels based
on their perceptions rather than directly observing the phenomena. Finally, this study
has a correlational survey design; the findings represent the responses of the

participants for the scales and the background questionnaire.
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2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

This section presents a brief theoretical framework for vocabulary learning
strategies and foreign language reading anxiety. First, definitions regarding L1 and
L2 reading, foreign language reading, and foreign language anxiety are given.
Second, the reading models, and reading anxiety theories are explained. Next,
learning and vocabulary learning strategies are presented in line with their
importance. Finally, vocabulary learning strategies are explained within their

taxonomies and its relation to foreign language reading anxiety.

2.1. Foreign Language Reading

Reading, in its simple definition, is the ability to comprehend a message
through a written text (Kaplan, 2010), yet, it is, at the same time, a complex process
considering the cognitive aspects (Sellers, 2000). Before examining reading in ESL
or EFL, the difference between L1 and L2 reading is worth raising. It was discussed
that reading, either in L1 or L2, involves reader and the text to be in an active
interaction (Rumelhart, 1977). Both contexts require contextual, formal, and
linguistic knowledge as well as mental activities to operate the process (Singhal,
1998). Likewise, reading can emerge as a similar experience when transfer is
available between L1 and L2. On the other hand, they differ from each other as an L2
learner may lack sufficient background in the target language and the culture. To be
more precise, while the L1 learner goes through a top-down process to retrieve the
meaning, an L2 learner may have to experience a bottom-up process as they do not
have enough linguistic, contextual, or semantic information of the target language. In
a similar vein, the L2 reader may struggle to guess the words or decode the
grammatical features of the language, while L1 learners have already created a
schema before they start the reading process (Singhal, 1998). Likewise, L1 readers
have the advantage of recognizing their own cultural patterns that may be embedded
in their reading texts, while L2 learners may be disadvantageous at this point.
Briefly, it is suggested that the differences and similarities between two reading
contexts may stem from the linguistic, grammatical, semantic, or cultural features of

the language.
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Reading in a second language and foreign language differs regarding the
context, motivation, and exposure to input, although the cognitive processes are
available in both. In other words, foreign language reading is distinctive in that FL
learners study in their native environment have different concerns to progress in
reading, and their exposure to any kind of target language text is limited (Barnett,
1989). However, the process gets more complicated in either second language or
foreign language reading due to learners’ language proficiency, background, and
motivation (Lee, 1999; Sellers, 2000). As reading is understanding a written text,
reading comprehension is the transformation of this text into thought or meaning
which involves simultaneous interaction between building up or extracting the
meaning and the written text. Such complicated interactions can be described by

bottom-up, top-down, and interactive processing models (Kong, 2019).

2.1.1 L2 Reading Models

To begin with, bottom-up processing, proposed by Gough (1972), refers to
constructing the meaning in a pattern triggered by printed stimuli and gradually
transforming it into phonemic, phonological, word, and sentence-level
representations of the complex information (Kong, 2019). It is data-driven and based
on the written input as well as a sequential process (Gough, 1972; LaBerge &
Samuels, 1974). The order of processing is hierarchical; it starts from the bottom,
with the smallest unit, and it finishes once the meaning has been built through the
accumulation of the preceding processes. In other words, each chunk is processed
and linked to the following bits until they turn into a meaningful representation.
According to this model, reading comprehension increases as readers get skilled at
decoding information (Ahmadi et al., 2013). However, it falls short of explaining the
decrease in reading comprehension due to readers’ lack of contextual information
(Grabe & Stroller, 2002). Therefore, bottom-up processing underestimates readers'

active role in the process (Ahmadi et al., 2013).

Second, proposed by Goodman (1972), top-down processing adopts an
approach in which readers’ background knowledge, named schemata (Alderson,
2000), and experiences are taken into account to build up the meaning of the text. In
this sense, it is not text-bound since readers pay attention to other components of the

text and rely on their prior knowledge. Readers start with the complete text and
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utilize their background knowledge while segmenting the text into its components.
They either confirm or reject the hypothesis formed for what comes next (Barnett,
1989). For that reason, the top-down processing is reader-driven (Kong, 2019). Also,
named as text sampling (Cohen, 1998), top-down processing does not require readers
to read all since certain key words and phrases can be enough to accelerate
comprehension. Accordingly, this model puts the emphasis on prior knowledge while

bottom-up processing underestimates it.

However, neither of these models, namely bottom-up or top-down, alone
could explain the nature of the reading process. In other words, reading could not fall
into either of the categories as explained above. Then, Rumelhart (1977) proposed
interactive processing, which confronted the abovementioned issue (Ahmadi et al.,
2013). Interactive processing, explained in Kamal and Soraya (2021), is the model in
which readers build up the meaning out of a text with not only schematic knowledge
(top-down) but also linguistic knowledge (bottom-up). Like top-down processing,
interactive processing is also reader-driven (Barnett, 1989). Since both the previous
knowledge and the text are utilized simultaneously (Kamal & Soraya, 2021), reading
comprehension requires decoding the written input that includes orthographic,

linguistic, grammatical, contextual, and intercultural features.

2.1.2. Key Factors Contributing to L2 Reading Comprehension

The ultimate purpose of reading is to transform written input into meaningful
representation, and this process is affected by various factors attributed to the reader
or the text. Notably, the texts’ genre, content, organization, and readability (Kong,
2019; Sadekhi, 2007); and the readers’ knowledge of vocabulary and the topic,
affective factors such as motivation, interest, and anxiety, strategies preferred
(Gilakjani & Sabouri, 2016; Kong, 2019; Olmez, 2016; Sadeghi, 2007) might have

an influence on both the amount and quality of comprehension acquired.

Content, genre, organization, and readability can be counted among the test-
related factors that directly impact reading comprehension. First, comprehension is
likely to weaken when the content of the written text is abstract, uncommon, and
overloading in terms of information. Second, the genre of a text may determine the

quality of comprehension. This means that the more literary a text is, the more
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difficult it gets to understand; therefore, common, and familiar genres can be said to
ease the reading process. Third, the organization of a text, namely cohesion, is
considered important in comprehension since it helps readers with insufficient
background knowledge to make up for the missing topical knowledge (Kong, 2019).
Finally, text readability as the last component in text-based factors refers to the
complexity of the text. That is, length of sentences, complexity of phrases and
grammatical structures as well as vocabulary load have an impact on reading
comprehension (Kong, 2019; Sadekhi, 2007).

Regarding the reader, linguistic and schematic knowledge as well as affective
states regarding their motivation, interests, and anxiety play a significant role in
reading comprehension (Gilakjani & Sabouri, 2016; Kong, 2019; Sadeghi, 2007). To
begin with, language knowledge affects understanding the written input as decoding
or word recognition speed may result from language proficiency, vocabulary
knowledge, and familiarity with the different sentence structures (Gilakjani &
Sabouri, 2016). In addition, vocabulary knowledge is claimed to have a reciprocal
impact on reading comprehension (Nation, 2011; Schmitt, 2010) and a medium for
better understanding because it helps readers fasten their performance and have a
clear representation of the written input (Gilakjani & Sabouri, 2016). Moreover, it is
put forward that the suitable amount of vocabulary is regarded as an indicator of the
quality of reading comprehension, which is the greater vocabulary size a reader has,

the better comprehension the one gets (Koda, 2005, Zhang, 2012).

Second, reader’s background knowledge may affect the quality and speed of
comprehension (Sadeghi, 2007). At that point, schema theory, introduced to reading
by Rumelhart (1977, p.101), suggests that readers with better schema may perform
more effectively in reading on the grounds that existing schemata provides room for
the new information retrieved to be associated with the available sources (Garner,
1987; McClelland & Rumelhart, 1981.) To examine individually, three types of
schemata defined by Singhal (1998), content schema (prior knowledge), formal
schema (text organization), and linguistic schema (knowledge of linguistic
components), may address the needs of a reader in the reading process and bring
about differences in terms of comprehension quality (Singhal, 1998). Content

schemata refers to acquaintance with the topic and the target culture. If a learner fails
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to activate this schema, the reader may not fulfill decoding the text as background
knowledge constitutes as an important component of the reading comprehension (Al-
Issa, 2006; Alderson, 2000). Next, Formal schema refers to background knowledge
on the organization of the text, specifically recognition of the genres and required
linguistic components of the target language (Singhal, 1998). When the formal
schema is activated, reading comprehension can be affected in a positive direction.
Lastly, linguistic schema refers to knowledge of decoding features and how words
form a sentence (Huang; 2009; Singhal, 1998). Understanding the function of the
words in the sentence and how to process them properly increases the quality of

reading comprehension.

Affective status, including interests, motivation, attitude, and anxiety, is the
final reader-related factor that is influential on reading comprehension. Readers’
motivation to read the text may influence comprehension speed and quality and the
attitude towards the language or the topic can affect comprehending the text in the
same way. That is, if readers consider the topic not interesting, it can affect their
comprehension in a negative way. In short, insufficient language knowledge, lack of
motivation and unfamiliarity with the topic may result in an unpleasant reading
experience, which, afterwards, can be followed by anxiety (Kong, 2019). Likewise,
anxiety is a powerful factor in determining the strength of reading comprehension.
Anxious readers may miss benefiting from appropriate strategies and come up with
poor reading performance accordingly. Anxiety is claimed to affect reading
comprehension negatively by diverting the attention, slowing down the reading
processing, and decreasing and/or misusing the reading strategies (Sellers, 2000). As

a result, failing to prevent or block anxiety may result in poor comprehension.

Vocabulary knowledge has been implied as a significant factor in reading
comprehension (Mebarki, 2011; Nation, 2011; Schmitt, 2010; Zhang & Anual, 2008;
Zhang, 2011). Because it is strongly affected by the words that the text includes, and
mainly the low or high frequent vocabulary determines the reading process (Carter &
Mccarthy, 2014; Nation & Coady, 1988). Considering that a learner needs to
recognize the printed input and retrieve the meaning out of lexical memory, then
transform them into meaningful bits, it is not surprising that the lack of recognition,

that is vocabulary, affects reading comprehension in a negative way. In the same
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sense, vocabulary size, the number of words known by the reader, is also a
significant predictor of one’s reading comprehension (Zhang & Anual, 2008). It is
claimed that there exists a threshold for readers to comprehend a text. A study by
Laufer (1989) concluded that a reader gets sufficient comprehension if one
understands 95% of the whole text. To achieve this rate, vocabulary knowledge is

emphasized in reading comprehension (Mebarki, 2011).

2.2. Foreign Language Reading Anxiety

As mentioned in the previous section, affective status may stand as a
significant factor for reading comprehension. However, affective status influences
reading and may affect the whole learning process. Developed by Krashen (1982),
Affective Filter Hypothesis claimed that language learning is affected by several
affective factors: motivation, self-confidence, and anxiety. These variables create a
filter between the input and the receiver, and this prevents learners from learning. In
other words, learners with high affective filter may suffer from a poor learning

period, resulting in insufficient or unsatisfactory knowledge.

As one of the components of the affective filter, anxiety is generally defined
as a state of uneasiness and apprehension that can arise in various situations
(Bandura, 1997). Anxiety is divided into three categories: trait anxiety, state anxiety,
and situation anxiety (Spielberger, 1972). Briefly, trait anxiety is the personality trait,
which is permanent, and there is a tendency to get triggered at any time (Scovel,
1978). State anxiety, on the other hand, is regarded as temporary state of uneasiness
that can change over time (Oteir & Otaibi, 2019). Finally, situation anxiety refers to
the reaction towards a particular situation. That is why, foreign language anxiety is
best analyzed under situation specific anxiety as learners experience various aspects

which creates anxiety in learning process (Maclntyre & Gardner, 1991).

Foreign language anxiety (FLA), in this sense, is asserted to be associated
with learning a foreign language. Several researchers have put forward different
definitions of FLA, yet they unify the concept as a psychological construct resulting
in emotional tensions due to L2 learning processes (Maclntyre & Gardner, 1994;
Young, 1992; Zhang, 2001). Horwitz et al. (1986) defined foreign language anxiety

as “a distinct complex construct of self-perceptions, beliefs, feelings, and behaviors
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related to classroom language learning arising from the uniqueness of language
learning process” (p. 128). Classified as a situation-specific anxiety, FLA is
examined under two terms: debilitating and facilitating anxiety. Debilitating anxiety
refers to the harmful effect of anxiety on language learning, and facilitating anxiety
focuses on the helpful effects of anxiety on the learning process (Alpert & Haber,
1960).

Developed by Horwitz et al. (1986), foreign language anxiety theory suggests
that FLA is a “distinct complex” because it differs from academic anxieties in that no
anxiety type deals with self-concept as language studies do. Similarly, they
concluded that FLA is situation-specific and stated that there is a reverse relation
between FLA and performance as learners having less anxiety performed better
while more anxious learners performed poorly (Chen & Chang, 2004; Maclntyre &
Gardner, 1989).

Reading, which is a complex and cognitively demanding process (Sellers,
2000), is one of the skills affected by anxiety. It has been claimed that reading
anxiety is one of the neglected concepts while the focus has been primarily on other
skills (Heidari & Nosratinia, 2022). Named as reading anxiety by Horwitz et al.
(1986), foreign language reading anxiety (FLRA) is defined as the state of uneasiness
that an individual goes through while reading a text (Capan & Pektas, 2013).
However, a clear distinction was made between FLA and FLRA in that while the
former includes the whole process and is noticeable in learners’ performance
(Horwitz et al., 1986), the latter is specific to reading skill and may not be easily
noticed in their performance (Zhao et al., 2013). Additionally, reading anxiety is
considered as an inner process unlike other skills. However, Lee (1999) put forward
that it is indeed a social one because when readers regard it as a private process, they
may internalize the frustration and uneasiness experienced, although other readers

may go through the same process.

FLRA stems from various factors. These factors might be gender, course
level, target culture exposure, familiarity with the topic, and multilingualism
(Bensalem, 2020; Heidari & Nosratinia, 2022; Joo & Damron, 2015; Lien, 2011;

Zhao et al., 2013). On the other hand, reviewed literature hosts inconsistent findings
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for the sources of FLRA while consensus is on the familiarity of the text and the
culture. As of another source, multilingualism is claimed to affect FLRA in that the
number of languages is negatively correlated with FLRA (Bensalem, 2020). Reading
strategies applied in one language can be transferred to other language, it can, in

return, decrease learners’ reading anxiety.

FLRA has serious effects on L2 readers. First, learners who suffer from
reading anxiety tend to obscure their critical thinking. Also, FLRA hinders strategies
applied in the decoding process, and blocks input processing which is crucial in
reading comprehension (Heidari & Nosratinia, 2022). Similarly, L2 readers struggle
with distraction in the process (Sellers, 2000). Ultimately, they regard foreign
language reading as an uneasy and challenging process (Tsui, 1996). To alleviate the
challenges of FLRA, reading strategies are adopted by learners. These strategies
include reading aloud, paraphrasing, guessing, re-reading the text, visualizing
information, translating, and using a dictionary. While anxious readers may miss the
useful strategies, less anxious readers tend to employ the appropriate ones (Lien,
2011).

All in all, reading anxiety may result from various factors related to the
reader and text, yet regardless of the source of anxiety, anxious readers can end up
with poor comprehension in that FLRA limits their cognitive thinking skills and
prevents them from employing the appropriate reading strategies (Kuru-Gonen,
2005; Lien, 2011).

2.3. Significance of Vocabulary Knowledge in L2 Reading
Vocabulary is considered as a key factor in language learning (Bai, 2018;
Hunt & Beglar, 2002) as it is inevitable in forming sentences, communication,
comprehension, and performance (Biiyiikahiska & Kozallik, 2018). It is also a
determiner of language competence (Krashen, 1989), and a contributor to language

proficiency (Staehr, 2008).

Ranging from basic to complex, there are several definitions of knowing a
word by researchers. To begin with, knowing a word means knowing not only form
and meaning but also being able to make a connection between the two (Laufer &

Goldstein, 2004), using it to manage comprehension in reading and speaking (Ling,
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2005), and knowing “word frequency, collocation, register, case relations, underlying
forms, word association, and semantic structure” (Richards, 1976, p. 77). Following
that, context is posited in definitions of vocabulary knowledge as Nation (1990)
claimed that knowing a word is not only knowing the meaning or form but also
knowing the context to use it. If a learner fails to fulfill the requirements of learning a
word, comprehension, and production can be influenced reversely (Ling, 2005). To
ease the learning problems, learning strategies appear as a mediator for learners to
enhance the process. Language learning strategies, in these terms, refer to deliberate
actions taken by learners to obtain knowledge, retrieve input, decode it, and store it
to use it an appropriate context for later stages of language learning (Cohen, 1998;
Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1987; Scarcella & Oxford, 1992).

Vocabulary learning is also significant in reading, requiring learners to have
word recognition skills, phonological, phonemic representation, and lexical
knowledge (Wang, 2000). Vocabulary of a foreign language learner improves if the
learner reads more. Also, reading is improved if the learner works on vocabulary
(Mikulecky, 2009; Saengpakdeejit, 2014). Regarding the meaning-focused input as a
part of reading, activities like extensive reading and vocabulary learning may add to
the L2 readers’ comprehension and reading fluency (Nation, 2001). Nation (2001)
defines the threshold for comprehension as the boundary below which the reader
may not comprehend the input adequately and above which the comprehension is
satisfactory. However, what is meant by “threshold” has various correspondences in
studies because the concept of comprehension and the impact of other factors on L2
reading are challenging to define (Nation, 2001). Studies on how much vocabulary
should be known to comprehend a text have different results. For some, 95% of word
knowledge is required for successful comprehension (Hu & Nation, 2000; Laufer &
Sim, 1985), whereas others determine 95% for minimum coverage and 98%
satisfactory coverage for reading comprehension (Laufer & Ravenhorst-Kalovski,
2010).

2.4. Vocabulary Learning Strategies
There are various definitions of language learning strategies (VLS) as being
deliberate actions (Cohen, 1998; Richards & Platt, 1992), routines to enhance
learning (Rubin, 1987; Scarcella & Oxford, 1992), and efforts put into obtaining
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specific competence in L2 (Faerch & Casper, 1983). A language learner conducts an
intellectual experiment to check which operations are needed in the learning process
and tries to adopt the best one among the available options (Hismanoglu, 2000). The
definitions of vocabulary learning strategies, likewise, differ; however, they refer to
the specific actions taken to learn a word, recall it later, and use it appropriately when
it is needed (Asgari & Mustapha, 2011; Catalan, 2003; Takac, 2008).

There are various benefits of utilizing learning strategies for L2 learners.
First, the ones who face challenging input in language learning may successfully
retrieve the information and perform appropriately in the target language, thanks to
learning strategies. Besides, these strategies provide insights into the way learners
process the language on the grounds that strategies adopted reflect their learning
patterns. If L2 learners monitor their own learning and assess themselves, benefit
existing schemes to learn new input, and interact with others, their independence
develops, resulting in autonomy (Hismanoglu, 2000). Forming a consciousness into
language learning is achieved by learners who are titled as “good learners” and
knowing how good language learners behave might be profitable for learning
accomplishment (Hardan, 2013). In an attempt to list common strategies adopted by
good L2 learners, several studies were performed. Among them, Rubin (1975)
concluded that smart guessing, being willing to interact with others and perform the
language, overcoming limitations, and monitoring the language and themselves in
the process were strategies adopted by such learners. The study by Naiman et al.
(1978) put forward that good language learners are the ones who are capable of
selecting the best learning style, being aware of the learning requirement, and
controlling their attention. The use of VLS, in the same sense, offers L2 learners a
room to develop learner autonomy and independence since they can manipulate their
learning by gaining confidence in which strategies they need to adopt while learning
vocabulary (Ahmed, 2017; Agustin Llach & Canga Alanso, 2020; Nation, 2001,
Oxford, 1990; Zhang, 2011). Additionally, VLS is of great importance considering
its role in reading and writing skills (Ahmed, 2017; Goundar, 2019) since both
require word recognition at phenomics and sentence-level representations. To
illustrate, while a reader needs to decode the written input to comprehend the

meaning, a write needs to activate the word in their schemata to form a meaningful
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representation. In relation to this study’s scope, VLS is seen as a mediator by
Goundar (2019) suggesting that employing VLS can enhance learners’ reading
because insufficient vocabulary knowledge is a major problem experienced by L2
learners. That is, any unknown, uncommon, or complex word can block
comprehension, and the use of VLS may alleviate the burden of unknown words on
L2 reader since the reader would be familiar with employing strategies and able to

cope with the challenges.

Since language learning strategies are varied, researchers have attempted to
form a classification of them. For instance, Rubin (1987) classified these strategies as
learning, communication, and social strategies and they were referred as having
direct or indirect influence on learning. While cognitive and metacognitive strategies
were categorized into direct strategies, communication, and social learning strategies
were regarded as less influential in descending order (Rubin, 1987). Another
taxonomy was depicted by Oxford (1990), who emphasized the direct and indirect
contribution of learning strategies by memory, cognitive, and compensation
strategies as having the direct influence; metacognitive, affective, and social
strategies as having the indirect influence on language learning. O’ Malley et al.
(1985) categorized strategies into metacognitive, cognitive, and socio-affective
strategies. On the other hand, Stern’s (1992) classification had a different perspective
on language strategies. These strategies were named as management and planning,
cognitive, communicative, interpersonal, and affective strategies. As the names
suggest, they reflect the cyclical nature of language learning. Likewise, various

classifications for vocabulary learning strategies are explained below.

2.4.1. Taxonomy of Vocabulary Learning Strategies

There are various taxonomies that categorize VLS under different titles.
These categorizations also provide insights into the acquisition of lexical knowledge.
For instance, Gu and Johnson (1996) identified two main dimensions of VLS:
metacognitive regulation and cognitive strategies. Metacognitive regulations mean
controlling attention and strategies, while cognitive strategies refer to the use of
background knowledge, learning a word, memorization and encoding. Oxford
(1990) addressed strategies under direct and indirect strategies. Direct strategies

include memory, cognitive, and compensation, while indirect ones refer to
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metacognitive, affective, and social strategies. Lawson and Hogben (1996) placed
strategies into four main categories from simple to complex ones, which are
repetition strategies, word feature analysis, simple elaboration, and complex
elaboration. Nation (2001), on the other hand, involves strategy order as planning,
source, and processes. The planning phase refers to directing attention to vocabulary
learning. Source phase refers to know the word. The final phase refers to
strengthening the word in memory by applying different techniques such as

generating sentences.

Although there are several researchers often cited for strategy taxonomies
(Gu & Johnson, 1996; Oxford, 1990; Lawson & Hogben, 1996; Schmitt, 1997;
Nation, 2001), vocabulary learning taxonomy developed by Schmitt (1997), is
commonly accepted and favored in foreign language studies. This taxonomy mainly
focuses on two dimensions of strategies: discovery (learning a new word) and
consolidation (consolidating learning). The first category consists of determination
and social strategies, while the latter consists of social, memory, cognitive, and
metacognitive strategies. Social strategies fall into both categories because they can
be used for both purposes (Huh, 2009). Adopting a hierarchical order, Figure 1
represents the taxonomy of VLS by Schmitt (1997).
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Figure 1

Schmitt's Taxonomy of Vocabulary Learning Strategies (1997, pp. 205-210)

Vocabulary Learning Strategies

7N

Discovery Strategies Consolidation Strategies
Determination Social Social Cognitive
Strategies Slralegies Stratecies Slralegies

Memory Metacognitiv
Stratevies e Strategies

As can be seen in Figure 1, Schmitt’s VLS Taxonomy unifies strategies under
two main dimensions, and these dimensions address the strategies when a learner
faces a word for the first time and stores it in the memory. A learner may utilize
determination or social strategies when they encounter a word for the first time.
These strategies include making smart guess and consulting people around them.
After having the first encounter, a learner may establish the meaning of a word by
employing strategies like collaborating with others, practicing it to memorize it,
having the word in complex activities, and deciding on how to utilize the word
(Schmitt, 1997). Following the taxonomy and categorized strategies, further

explanations are provided below.

2.4.1.1. Discovery Strategies

The first dimension of Schmitt’s VLS Taxonomy focuses on the encounter of
a new word. As learners first encounter a word, determination and social strategies
are activated. Determination strategies refer to the first encounter with a new word
under no supervision. Social strategies of discovery refer to learning a word by
getting help from someone who has mastered at the word. Determination strategies

are explicitly used when the meaning of a word is unknown and making a guess is
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useful (Schmitt, 1997). These procedures are completed without supervision, and
learners make the prediction by themselves. These strategies require learners to deal
with the linguistic features of a word, getting help from visual input and L1
correspondence or L2 explanation (Ghazal 2007; Schmitt, 1997). Similarly, guessing
from the context, using dictionaries, and the use of word lists can alleviate the burden
of unknown words (Letchumanan et al., 2016). Social Strategies are activated when
the learner interacts with another person for the meaning of a new word (Schmitt,
1997). These interactions can be an example from the teacher or help from
classmates. In that sense, strategies used may refer to utilizing L1 translation,
sentence-level usage for clear understanding, and exploring the meaning within
groups (Ghazal, 2007; Schmitt, 1997).

2.4.1.2. Consolidation Strategies

The second dimension of Schmitt’s Taxonomy requires learners to stabilize
the newly learned word by employing social, memory, cognitive, and metacognitive
strategies. These strategies are utilized when they try to retrieve the meaning of
newly learned vocabulary and encode them into long-term memory. In other words,
consolidation strategies are activated when the learners try to remember the meaning
of a word. Social strategies refer to practicing learned vocabulary employing various
techniques such as communicating within the classroom or interacting with people
who have mastered the language (Schmitt, 1997). In other words, retaining a word is
achieved through collaborative learning activities (Ghazal, 2007). Memory strategies
are activated when the word is retrieved by utilizing previous knowledge. The
strategies in this category such as building associations and recognizing the semantic
and linguistic features are applied when both receptive and productive skills are
needed to work (Schmitt, 1997). Cognitive strategies require exclusive mental
processing. Strategies including repetitions, visual, written, and audial materials to
revise the word, having enough exposure to the word by having it in authentic
activities such as diaries or object labels fall under this category (Ghazal, 2007;
Schmitt, 1997). Metacognitive strategies, lastly, contribute to controlling the learning
process for L2 vocabulary and evaluating it (Schmitt, 1997). These strategies enable
learners to practice the word out of the classroom, test themselves, and be aware

when to pass a word or further practice it (Ghazal, 2007).
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2.5. Literature Review
This section presents a review of the related literature on vocabulary learning
strategies and foreign language reading anxiety. First, the studies regarding FLRA
levels of EFL learners, anxiety sources, and its relation to other variables are
summarized briefly. Then, the studies on VLS employed by EFL learners in relation

to different variables are reviewed.

2.5.1. Related Studies Regarding FLRA

Foreign language reading anxiety (FLRA) is a relatively new concept that has
been increasingly attracting researchers. When the limited literature on FLRA is
considered, it is seen that most studies benefitted from the questionnaire by Saito et
al. (1999) for data collection. Additionally, there are studies conducted in various
contexts such as Turkish, Indonesian, Iranian, Jordanian, and Chinese. Although the
studies often adopted a quantitative research design, few case studies, qualitative,

and correlational research examples are also available.

First, studies on FLRA mostly aimed at determining the amount of reading
anxiety experienced by EFL learners as well as the sources of such anxiety. When
the overall findings are considered, it is understood that learners suffered from a
medium level of reading anxiety, and it stemmed from text-related and personal
factors. Furthermore, anxiety about foreign language reading mostly arouse when
learners encountered unknown linguistic features of the target language and had
concerns about sounding like a native speaker and forming a good image. To
illustrate, a qualitative study into the FLRA of Jordanian EFL students was
performed by Al-Shboul et al. (2013). The study aimed at identifying the sources of
FLRA of six university students from different departments with different
proficiency levels. The data were collected through observation, interviews, and
diaries of the learners. The findings suggested that anxiety mostly resulted from
personal factors and text features. In a similar pattern obtained from the existing
studies, personal factors included the anxiety of making errors and concerns about
reading moments while text-related anxiety arouse in the case of unknown words,
unfamiliar topics, and culture. Another study from the Indonesian context was
performed by Muhlis (2017) to reveal the levels and sources of reading anxiety

among EFL learners. By employing FLRAS developed by Saito et al. (1999), and
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another questionnaire developed by Ahmad et al. (2013), the study revealed that 32
second-grade high school EFL students experienced mostly medium-level anxiety,
and they experienced anxiety mainly due to text-related and personal factors. Of the
sources that triggered anxiety among participants, the lack of vocabulary knowledge,
acquaintance with the topic, and culture were identified in relation to text-related
factors, while personal factors included fear of errors and reading effects such as
comprehension as a result of the reading process. A quantitative study by Bensalem
(2020) elaborated on foreign language reading anxiety in the Saudi EFL context with
225 students studying English courses. The data were collected via Saito et al.
(1999)’s FLRA scale along with a background questionnaire. Learners’ self-
perception like their concerns about reading and their language proficiencies in
addition to their gender, knowing another language, and experience abroad were
determined as an indicator of FLRA. According to the results, female students felt
more anxious than males in foreign language reading. Furthermore, it was concluded
that FLRA resulted from worry about understanding the text, unfamiliarity with the
language, and the learners’ self-perceived language levels. Likewise, it was revealed
that the learners knowing more than one language and having been to abroad felt less
anxious than the learners who did not. Another study was carried out by Joo and
Damron (2015) in Korean as a foreign language on FLRA with the participation of
90 college students studying Korean in the USA. The analysis of the data collected
through the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) by Horwitz et al.
(1986), Foreign Language Reading Anxiety Scale (FLRAS) by Saito et al. (1999)
along with a background questionnaire and reading performance score revealed that
1%t-year students experienced anxiety more than 2" and 3"-year learners while
gender was not a predictor of foreign language reading anxiety in this study.
However, the learners familiar with Korean culture were found to have less reading
anxiety than those not. Finally, the study determined sources of reading anxiety as
unfamiliarity with the words, grammar, culture, and reading topics. In a similar vein,
a study in the Chinese context was carried out by Miao and Vibulphol (2021) on the
level and sources of reading anxiety among Chinese university students. They
collected the data via Zoghi’s (2012) version of reading anxiety questionnaire
(EFLRAI) from 459 EFL participants. The study revealed that Chinese EFL learners
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had a medium level of reading anxiety and felt anxious mainly because of personal
factors and text-related factors. Among those factors, reading ability and vocabulary
knowledge were identified as the main sources. In other words, participants
experienced higher levels of anxiety when they could not understand the main idea or
details of the text as well as in the encounter of unknown words. In addition, a study
was performed by Zhou (2017) with 76 learners of Chinese in the USA that were
divided into three groups in terms of proficiency. Data were collected through
FLRAS developed by Saito et al. (1999) and interviews with the participants. The
findings indicated that participants experienced a medium level of reading anxiety,
and different levels experienced more or less anxiety than the rest of the group, but
these differences were not significant. The background questionnaire responses
revealed that the heritage learners experienced and the ones having familiarity with
the target culture experienced less reading anxiety compared to the ones who were in

the reverse categories.

In the same vein, the following studies from the Turkish context address the
investigation of FLRA levels in terms of variables such as gender, course level,
abroad experience, and text-related factors. For instance, a Turkish context-based
study was conducted by Kuru-Goénen (2005) on FLRA with 50 1% year students from
an ELT department. Two scales, FLCAS (Horwitz et al., 1986) and FLRAS (Saito et
al., 1999), were used in data collection besides interviews and diaries from the
participants. The study revealed that Turkish EFL students experienced reading
anxiety mainly because of personal factors, text-related concerns and the reading
course. Like the findings mentioned above, self-perception into reading ability,
familiarity with vocabulary, topic, and culture, and concerns about teacher and
classroom context were determined as the specific anxiety sources for EFL readers.
Likewise, a mixed method study was performed by Koroglu (2010) on the extent of
FLRA experienced by 113 Turkish ELT and preparatory school students and the
significant difference resulting from certain variables, specifically grade, abroad
experience, the time spent on English and purpose of reading in English as well as
reading strategies adopted. First-year students, aged between 18 and 21 were given
the FLRAS by Saito et al. (1999) and FLCAS by Horwitz et al. (1986) along with a

background questionnaire. As for the qualitative part of the research, interviews were
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held to identify the possible sources of FLRA. The quantitative findings revealed that
ELT students experienced moderate level of reading anxiety, and learners suffered
from self-efficacy concerns, such as reading effects and self-image, and text-related
issues like unknown words. On the other hand, most learners asserted that reading
was as challenging as other skills and reading aloud did not cause anxiety for them.
Both quantitative and qualitative analysis suggested that participants experienced
reading anxiety due to text-related features like words, topics, and post-reading tasks.
The data revealed that preparatory school students experienced more FLRA, the
learners having abroad experience, sparing more time on English, and considered
reading for both academic and personal purposes had lower levels of FLRA. Lastly,
the learners attempted to compensate FLRA by adopting mostly vocabulary
strategies like guessing from the context, collaborating with others, and using the
Internet. However, they also expressed that the lack of vocabulary was a challenge to
them. The researcher emphasized that vocabulary knowledge is of great importance
for reading anxiety. Finally, to explore the FLRA levels of university students in
Turkish context, Altay (2021) conducted a mixed-method study. The data were
collected from 98 EFL preparatory school students with advanced proficiency levels
and 10 instructors by adopting EFL Reading Anxiety Inventory (EFLRAI) developed
by Zoghi (2012) and semi-structured interviews. The gquantitative analysis indicated
that learners experienced a medium level of FLRA and felt anxious when
encountering a new word or structure the most; yet they experienced FLRA the least
when receiving feedback on their performance. The qualitative findings showed that
learners suffered from cases where they encountered an unknown word and used
inappropriate reading strategies, while instructors asserted that the content, the
physical features of the text, and the interaction between teacher and student might

have an impact on students’ FLRA.

Second, related literature includes various studies investigating the relation
between FLRA and tolerance of ambiguity among EFL learners. Studies aiming to
explore whether high or low tolerance levels did cause significant differences
concluded that a negative correlation existed. To be more explicit, the high tolerance
levels led to lower anxiety, while low tolerance levels increased reading anxiety for

EFL learners. For instance, a case study form the Turkish context was performed by



48

Bektas-Cetinkaya (2011) with a 27-year-old Turkish Ph.D. candidate who had
majored in English before. The purpose was to identify the difficulties of reading in
Turkish and English. The data were collected via various instruments such as reading
aloud and silent reading, interviews, think-aloud, and text analysis. Upon the analysis
lasting over 11 weeks, the study revealed that the participant had difficulty in
focusing and keeping an effective level of academic reading in the foreign language.
Also, the reader had low tolerance for ambiguity and unfamiliar vocabulary and
topics. While he enjoyed the reading process in Turkish, he experienced anxiety
about reading in English due to text-related and self- related factors. Another study in
the Turkish context was carried out by Geng (2016). This study aimed to explore
whether there existed a relation between the tolerance level of ambiguity and reading
anxiety of EFL learners. The data were collected from 295 Turkish EFL learners
studying in the preparatory year via a second language tolerance ambiguity scale
(SLTAS) developed by Ely (1995) and the Turkish version of FLRAS developed by
Sahin (2011). The findings indicated that Turkish EFL learners had low tolerance
into language-related ambiguities such as grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation.
On the other hand, they had a higher level of tolerance for receptive skills. According
to FLRAS results, learners experienced anxiety because of mainly text-related factors
such as the topic and genre, which was followed by personal factors, which were
teacher-related, activity-related, and classroom-related, respectively. Finally, the
study shed light on significant differences resulting from gender, academic success,
and tolerance levels. It was revealed that males experienced lower levels of reading
anxiety. In addition, the learners’ achievement caused a significant difference in their
reading anxiety. Similarly, the tolerance levels of participants led to a reverse effect
on their reading anxiety; in other words, the more tolerance they had, the less anxiety

they experienced.

Next, reviewed literature consists of studies that examine the potential
correlations between FLRA and proficiency, self-efficacy, reading comprehension,
reading performance, foreign language anxiety, and course grades of EFL learners.
For instance, a study on the relationship between test anxiety, foreign language
anxiety, and English proficiency was carried out by Tsai and Li (2012). By

implementing three scales, namely Test Anxiety Scale developed by Cassady and
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Johnson (2002), FLRAS (Huang, 2001), and General English Proficiency Test
(GEPT) on anxiety, reading anxiety, and reading proficiency, it was aimed to
determine 302 EFL Taiwanese freshmen’s anxiety levels. The findings indicated that
while test anxiety increased in parallel to reading anxiety, reading proficiency
decreased as two other variables increased. In another Iranian study, Ghonsooly and
Elahi (2010) explored the relation between self-efficacy in reading comprehension
and reading anxiety. By instrumenting two questionnaires, one developed by the
researchers and the other developed by Saito et al. (1999), to evaluate 150 2" year
EFL university students’ self-efficacy and reading anxiety levels, it was concluded
that high self-efficacy led to lower reading anxiety while the same variable led to a
higher level of reading comprehension. However, not every study reached the same
conclusions regarding FLRA. Rajab et al. (2012) conducted a study in the Malaysian
context. The study aimed at identifying the reading anxiety levels of 91 4" year
university students from two distinct departments, namely, science related and non-
science-related departments. The data were collected through FLRAS by Saito et al.
(1999) and a background questionnaire. The study concluded that participants
experienced a low level of reading anxiety, and no significant difference was found
between the two groups. Furthermore, it was found that the level of anxiety and
reading course grades were not significantly correlated. A very similar study with the
same learner profile was carried out by Zhao (2009) as a dissertation. The study
aimed to determine foreign language reading anxiety levels of learners of Chinese as
FL in the USA. Applying quantitative research method, 125 university students were
asked to answer FLCAS (Horwitz et al., 1986) and FLRAS (Saito et al., 1999). The
findings indicated that the learners of Chinese experienced similar levels of anxiety
to EFL learners. The main sources of anxiety were identified as acquaintance with
the vocabulary and the reading topics and anxiety towards the reading effect.
Proficiency levels differed significantly on the grounds that intermediate-level
learners experienced more anxiety than elementary group students. Finally, it was

found that FLRA affected the reading performance of learners negatively.

In brief, the forementioned studies regarding FLRA were performed in
various contexts with different research designs, focused on FLRA in terms of
various factors (Al-Shboul et al., 2013; Bektag-Cetinkaya, 2011; Koéroghu, 2010;
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Rajab, et al., 2012). Although the data collection procedures differed from one
another, the frequent instrument was Saito et al. (1999)’s FLRAS. However, the most
frequently studied aspects were the anxiety levels of EFL learners and the sources of
FLRA. Investigation into FLRA revealed that most EFL learners had medium levels
of reading anxiety (Altay, 2021; Miao &Vibulphol, 2021; Zhou, 2017), and the most
common sources of FLRA were the unknown vocabulary and the reader concerns
(Muhlis, 2017; Zhao, 2009). Next, FLRA was studied often in relation to tolerance
levels of ambiguity, test anxiety, and reading comprehension (Bektas- Cetinkaya,
2011; Geng, 2016). High-tolerant readers experienced less anxiety, while high level
of reading anxiety and test anxiety were negatively correlated with reading
performance of learners (Tsai & Li, 2012; Zhao, 2009).

2.5.2. Related Studies Regarding VLS

The related literature elaborates on the use of VLS among EFL students in
different contexts and their relation to variables such as gender, age, academic
achievement, grade level, school type, and vocabulary size. It is also understood that
VLS is a popular topic investigated commonly in Asian and eastern countries.
Furthermore, it is seen that the literature presents studies with various research

designs and data collection procedures.

To begin with, a reasonable number of studies conducted in various EFL
contexts aimed to reveal the most and least frequently used VLS as well as their
relation to different variables. Among these strategies, cognitive and determination
strategies emerge as the most frequently used strategies, while some studies reach
diverse results. Park (2001), to illustrate, investigated the use of VLS of Korean EFL
learners in terms of grade level, age, the most and least frequently used strategies,
and gender. The data collection was completed via Schmitt’s VLS questionnaire
(1997) by adapting it to the Korean context. 600 surveys were given to 6™ graders,
3" grade schools students, 11" graders at high schools and 3™ and 4™ year university
students. Apart from the questionnaire, the EFL learners were also asked to rate the
top five helpful and most frequently used strategies. The results indicated that
Korean EFL learners tended to utilize determination and social strategies more
frequently than other strategies in the discovery of meaning. In parallel, the

participants marked these strategies as useful in the same sense. In terms of
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consolidation strategies, cognitive strategies were indicated to be frequently used
strategies as well as being thought as helpful ones. In terms of gender, no significant
difference was found between the two groups except for the fact that females tended
to prefer cognitive strategies more while males turned to social strategies. Lastly, it
was found that as learners grew older, they picked more cognitively complex

strategies in use and in the helpfulness scale.

In a similar vein, to determine VLS utilized by Taiwanese EFL learners, a
descriptive study was conducted by Wu (2005) with 303 students from 8", and 11"
graders and 2"-year university students from Applied Foreign Languages
Department. The study aimed to reveal strategies employed, EFL learners’
perceptions of the usefulness of these strategies, and the potential effect of age on
strategy use. The data were collected through Schmitt’s Taxonomy of VLS (1997)
and analyzed via statistical computation as well as rating the five most helpful
strategies for themselves. According to the results, all groups tended to favor
utilizing dictionaries of discovery strategies while studying the sounds was the most
frequently used strategy to consolidate the meaning. Similar to the findings of the
VLS questionnaire, the EFL learners favored using the dictionary the most, followed
by a digital dictionary, utilizing contextual cues, getting help from friends, and

analyzing linguistic components of a word respectively as top 5 most useful VLS.

Another study in the Iranian context was conducted to reveal the most and
least frequently used VLS of 74 EFL university students at undergraduate and post-
graduate levels (Amirian & Heshmatifar, 2013). The data were collected through
Schmitt’s VLSQ (1997) and interviews. The findings indicated that Iranian
university students preferred determination strategies the most, then followed by
cognitive, memory, metacognitive and social strategies. Among the most common
strategies, utilizing a monolingual dictionary and guessing the meaning from its
context were determined, which are also among determination strategies. On the
other hand, students preferred consulting someone for meaning or help the least,
which belongs to social strategies. Interviews with students indicated that they used
monolingual dictionaries the most, asking for help the least often, which is in align
with the quantitative findings. In the same vein, a study was carried out to reveal the

most and least frequently used VLS of 110 Jordanian undergraduate students
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majoring in English Language and Literature from eight universities (Rabadi, 2016).
It was also aimed to determine the VLS levels of these students, namely, high,
medium, or low strategy users. Based on the analysis of the data collected through
Schmitt’s Taxonomy of VLSQ (1997), it was found that the participants were
medium strategy users, and they utilized memory strategies the most frequently

while they turned to metacognitive strategies the least.

A descriptive study to reveal the most and least frequently utilized VLS was
carried out in the Indonesian context with 86 English Education Department students
(Sihotang & Afriazi, 2017). Adapting Schmitt’s VLS questionnaire, the study
revealed that university students used strategies at a medium frequency while
determination strategies were found to be the most frequently used strategies, while
social strategies of consolidation were the least frequent strategies employed.
Another study in the Indonesian context was carried out by Bakti (2018) with 50 11"
graders who were learning English at the time of the study. The study investigated
the most and least frequently used VLS and individual strategies employed.
Adopting Schmitt’s VLSQ (1997) as the instrument and holding interviews with
three participants into their preference of strategies, the study concluded that 11%
grade students utilized determination strategies the most, which was followed by
social, memory, cognitive, and metacognitive strategies in the descending fashion.
Additionally, the interviews with the participants indicated that the students favored
determination strategies the most, while social and cognitive strategies were also
preferred over the rest. It was noted that learners also turned to practical strategies in

vocabulary learning.

A study on VLS was conducted by Al-Khresheh and Al- Ruwaili (2020) in a
Saudi context with 219 university EFL learners. It was aimed to reveal the frequently
used VLS and if gender caused any significant difference in terms of strategy use.
The data were collected through an adapted version of Schmitt’s Taxonomy of VLS
(1997), which, then were analyzed through descriptive statistics. According to the
statistical data, memory strategies were the most frequently utilized strategies, while
cognitive strategies were utilized the least. On the other hand, gender did not create a
statistically significant difference in VLS use except for only memory strategies,

which were favored by females more than males.
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Rojananak and Vitayapirak (2015), in the same sense, studied 356 2" year
university students from 9 different departments in Thailand to reveal whether there
were any differences between the two learner profiles in terms of VLS. The data
were collected via Schmitt’s VLS questionnaire (1997), and the findings, firstly,
indicated that 2" year Thai students preferred determination strategies the most
while cognitive strategies were utilized the least. Also, good learners tended to utilize
determination strategies more often, while weak learners turned to social strategies.
Next, the study revealed that there was a significant difference between the groups in
terms of the use of determination, social and memory strategies, while the good

learners utilized VLS more often than the other group.

Finally, another comparative study on mono- and bilinguals’ use of VLS in
Iranian context was carried out by Sazvar and Varmaziyar (2016). Adopting a
mixed—method study, 45 monolingual and 25 bilingual pre-university students were
asked to answer Schmitt’s VLS questionnaire (1997) along with English Proficiency
Test and interviews were also conducted. The participants were in the same age, sex,
nationality, and proficiency based on Oxford Placement Test (1997). The findings
revealed that both groups utilized the strategies at a medium level, and no significant
difference was found between the two groups regarding strategy use. On the other
hand, the most frequently used strategies differed in the groups. While bilingual
learners utilized cognitive, metacognitive, social, and memory strategies
respectively, monolinguals utilized determination, social, metacognitive, memory
and cognitive strategies. The interviews with both groups indicated that the variety of
strategies employed by both groups depended on their interaction with the language

outside the classroom, specifically on family interactions.

A second group of studies focusing on VLS revealed that gender stands out as
an important variable in vocabulary learning strategies, and several studies conclude
that females tend to utilize VLS more often than males. For instance, a study carried
out by Biiyiikahiska and Kozallik (2018) on EFL learners’ frequency of vocabulary
strategy use revealed that gender was significant in terms of the use of certain
strategies. In this study, 363 students studying at English Language Teaching (ELT)
and German Language Teaching (GLT) programs were given a questionnaire

developed by Kocaman and Kizilkaya- Cumaoglu (2014), and the results were
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classified according to gender, university programs, and years. According to the
results, there was a significant difference between female and male ELT students’
use of cognitive strategies and females turned to cognitive strategies more often than
males. When the other strategies were examined, ELT students utilized memory and
compensation strategies more than GLT students. On the other hand, gender did not
indicate significance for the GLT program, and no significant difference was found
in terms of year in ELT or GLT programs. Correspondingly, a quantitative study by
Cevik et al. (2018) examined the VLS of 368 middle school students in terms of
different variables such as gender, academic achievement, parenting, and story book
reading. Data gathered by applying vocabulary learning strategies questionnaire
(VLSQ) developed by Kocaman and Kizilkaya Cumaoglu (2014) and the grade
records provided by school administration pointed out that only cognitive strategies
differed in terms of gender, and it was more preferred by females. There was no
significant difference in terms of academic achievement and parents’ educational
background. Furthermore, it was found that cognitive, metacognitive, affective, and
social strategies were preferred more often than memory (consolidation) strategies.
The reading habit of learners, which was examined as a variable in the study,
indicated that learners who read more books tended to have a higher frequency in
using VLS. In other words, this study indicated that reading increases use of VLS
among EFL students. Finally, Baskin et al. (2017) conducted a study to indicate VLS
adopted by 22 Al level Turkish learners from Turkmenistan, Afghanistan, Palestine,
Egypt, and Iran. The data were collected through a 25-item questionnaire based on
Schmitt’s Taxonomy of VLS (1997). First, the findings indicated that males tended
to utilize VLS more than females. Then, it was found that students utilized
determination strategies the most while they preferred cognitive strategies the least.
The most common strategy used among determination strategies was the use of
bilingual dictionaries, and the most common cognitive strategy was revealed as

repeating the new vocabulary.

Finally, a few more studies on VLS focused on the comparison of good and
weak learners investigating the possible relations between VLS and proficiency,
vocabulary size, and vocabulary knowledge. For example, in a study by Huh (2009)

focusing on vocabulary learning strategies and vocabulary proficiency among 141
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EFL Korean students from public middle schools, a questionnaire and vocabulary
proficiency test were given to the participants. It was revealed that cognitive
strategies were used the most often while social strategies were used the least.
According to learners’ proficiency levels based on the vocabulary test, high
proficient group used metacognitive strategies the most while medium and low
proficient learners utilized cognitive strategies the most. It was concluded that the
strategy used was an indicator of good and poor learners, and the frequency of
strategy use was parallel to learners’ L2 proficiency. Another study was carried out
to reveal the relation between VLS and Arabic- vocabulary size in the Malaysian
context with 742 pre- university religious high schools. By applying the Test of
Arabic Vocabulary (TAV) and Schmitt’s VLS questionnaire (1997), Baharudin and
Ismail (2014) found that the learners tended to utilize determination strategies the
most frequently and metacognitive strategies the least frequently. TAV results
revealed that the participants’ vocabulary size was below the average while VLS
results showed that religious high school students utilized medium-level strategies.
Finally, it was found that there was a significant positive correlation between the use
of VLS and the vocabulary size of Arabic L2 learners. Finally, a mixed method
design study by Kafipour (2010) examined the relationship between VLS,
vocabulary knowledge, and reading comprehension in the Iranian context. The data
were collected from 250 2" year EFL students by VLS questionnaire, vocabulary
size test and TOEFL reading comprehension test. For this, journal writing of learners
was collected, and interviews were held. According to the results, all participants had
a medium-level strategy use. However, determination strategies like monolingual
dictionaries, guessing meaning, and cognitive strategies like forming a link between
synonyms and antonyms, and practicing in a new sentence were used the most
frequently. Besides, a positive correlation was pointed between vocabulary size,
VLS, and reading comprehension. In other words, the more vocabulary the learners
had, the more strategies they adopted and better comprehension they obtained. In the
same sense, as they had better comprehension, they tended to use more vocabulary

strategies.

The literature on VLS in the Turkish context also brings about a similar

pattern. The studies conducted in the Turkish EFL context consist of descriptive,
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mixed, and correlational research designs applying both quantitative and qualitative
data collection procedures, and the majority utilized Schmitt’s (1997) VLS
questionnaire as a tool (Aslan-Tung, 2020; Apari, 2016; Bilir, 2022; Demir, 2022;
Derici, 2019; Kheder, 2022; Yildiz, 2019; Zabardast-Alamdar1,2010). A considerable
number of the studies included qualitative data (Aslan- Tung, 2020; Apari, 2016;
Demir, 2022; Yildiz, 2019) through semi-structured interviews and aimed at
determining the importance of vocabulary learning for EFL learners and specific

strategies employed to discover and consolidate the meaning of a word.

The first group of studies focused on the frequently used VLS among Turkish
EFL in relation to various demographic variables. For instance, Apari (2016)
performed a mixed method research on the VLS use of 350 EFL preparatory school
students. The study aimed at identifying the type and frequency of strategies
employed by students with both quantitative and qualitative data collection
procedures. The participants from different departments like Law, Medicine, and
Education were given a questionnaire by Schmitt (1997) on VLS, and 10 participants
were required to answer interview questions on the importance of vocabulary
learning and strategies adopted. The quantitative results revealed that social
discovery strategies were the most frequently preferred strategies, and memory
strategies were utilized the least. The quantitative results indicated that EFL learners
attributed great importance to vocabulary learning and that they preferred bilingual
dictionaries for a new word while they consolidated a word by forming a sentence.
Likewise, the study by Yildiz (2019) elaborated on the use of VLS among high
school EFL students. In this study, 172 9" graders were given a VLS questionnaire
developed by Schmitt (1997) and held an interview. By adopting a mixed-method
research design, the study examined VLS use of EFL learners in terms of the most
and least preferred strategies. The qualitative and quantitative data analysis findings
indicated that social discovery and determination strategies were the most frequently
utilized strategies. When the individual strategies were examined, collaborating with
classmates, getting help from dictionaries, guide from the teacher, and visual
materials as well as written and oral repetition of a word were the most favored
strategies. Although there was no significant difference in VLS regarding gender, it

turned out that females used practicing aloud, using flashcards, and utilizing English
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media more frequently than males. Similar to the objectives of the previous studies, a
mixed method study was performed by Aslan-Tung (2020) on VLS in terms of
learners’ age, proficiency levels, majors, and gender. To collect data, 138 preparatory
school students from a private university were given a questionnaire developed by
Schmitt (1997), which was followed by interviews. The participants had Al to Bl
level proficiency, and they ranged between 24-29 years old. The results revealed that
EFL learners gave great importance to vocabulary learning and utilized
metacognitive strategies the most often, followed by determination, social discovery,
cognitive, memory, and social consolidation strategies. Item analysis indicated that
bilingual dictionary use, getting help from the teacher, contacting native speakers,
practicing the sound of a word, having a vocabulary notebook, and using target
language media were preferred the most for all categories in an order. As of other
variables, namely gender, proficiency, age, and majors did not differ significantly.
The qualitative data showed that EFL learners commonly attributed importance to
vocabulary learning to retrieve meaning, interact with people, perform better in

exams and be world citizens.

Various descriptive studies with survey designs were conducted within the
same scope. To illustrate, Derici (2019) carried out a study on the use of vocabulary
learning strategies with 556 high school students. The analysis of the data collected
through Schmitt’s (1997) questionnaire revealed that females used both discovery
and consolidation strategies more often than males although both groups used
strategies at a medium level. In addition to the findings above, strategies were
examined to reveal if they differed according to learners’ school type (Anatolian,
Private, and Science Schools), grade level (9""-12"), and age. It was concluded that
11"-grade high school students utilized strategies the most often and 9™ graders used
consolidation more than 10"-graders. In terms of school type, discovery strategies
were used more often by students from private schools while science school students
utilized consolidation strategies the most. A similar study was conducted by Yilmaz
(2020) by adopting the VLS questionnaire which was developed by Gu (2005) and
Gu and Johnson (1996) and modified by Kulikova (2015), data were collected from
169 preparatory school university students from 11 and mostly engineering related

departments. According to the results, cognitive strategies were preferred the most
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often and rehearsal strategies the least. No significant difference was found in VLS
use of EFL students regarding the above-mentioned variables, yet it was revealed
that females used all strategies more frequently than male students in all categories.
Finally, another descriptive study with a quantitative research design was conducted
by Kheder (2022) on the VLS of 206 university students in the Turkish context. By
employing Schmitt’s (1997) VLS questionnaire, EFL learners from English
Language Teaching (ELT), Electrical-Electronics Engineering (EEE), and Computer
Engineering (CMPE) departments were examined in terms of their VLS frequency.
The data analysis revealed that EFL undergraduate learners utilized VLS at a
moderate level and that word lists were the most popular strategy among
determination strategies while it was getting help from classmates for social
strategies, relating the word with its coordinates for memory strategies, having a
vocabulary notebook for cognitive strategies and taking control of practicing word in
time for metacognitive strategies. It was revealed that determination strategies were
the most frequently preferred VLS, which were followed by social, memory,
metacognitive, and cognitive strategies in descending order, and that male EFL

learners utilized VLS more than females in all categories.

On the other hand, a second group of studies investigated the possible
correlations between VLS and such variables as autonomy, success, or attitudes. For
instance, a study was carried out by Demir (2022) with secondary school students on
the relation between VLS and learner autonomy (LA). 100 EFL learners with various
English background were asked to answer the VLS questionnaire by Schmitt (1997)
and the LA questionnaire developed by Sakai et al. (2008) and adapted by the
researcher. The study concluded that secondary school EFL learners benefited from
VLS at a medium level, and analyzing visual aid on the first encounter with a new
word was favored the most among determination strategies while it was getting help
from a classmate for social strategies, imagining word’s definition for memory
strategies, taking notes for cognitive strategies, and listening to songs in the target
language for metacognitive strategies. Furthermore, this study indicated that
metacognitive strategies were the most frequently used while social strategies were
the least often. In the same vein, the EFL learners had a medium level of learner

autonomy. VLS was positively correlated with LA, in other words, as VLS
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increased, LA also increased. Cognitive strategy use differed significantly regarding
gender, which was in favor of females. Likewise, gender caused significant
difference in students’ LA, and females were indicated to have more LA than male
students. On the other hand, no significant difference was found in VLS and LA
regarding learners’ age, and the length of English learning experience. Another
correlational research was conducted by Zabardast-Alamdar1 (2010) on the relation
between VLS use and success. Data were collected through Schmitt’s VLSQ (2007),
and a vocabulary test adopted from Nation (2001). Seventy-two EFL university
students participated in the study, and cognitive strategies were found to be the most
often used strategies, which were followed by determination, social, metacognitive,
and memory strategies in descending order. In terms of individual strategies,
discovering new words by group work, identifying the word class, practicing the
sounds of words, and using bilingual dictionaries were among the favored strategies.
The findings also indicated that there existed a meaningful relationship between
cognitive and social strategies and learners’ vocabulary success. This meant that
learners who adopted strategies requiring interaction and mental processing
performed better at vocabulary learning. Finally, Bilir (2022) examined the VLS of
1015 secondary school students whose ages ranged between 10 and 14 in terms of
different variables. Data collection was managed by adopting Schmitt’s (1997) VLS
questionnaire and Gu’s (2018) VLSQ besides Takac’s (2008) questionnaire. The
findings revealed that EFL learners favored dictionary strategies the most and
rehearsal strategies the least. While females utilized all strategies more frequently
than males, a significant difference was found in VLS regarding gender in all
categories except for discovery strategies. Likewise, school type of learners, public
or private, and school location in the center, district, neighborhood, or village
brought about significant differences in VLS; all categories except for discovery and
dictionary strategies differed significantly. In the same vein, note-taking strategies,
and language background, being mono or bilingual, resulted in significant
differences in VLS. Notably, there was a meaningful difference between EFL
learners’ VLS and their attitude towards learning the target language in all

categories. Positive attitudes increased VLS use, and negative attitudes caused vice
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versa. On the other hand, no significant difference was found in terms of grade levels

of EFL students in any categories.

All in all, there are numerous studies that focused on VLS in various contexts
(Bakti, 2018; Kafipour, 2010; Rabadi, 2016) as well as Turkiye (Aslan-Tung, 2020;
Apari, 2016; Bilir, 2022; Demir, 2022; Derici, 2019; Kheder, 2022; Yildiz, 2019;
Zabardast-Alamdari, 2010). Studies into the examination of EFL learners’ VLS were
frequently performed by instrumenting Schmitt’s (1997) Taxonomy of Vocabulary
Learning Strategies Scale (Al-Khresheh & Al- Ruwaili, 2020; Amirian &
Heshmatifar, 2013; Baskm, 2017; Bakti 2018; Bilir, 2022; Demir, 2022; Derici,
2019; Kheder, 2022; Rabadi, 2016; Park, 2001; Rojananak & Vitayapirak, 2015; Wau,
2005). Additionally, most of the existing studies into VLS aimed to explore the most
and least frequent strategies adopted by EFL learners. When the findings were
analyzed, certain strategies were found to be preferred more and less often than the
others. For instance, in the study in Korean context by Park (2001), determination
and cognitive strategies were found to be used more often compared to other
strategies, while the study by Al-Khresheh and Al- Ruwaili (2020) in the Saudi
context concluded that memory strategies were utilized the most frequently. In the
same sense, while cognitive strategies were found to be the least type utilized in
Rojananak and Vitayapirak (2015)’s study, memory strategies were preferred the
least often by bilingual learners in the study by Sazvar and Varmaziyar (2016).
Considering the individual strategies employed, studies presented that Turkish EFL
learners tended to use bilingual dictionaries (Aslan-Tung, 2020; Apari, 2016;
Zabardast-Alamdari, 2010), practice the meaning of a word through group work and
utilize English media (Y1ldiz, 2019) to consolidate meaning more frequently than the
rest of aforementioned strategies. Finally, gender (Biiyiikahiska &Kozallik, 2018;
Demir, 2022; Park 2001), school type (Derici, 2019), grade level (Baskin et al., 2017;
Derici, 2019; Wu, 2005), and the reading habit of learners (Cevik et al., 2018) were

found to cause significant differences in VLS use.
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3. METHOD

This section presents detailed information regarding the research
methodology adopted to examine the relation between Vocabulary Learning
Strategies and Foreign Language Reading Anxiety of EFL learners. First, the
research design is explained and elaborated. Second, the participants are described
regarding the information collected through the background questionnaire. Next, the
data collection tools and procedures are clarified. Finally, the data analysis processes

are explained in depth.

3.1 Research Design

The present study intends to determine the vocabulary learning strategy use
and foreign language reading anxiety levels of EFL university preparatory school
students. Furthermore, it aims to reveal any meaningful relation between these two
variables. In light of these purposes, this study was designed to be a descriptive one
which employed a correlational survey design. In descriptive research, the subject is
examined without any intervention, and the research is conducted by addressing the
phenomena depicted at the beginning (Seliger & Shohamy, 1989). In line with this,
the present study aimed to describe the extent and amount of VLS and FLRA of EFL
students. Furthermore, a correlational research design addresses the relation between
two or more variables via data gathered before or during the study (Seliger &
Shohamy, 1989). In a similar vein, this study examined any possible relations
between VLS and FLRA of EFL learners. A survey design, on the other hand,
involves collecting quantitative data from the participant group so that the findings
can be generalized to a larger population (Griffe, 2012). Correspondingly,
quantitative data collection procedures in which two scales and a background

questionnaire were given to the participants were applied in this study.

3.2 Participants
The participants of this study included 202 EFL learners from preparatory
schools at various universities in Istanbul Province. Detailed information regarding
their gender, language proficiency levels, knowledge of additional foreign languages,
foreign friends, abroad experience in addition to the types of high schools,

universities, preparatory programs, and the time they spend studying per day, the
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number of books they read in a year, and their latest language test scores is presented

in Table 1 below.

Table 1

Background Information about the Participant EFL Students

Groups n % Groups n %
Female 123 60.9 University Public 69 34.2
Gender T .
Male 79 39.1 ype Private 133 65.8
Anatolian 136  67.3 Lessthanl o, 499
hour
Science 24 119  Theaverage 1-2hours 88 43.6
study time per
Vocational and day
Technical 19 9.4 3+ Hours 37 18.3
Anatolian
Type of High
om0 Sport 1 05
Graduated 0-5 169 83.7
aduate Vocational 5 25
Religious 5 - Number of .
Vocational . books read in a
Social y
. 5 2.5
Sciences
Other 7 35 11-20 8 4.0
Different
State of Prep Compulsory 176 87.1 : ) Yes 54 26.7
hool _ anguages in
Se Optional 26 129 progress No 148 733
Health 56 27.7 Al 22 109
Sciences
Scienceand 0 o) 4 A2 17 8.4
Literature
Economy & Proficiency
Management Level in
. . -Bl+ .
Faculty & Social 43 21.3 English B1-B1 98 48.5
Sciences Language
Architecture & - o059 B2 60 297
Engineering
Other 27 134 Cland 25
above
Abroad Yes 32 15.8 Foreign friends Yes 83 41.1
Experience No 170 842  Incontact No 119 589
Last Test Mean Min. -Max.
Grade 72.8 20-100
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As summarized in Table 1, while 123 (60,9 %) of the participants are female,
79 (39.1 %) of them are male. Among 202 EFL prep school students, 136 (67.3 %)
of them graduated from Anatolian High Schools, while 24 (11.9) of them graduated
from Science High Schools, and 19 (9.4 %) of them finished a Vocational and
Technical High School. In addition, the number of students graduating from
Vocational, Religious Vocational, and Social Sciences High Schools was 5 (2.5 %)
for each school type, whereas 7 (3.5 %) participants went to various types of high
schools and only 1 (0,5 %) finished a Sports High School. As for the university type
of 202 EFL prep school participants, 133 (65.8 %) of them were studying at private
universities, and 69 (34.2) were studying at public universities in Turkey, meaning
private universities make the majority of the participants’ profiles in this study.
Following that, 176 (87.1 %) EFL learners were studying a compulsory English
preparatory program, while 26 (12.9 %) were following the optional program. In
addition, the participant students were registered at various faculties. The majority
were from the Faculty of Health Sciences (n=56, 27.7 %), while 43 (21.3 %) students
were from the Faculty of Science and Letters. There were participants from the
Faculties of Economy, Management, and Social Sciences (n=43, 21.3 %), and
Architecture and Engineering (n=33, 16.3 %) besides other programs (n=27, 13.4 %)
including Civil Aviation, Recreation, Law, Public Relations, Department of Food
Technology, Cinema, English Language Teaching, Mathematics Teaching and

Science Teaching, and Logistic Management.

The participants’ proficiency levels at the time of data collection differ from
each other as follows. 22 (10.9 %) of the students were at Al level, 17 (8.4 %) were
at A2 while 98 (48.5 %) of them were at B1-B1+, 60 (29.7 %) were at B2 and 5 (2.5
%) studied at a level of C1 and above. Based on the proficiency levels of the EFL
students of the study, it can be inferred that more than half of the participants were at

B1 and above level when the data were collected.

When it comes to their study habits, Table 1 shows that 77 (38.1 %)
participants studied less than an hour per day for the target language, 88 (43.6 %)
participants studied one or two hours per day while 37 (18.3 %) did this over three
hours and more daily. On the other hand, the number of books read in a year by the

students indicates that 169 out of 202 participants read 0-5 books in a year, which
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makes up 83.7 % of the whole group, while 25 (12.4 %) participants read 6-10 books
and 8 (4%) of them read 11-20 books in a year.

As for their personal experience and social interaction, 32 (15.8 %)
participants expressed that they have been abroad at least once in their life, while 170
(84.2%) stated lacking such an experience. Likewise, 83 (41.1 %) of them had
foreign friends they are in contact with online or face to face while 119 (58.9 %) did
not have any foreign friends as the question described at the time of the study.
Furthermore, a variety in foreign language contact was found among the participants
in this study. While 148 (73.3 %) of them do not know or learn any foreign language
other than English, only 54 (26.7 %) of them expressed that they know or learn a

different one.

2 of the participants who were asked to write the last test score did not
respond to this item. This could be due to the fact that they had not taken any tests at
their programs at the time of data collection. The mean value of the remaining 200

participants was 72.8 ranging from 20 to 100.

3.3 Data Collection Tools

Since the present study utilized a correlational survey design to gather data, it
implemented a survey that contained three sections. Data regarding the participants’
demographic information were collected over a background questionnaire. The
information about EFL learners’ vocabulary learning strategies and foreign language
reading anxiety were gathered via Vocabulary Learning Strategies Questionnaire
(VLS) and Foreign Language Reading Anxiety Scales (FLRA). The researcher
obtained consent for implementing both VLSQ and FLRAS (See Appendix A & B).

The data collection tools employed are specified below.

3.3.1 Background Questionnaire
The researcher established a questionnaire in Turkish to collect data on
demographic information like gender, university type, type of high school, state of
preparatory school, faculties, proficiency levels, and time spent studying English.
Then, the researcher improved the questionnaire aftermath of reviewing the related
literature and determining the factors affecting VLS and FLRA. The number of

books read in different languages in progress, last exam grades, and abroad
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experience were added into the questionnaire upon the consensus between the
researcher and the thesis advisor. The participants answered 12 questions for this

section.

3.3.2 Vocabulary Learning Strategies Questionnaire (VLSQ)

The VLSQ was implemented to detect EFL learners’ vocabulary learning
strategy uses and the extent to which these strategies were utilized. VLSQ was
initially formed by Schmitt (1997) based on the taxonomy developed by Schmitt
(1997). Then, the questionnaire was adapted to Turkish by Derici (2019) in the form
of a survey. The forementioned questionnaire consists of 58 five-point Likert Scale
items, and it is mainly composed of two dimensions, namely, and five sub-
dimensions. Discovery strategies refer to the tactics applied when a learner faces an
unknown word for the first time; determination (9 items) and social strategies (5
items) are placed under this category. Consolidation strategies are the ones which are
employed to reinforce the learned vocabulary through social (3 items), memory (27
items), cognitive (9 items), and metacognitive strategies (5 items). The participants
are expected to choose the best option that describes their routines for vocabulary
learning. On a scale ranging from 1 (never), 2 (rarely), 3 (sometimes), 4 (often), 5
(always), the items are evaluated. The Cronbach Alpha value for the scale was found
to be .93 by Derici (2019). In this study, likewise, Cronbach Alpha coefficient was
determined to be .92. The high scores retrieved from the scale address frequent uses
of VLS.

3.3.3 Foreign Language Reading Anxiety Scale

The third data collection tool utilized in this study is FLRAS, consisting of a
single dimension and 18 items. FLRAS was originally established by Saito, Garza,
and Horwitz (1999), and it was adapted to Turkish by Kuru-Génen (2005). Designed
in the form of a 5-point Likert Scale, the scale required respondents to choose the
option that describes their condition into the phenomena. The items are assessed on a
scale as follows: 1 (never), 2 (rarely), 3 (sometimes), 4 (often), 5 (always). Also, 4
items on the scale, which are 12", 13" 14" and 17", were formulated as reverse
items and then recoded accordingly before the data analysis. The Cronbach Alpha

scale value was calculated as .85 by Kuru-Gonen (2005), and the Cronbach Alpha
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coefficient was measured as .89 in the present study. The high scores obtained from

this questionnaire refer to high levels of foreign language reading anxiety.

3.4 Data Collection Procedures

The ethics committee approval (See Appendix C) was obtained from Istanbul
Medeniyet University Faculty of Educational Sciences Ethical Committee to initiate
the data collection process. After getting the required permission, the background
questionnaire, VLSQ and FLRAS were first converted to Google Forms so that more
target group population could participate in the study. A short introductory paragraph
and a check box were added to the survey with the purpose of informing the
participants about the study and obtaining the respondents’ consent. Meanwhile, it
was also guaranteed that the participants’ identities and responses would remain
confidential. Second, upon forming the final version of the online survey, the link
was sent to EFL preparatory students and Foreign Languages Schools of
public/private universities in Istanbul Province. These exchanges were completed via
e-mails and WhatsApp messages. Finally, the link remained active between
24.05.2022 and 29.06.2022, and the data collection process was completed in
approximately one month with 202 EFL participants.

3.5 Data Analysis

The quantitative data gathered through data collection tools were transferred
to SPSS software in order to implement statistical tests for the analysis. First, the
data were checked for normal distribution to determine the appropriate data analysis
techniques. Accordingly, the values for skewness and kurtosis were calculated, and
they were found to be within the range of -1 and +1 indicating that the data showed
normal distribution and was available for parametric testing (Uysal & Kilig, 2022;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Then, descriptive statistics were employed to calculate
frequencies, percentages, means, and minimum and maximum values for the variable
in the background questionnaire. Next, the Cronbach Alpha coefficient was
calculated for the scales to check their reliability. After that, the frequency of
vocabulary strategies employed by the EFL learners and their reading anxiety levels
were analyzed by computing means and standard deviations. Following that, a
correlational analysis was performed to determine the possible relations between the
VLS and FLRA of the EFL learners. As for the final analysis, One-way ANOVA and
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independent samples t-test were performed to determine any significant differences
in VLS frequencies and FLRA levels regarding the following factors: gender, high
school background, college type, faculty, prep school program, familiarity with other
foreign languages, exam results as well as the average time they study English per
week, the number of books they read in a year, and their having any experience

abroad or having any foreign friends.
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4. FINDINGS

This chapter presents the results of quantitative data analysis regarding five
research questions addressed in this study. Accordingly, the findings regarding the
descriptive statistics for the first two questions are presented. Then, the results of the
correlational analysis conducted between foreign language reading anxiety and
vocabulary learning strategies are given. Finally, the findings for the variations in the
amount of foreign language anxiety and the use of vocabulary learning strategies in

accordance with some demographic variables are explained.

4.1 Findings for the First Research Question
The first research question of the current study aims to analyze how often
EFL learners utilize vocabulary learning strategies. In accordance with this question,
the mean scores and standard deviations for the sub-dimensions in the VLS, namely,
determination, social, memory, cognitive, and metacognitive strategies, were
calculated using descriptive statistics. The results of the analysis are presented in
Table 2 under the two main dimensions as discovery and consolidation strategies for

the vocabulary learning process.

Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations for Vocabulary Learning Strategies

Sub-dimensions of VLS 5 sd
Determination Strategies 3.36 .60

Di Strategi . . .
IScovery Strategies Social Strategies (Discovery) 3.22 .96
Memory Strategies 3.02 .63
Consolidation Cognitive Strategies 3.05 .80
Strategies Metacognitive Strategies 3.08 a7
Social Strategies (Consolidation) 2.20 .99

As it is seen in Table 2, the means (X) for sub-dimensions of vocabulary
learning strategies are presented under six categories. Determination strategies as of
the first strategy on the scale was found to have the mean of 3.36 (X). In other words,
the participant EFL students sometimes used determination strategies to discover the
meaning of a new word. On the other hand, it is seen that the mean score for the

social strategies to discover vocabulary is 3.22 which means that the EFL
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participants sometimes utilized social strategies to learn a word at new encounter.
Contrary to discovery strategies in vocabulary learning, the mean score for the social
strategies applied for consolidation is 2.20, which points out that participants rarely
utilized these strategies to consolidate a learned word. Finally, the mean score for
memory, cognitive, and metacognitive strategies were found to be 3.02, 3.05 and
3.08 respectively, indicating that the participant learners sometimes utilized these
strategies to consolidate a word. When the findings are considered, it can be inferred
that there is no prominent and frequently utilized group of sub-strategies for the
vocabulary learning process. However, when the sub-dimensions are examined one
by one, it is seen that social strategies to memorize a word was the one that
participants used less frequently than the others by having a mean score which equals
to rarely on the scale. On the other hand, the descriptive statistics for the first
research question indicate that there was a tendency to use the strategies sometimes,
which can be regarded as the average frequency in the vocabulary learning process.
Following the data provided, discovery strategies were used more frequently than

consolidation strategies.

Considering the descriptive analysis of items under each sub-dimension (See
Appendix F&G), it was first seen that checking for L1 cognates of the target
vocabulary (x=3.9), guessing from context (x=3.8), and analyzing available pictures
or gestures (x=3.6) were the most preferred ones out of nine determination strategies.
Second, among five strategies attributed to social discovery strategies, asking
classmates (x=3.45) and teacher for meaning (x=3.42) were the most preferred ones.
Third, it was found that studying and practicing meaning in a group (x=2.3) was the
most frequently preferred strategy among the three social consolidation strategies.
Fourth, the analysis of 26 memory strategies of consolidation indicated that saying
the words aloud while studying was the most frequently utilized strategy (x=4.03),
followed by imagining word form (x=3.9), and studying the spelling of the word
(x=3.7). Fifth, among eight cognitive consolidation strategies, verbal repetition
(x=3.8), and keeping a notebook (x=3.5) were the most frequently utilized strategies.
Finally, the mean scores of items under metacognitive consolidation strategies
revealed that using English language media (x=3.68) and studying the word over

time (x=3.60) were the most preferred ones among the five strategies.
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4.2 Findings for the Second Research Question
The second research question of this study elaborates on analyzing the extent
of foreign language reading anxiety experienced by EFL prep school students.
Accordingly, descriptive statistics calculated the mean and standard deviation for

FLRAS. The findings of the analysis are shown in Table 3 below.
Table 3

Mean and Standard Deviation for FLRAS

Scale X Sd
FLRAS 2.87 .78

As it is illustrated in Table 3, the EFL students experienced midlevel foreign
language reading anxiety (x=2.87) since the mean score is very close to 3 which
corresponds to “sometimes” in the scale. In other words, the participant learners
sometimes felt anxious about reading in their foreign language. Accordingly, they
did not suffer from severe anxiety, but it is impossible to claim for the total absence

of anxiety either.

4.3 Findings for the Third Research Question
The third research question of the current study aims to reveal the potential
statistical relation between the vocabulary strategies EFL prep students utilize and
the amount of anxiety experienced in foreign language reading. Following that
purpose, a correlational analysis was run between the two variables. Table 4 presents

the results below.
Table 4

Pearson Correlation Results for VLS and FLRAS

Foreign Language Reading Anxiety Scale

Sub-Dimensions of VLS

n r p

Discovery Determination Strategies -.08 21

Strategies Social Strategies (Discovery) .16 01*
202

Consolidation Cognitive Strategies .22 .00*

Strategies Metacognitive Strategies .05 46
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Memory Strategies -12 .08
Social Strategies (Consolidation) .09 .09

*p<.05

As it is illustrated in Table 4, foreign language reading anxiety was
meaningfully correlated with two types of strategies: cognitive strategies under
consolidation strategies and social strategies under discovery strategies. First,
cognitive strategies had a slightly positive relation with reading anxiety (r=.22,
p=.00). The more often the students used cognitive vocabulary learning strategies,
the more anxious they felt while reading in their foreign language. Similarly, social
discovery strategies were positively correlated with foreign language reading anxiety
(r=.16, p=.01), indicating that as the social strategies were used more frequently to
learn a word for the first time, the amount of reading anxiety experienced by the
learners increased. However, no significant relations were found between reading
anxiety and determination strategies (p=.21), metacognitive strategies (p=.46),

memory strategies (p=.08), or social strategies for consolidation (p=.09).

4.4 Findings for the Fourth Research Question
The fourth research question of the current study aims to analyze if the
amount of reading anxiety experienced by EFL learners varies regarding certain
variables. First, independent samples t-test was conducted to reveal any difference in
the students’ reading anxiety in terms of their gender, college type, prep school
program, familiarity with other foreign languages, having any experience abroad or
any foreign friends, or the number of books they read in a year. The results of the

analysis are presented in Table 5 below.

Table 5

Independent samples T-test results for FLRAS in terms of gender, university type, prep-
school state, number of books read in a year, different language in progress, abroad

experience, and foreign friends in contact

t test
sd

FLRAS Groups n

=1
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Female 123 2.94 .79

Gender 1.65 173.3 .10
Male 79 2.75 74
arci Public 69 2.82 75

University -641 200 52
Type Private 133 2.89 .82
Compulsor 176 2.90 .78

Prep School p y 1.64 200 10
State Optional 26 2.63 74
0-5 124 2.89 77

Books Read 116 4508 25
ina Year 6-20 33 2.72 .78
Different Yes 54 2.62 .87

Languages in -2.51 80.72 .01*
Progress NO 148 296 72
Yes 32 2.76 73

ébfoa_d .87 200 38
Xperience No 170 2.89 .78
Foreign Yes 83 2.68 77

Friends in -2.85 -200 .00*
Contact No 119 2.99 76

*p<.05

As can be seen in Table 5, the participant EFL learners’ reading anxiety
showed a significant difference regarding the other foreign languages they were
learning (p=.01) and the foreign friends they were in contact with (p=.01). In other
words, the students who were learning additional foreign languages (x=2.62) and
who were in contact with foreign friends (x=2.68) experienced lower levels of
reading anxiety than the ones who were not learning a foreign language other than
English (x=2.96) and who did not have any foreign friends to interact with (x=2.99).
On the other hand, Table 5 shows that there is no statistically significant difference in
the students’ reading anxiety in terms of their gender (p=.10), university type
(p=.52), prep-school state (p=.10), abroad experience (p=.38), or the number of
books they read in a year (p=. 25).

Additionally, the following conclusions can be made based on the means,
although these differences were not statistically significant at the level of p<.05.
First, it is understood that females (x=2.94) experienced more foreign language
anxiety than males (x=2.75). Similarly, the participants who studied the compulsory
prep school (Xx=2.90) and who read up to 5 books in a year (x=2.89) experienced
reading anxiety more often than the ones studying prep school voluntarily (x=2.63)

and who read 6 or more books per year (x=2.72). Likewise, the participants who
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went abroad (x= 2.76) experienced less reading anxiety compared to those who did

not (x= 2.89). Second, One-Way ANOVA was conducted to reveal any significant

differences in the participant EFL learners’ reading anxiety regarding the high school

type they graduated from, the faculty they were registered to, their average study

time, and their English proficiency level. The results of the analysis are given in
Table 6 below.

Table 6

Results of One- Way ANOVA for FLRAS in terms of type of high school graduated, faculty,

the average study time, and English proficiency level.

Variables Groups n X Sd. St. E. Mean F P
Vocational 37 2.8 .86 142
Type of High  gcience or Social Sciences 29 2.94 72 134
School ] 23 .79
Graduated Anatolian 136 2.87 a7 .06
Total 202 2.87 .78 .05
Science and Letters 43 2.69 .84 A2
Econom)_// Ma_nagement/ 43 316 76 11
Social Sciences
Facult Health Sciences 56 2.9 .63 .08 299 02
aculty . . .02*
Architecture and 33 2.85 81 14
Engineering
Other 27 2.73 .81 15
Total 202 2.87 .78 .05
Less than 1 hour 77 2.81 76 .08
Average 1-2 hours 88 2.92 a7 .08
Study Time 46 .63
Per Day 3 hours and more 37 2.85 .82 13
Total 202 2.87 .78 .05
A 39 3.16 .79 12
i B1 98 2.9 74 .07
Proficiency 683 00
Level B2 and above 65 2.61 .75 .09
Total 202 2.87 .78 .05
*p<.05

Table 6 shows that the amount of reading anxiety experienced by the

participant EFL learners varied significantly regarding their proficiency level (p=.00)

and faculty (p=.02). However, no significant differences were found in their reading

anxiety in terms of their average study time per day (p=.63) or the high school that
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they graduated from (p=.79). On the other hand, although the following items did not
present any significant difference between foreign language reading anxiety and
survey variables, they point out a difference in terms of anxiety levels experienced
by participants. As Table 6 suggests, participants who graduated from social or
science high schools experienced more reading anxiety than the rest of the groups
(x=2.94). Similarly, participants who studied English for 1 or 2 hours a day
experienced more anxiety than the rest of the group (x=2.92). In short, participants
from social or science high schools and the ones who spared 1 or 2 hours to study

English experienced more anxiety than the others in their groups.

Tukey HDS was conducted as a post-hoc test in order to reveal the groups
creating significant differences regarding the proficiency level and faculty. The

results of the analysis are given in Tables 7 and 8 below.

Table 7

Results of Tukey HSD for Reading Anxiety Regarding Proficiency Level

Proficiency Level (I)  Proficiency Level (J) x (1-J) Std. Error p
A Bl 242 143 21
B2 and above .549 153 .00*
B1 A -.242 143 21
B2 and above .306 J21 .03*
A -.549 153 .00*
B2 and above
Bl -.306 121 .03*

*p<.05

As can be understood from Table 7, the significant difference in the EFL
learners’ reading anxiety stems from the difference between the participants who
were B2 and above and the ones who were A (p=.00) and B1 (p=.03). There is no
significant difference between A and B1 level learners (p=.21). When the means are
considered, it is seen that the upper-intermediate level learners (x =2.61) felt
significantly less anxious while reading in English than the elementary (x=3.16) and
pre-intermediate level students (x=2.90) did. Accordingly, it is possible to comment

that reading anxiety decreased as proficiency levels increased.
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Table 8

Results of Tukey HSD for Reading Anxiety Resulting from Faculty

Faculty (1) Faculty (J) x(I-J)  Std. Error P

Economy / Management / Social Sciences -54 .16 .01*

) Health Sciences -.30 .15 .29
Science and Letters ) ) )

Architecture and Engineering -.23 A7 .68

Other -11 .18 97

Science and Letters .54 .16 .01*

Economy / _ Health Sciences .23 15 .53
Management / Social ) ) )

Sciences Architecture and Engineering 31 17 40

Other 42 .18 15

Science and Letters .30 A5 .29

) Economy / Management / Social Sciences -.23 5 .53
Health Sciences ) o

Architecture and Engineering .07 .16 .99

Other .18 A7 .82

Science and Letters 21 A7 .68

Architecture and Economy / Management / Social Sciences -.31 A7 40

Engineering Health Sciences -.07 16 .99

Other A1 19 97

Science and Letters A1 .18 97

oth Economy / Management / Social Sciences -42 .18 15

er
Health Sciences -.18 A7 .82
Architecture and Engineering -11 19 .97

*p<.05

As Table 8 suggests, the significant difference in EFL learners’ reading
anxiety results from the difference between participants who were from Economy,
Management, or Social Sciences faculties and the ones registered at Science and
Letters faculties (p=.01). There is no significant difference between other faculties
listed in the table. When the means are examined, it is seen that EFL learners from
Science and Letters felt less anxious about reading in their foreign language (x=2.69)
when compared to the ones studying in Economy, Management or Social Science
faculties (x=3.16). Also, it is understood that these two groups were the least and
most anxious ones among the others. Finally, the Pearson Correlation test was
conducted to determine any relation between the EFL learners’ reading anxiety and

their last test scores. The results of the analysis are presented in Table 9 below.
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Table 9

Results of the Pearson Correlation Test for FLRAS and the last test score

Foreign Language Reading Anxiety Scale

n r p

Test score 202 -.25 .00*

*p<.05

As can be seen in Table 9, there is a statistically significant and negative
correlation between the EFL learners’ reading anxiety and their test scores (p=.00,
r=-.25). This means that as the students felt more anxious about reading in their
foreign language, they got lower grades from their language tests. This negative
relation between the test scores and reading anxiety levels can indicate the role of

reading anxiety in the students’ poor test performances.

4.5 Findings for the Fifth Research Question
The fifth and last research question of the current study aims to analyze if the
vocabulary learning strategies utilized by EFL learners vary regarding certain
variables. Accordingly, all the six sub-dimensions, determination, social (discovery),
cognitive, metacognitive, memory, and social (consolidation) strategies, were

examined individually and respectively.

4.5.1 Findings Regarding Determination Strategies

First, independent samples t-test was conducted to reveal any difference in
the students’ use of determination strategies for vocabulary learning in terms of their
gender, college type, prep school program, familiarity with other foreign languages,
having any experience abroad or any foreign friends, or the number of books they
read in a year. The findings obtained from the t-tests are presented in the following
table.
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Table 10

Independent samples T-test results for determination strategies

Determination _ t-test
Strategies Groups : Y sd
g t df p
Female 123 3.42 .58
Gender 1.83 155.1 .06
Male 79 3.26 .63
; ; Public 69 3.34 57
University _ _40 200 68
Type Private 133 3.37 62
Compulsory 176 3.37 .57
reb Sehool _ 63 200 52
tate Optional 26 3.29 82
i 0-5 169 3.32 .61
Books Read in 211 4761 .04*
a Year 6-20 33 3.55 56
Different Yes 54 3.39 71
Languages in 44 200 .65
Abroad Yes 32 3.48 12 196 200 20
Experience No 170 3.34 58 ' '
Foreign: Yes 83 3.36 58
Friends in .03 184.44 .97
Contact No 119 3.36 .62
*p<.05

As presented in Table 10, only one variable indicates a statistically significant
difference in terms of determination strategy use, which is the number of books read
by EFL prep school students in a year (p=.04). When the results are examined, it is
seen that the ones who read at least six or more books in a year (x=3.55) utilized
determination strategies more often than the ones who read five or fewer books in a
year (Xx=3.32). On the other hand, gender (p=.06), university type (p=.68), prep
school state (p=.52), different language in progress (p=.65), abroad experience
(p=.20) or foreign friends in contact (p=.97) did not point out any significant
difference in the EFL students’ use of determination strategies. Still, considering the
mean scores, it is possible to conclude that the female students (x=3.42) used
determination strategies more frequently than males (x=3.26). Likewise, EFL
learners whose preparatory program was compulsory (x=3.37) utilized determination
strategies more frequently than the ones whose program was optional (x=3.29). EFL

learners who had abroad experience (x=3.48) utilized determination strategies more
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frequently than the ones who did not have any abroad experience (x=3.34). However,
the test results indicate that the participants who studied at a private university (x=
3.37) used these strategies slightly more frequently compared to the ones from public
universities (x=3.34). In a similar vein, EFL learners learning another language
(x=3.39) utilized determination strategies slightly more than the ones who were not
studying any other languages (x=3.35). Finally, EFL learners who had foreign
friends and did not have foreign friends showed no difference in terms of
determination strategy use as both groups had the same mean score (x=3.36). Next,
One-Way ANOVA was conducted to reveal any meaningful difference in EFL
learners’ use of determination strategies regarding their high school background,
faculties, English proficiency levels, and the average time they spent studying. The

findings obtained from the analysis are given in Table 11 below.
Table 11

Results of One-Way ANOVA for Determination (Discovery) Strategies

Variables Groups n X Sd. SMteaEn F P

Vocational 37 351 .71 A1

Type of High School ~ Science or Social Sciences 29 332 51 .09 140 24
Graduated Anatolian 136 333 .59 .05
Total 202 3.36 .60 .04
Science and Letters 43 356 .59 .09
e R R I

Faculty AHea;]IFth Stcience::j 56 342 .42 .05 230 06
réngf:egrrfnzn 33 322 58 .10
Other 27 3.30 .87 .16
Total 202 3.36 .60 .04
Less than 1 hour 77 3.18 .62 .07

,F/_)\g,regg; Study Time . 1-2 hours 88 343 53 .05 661 00*
ours and more 37 358 .65 .10
Total 202 3.36 .60 .04
A 39 320 .71 A1

Proficiency Level 5t % 34557 0 2.65 .07
B2 and above 65 332 .57 .07

Total 202 3.36 .60 .04
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*p<.05

Table 11 suggests that the frequency of the EFL learners’ use of
determination strategies varied significantly regarding the average time they spent
studying English every day (p=.00). However, no significant differences were found
in terms of the other variables: their high school background (p=.24), faculties
(p=.06), English proficiency levels (p=.07). However, considering the mean scores,
the following interpretations can be made. First, the students from vocational high
schools used determination strategies the most frequently (x=3.51). In addition,
among five different faculties, the students from the faculties of Science and Letters
(x=3.56) utilized determination strategies the most, while the ones from the faculties
of Architecture and Engineering used such strategies the least (x=3.22). Finally, B1
level EFL learners (x=3.45) utilized determination strategies more frequently than
the more and less proficient ones. The results of the post-hoc test conducted to reveal
the groups creating the significant difference in terms of average study time are

presented in Table 12 below.

Table 12

Results of Tukey HSD for Determination Strategies and Average Study Time Per Day

Average Study Time Per Day (I) Average Study Time Per Day (J) x (I-J)  Std. Error p

1-2 hours -.24 .09 .02*
Less than 1 hour
3 hours and more -.39 A1 .00*
Less than 1 hour .24 .09 .02*
1-2 hours
3 hours and more -.15 A1 .39
Less than 1 hour .39 A1 .00*
3 hours and more
1-2 hours .15 A1 .39

*p<.05

As is presented in Table 12, the significant difference regarding average
study time stems from the difference between the students who studied less than 1
hour and the ones who studied for 1-2 hours (p=.02) and for 3 hours and above
(p=.00). When the mean scores are examined, it is seen that EFL learners who spent
3 hours or more (x=3.58) to study English per day used determination strategies
more often than the other two groups, followed by the learners spending 1-2 hours

(x=3.43) and then the learners spending less than 1 hour per day (x=3.18). This
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suggests that the amount of time spent studying English per day increases the use of
determination strategies in L2 vocabulary learning. Finally, the Pearson Correlation
Test was conducted to reveal any relation between the use of determination strategies

and the latest test scores. The results are summarized in Table 13 below.
Table 13

Results of the Pearson Correlation Test for Determination Strategies and the last quiz score

Determination Strategies

n r p

Test scores 202 -11 A1

*p<.05

As is presented in Table 13, the frequency for the use of determination
strategies was not significantly correlated with the EFL students’ last test scores
(p=.11). In other words, whether the students used determination strategies or not did

not play any role in their test performance.

4.5.2 Findings Regarding Social Strategies (Discovery)

Second, independent samples t-test was conducted to reveal any difference in
the students’ use of social strategies for vocabulary learning in terms of their gender,
college type, prep school program, familiarity with other foreign languages, having
any experience abroad or any foreign friends, or the number of books they read in a

year. The findings obtained from the t-tests are presented in the following table.
Table 14

Independent samples T-test results for Social Strategies (Discovery)

Social t-test
Strategies Groups n X sd
(Discovery) t df p

Female 123 3.29 .96

Gender .28 168.17 .20
Male 79 311 .95
i i Public 69 292 .88

University _ 332 200 00%
Type Private 133 3.38 .96
Compulsor 176 3.26 .92

Prep School pulsery 1.46 200 14
State Optional 26 2.96 1.16

Books Read in 0-5 169 3.18 .94 -1.27 43.65 .20
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a Year 6-20 33 343 1.01
Different Yes 54 3.25 71
Languages in .29 200 a7
Abroad Yes 32 345 72

: 1.48 44.74 14
Experience No 170 3.34 92
Foreign Friends Yes 83 337 105 1.79 200 07
in Contact No 119 3.12 88 ' '

*p<.05

According to Table 14, only one variable indicates a statistically significant
difference in terms of social strategy use, which is university type (p=.00). That is,
the EFL learners who studied at private universities (x=3.38) used social strategies
for discovery more frequently than the learners studying at public universities
(x=2.92). On the other hand, no significant differences were found in the use of
social strategies for discovery regarding the rest of the variables. Despite not being
statistically significant, the following results are presented. To begin with, females
(x=3.29) used social strategies more frequently than males (x=3.11). Second, EFL
students of compulsory preparatory programs (x=3.26) used social strategies more
frequently than the ones who were studying English voluntarily (x=2.96). Likewise,
the use of these strategies was more common among the participants learning another
language (x=3.25), who had been abroad before (x=3.45), and who were in contact
with foreign friends (x=3.37) than the ones who did not know any other languages
(x=3.21), who had not visited another country before (x=3.34) and who had no
contact with foreigners (x=3.12). Finally, EFL students reading at least six books in a
year (x=3.43) used social strategies more frequently than the ones who read fewer
books (x=3.18). In addition, One-Way ANOVA was conducted to reveal any
meaningful difference in EFL learners’ use of social strategies for discovery
regarding their high school background, faculties, English proficiency levels, and the
average time they spent studying. The findings obtained from the analysis are given
in Table 15 below.
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Results of One-Way ANOVA for Sacial (Discovery) Strategies
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Variables Groups n X Sd. St. E. Mean F P
Vocational 37 3.17 1.06 17
) Science or Social
Type of High Sciences 29 3.37 .99 .18 0 o7
School Graduated Anatolian 136 320 .92 07
Total 202 3.22 .96 .06
Science and 43 332 .83 12
Letters
Economy /
Management / 43 3.18 .93 14
Social Sciences
Faculty Health Sciences 56 3.50 a7 10 2.93 .02*
Architectureand 35 5 g5 4 49 17
Engineering
Other 27 3.00 1.27 .24
Total 202 3.22 .96 .06
Less than 1 hour 77 3.04 1.00 A1
) 2.68 .07
Time Per Day 3 hours and more 37 3.46 .97 .15
Total 202 3.22 .96 .06
A 39 2.98 .94 .15
o Bl 98 3.38 .93 .09
Proficiency Level 3.00 .05
B2 and above 65 3.12 .98 12
Total 202 3.22 .96 .06

*p<.05

Table 15 suggests that the frequency of EFL learners’ use of social

(discovery) strategies varied significantly regarding their faculties (p=.02). Learners

who were registered at the Faculty of Health Sciences (x=3.50) utilized social

(discovery) strategies more frequently than Science and Letters (x=3.32), Economy,

Management and Social Sciences (X=3.18), and Architecture and Engineering

(x=2.86) respectively. Although other variables did not vary significantly, the mean

scores reveal the frequency of social strategies used. According to the results,

Science and Social High School students (x=3.37) used social strategies more

frequently than the rest of the group. Likewise, students who spent 3 hours and more
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(x=3.46) utilized social strategies the most in the group. Similarly, B1 (x=3.38) level
students utilized those skills the most, while A-level learners used them the least
(x=2.98). The results of the post-hoc test conducted to reveal the groups creating the

significant difference in terms of faculty are presented in Table 16 below.
Table 16

Results of Tukey HSD for Social Strategies (Discovery) Regarding Faculty

Std.

Faculty (1) Faculty (J) x (1-) Error P

Economy / Management / Social Sciences A3 .20 .95

] Health Sciences -17 19 .88
Science and Letters . ] ]

Architecture and Engineering .45 21 .22

Other .32 .23 .62

Science and Letters -13 .20 .95

Economy / _ Health Sciences -.31 19 46
Management / Social ) o

Sciences Architecture and Engineering 31 21 .58

Other .18 .23 .92

Science and Letters A7 19 .88

] Economy / Management / Social Sciences 31 19 .46
Health Sciences . ] ]

Architecture and Engineering .63 20 .02

Other .50 22 5

Science and Letters -45 21 22

Architecture and Economy / Management / Social Sciences -31 21 .58

Engineering Health Sciences -.63 20  .02*

Other -13 24 .98

Science and Letters -.32 .23 .62

oth Economy / Management / Social Sciences -.18 .23 .92

er
Health Sciences -.50 22 15
Architecture and Engineering A3 .24 .98

*p<.05

As the table above suggests, the significant difference regarding faculty is
because of the difference between the participants registered at the faculty of Health
Sciences and the ones from the faculties of Architecture and Engineering (p=.02).
Furthermore, when the means are examined, it is seen that the EFL learners from the
faculty of Health Sciences (x=3.50) utilized social strategies the most in the group

while the students from the faculties of Architecture and Engineering (x=2.86)
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benefitted from them the least. Finally, the Pearson Correlation Test was conducted
to reveal any relation between the use of social strategies for discovery and the latest

test scores. The results are summarized in Table 17 below.

Table 17

Results of the Pearson Correlation Test for Social (Discovery) Strategies and the last quiz

score

Social Strategies (Discovery)

n r p

Test scores 202 .08 .23

*p<.05

As is presented in Table 17, the frequency of the use of social strategies for
discovery was not significantly correlated with the EFL students’ last test scores
(p=.23). In other words, whether the students used social strategies or not did not

play any role in their test performance.

4.5.3 Findings Regarding Cognitive Strategies

First, independent samples t-test was conducted to reveal any difference in
the students’ use of cognitive strategies for vocabulary learning in terms of their
gender, college type, prep school program, familiarity with other foreign languages,
having any experience abroad or any foreign friends, or the number of books they
read in a year. The findings obtained from the t-tests are presented in the following

table.
Table 18

Independent samples T-test results for Cognitive Strategies

Cognitive t-test
Strategies Groups n X sd
(Consolidation) t df p
Female 123 3.17 .83
Gender 2.60 200 .01*

Male 79 2.87 71
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o Public 69 2.99 a7
University Type ) 73 143.31 .46
Private 133 3.08 81
Compulsory 176 3.06 74
Prep School State ) 49 200 .62
Optional 26 2.98 1.12
i 0-5 169 3.00 .80
Books Read in a 200 4780 05
Year 6-20 33 329 .74
Different Yes 54 3.01 89
Languages in -.47 200 .63
Yes 32 3.19 .78
Abroad 1.06 44.13 29
Experience No 170 3.02 .80
i i Yes 83 3.00 .85
Foreign Friends 71 200 47
in Contact No 119 308 .75

*p<.05

Table 18 indicates that the use of cognitive strategies among EFL learners
differed significantly regarding their gender (p=.01). Accordingly, females (x=3.17)
utilized cognitive strategies more frequently than males (x=2.87). On the other hand,
the use of cognitive strategies did not differ significantly in terms of the students’
college type (p=. 46), prep school program (p=.62), familiarity with other foreign
languages (p=63), having any experience abroad (p=.29) or any foreign friends
(p=.47), or the number of books they read in a year (p=.05). Still, it is seen that EFL
learners studying at private universities (x=3.08) utilized cognitive strategies more
often compared to the ones from public universities (x=2.99). Likewise, EFL learners
studying compulsory preparation programs (x=3.06) used cognitive strategies more
often than the ones studying the preparation program voluntarily (x=2.98). Also,
learners having abroad experience (x=3.19) utilized cognitive strategies more than
the learners who had never been abroad before (x=3.02). Similarly, EFL students
who read at least six and more books (x=3.29) utilized cognitive strategies more than
the ones who read five books at most in a year (x=3.00). Finally, the learners who did
not learn any different language (x=3.07) and did not have any foreign friends
(x=3.08) used such strategies more frequently than the ones who were studying
another language (x=3.01) and who had foreign friends (x=3.00). Next, One-Way
ANOVA was conducted to reveal any meaningful difference in EFL learners’ use of

cognitive strategies regarding their high school background, faculties, English
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proficiency levels, and the average time they spent studying. The findings obtained

from the analysis are given in Table 19 below.
Table 19

Results of One-Way ANOVA for Cognitive Strategies

Variables Groups n X Sd. I?/TeaEn P

Vocational 37 316 1.05 A7

gype of High Sc'engeﬁzfsoc'a' 29 294 .80 14 o o
chool Graduated Anatolian 136 304 72 .06
Total 02 3.05 .80 .05
Science and Letters 43 3.09 .87 A3
Ty s s s 09

Faculty 'I:ea:.th Sciencefj 56 3.01 .69 .09 100 0
réngfﬁégrr.enzn 33 298 .80 .14
Other 27 2.86 1.05 .20
Total 202 3.05 .80 .05
Less than 1 hour 77 2.84 .81 .09

Average Study 1-2 hours 88 3.13 73 .07 5 09 00
Time Per Day 3 hours and more 37 3.30 .83 13
Total 202 3.05 .80 .05
A 39 2.96 .78 A2

Proficiency Level 5t % 32 n o 421 .01*
B2 and above 65 2.86 .80 .10
Total 202 3.05 .80 .05

*p<.05

The results presented in Table 19 suggest that EFL learners’ use of cognitive
strategies varied significantly regarding their average study time per day (p=.00) and
proficiency level (p=.01). However, no significant differences were found regarding
their high school type (p=.54), or faculty (p=.40). Although they are not statistically
significant, the mean scores show that the students graduated from Vocational High
Schools (x=3.16) utilized cognitive strategies more often the ones who graduated
from Anatolian (x=3.04) and Science or Social Science high schools (x=2.94). In
addition, cognitive strategies were utilized most frequently among the EFL learners

from the faculties of Economy, Management or Social Sciences and least frequently
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among the ones from other faculties like Civil Aviation, Science Teaching,
Mathematics Teaching, Recreation, Politics, Public Relations, Logistics
Management, and Law used this strategy the least often (x=2.86). The results of the
post-hoc test conducted to reveal the groups creating the significant difference in

terms of average study time are presented in Table 20 below.
Table 20

Results of Tukey HSD for Cognitive Strategies Resulting from Average Study Time per Day

Average Study Time Per Day Average Study Time Per Day

0 Q) x (1-J) Std. Error p
1-2 hours -.29 12 .04*
Less than 1 hour
3 hours and more -45 .15 .01*
Less than 1 hour .29 12 .04*
1-2 hours
3 hours and more -.16 .15 51
Less than 1 hour .45 .15 .01*
3 hours and more
1-2 hours .16 .15 51

*p<.05

As can be understood from Table 20, the significant difference in average
study time per day stems from the difference between the EFL learners who
practiced less than one hour and the ones who studied 1-2 hours (p=.04), and three
hours and more (p=.01) on a daily basis. When the mean scores are considered for
the learners studying less than 1 hour (x=2.84), 1-2 hours (x=3.13), and 3 hours and
more (x=3.30) per day, it is understood that the use of cognitive strategies increased
with the daily study time. In a similar vein, the results for the post-hoc test conducted
to reveal the groups creating the significant difference in terms of proficiency level

are presented in Table 21 below.
Table 21

Results of Tukey HSD for Cognitive Strategies Resulting from Proficiency Level

Proficiency Level (1) Proficiency Level (J) x(1-J) Std. Error p
Bl -.24 14 .22
A B2 and above 10 15 .78
B1 A .24 14 .22

B2 and above .35 12 .01*
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A -.10 15 .78
Bl -.35 A2 .01*

B2 and above

*p<.05

The significant difference in the use of cognitive strategies among EFL
learners regarding their proficiency levels stems from the variation between Bl
students and the ones with a B2 and above level (p=.01). Moreover, the mean scores
indicate that EFL learners who had B1 level proficiency (x=3.21) utilized cognitive
strategies more often than the ones at a B2 and above level (x=2.86). Finally, the
Pearson Correlation Test was conducted to reveal any relation between the use of
cognitive strategies and the latest test scores. The results are summarized in Table 22

below.
Table 22

Results of the Pearson Correlation Test for Cognitive Strategies and the last quiz score

Cognitive Strategies

n r p

Test scores 202 -.13 .06

*p<.05

Table 22 suggests that the frequency of the use of cognitive strategies among
EFL learners did not correlate with their test scores significantly (p=.06). In other
words, whether the students used cognitive strategies seems not to have any role in

their test performance.

4.5.4 Findings Regarding Metacognitive Strategies

First, independent samples t-test was conducted to reveal any difference in
the students’ use of metacognitive strategies for vocabulary learning in terms of their
gender, college type, prep school program, familiarity with other foreign languages,
having any experience abroad or any foreign friends, or the number of books they
read in a year. The findings obtained from the t-tests are presented in the following
table.
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Table 23

Independent samples T-test results for Metacognitive Strategies

Metacognitive t-test
Strategies Groups n X sd
(Consolidation) t df p
Female 123 3.13 .82
Gender 1.39 188.62 .16

Male 79 298 .67

o Public 69 2.99 a7
University Type ) 73 143.31 .46
Private 133 3.08 81

Compulsory 176 3.05 74

Prep School State ] -1.45 200 14
Optional 26 3.28 .90
i 0-5 169 3.04 .78

Books Read in a 152 200 19
Year 6-20 33 326 .66
Different Yes 54 307 .78

Languages in -.06 92.05 .94
Progress NO 148 308 76
. Yes 32 3.28 .64

Abroad Experience 1.61 200 10
No 170 3.04 .78

Foreign Friends in Yes 83 313 14 89 183.64 37

Contact No 119 304 .79 ' ' '
*p<.05

As can be seen in Table 23, no significant differences were found in EFL
learners’ use of metacognitive strategies regarding their gender (p=.16), college type
(p=.46), prep school program (p=.14), familiarity with other foreign languages
(p=.94), having any experience abroad (p=.10) or any foreign friends (p=.37), or the
number of books they read in a year (p=. 19). Although not statistically significant,
the following intepretations can be made based on the mean scores presented in the
table. First, females (x=3.13) utilized metacognitive strategies more frequently than
males (x=2.98). In addition, the students from private universities (x=3.08) and the
ones who were studying prep program voluntarily (x=3.28) used such strategies more
frequently compared to the participants from public universities (x=2.99) and the
ones taking the compulsory preparation program (x=3.05). Furthermore, the use of
metacognitive strategies was more common among the students who read six and
more books (x=3.26) in a year than the ones reading five or fewer books per year

(x=3.04). Also, learners not studying a language other than English used
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metacognitive strategies slightly more often than those learning an additional
language. Finally, metacognitive strategies were utilized more commonly by the
participants having been abroad (x=3.28) and contacting foreign friends (x=3.13)
than the students who did not have such an experience (x=3.04) or contact (X=3.04).
Next, One-Way ANOVA was conducted to reveal any meaningful difference in EFL
learners’ use of metacognitive strategies regarding their high school background,
faculties, English proficiency levels, and the average time they spent studying. The

findings obtained from the analysis are given in Table 24 below.
Table 24

Results of One-Way ANOVA for Metacognitive Strategies

Variables Groups n X Sd. I?/T E F P
ean
Vocational 37 3.17 .95 .15
Science or Social
Tvoe of High ; 29 3.02 .87 .16
S():/Eool Gra%uated Sclences 37 69
Anatolian 136 3.06 .69 .05
Total 202 3.08 a7 .05
Science and Letters 43 3.12 .80 12
Economy /
Management / 43 3.16 .78 A1
Social Sciences
Faculty Health Sciences 56 311 .67 .09 69 59
Architecture and 33 301 .75 13
Engineering
Other 27 2.88 .90 17
Total 202 3.08 a7 .05
Less than 1 hour 77 2.88 72 .08
1-2 hours 88 3.20 73 .07
A_verage Study 97 2%
Time Per Day 3 hours and more 37 3.18 87 14
Total 202 3.08 a7 .05
A 39 2.98 73 A1
o Bl 98 .16 .81 .08
Proficiency Level .06 .34
B2 and above 65 .01 72 .09
Total 202 3.08 a7 .05

*p<.05

As the table presents, the use of metacognitive strategies in vocabulary

learning varied significantly regarding the average study time that EFL learners had
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per day for English (p=.02). Although other variables did not show any significant
difference, it is seen that learners from Vocational High Schools (x=3.17) used
metacognitive strategies the most often while learners having graduated from
Science or Social Science High Schools (x=3.02) utilized such strategies the least
frequently. Likewise, the learners from Faculties of Economy, Management, and
Social Science utilized metacognitive strategies the most frequently (x=3.16)
compared to the participants from the other faculties. Finally, metacognitive
strategies were more common among the students with B1 level proficiency (x=3.16)
than the ones with an A level (x=2.98) and B2 and above level (x=3.01) proficiency.
On the other hand, the results for the post-hoc test conducted to reveal the groups
creating the significant difference in terms of average study time are presented in
Table 25 below.

Table 25

Results of Tukey HSD for Metacognitive Strategies Resulting from Average Study Time Per

Day
Average Study Time Per  Average Study Time Per Day X
Std. Error
Day (1) 0) (1-3) P
1-2 hours -.31 A1 .02*
Less than 1 hour
3 hours and more -.29 .15 12
Less than 1 hour 31 A1 .02*
1-2 hours
3 hours and more .02 14 .98
Less than 1 hour .29 .15 12
3 hours and more
1-2 hours .02 14 .98

*p<.05

As shown in Table 25, the difference in the use of metacognitive strategies
among EFL learners regarding their average study time arises from the variation
between learners who studied English for less than one hour and the ones who
studied English 1-2 hours (p=.02) on a daily basis. However, no significant
difference was found between the students practicing 3 hours and more and the ones
studying less than 1 hour (p=.12) or 1-2 hours (p=.98). When the mean scores are
considered, it is seen that the use of metacognitive strategies was more frequent
among the students who studied English 1-2 hours (x=3.20) than the ones practicing

less than 1 hour (Xx=2.88) per day. Finally, the Pearson Correlation Test was
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conducted to reveal any relation between the use of metacognitive strategies and the

latest test scores. The results are summarized in Table 26 below.

Table 26

Results of the Pearson Correlation Test for Metacognitive Strategies and the last quiz score

Metacognitive Strategies

n r p

Test scores 202 12 .08

*p<.05

Table 26 presents that EFL learners’ use of metacognitive strategies was not
significantly correlated with their last test scores (p=.08). In brief, the use of
metacognitive strategies seems not to have played a role in the participant EFL

learners’ test performance.

4.5.5 Findings Regarding Memory Strategies

First, independent samples t-test was conducted to reveal any difference in
the students’ use of memory strategies for vocabulary learning in terms of their
gender, college type, prep school program, familiarity with other foreign languages,
having any experience abroad or any foreign friends, or the number of books they
read in a year. The findings obtained from the t-tests are presented in the following
table.

Table 27

Independent samples T-test results for Memory Strategies

Memory t-test
Strategies Groups n X Sd.
(Consolidation) t df p
Female 123 3.07 .68
Gender 1.59 200 A1
Male 79 293 .54
iversi Public 69 293 .62
University _ 1.40 139.73 16
Type Private 133 306 .63
Compulsory 176  3.01 .61
Prep School Pisory 41 200 62
State Optional 26 307 .75
i 0-5 169 2.98 .60
Books Read in 205 200 04*

a Year 6-20 33 322 72




93

Different _ Yes 54 3.13 .69
Languages in 1.47 200 14
Progress No 148 2.98 .61
Abroad Yes 32 316 .69
. 1.39 200 .16
Experience No 170 299 .62
i i Yes 83 3.13 .63
Forelgn Friends 212 174.92 .03*
in Contact No 119 294 .62
*p<.05

As shown in Table 27, EFL learners’ use of memory strategies to consolidate
vocabulary varied significantly regarding the number of books they read in a year
(p=.04) and their contact with foreign friends (p=.03). That is, the EFL learners who
read 6 or more books in a year utilized memory strategies more often (x=3.22) than
the ones who read fewer books (x=2.98). Likewise, the use of memory strategies was
more frequent among EFL learners who had foreign friends (x=3.13) compared to
ones who did not (x=2.94). On the other hand, no significant differences were found
in the use of memory strategies regarding gender (p=.11), college type (p=.16), prep
school program (p=.62), familiarity with other foreign languages (p=.14) or having
any experience abroad (p=.16). Although not statistically significant, the following
interpretations can be made based on the mean scores presented in the table. First,
female participants (x=3.07) used the memory strategies more often than males
(x=2.93). In addition, the students from private universities (x=3.06) and the ones
who were studying prep programs voluntarily (x=3.07) used such strategies more
frequently compared to the participants from public universities (x=2.93) and the
ones taking the compulsory preparation program (x=3.01). Finally, learners who
learned a different language other than English (x=3.13) and who had been abroad
before (x=3.16) utilized memory strategies more frequently than the ones who were
not studying an additional language (x=2.98) and who did not have experience for
going abroad (x=2.99). Next, One-Way ANOVA was conducted to reveal any
meaningful difference in EFL learners’ use of memory strategies to consolidate
vocabulary regarding their high school background, faculties, English proficiency
levels, and the average time they spent studying. The findings obtained from the

analysis are given in Table 28 below.
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Table 28

Results of One-Way ANOVA for Memory Strategies

Variables Groups n X Sd. St. E. Mean F P
Vocational 37 3.05 .87 14
Science or Social
School Graduated . 08 92
Anatolian 136 3.01 .54 .04
Total 202 3.02 .63 .04
Science and Letters 43 3.13 .67 .10
Economy /
Management / 43 2.92 .63 .09
Social Sciences
Faculty Health Sciences 56 311 51 .06 1.38 24
Architectureand 44 286 54 .09
Engineering
Other 27 2.99 .84 .16
Total 202 3.02 .63 .04
Less than 1 hour 77 2.91 .62 .07
. 3.34 .03
Time Per Day 3 hoursand more 37 3.23 74 12
Total 202 3.02 .63 .04
A 39 2.91 71 A1
o B1 98 3.09 .63 .06
Proficiency Level 1.27 .28
B2 and above 65 2.98 57 .07
Total 202 3.02 .63 .04

*p<.05

As Table 28 presents, the use of memory strategies in vocabulary learning
varied significantly regarding the average study time that EFL learners had per day
for English (p=.03). Although other variables did not show any significant
difference, it is seen that learners from Vocational High Schools (x=3.05) used
memory strategies the most often. Likewise, the learners from the faculties of Health
Sciences (x=3.11) and Science and Letters (x=3.13) utilized these strategies more
frequently compared to the participants from the other faculties. Finally, the use of
memory strategies was more common among the students with B1 level proficiency
(x=3.09) than the ones with an A level (x=2.91) and B2 and above level (x=2.98)

proficiency. On the other hand, the results of the post-hoc test conducted to reveal
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the groups creating the significant difference in terms of average study time are

presented in Table 29 below.
Table 29

Results of Tukey HSD for Memory Strategies Resulting from Average Study Time Per Day

Average Study Time Per Day Average Study Time Per Day X

Std. Error P
() Q) (-J)
1-2 hours -11 .09 .49
Less than 1 hour
3 hours and more -.32 A2 .02*
Less than 1 hour A1 .09 .49
1-2 hours
3 hours and more =21 A2 .19
Less than 1 hour .32 12 .02*
3 hours and more
1-2 hours .21 12 .19

*p<.05

As shown in Table 29, the difference in the use of memory strategies among
EFL learners regarding their average study time stems from the variation between
learners who studied English less than 1 hour and the ones who studied English for 3
hours and more (p=.02) on a daily basis. However, no significant difference was
found between the students practicing 1-2 hours and the ones studying 3 hours and
more (p=.19) or less than 1 hour (p=.49). When the mean scores are considered, it is
seen that the use of memory strategies was more frequent among the students who
studied English 3 hours and more (x=3.23) than the ones practicing less than 1 hour
(x=2.91) per day. Finally, the Pearson Correlation Test was conducted to reveal any
relation between the use of memory strategies and the latest test scores. The results

are summarized in Table 30 below.
Table 30

Results of the Pearson Correlation Test for Memory Strategies and the last quiz score

Memory Strategies

n r p

Test scores 202 -.14 .03*

*p<.05
Table 30 indicates that EFL learners’ use of memory strategies was

significantly and negatively correlated with their last test score (p=.03, r=-.14). It can
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be said that the more frequently the students used memory strategies, the lower they
performed in their language tests. In other words, their test achievements decreased
with the use of memory strategies for consolidation.

4.5.6 Findings Regarding Social (Consolidation) Strategies

First, independent samples t-test was conducted to reveal any difference in
the students’ use of social (consolidation) strategies for vocabulary learning in terms
of their gender, college type, prep school program, familiarity with other foreign
languages, having any experience abroad or any foreign friends, or the number of
books they read in a year. The findings obtained from the t-tests are presented in the
following table.

Table 31

Independent samples T-test results for Social (Consolidation) Strategies

Social t-test
Strategies Groups n X Sd.
(Consolidation) t df p

Female 123 2.24 1.07

Gender .85 200 .39
Male 79 2.12 .85
o Public 69 2.07 1.02

University Type ] 1.28 200 .20
Private 133 2.26 .97
Compulsory 176 2.12 .93

frep School _ 28 200 .00
tate Optional 26 2.70 1.20
i 0-5 169 2.12 .94

Books Read in a 266 200 00*
Year 6-20 33 2.61 1.14
Different Yes 54 2.38 1.02

Languages in 1.59 90.13 A1
Progress NO 148 213 97
Yes 32 2.46 1.06

Abroad 167 200 .09
Experience No 170 2.15 97
i i Yes 83 2.46 1.03

Foreign Friends 318 200 00*
in Contact No 119 201 92

*p<.05

As shown in Table 31, EFL learners’ use of social strategies to consolidate
vocabulary varied significantly regarding their preparatory program condition
(p=.00) and the number of books they read in a year (p=.00). That is, the students

who were studying prep program voluntarily (x=2.70) used such strategies more



97

frequently compared to the ones taking the compulsory preparation program
(x=2.12). Likewise, the EFL learners who read six or more books in a year utilized
social strategies for consolidation more often (x=2.61) than the ones who read fewer
books (x=2.12). On the other hand, no significant differences were found in the use
of memory strategies regarding gender (p=.11), college type (p=.20), familiarity with
other foreign languages (p=.11), having any experience abroad (p=.09) or any
foreign friends (p=.00). Although not statistically significant, the following
conclusions can be made based on the mean scores presented in the table. First,
female participants (x=2.24) used social strategies more often than males (x=2.12).
In addition, the students from private universities (Xx=2.26) used such strategies more
frequently compared to the participants from public universities (x=2.07).
Furthermore, learners who learned a different language other than English (x=2.38)
and who had been abroad before (x=2.46) utilized memory strategies more
frequently than the ones who were not studying an additional language (X=2.13) and
who did not have experience for going abroad (x=2.15). Finally, the use of social
strategies for consolidation was more common among the participants having contact
with foreigners (Xx=2.46) than the ones who did not (x=2.01). Next, One-Way
ANOVA was conducted to reveal any meaningful difference in EFL learners’ use of
social strategies for consolidation regarding their high school background, faculties,
English proficiency levels, and the average time they spent studying. The findings

obtained from the analysis are given in Table 32 below.
Table 32

Results of One-Way ANOVA for Social (Consolidation) Strategies

Variables Groups n X Sd. St. E. F P
Mean
Vocational 37 2.46 1.20 .19
Type of High Science or Social Sciences 29 2.12 1.12 .20
. 1.65 .19
School Graduated Anatolian 136 2.14 .89 .07
Total 202 2.20 .99 .06
Science and Letters 43 2.23 1.04 .15
Econom)_// Ma_nagement/ 43 214 105 16
Social Sciences
Faculty . .68 .60
Health Sciences 56 2.20 .91 12

Architecture and

A 33 2.03 .85 14
Engineering
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Other 27 2.44 1.13 .21
Total 202 2.20 .99 .06
Less than 1 hour 77 2.02 .95 .10
Ayerage Study 1-2 hours 88 2.30 1.00 .10 207 12
Time Per Day 3 hours and more 37 2.33 1.00 16 ' '
Total 202 2.20 .99 .06
A 39 2.17 1.10 17
Proficiency Level Bl % 2.28 96 09 79 45
B2 and above 65 2.08 .96 A1
Total 202 2.20 .99 .06

*p<.05

As Table 32 presents, the use of social strategies to consolidate vocabulary
learning did not vary significantly regarding their high school background (p=.19),
faculties (p=.60), English proficiency levels (p=.45), or the average time they spent
studying (p=.12). However, when the mean scores are considered, it is possible to
make the following inferences. To begin with, learners from Vocational High
Schools utilized social strategies more frequently (x=2.46) than the graduates of
Science or Social Sciences High Schools (x=2.12) and Anatolian High schools
(x=2.14). Second, the most frequent use of social strategies was stated by the
participants registered at other faculties (x=2.44) rather than at the faculties of
Science and Letters, Economy, Management, Social Sciences, Health Sciences,
Architecture and Engineering. In addition, the participants who studied English less
than 1 hour (x=2.02) benefitted from social strategies less frequently than the ones
practicing 3 hours and more (x=2.33) and 1-2 hours (x=2.30) per day. Finally, the
use of social strategies was more common among the students with Bl level
proficiency (x=2.28) than the ones with an A level (x=2.17) and B2 and above level
(x=2.08) proficiency. Finally, the Pearson Correlation Test was conducted to reveal
any relation between the use of social strategies for consolidation and the latest test

scores. The results are summarized in Table 33 below.
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Table 33

Results of Pearson Correlation Test for Social (Consolidation) Strategies and the last quiz

score

Social Strategies (Consolidation)

n r p

Test scores 202 -.00 .94

*p<.05

Table 33 presents that the use of social consolidation strategies was not
significantly correlated with the EFL learners’ last test scores (p=.94). That is, the

use of these strategies seems not to have played a role in their test performance.
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5. DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

The present study aimed to determine the relation between Turkish EFL
learners’ vocabulary learning strategies (VLS) and their foreign language reading
anxiety (FLRA) and to what extent these constructs individually varied according to
certain variables. This section is reserved to present a summary of the findings by
providing the quantitative results and discussing them within the scope of the

available literature.

5.1 Results and Discussion
The results of this study are discussed in five sections in line with the
research questions below. First, the results regarding the frequency of VLS utilized
by EFL learners are discussed. Next, the findings into the amount of FLRA
experienced by Turkish EFL learners are considered. The relationship between VLS
and FLRA of the participants is discussed. Finally, results for the extent to which
certain demographic, personal and academic variables affect VLS or FLRA among

Turkish EFL learners are reviewed.

5.1.1 The frequency of VLS use among EFL learners

This study has significant results regarding the frequency of VLS use among
EFL learners. First, they utilized strategies at a moderate level, which corresponded
to sometimes on the frequency scale. Second, the Turkish EFL participants applied
discovery strategies more frequently than consolidation strategies. Because they were
studying in the preparatory year of university, they might have encountered most
words for the first time up to their proficiency levels and tended to rely on discovery
strategies more. This is parallel to existing literature which suggested that EFL
learners, generally used VLS at a medium level (Baharudin & Ismail, 2014; Derici,
2019; Kafipour, 2010; Rabadi, 2016; Sazvar & Varmiyazar, 2016). However, social
consolidation strategies were the only one utilized rarely by the participants. In the
same sense, the present study is consistent with the findings of several studies that
the least frequent strategy was social consolidation strategies (Amirian &
Heshmatifar, 2013; Demir, 2022; Huh, 2009; Sihotang & Afriazi, 2017). However,

the scope of this consistency is limited because the majority of the existing research
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suggests that cognitive or metacognitive strategies were utilized the least often (Al-
Khresheh & Al- Ruwaili, 2020; Baharudin & Ismail, 2014; Baskin et al., 2017;
Rabadi, 2016; Rojananak & Vitayapirak, 2015). Knowing a word and adopting
certain VLS are complex operations; those operations require learners to comprehend
the definitions, make associations and perform it (Nation, 1990). In applying
strategies, learners' proficiency levels can be a factor; in this study, the prevalence of
determination strategies might point to the lower level of proficiency. As Schmitt
(1997) defined, they are employed on the first encounter of a word, which might be

an indicator of their levels.

Third, when the specific strategies of each category were considered, looking
for L1 cognates, guessing from the context, and utilizing visual cues (determination);
consulting teacher or classmates for a word’s meaning (social strategies of discovery)
were more preferred. Similarly, collaborating within groups (social strategies of
consolidation); repeating words aloud, visualizing the word and studying the spelling
of the word (memory strategies); verbal repetitions and vocabulary notebooks
(cognitive strategies); using English media and studying the word over time
(metacognitive strategies) were used on a more frequent basis than the remaining
strategies. These findings are consistent with various studies in the literature. For
instance, Amirian and Heshmatifar (2013), Aslan-Tun¢ (2020), Demir (2022)
Kafipour (2010), Kheder (2022), Yildiz (2019), and Wu (2005) concluded that
guessing from the context, utilizing visual cues, asking a classmate, keeping a

notebook were among the most utilized individual strategies.

Fourth, among the six categories of VLS, determination strategies were the
most frequently utilized group. This finding is consistent with several other studies in
the literature in that determination strategies were utilized the most frequently
(Amirian & Heshmatifar, 2013; Bahrudin & Ismail, 2014; Bakti, 2018; Baskm et al.,
2017; Park, 2001; Rojananak & Vitayapirak, 2015; Sazvar & Varmaziyar, 2016;
Sihotang & Afriazi, 2017). However, some studies have concluded that cognitive or
memory strategies are the most frequent ones (Cevik et al., 2018; Huh, 2009; Rabadi,
2016; Yilmaz, 2020; Zabardast-Alamdari, 2010). The participants utilized the social
discovery strategies, metacognitive strategies, cognitive strategies, memory

strategies, and social strategies of consolidation in descending order. Social
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consolidation strategies were utilized the least often in current research. This could
have been caused by the fact that preparatory school program consisted of a busy
schedule which meant overload of vocabulary teaching. In return, to learn the
meaning of a word at the first encounter, the EFL learners might have turned to
determination strategies more often than the others. In a similar vein, social strategies
of consolidation strategies were utilized the least often. This could be explained by
Krashen’s Affective Filter Hypothesis (1982), which put forward that affective
variables decrease performance, then, Horwitz et al. (1986) FLA, resulting in
inappropriate use of strategies. The participants might have felt less confident than
the others and experienced more anxiety. That’s why, they might have studied
individually, limiting the contact in or out of the classroom. Also, Schmitt (1997)
claimed that collaborative activities make retaining a word possible. Nonetheless, L2
learners being in an EFL context might not have found the chance to contact with
native/foreign people, and the room for studying in the group might not have been

available, which resulted in findings in the current study.

5.1.2 The extent of FLRA experienced by EFL learners

This study concluded that the participant EFL learners experienced FLRA on
an approximate frequency of sometimes. In other words, they experienced a medium
level of FLRA, which could be interpreted as not severe, but not totally unimportant
to Turkish EFL students either. When the related literature is considered, this finding
is consistent with some studies showing that EFL or FL learners suffered from FLRA
on a medium level (Ahmad et al., 2013; Altay, 2021; Kdéroglu, 2010; Miao &
Vibulpholk, 2012). However, another study also concluded that EFL learners were

found to experience a low level of reading anxiety (Rajab et al., 2012).

According to findings, the EFL learners mostly got anxious when the topic
was unfamiliar, there was unknown grammar, and when they did not understand
every word while reading. However, the participants felt most anxious when they
were not sure whether they understood what they read (See Appendix H & I). The
fact that EFL students felt a medium level of FLRA might have been because of
reader related (familiarity with the target culture, background knowledge, linguistic
and schematic knowledge: Gilakjani & Sabouri, 2016; Kong, 2019; Sadeghi, 2007)

and text-related issues (content, genre, organization, and readability: Bensalem,



103

2022; Zhao et al., 2013). In this sense, the present study supports the reviewed
literature on the sources of FLRA, and the factors mentioned could have resulted in

higher mean scores compared to the rest of the items on the scale.

5.1.3 Relations between EFL learners’ VLS and FLRA

This study demonstrated a positive correlation between VLS and FLRA of
Turkish EFL learners. That is, the FLRA of the participants was meaningfully
correlated with the frequency of the cognitive strategies and social strategies of
discovery strategies they utilized. In other words, as the learners utilized cognitive
strategies, their reading anxiety increased; and as they used social strategies more,
they experienced more reading anxiety. On the other hand, the rest of the strategies,
namely, determination, memory, metacognitive or social consolidation strategies,
were not meaningfully correlated with FLRA of the participants. The present study
cannot refer to literature because of the lack of available research on the relation
between VLS and FLRA. Nevertheless, the present finding could have emerged
because of the demanding nature of those strategies. To exemplify, cognitive strategy
use requires EFL learners to pay attention to linguistic components of a word, such
as word class, or identify the prefix or roots of a word, while social strategies to
consolidate a word require learners to ask for help and communicate with a native to
practice learned vocabulary (Schmitt, 1997). However, performing these strategies in
the reading process might have been challenging and stressful for the learners. This
can be partly explained by that reading is a highly complex process which requires
different operations simultaneously (Kong, 2019; Sellers, 2000). Reading and
reading comprehension were claimed to be affected by several factors such as
linguistic and schematic knowledge, affective motivators (Gilakjani & Sabouri,
2016; Sadeghi, 2007), and vocabulary knowledge (Gilakjani & Sabouri, 2016). That
is why, as a complex process which is also affected by word knowledge, reading can
be affected in reverse in terms of reading anxiety. In the cases where the reader
should have employed cognitive strategies to identify a word in a reading text, the
complexity of the process may have led to a higher level of reading anxiety for EFL

learners.

On the one hand, these rising levels of anxiety in the case of cognitive and

social strategy use might have been since knowing a word requires learners to know
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the definition(s), linguistic features, and which context to use it (Ling, 2005; Nation,
1990; Richards, 1976). In the case of failure to fulfill these aspects, the input or
output might be affected adversely (Ling, 2005). Taking this into account, Turkish
EFL learners might have felt the uneasiness of using these strategies to understand a

text and expressed more anxiety during the reading process.

5.1.4 Variations in EFL learners’ VLS in terms of certain demographic,
personal and academic variables

This study concluded that the use of VLS by Turkish EFL students differed
significantly according to certain variables. First, the use of cognitive, metacognitive,
and memory strategies was found to be significantly different in terms of gender,
which favored females over male students. On the other hand, determination and
social strategies did not differ significantly regarding gender. This finding is
consistent with most of the studies in the literature, which proved that females
utilized VLS more frequently than males (Biiyiikahiska & Kozallik, 2018; Derici,
2019; Kocaman & Kizilkaya Cumaoglu, 2014). However, there are also some studies
that concluded that males used VLS more often than females (Baskin et al., 2017) or
gender did not cause any significant difference at all (Al-Khresheh & Al- Ruwaili,
2020; Park, 2001).

Second, the use of social strategies of discovery was found to differ
significantly according to college type, whether public or private universities.
Determination, memory, cognitive, metacognitive, or social strategies of
consolidation did not differ significantly regarding the college type. In other words,
Turkish EFL learners studying at private universities utilized social strategies of
discovery more frequently than the ones studying at public universities. The prep
programs at private universities may have encouraged interaction between peers and
the teacher more than the ones at public universities due to such factors as the
population, materials used, and the opportunity for language practice which might

have resulted in a significant difference in favor of the private schools.

Third, participants’ VLS use was revealed to differ significantly according to
their preparatory school program state, compulsory or optional programs. This only

caused a significant difference in terms of social strategies of consolidation, and it
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was found that the students studying an optional preparatory program utilized social
consolidation strategies more often than the ones studying a compulsory preparatory
program. On the contrary, other strategies did not vary significantly in terms of prep
school programs. This could be partial because the learners studying at optional
preparatory school programs had better awareness in their own learnings and felt
more comfortable communicating with others to consolidate the meaning of a word.
From this standpoint, it is noteworthy that the learners who are willing to retrieve
input, and monitor their own learning become autonomous learners, which, at the
end, results in sufficient knowledge (Hismanoglu, 2000). The EFL participants
taking the optional language program voluntarily could be categorized as conscious
learners, thus, could control human interaction in an out of the classroom as well
(Schmitt, 1997).

Fourth, the present research concluded that learning another foreign language
did not lead to any significant difference in terms of Turkish EFL learners’ VLS. In
other words, whether EFL learners knew/learned any different languages at the time
of data collection did not make any difference in learners’ vocabulary strategy use.
Furthermore, there was no significant difference between EFL learners’ abroad
experience and VLS use. These findings are surprising considering that strategy use

is naturally expected to develop as their exposure to the target language increases.

Fifth, it was found that EFL learners’ use of memory strategies and social
consolidation strategies varied significantly regarding foreign friends in contact. The
frequency of using these two strategies was higher for the learners having contact
with foreign friends than the ones not having this opportunity. Since the interaction
outside the classroom continued, the collaboration through group work might have
improved. Also, good L2 learners are described as the ones who can make smart
guessing, and are willing to interact with others (Rubin, 1975). EFL learners

contacting foreign friends might be considered as “good L2 learners”.

Sixth, the determination strategy use by the participants was found to be
significantly different regarding the number of books they read in a year. That is, the
learners having read a higher number of books utilized determination strategies more

often than the ones who read fewer books. Nevertheless, the rest of the strategies did
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not differ significantly. This finding is consistent with what Cevik et al. (2018)
concluded that EFL learners” VLS use increased as they read a more English books.
VLS has been claimed as a mediator between the learner and the input (Cohen, 1998;
Oxford, 1990) and an important factor for reading comprehension as a reader should
get at least 95% of the whole text for success (Laufer & Sim, 1985). As these two
concepts affect each other mutually, the more learners read, the more vocabulary
they have, and the more strategies they utilize (Mikulecky, 2009). As a result,
participants in the current study might have developed a higher sensitivity to
unknown words and developed their smart guessing ability for the meanings for

better comprehension.

Seventh, this study revealed that the EFL learners’ social discovery strategy
use varied significantly according to their faculties, although no significant
difference was found for other strategies or in terms of their high school
backgrounds. This finding conflicts Derici’s (2019) study, having concluded that
different high school types led to different strategies employed by the EFL learners.
Further, variation between faculties stemmed from the difference between the
learners studying Health Sciences and Architecture and Engineering. That is, the
EFL learners registered at the faculty of Health Sciences used social discovery
strategies more frequently than the ones registered at the faculty of Architecture and
Engineering. One explanation might be that students from Health Sciences tend to
improve their communication skills as their careers are to evolve in that manner, yet
Architecture and Engineering departments mostly form their small communities to
collaborate. Because of the nature of their career, these two groups may have differed
significantly. On the other hand, Aslan-Tung (2020) and Yilmaz (2020) found that

VLS did not differ significantly in terms of the participants’ majors.

Eighth, the present study showed that Turkish EFL learners’ VLS use varied
significantly according to the time spent studying English. It was found that the
frequency of determination strategies, cognitive strategies, metacognitive strategies,
and memory strategies differed significantly regarding their average study time per
day. In other words, Turkish EFL learners who spent more time studying English
utilized these strategies more often than those who spent less time on it. Likewise,

the Turkish EFL learners’ use of cognitive strategies differed meaningfully according
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to their proficiency levels, and this difference stemmed from the learners having B1
and B2 and above levels of proficiency. More specifically, the learners who had B1
level proficiency utilized cognitive strategies the most, while B2 and above level
learners utilized them the least often. This might have been because less proficient
learners deal with a lot of cognitive processing at the same time, while more
proficient ones handle more social or metacognitive processing. This is somewhat in
line with the study by Huh (2009) who found that less proficient vocabulary learners
utilized cognitive strategies the most while more proficient learners used
metacognitive strategies the most. However, Aslan-Tun¢ (2020) concluded that VLS

use did not differ significantly according to learners’ proficiency levels.

Finally, the test scores of Turkish EFL learners were found to be significantly
correlated to the frequency of their memory strategy use. In other words, the
frequency of memory strategies employed by EFL learners affected their test
performance in a positive way. The learners who managed memory practices to
retrieve the vocabulary may have benefitted from such instant knowledge to achieve

higher scores in tests.

5.1.5 Variations in EFL learners’ FLRA in terms of certain demographic,
personal and academic variables

This study concluded that the amount of FLRA experienced by Turkish EFL
students differed significantly according to certain variables. First, gender did not
cause a significant difference in Turkish EFL learners’ FLRA. Although there was a
slight difference between males' and females’ reading anxiety levels, this difference
was not significant. This finding is consistent with Joo and Damron’s (2015) study
showing that gender was not a significant factor for FLRA; there are also few studies

suggesting gender as a significant factor for FLRA (Bensalem, 2020; Geng, 2016).

Second, public or private university type did not make any difference in EFL
learners” FLRA in this study. Although it was found that students registered at
private universities experienced FLRA slightly more than the ones at public
universities, this difference was not meaningful. Since anxiety is usually a common
uneasiness that EFL learners feel, the students in both type of institutions might have

felt a similar amount of reading anxiety. In a similar vein, no significant difference
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was found between Turkish EFL learners’ FLRA regarding their preparatory
program state. The learners studying a compulsory preparatory program experienced
FLRA more often, but this difference was not meaningful. Likewise, no significant
difference was found in FLRA according to the reading habits of EFL learners. The
higher number of books meant a lower level of FLRA, but the difference was not
significant. This finding is sensible thinking of the sources of FLRA. In the reviewed
literature, the sources of FLRA were presented as related to text and reader-factors
such as the length of the text, or the knowledge of the reader (Gilakjani & Sabouri,
2016; Kong, 2019; Sadekhi, 2007). That’s why, the number of books they read might
not have led to a significant difference, although it somehow lowered the level of
FLRA.

Next, Turkish EFL learners’ FLRA differed significantly according to
additional foreign languages that they knew or learned. The students knowing
another language experienced FLRA less than the ones who did not. This is in line
with the study by Bensalem (2020) showing that FLRA was negatively correlated
with multilingualism. Reading is a complex process (Kong, 2019; Sellers, 2000) and
the frequent exposure to target languages, cultures, and vocabulary (Zhang &
Annual, 2008) may have led to constant strategy use, thus affecting FLRA positively.
Another explanation could be that reading strategies employed in one language might
have been transferred to another and decreased reading anxiety among EFL learners
(Bensalem, 2020).

Similarly, EFL learners’ FLRA differed significantly regarding their having a
foreign contact. The students that had foreign friends experienced a lower level of
FLRA than the ones that did not have any foreign friends. As put forward before,
FLRA may stem from the reader or text-related factors (Gilakjani & Sabouri, 2016;
Kong, 2019; Sadekhi, 2007). The EFL learners who formed familiarity and positive
contact with the target language thanks to their foreign friends might have expanded
their language knowledge, utilized reading strategies more, and developed a lower
level of FLRA. On the other hand, no significant difference was found in Turkish
EFL learners’ FLRA regarding their abroad experience, although the students who
had been abroad felt less anxious compared to those with no such experience at all.

Similarly, the participants’ high school background and the time spent studying
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English per day did not result in any variations in their FLRA levels. Despite not
being statistically significant, the students having abroad experience felt less anxious.
These learners might have developed a positive attitude towards the target language
and gained familiarity with the target culture (Zhang & Annual, 2008), thus, they

may have felt less anxious about L2 reading.

In addition, the students registered at the Economy, Management and Social
Sciences faculties suffered from the highest level of FLRA while the ones at Science
and Literature faculties experienced the least amount of FLRA. This could be since
the ones registered at Science and Literature faculties study the target language, and
those learners might have had less anxiety accordingly. On the other hand, students
registered at Economy, Management and Science faculties mostly work with
statistics and numerics, thus, this may have led to increase in FLRA levels. In a
similar vein, the amount of FLRA experienced by the EFL learners was found to
decrease with an increase in their proficiency. This supports Zhao’s (2009) finding
that reading anxiety levels differed significantly according to participants’
proficiency levels and that intermediate-level learners experienced the highest level
of FLRA. It makes sense considering that more proficient learners had more
linguistic, semantic, and contextual information to practice language properly, more
familiarity with the target language, more input and output, and more developed
strategy use considering their levels’ needs. All these benefits might have resulted in
better control of reading anxiety (Bensalem, 2020), thus experiencing a lower level
of FLRA.

Finally, FLRA was found to correlate with EFL learners’ test performance
negatively. That is, high levels of FLRA experienced by EFL students affected their
test performance negatively. It is reasonable to note that high levels of anxiety lead to
poor performance in the target language, hinder critical thinking, and decrease
attention (Heidari & Nosratinia, 2022; Sellers, 2000). Therefore, inappropriate or
insufficient strategies may be adopted (Kuru-Gonen, 2005; Lien, 2011).

5.2 Conclusion
The present study aimed to demonstrate the frequency of VLS and the

amount of FLRA among EFL university preparatory students in addition to revealing
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the possible relation between two variables. In view of the findings, it is feasible to
present a brief conclusion as follows. First of all, the EFL preparatory school
students utilized VLS at a moderate level and experienced a medium level of FLRA.
As of the most and least frequent strategies used, determination and social
consolidation strategies were determined respectively. Second, FLRA was found to
correlate with only social discovery strategies and cognitive strategies significantly.
This means that learners who employed these strategies felt more anxious. Third, the
amount of FLRA experienced by the participants was revealed to be affected by the
following variables: the number of languages known, foreign friends in contact,
faculty, and proficiency levels. Furthermore, it was found that FLRA affected their
test performance negatively. Finally, the extent of VLS use was determined to be
affected by the following variables: the number of books they read in a year (for
determination, memory, and social consolidation strategies), average study time per
day (determination, cognitive, metacognitive and memory strategies), university type
and faculty (social discovery strategies), gender and proficiency levels (cognitive
strategies), foreign friends in contact, (memory and social consolidation strategies),
and prep school state (social consolidation strategies). Meanwhile, test performance
was positively correlated with only memory strategies, which meant that using

memory strategies increased learners’ test performance.

5.3 Practical Recommendations
All in all, it is common across studies in and out of Turkish contexts that EFL
learners experience FLRA at a moderate level and are mostly medium-level strategy
users. Accordingly, some practical recommendations are made below for teachers,

learners, administrators, and further research.

5.3.1 Recommendations for Teachers & Learners

First, some recommendations are provided for teachers. This study revealed
that EFL learners’ VLS use and FLRA levels were at medium levels and
meaningfully correlated. Social strategies adopted to discover the meaning of a word
and cognitive strategies to consolidate the meaning had a meaningful correlation to
the FLRA levels of the target group participants. At this point, teachers can be
recommended to be aware that students may have difficulty in employing the

appropriate strategies when they learn a word for the first time and deal with the
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cognitive demands of the word to retain the meaning. To ease the difficulties faced,
teachers may stand as a mediator between the learner and the input, and practical
tasks could be provided to the learner. Teachers can encourage and train their
students to employ more VLS and perform these strategies within authentic learning
tasks. These can be achieved via vocabulary sessions or reading sessions to enchance
opportunities for strategy use and anxiety manipulation. As for reading anxiety,
teachers may benefit from such strategies as introducing the text, activating learners’
background knowledge, motivating learners to utilize their vocabulary knowledge,
and guiding them to use the appropriate reading strategies to help EFL learners with
the challenging nature of FLRA. Vocabulary learning strategies, likewise, can be
emphasized through constant vocabulary training. The present study did not find
significant differences between high schools in terms of both FLRA and VLS.
Though not significant, it was seen that students with science or social science high
school backgrounds utilized VLS less than other high schools and experienced FLRA
the most. At this point, high school teachers in these schools can be recommended to
elaborate on VLS use and FLRA, guide learners to deal with the target language
more through extensive reading and vocabulary activities. Furthermore, more
conscious teaching can be adopted by teachers in pre- university education so that the
learners can have more familiarity with the language and decrease the discrepancy
between their background and VLS as well as FLRA. Learners, on the other hand,
may continue self-study outside the classroom, interact with foreigners, and attempt
to practice VLS and read more so that FLRA can decrease. Regardless of their high
schools or faculties, as a good L2 learner, they can adopt their own strategies and be
aware of their weaknesses and strengths in order to minimize challenges that can be

encountered in strategy use and reading anxiety.

5.3.2 Recommendations for Administrators

VLS and FLRA are related to some extent; the lack of adopting appropriate
VLS may result in high levels of FLRA since reading comprehension can get
affected by vocabulary knowledge. Thus, preparing appropriate programs and
implementing them are of great importance, which should be considered. For
instance, training on reading anxiety for teachers and EFL learners can be provided

since understanding the scope and effect of FLRA on language learning is a must for
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both sides. Similarly, workshops into vocabulary learning strategies and teaching can
be given to language teachers for effective training on strategies. Language learners
can be provided with trainings on the effective use of vocabulary learning strategies.
As a result, both teachers and language learners can benefit them in learning process,
which may lead to a better learning. The differences emerging as a result of
demographic background can be decreased by implementing intensive trainings into
language use. To illustrate, learners to be registered at Architecture and Engineering
faculties can be provided with intensive training into VLS to balance superiority of
Health Sciences, or more familiarity with reading and reading comprehension can be
supported for the ones at Economy, Management and Social Sciences to balance

predominance of Science and Letters faculties.

5.3.3 Recommendations for Further Research

The present study examined the relation between VLS and FLRA of EFL
preparatory students besides the extent of VLS and the amount of FLRA. First of all,
considering this is the first study investigating the relation between two variables,
further research should be conducted to provide more variety and justify the efficacy
of the results of the current study. Second, further studies might be implemented with
different participant profiles from primary, middle, or high school learners. Third,
experimental studies can be designed to provide a deeper understanding of the effects
of various variables on VLS or FLRA. Finally, qualitative studies utilizing direct
observation of actual strategy use among EFL learners may provide more realistic

results regarding VLS use.
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Appendices
Appendix A

Consent Form for VLSQ

Yabanci Dilde Okuma Kaygisi Calismaniz Hakk. inbox = C 8 B

su Karagol <abegumkaragol@gmail com> Tue, Apr 12, 8:00 AM (2 days ago) -
y: g g gol@g 9

10 ipekkuru =
Saygideger Hocam

Ben Istanbul Medeniyet Universitesi ingiliz Dili ve Egitimi Yuksek Lisans ogrencisi Aysu Begim Karagol. Size yuksek lisans tez konum olan yabanci dilde kelime 6drenme stratejileri ve okuma
kaygisi calismasinin temelini olusturacak cicek hakkinda yazmaktayim. Ayni zamanda Istanbul Saglk ve Teknoloji Universitesi Yabanci Diller Hazirlik Belumande ogretim gorevlisi olarak

calismaktayim

Alan yazini inceledigimde sizin 2005 yilinda yilksek lisans tezinizde kullandiginiz yabanci dilde okuma kaygisi digegini cevirdiginizi ve galismalaniniza dahil ettiginizi grdum. Biliyorsunuz ki tez
sUrecindeki etik kurul formunda sizden izin almis olmam biyiik onem arz etmekte

Bu maili de sizden calismanizdaki olcedinizin TR versiyonunu planiamakta oldujum calismamda sizi referans gostermek suretiyle izninizle kullanmak icin yaziyorum. Umanm calismamda
olcedinizi kullanmama izin verirsiniz.

Donistnaza bekliyor olacagim, anlayiginiz icin tegekkar ederim

Saygilanmla

Aysu Begim Karagol

Safiye ipek KURU GONEN Wed, Apr 13, 3:15 PM (17 hours ago) Yy 4
tome «
Sevgili Aysu,

Bu konuda ¢alismak istemene ¢ok sevindim. Biz bu tarz dl¢ekleri arasirmacilar kullansin diye Tiirkge ye kazandirdik. Tabii ki referans vererek kullanabilirsin. Ben de sizlerin

gelistirdigi 6l¢egi merak etmekteyim. Calismalarinda basanlar dilerim. Sevgilerimle

Dog. Dr. S. ipek Kuru Gonen
Anadolu Universitesi
Egitim Fakdltesi Yabanci Diller Egitimi

ingiliz Dili ve Egitimi Anabilim Dali

Assoc. Prof. Dr. S. Ipek Kuru Génen
Anadolu University
Faculty of Education Foreign Languages Teaching

Department of ELT
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Appendix B

Consent Form for FLRAS

2019 Yilindaki Yiksek Lisans Tez Olceginiz Hakk. 5 B

Aysu Karagol <abegumkaragol@gmail.coms Tue, Apr 12,8:00 AM (2 days ago) Yy 4
to elif.derici ~

Sayin Elif Hocam,

Ben Istanbul Medeniyet Universitesi ingiliz Dili ve Egitimi Yuksek Lisans Ogrencisi Aysu Begum Karagol. Sizlere tez konum olan yabanci dilde kelime o§renme stratejileri uzerine yazmaktayim
Sayin hocam, tezinizde kullandigimiz ve TR versiyonuna cevirdiginiz kelime o6grenme stratejileri olcegini sizin nzaniz dogrultusunda ve sizi referans gostermek suretiyle calismamda kullanmak icin
izninizi istemekteyim. Aymi zamanda Istanbul'da bir Universitede ogretim gorevlisi olarak gorev almaktayim, etik kurul formunda ve calismaya bir an once baslamam acisindan izniniz onem arz

etmekte.

Size ulasmak icin LinkedIn , Facebook gibi cesitli platformlan denedim ancak cézim alamadim, tezinizin alt kisminda bulunan iletisim adresi clarak en son care buraya yaziyorum, umanm mailim
size ulagir.

Donugunaza bekliyor olacagim, anlayiginiz igin tesekkr ederim.
Saygilanmia,

Aysu Begum Karagol

Elif Derici <dericielif@gmail com> Tue, Apr 12,11:05 AM (2 days ago) T
tome ~
Fa Turkish = > English ~  Translate message Tumn off for: Turkish x

Merhaba Aysu Hamim,
Bilkent mail adresime gelen mailler Kisisel mail adresime aktanidigi icin buradan geri donus yapabiliyorum size. Gevirmis oldugum kelime ogrenme stratejileri dlcedini kullanabilirsiniz, iznim vardir
lyi calismalar dilerim.

Saygilanmia,
Elf Derici

On Tue, Apr 12, 2022 at 8:00 AM Aysu Karagol <abegumkaragol@amail.com> wrote:
Sayin Elif Hocam,

Ben Istanbul Medeniyet Universitesi Ingiliz Dili ve Egitimi Yuksek Lisans Ogrencisi Aysu Bagum Karagdl Sizlera tez konum olan yabanci dilde kelime 6grenme stratejileri Uzerine yazmakiayim

Sayin hocam, tezinizde ve TR versiy kelime renme stratejileri dlcedjini sizin nzaniz dofrultusunda ve sizi referans gostermek suretiyle calismamda kullanmak
icin izninizi istemekteyim. Ayni zamanda stanbul'da bir universitede ogretim goreviisi olarak gorev almaktayim, etik kurul formunda ve calismaya bir an once baslamam acisindan izniniz onem
arz etmekle

Size ulasmak icin LinkedIn , Facebook gibi cesitli platformlan denedim ancak ¢dzom alamadim, tezinizin alt kisminda bulunan iletisim adresi olarak en son care buraya yaziyorum, umarnm
mailim size ulagir.

Donisiinizi bekliyor olacagim, anlayisiniz icin tesekkur ederim
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Appendix C
Background Questionnaire

Tiirkiye’de ingilizceyi Yabanci Dil Olarak Ogrenenlerin Kelime Ogrenme Stratejileri ile
Yabanci Dilde Okuma Kaygilari Arasindaki iliski

(The Relation between Vocabulary Learning Strategies and Foreign Language Reading
Anxiety among Turkish EFL Learners)

Degerli katilimci,

Yiiksek lisans tezim icin Dr. Ferdane Denkci Akkas danismanliginda istanbul Medeniyet
Universitesi Lisansiistii Egitim Enstitiist, ingiliz Dili Egitimi yiiksek lisans programinda bir
¢alisma ylritmekteyim.

Bu calisma kapsaminda, yabanci dil olarak ingilizce 6grenen (iniversite hazirlik dgrencilerinin
kelime 6grenme stratejileri ile yabanci dilde okuma kaygisi arasindaki iliskinin gesitli
etmenler agisindan incelenmesi planlanmaktadir.

Sizden bu calismaya katilmanizi ve asagidaki anketi tamamlamanizi rica ediyoruz. Sizden
kimliginizi ac¢iga c¢ikaran bir bilgi paylasmaniz beklenmemektedir. Anket sorularina
vereceginiz cevaplar anonim kalacak ve sadece bu arastirmanin amaglar ve yayinlanmasi
icin kullanilacaktir. Calismaya katiliminiz génilltlik esasina dayanmaktadir ve istediginiz an
calismadan ayrilma hakkiniz mevcuttur.

Yanitlayacaginiz sorular, bir Arka Plan Anketi, Yabanci Dilde Kelime Ogrenme Stratejileri ve
Yabanci Dilde Okuma Kaygisi olarak siralanmistir. Her soruyu igtenlikle cevaplamaniz ¢ok
onemlidir. Anketi tamamlamanin 15-20 dakika sirecegi tahmin edilmektedir.

Katiliminiz icin simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Cevaplariniz bu arastirma icin degerlidir. Herhangi
bir sorunuz veya endiseniz olmasi durumunda arastirmaci ile abegumkaragol@gmail.com /
aysu.karagol@istun.edu.tr adresinden iletisime gecebilirsiniz.

[ ] Bu arastirmaya gonillii olarak katildigimi kabul ediyorum.

1. Bolim: Arka Plan Anketi

1. Cinsiyetiniz
O Kadin
L1 Erkek
2. Mezun oldugunuz lise program tiirii

[ Meslek Lisesi

[0 Mesleki ve Teknik Anadolu Lisesi

[ Fen Lisesi


mailto:abegumkaragol@gmail.com
mailto:aysu.karagol@istun.edu.tr
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] Sosyal Bilimler Lisesi
LI Anadolu Lisesi

L] Guzel Sanatlar Lisesi
[ Spor Lisesi

O imam Hatip Lisesi

L] Diger:

3. Ogrenim gordiigiiniiz iiniversite tiirii
O Ozel Universite

O Devlet Universitesi

4, Boliminiiz:

5. Hazirlik okuma durumunuz:
[ Zorunlu Hazirhk Programi
O istege Bagli Hazirlik Programi
6. Hazirlik programindaki mevcut kurunuz:
0O A1
0 A2
0 B1-B1+
B2

O C1 ve Gzeri

7. ingilizce disinda baska bir yabanci dil biliyor/6greniyor musunuz?
L] Evet
1 Hayir

8. Hig yurtdisina giktiniz mi?
L] Evet

I Hayir
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9. Yiiz yiize ya da internet lizerinden goriistiigiiniiz yabanci arkadaslariniz var mi?
Ll Evet
I Hayir
10. Giinde ortalama kag saat ingilizce ¢alisiyorsunuz?
U] 1 saatten az
] 1-2 Saat
[ 3-4 Saat
01 5 saat ve Usti

11. Son bir yil igcinde okudugunuz kitap sayisi:

12. Son girdiginiz ara sinavdan aldiginiz not:




+

Appendix D

Questionnaires of VLS and FLRA (Turkish)

2. Boliim: Yabanci Dilde Kelime (")g” renme Stratejileri Olcegi

132

Bu dlgek, yabanci dilde kelime &grenme stratejilerinin kullanimu, sikligi ve amacim ortaya
cikarmay1 hedeflemektedir. Liitfen asagidaki sorulart her zamanki strateji kullaniminmiza gére
cevaplaymniz. Cevaplar 6zneldir, sorularin dogru veya yanlis cevabi bulunmamaktadir. Liitfen her bir
ifadeyle ilgili diigiincenizi en iyi ifade eden secenegi isaretleyiniz.

Sorulari 1 = Bu Stratejiyi “hi¢” kullanmam ve 5 =Bu stratejiyi “her zaman” kullanirim olmak
tizere 1-5 arasi puan vererek cevaplayiniz.

Her ifadenin yamnda bulunan puanlari yanda bulunan agiklamalar Z | = Q
- - - & B
dogrultusunda  cevaplayiniz.  Sorularin  dogru veya yanliy cevabi E % N |2
bulunmamalktadir. Liitfen sorulart kullandiginiz stratejilere gire cevaplayniz. g | F E
Yeni bir kelimenin anlamini 6grenmek icin ne yaparsimz?
1 | Kelimenin tiiriine bakarim (isim, sifat, vb). 1] 2 415
Anlamini ¢6zebilmek icin kelimenin énekine, kékiine ve aldig: -
2 I 11213 ]4|5
takiya bakarim. (6mmegin; unaccepted, -un, - accept, -ed)
3 Aymni kékene sahip kelimeleri diistintiriim. (érnegin; television — 1lal3lals
televizyon). -
Anlamini ¢6zebilmek icin resim veya kullanilan jest ve mimiklere -
4 1 {213 1]4]5
bakarim.
5 | Kelimenin anlamini bulundugu icerikten tahmin ederim. 1|23 ]|4]|5
6 | Ingilizce-Tiirkce sozliik kullanirim. 1|23 ]|4]|5
7 | Ingilizce-Ingilizce s6zliik kullanirim. 1|23 ]|4]|5
8 | Kelime listeleri kullanirim. 1123 4]5
9 | Kelime kartlar1 kullanirim. 1123 ]4]5
10 | Bir gretmene kelimenin Tiirkce anlamini sorarim. 1|23 ]|4]|5
Bir 6gretmenden kelimeyi Ingilizce baska sézctiklerle agiklamasini -
11 . L o . C 1 {213 1]4]5
veya kelimenin Ingilizcede es anlamlisimi séylemesini isterim.
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12 | Bir 6gretmenden yeni kelimeyi ctimle i¢inde kullanmasin isterim. 1{2(3]4]5
13 | Siuf arkadaslarima sorarim. 1 {23 ]4]5
14 | Anlamu bir grup aktivitesi i¢inde égrenirim. 12 415
Yeni é6grendiginiz kelimeyi pekistirmek icin ne yaparsimniz?
15 | Kelimeyi bir grup arkadas ile ¢calisinm. 1{2(3]4]5
16 Bir 6gretmenden dogruluguna bakmak icin kelime kartlarimi veya EERE 5
kelime listelerimi kontrol etmesini isterim. -
17 Kelimeyi ana dili Ingilizce olan insanlar ile iletisime gecerek 1lal3lals
galisirim
18 | Kelimenin anlamin resimsel temsili ile birlikte calisirim 1] 2 415
19 | Kelimenin anlamini aklimda resmederim. 1|2 4|5
20 | Kelimeyi kisisel tecriibelerimden biriyle bagdastiririm. 1|2 415
Kelimeyi aym konudaki baska kelimeler ile bagdastiririm (érnegin; <
21 . ) 1 213145
furniture, table, chair).
22 | Kelimeyi es ve zit anlamlariyla bagdastiririm. 1 ({2345
Kavram haritalari kullanirim. (Birbirleriyle baglantili olan kelime -
23 .. . 1123 |4]5
ve kavramlar1 gésteren divagramlar).
Kelime sifat ise anlamu icin derecelendirmeler kullanirim (6rnegin; <
24 . 1123 |4]|5
burning-hot-warm-cool...)
25 Kelimeleri telaffuzu benzeyen sayilar veya harfler ile bagdastirarak 1l2131als
calisirim. (one-fun, two-do, three-tree...) B
Bir yer veya mekéam zihnimde canlandiririm. Kelimeyi ve
26 | kelimenin fiziksel temsilini bu yer veya mekandaki nesneler ile 1 {23 ]4]5
haval ederim.
27 | Kelimelerin hepsini tek bir grupta toplayarak calisirim. 1 ({23 ]4]|35
28 | Kelimeleri bir sayfa tizerinde ayr1 ayr1 gruplandirarak ¢alisirim. 1{2(3]4]5
29 | Kelimeyi ctimle icinde kullanirim. 1 {23 ]4]5
30 | Kelimeleri bir hikdye icinde bir araya getiririm. 1 {2345
31 | Kelimenin telaffuzunu ¢alisirum. 112131415
32 | Kelimenin c¢ikardigi sesi ¢alisirum. 112 (34|35
33 | Kelimeyi sesli olarak okurum. 1121345
34 | Kelimenin yazili halini aklimda canlandiririm 1121345
35 | Kelimenin ilk harfinin altini ¢izerim. 1121345
36 Kelimenin etrafina cizgiler ¢izerek dikdértgen, daire, yuvarlak vb. 1l2l13lals
icine alurim. -
Ingilizce bir kelimeyi telaffuz acisindan Tiirkcede benzer bir kelime
37 ile birlikte diisiiniirtiim. Daha sonra bu iki kelimenin anlamlari ile 1lalalals
tek bir zihinsel imge olustururum. Bu “baglantili imge” bana yeni -
Ingilizce kelimenin anlamim hatirlatir (6rnegin; black — bilek)
38 | Kelimenin kékii, éneki ve aldigi takilari calisirim 1123|435
39 | Kelimenin tiirtinti ¢alisinnim (isim, fiil, vb.) 112 4 |5
40 | Kelimenin anlamim farkl kelimeler ile aciklarim. 1|2 415
Farkl dillerdeki aym kékene sahip olan ve anlam veya kelime
41 | yapisi agisindan birbirine benzer kelimeleri galigirim. (Srnegin; 1121345
television — televizyon).
42 | Yeni kelimeleri bir deyim iginde birlikte ve aym anda dgrenirim. 1213|435
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Kelimeyi fiziksel olarak ifade ederim (6rnegin; ,,throw™ kelimesini

43 calisirken top atma hareketi yapmak). L2343
Birbirine benzer kelimeleri anlam ve gsdizimleri (birlikte

44 | kullanildiklar kelimeler; 8rnegin, take an exam, take a break, takea | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5
bus...) acisindan farkliliklarini karsilastiran bir tablo cizerim.

45 | Kelimeyi kendi kendime s6zlti olarak tekrar ederim. 12345

46 | Kelimeyi birgok kez yazarak ¢alisirim. 121345

47 | Yeni kelimeleri calismak icin kelime listeleri kullanirim. 12345

48 | Yeni kelimeleri caligmak icin kelime kartlari kullanirim. L2345

49 | Kelime hakkinda notlar alirim. L {2345

50 | Ders kitabimin kelime béliimtinti kullanirim L {2345

51 | Kelime listelerinin ses kayitlarim dinlerim L2345

52 Nesnelerin tizerine Ingilizce kelimelerini gésteren etiketler 1l213lals
yapistirirum

53 | Kelime defteri tutarim. L {2345

54 | Ingilizce haber yayinlari, film, miizik vb. ile kelimeleri ¢alisirim. L {2345

55 | Kendimi kelime listeleri ile test ederim 1|2 4 |5

56 Kelimeyi 6grendikten sonra belli araliklarla tekrar etmek icin bir 1l213lals
program ayarlarum.

57 | Kelimeyi atlarim ya da es gecerim. 1] 2 4 |5

58 | Kelimeyi zaman icinde 6grenmeye devam ederim. 1|2 4 15

3. Boliim: Yabanci Dil Okuma Kavgisi Olcegi

Bu 6lcek Ingilizce hazirlik 6grencilerinin yabanci dilde okuma kaygi diizeylerini élgmeyi
amaclamaktadir. Sorularin dogru veya yanlis cevabr bulunmamaktadir, cevaplar bireysel ve 6znel
olarak verilmelidir. Liitfen kendinize en uygun segenegi 1 (hicbir zaman) ve 5(her zaman) arasinda
bulunan bir puan olmak iizere seciniz.

Her soruyu yan kistmda agiklanan puan tablosuna giére cevaplaymniz.

o O
Serularin dogru veva yanlis cevabt yoktur. Liitfen okuma kaygisi sorularini _E :‘;ﬂ E E.
kendi diisiincelerinize gére puaniayinz. g | F E
1 Ingilizce okudugum bir parcay: anlayip anlamadigimi diistinmek beni 11213lals
endiselendiriyor.
2 Ingilizce bir sey okurken parcadaki kelimeleri biliyorum ama yine de 11213lals
yazarin ne dedigini anlayamiyorum.
3 Ingilizce bir sey okurken kafam 6yle karisiyor ki ben ne okuyordum 1l1213lals
diye diiglintiyorum.
Oniimde koca bir sayfa Ingilizce yaz1 gérmek beni tirkiittiyor. 1|2 415
Bilmedigim bir konuda Ingilizce yvazi gérmek beni endiselendiriyor. 1|2 415
6 Ingilizce okurken bilmedigim gramer yapilari ile karsilasinca 11213lals

endiseleniyorum.
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7 Ingilizce okurken her bir kelimeyi anlayamadigim zaman hem kafam 1120130als
karisiyor hem de sinirleniyorum. -
8 Ingilizce okurken telaffuz edemedigim kelimelerle karsilasmak beni 1120130als
endiselendiriyor. -
9 Ingilizce bir sey okurken bakryorum kelime kelime Tiirkce’ ye 11al3lals
cevirmeye baslamisim. -
Ingilizce’ deki harfleri ve sembolleri anlamaya ¢alisirken ne -
10 N 1213 ]4]5
okudugumu unutuyorum.
Ingilizce okumak icin 6grenmek zorunda oldugum bir stirii yeni -
11 . . =, 1 213145
sembol beni endiselendiriyor.
12 | Ben Ingilizce okumay1 seviyorum. 1123 |4]|35
13 | Ingilizce okurken kendime giiveniyorum. 1|2 |3]4]|35
14 | Bir kere alistiktan sonra Ingilizce okumak o kadar da zor degil. 1123 |4]|35
15 | Ingilizce 6grenmenin en zor yani okumayi 6grenmek. 1123 |4]|35
16 Kendi kendime okurken sorun yok ama sesli Ingilizce okumak 1lalalals
zorunda olmak cok rahatsiz edici bir durum. -
17 | Ingilizce okuma sevivemden memnunum. 1123 |4]|35
Ingilizce okuyabilmek icin Ingiliz/Amerikan tarihi ve kiilttirtinden <
18 . 1 213145
haberdar olmak gerekivor.
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Appendix F

Detailed Mean Score Results for VLS (English)

Determination Strategies Mean
1 Icheck the part-of-speech (noun, verb, 299
ete.) |
2 I check prefixes, suffixes, and word
roots to discover meaning (e.g., 3.46
unaccepted, -un,-accept, -ed).
3 I think about cognate words (words in
different languages which come from
the same “parent” word and may have a 3.95
similar meaning and form. e.g.,
television — televizyon).
4 1 look at pictures or gestures to 3.65
understand meaning. '
5 I guess the meaning from the context. 3.90
6 I use an English-Turkish dictionary. 4.00
7 T use an English dictionary. 2.88
8 Tuse word lists 3.26
9 T use flashcards. 2.20
Social Strategies (Discovery) Mean
1 T ask a teacher for a Turkish translation. 3.42
2 I ask a teacher for a paraphrase or 3.30
synonym.
3 I ask a teacher for a sentence using the 3.08
new word. '
4 I ask my classmates. 3.45
5 I learn the meaning in group work. 7.89
Social Strategies (Consolidation) Mean
1 Istudy the word with a group of
students. 2.33
2 I ask a teacher to check my word lists 915
and flash cards for correctness. -
3 I study the word by interacting with 212

native-speakers.
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Memory Strategies Mean
1 Istudy the word with a pictorial R
. ; ] 2.60
representation of its meaning.
2 Iimagine the word™s meaning 3.51
3 I connect the word to a personal
experience. 3.66
4 I associate the word with its coordinates
o . 3.60
(e.g., fruit = pears, cherries, peaches...)
5 I connect the word to its synonyms
(e.g., irritated — annoyed) and antonyms 3.31
(e.g., dead — alive).
6 I use semantic maps (i.e., diagrams that
show the words and phrases which are 2.50
connected to each other).
7 T use scales for gradable adjectives R
. 79
(e.g., burning-hot-warm-cool...)
8 I memorize the words by relating with
numbers or letters that have similar 218
pronunciation. (e.g., one-fun, two-do, =
three-tree...)
9 I picture a place or location in my mind,
and then I attribute the word and its
physical representation to the things in 3.1
this place.
10 I group the words together to study R
2.64
them.
11 I group the words together spatially on 2 68
a page. -
12 T use the new word in a sentence. 3.58
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13 I group the words together within a "<

storyline. 251
14 I study the spelling of the word. 3.80
15 I study the sound of the word. 3.37
16 I say the new word aloud. 4.03
17 I imagine the word form. 3.95
18 I underline the initial letter of the word. 1.63
19 Idraw a line around the word. 2.89
20 Ithink of a Turkish word that sounds

similar to the new English word. Then

make a single mental image of the

meanings of Turkish and English 247

words. This “linking image” reminds

me of the new English word™s meaning.

(e.g. black — bilek).

21 Istudy the word™s root, prefixes and

suffixes. 7.8
722 I study the word’s part-of-speech (noun,

3.11

verb, etc.).
23 I paraphrase the meaning of the new

word. 3.16
24 I study the cognate words (words in

different languages which come from

the same “parent” word and may have a 3.20

similar meaning and form. e.g.,

television — televizyon).
25 I learn the new words in an idiom 5 42

together at the same time. -
26 Iuse physical action when studying

words (do throwing action when 2.78

studying the word “throw™)
27 Icreate a grid to match the meaning or

collocation (e.g., take an exam, take a > 70

break, take a bus etc.) differences of
similar words.
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Cognitive Strategies Mean
1 Irepeat the word to myself. 3.87
2 I write the word many times. 3.18
3 I use word lists to study new words. 3.37
4 T use flash cards to study new words 2.40
5 I take notes about the new words 3.31
6 Iuse the vocabulary section of my
textbook. 338
7 1listen to the tape of word lists. 2.37
8 I put English labels on physical objects. 2.04
9 1keep a vocabulary notebook. 3.58
Metacognitive Strategies Mean
1 Tuse English-language media (songs,
movies, newscasts, etc,) to study the 3 68
words.
2 Itest myself with word tests 3.10
3 Idevelopa s.ched.ule to review the 2 61
words at various intervals.
4 1 skip or pass the new word 2.40
5 I continue to study the word over time 3.61




Appendix G

Detailed Mean Score Results for VLS (Turkish)

Belirleme Stratejileri Mean
1 Kelimenin tiiriine bakarum (isim, sifat, vb). 2.99
2 Anlamini ¢ézebilmek icin kelimenin énekine, kékiine
ve aldig1 takiya bakarim (6rnegin; unaccepted, -un, -  3.46
accept, -ed).
3 Aym kékene sahip kelimeleri diistintiriim. (6rnegin; 3.95
television — televizyon).
4 Anlamini ¢ézebilmek icin resim veya kullanilan jest 3.65
ve mimiklere bakarim.
5 Kelimenin anlamini bulundugu icerikten tahmin 3.90
ederim.
6 Ingilizce-Tiirkce sézhik kullanirim. 4.00
7 Ingilizce-Ingilizce sézliik kullanirim. 2.88
8 Kelime listeleri kullanirim. 3.26
9 Kelime kartlari kullanirim. 2.20
Sosyal Stratejiler (Kesfetme) Mean
1  Bir 6gretmene kelimenin Tiirkce anlamini sorarim. 3.42
2 Bir 6gretmenden kelimeyi Ingilizce baska sézciiklerle
aciklamasin veya kelimenin Ingilizcede es 3.30
anlamlisini séylemesini isterim.
3 Bir 6gretmenden yeni kelimeyi ciimle icinde
L 3.08
kullanmasini isterim.
4  Siuf arkadaslarima sorarim. 3.45
5 Anlamu bir grup aktivitesi iginde 8grenirim. 2.89
Sosyal Stratejiler (Pekistirme) Mean
1 Kelimevi bir grup arkadas ile calisirim. 2.33
2 Bir 6gretmenden dogruluguna bakmak icin kelime
kartlarimi veya kelime listelerimi kontrol etmesini 2.15
isterim.
3 Kelimeyi ana dili Ingilizce olan insanlar ile iletisime 212

gecerek calisinm.
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Bellek Stratejileri Mean
1 Kelimenin anlamim resimsel temsili ile birlikte 2 60
calisirim.
2 Kelimenin anlamim aklimda resmederim. 3.51
3 Kelimeyi kisisel tecriibelerimden biriyle 3.66
bagdastiririm. '
4 Kelimeyi aym konudaki baska kelimeler ile 3.60
bagdastirirum (6rnegin; furniture, table, chair).
5 Kelimeyi es ve zit anlamlariyla bagdastirirum. 3.31
6 Kavram haritalari kullanirim (Birbirleriyle baglantili 2 50
olan kelime ve kavramlari gésteren diyagramlar).
7  Kelime sifat ise anlamui icin derecelendirmeler 579
kullanirim (6rnegin; burning-hot-warm-cool). '
8 Kelimeleri telaffuzu benzeyen sayilar veya hartler ile
bagdastirarak calisirim (one-fun, two-do, three-tree). 218
9 Bir yer veya mekéani zihnimde canlandiririm.
Kelimeyi ve kelimenin fiziksel temsilini bu yer veya  3.11
mekéandaki nesneler ile hayal ederim.
10 Kelimelerin hepsini tek bir grupta toplayarak 2 64
calisirim.
11 Kelimeleri bir sayfa tizerinde ayr1 ayr1 gruplandirarak 7 68
calisirim.
12 Kelimeyi ciimle i¢inde kullanirum. 3.58
13 Kelimeleri bir hikidve icinde bir arava getiririm. 2.51
14 Kelimenin telaffuzunu calisirim. 3.80
15 Kelimenin cikardig sesi calisirim. 3.37
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16 Kelimeyi sesli olarak okurum. 4.03
17 Kelimenin yvazili halini aklimda canlandiririm. 3.95
18 Kelimenin ilk harfinin altini ¢izerim. 1.63
19 Kelimenin etrafina cizgiler ¢cizerek dikdértgen, daire, 5 89
yuvarlak vb. icine alirim. '
20 Ingilizce bir kelimeyi telaffuz acisindan Tiirkcede
benzer bir kelime ile birlikte diisiiniirtiim. Daha sonra
bu iki kelimenin anlamlar ile tek bir zihinsel imge 2.47
olustururum. Bu “baglantili imge” bana yeni Ingilizce
kelimenin anlamim hatirlatir (8rnegin; black — bilek).
21 Kelimenin kokii, 6neki ve aldig takilar calisirnim. 2.82
22 Kelimenin tiirtint ¢calisurim (isim, fiil, vb.). 3.11
23 Kelimenin anlamum farklh kelimeler ile aciklarim. 3.16
24 Farkl dillerdeki ayni kékene sahip olan ve anlam veya
kelime yapisi acisindan birbirine benzer kelimeleri 3.20
calisirim (6rnegin; television — televizyon).
25 Yeni kelimeleri bir deyim iginde birlikte ve aym anda 542
dgrenirim.
26 Kelimeyi fiziksel olarak ifade ederim (6rnegin;
"throw" kelimesini ¢alisirken top atma hareketi 2.78
yapmak).
27 Birbirine benzer kelimeleri anlam ve es dizimleri
(birlikte kullanildiklar kelimeler; érnegin, take an 570
exam, take a break, take a bus) acisindan farkliliklarimi ~
karsilastiran bir tablo ¢izerim.
Bilissel Stratejiler Mean
1 Kelimeyi kendi kendime sézlii olarak tekrar ederim. 3.87
2 Kelimeyi bir¢ok kez yazarak calisirum. 3.18
3 Yeni kelimeleri calismak icin kelime listeleri
3.37
kullanirim.
4 Yeni kelimeleri calismak i¢in kelime kartlari
kullanirim. 240
5 Kelime hakkinda notlar alirim. 3.31
6  Ders kitabimin kelime b&liimiinii kullanirim. 3.38
7  Kelime listelerinin ses kavitlari dinlerim. 2.37
8 Nesnelerin tizerine Ingilizce kelimelerini gésteren 2.04
etiketler yapistiririm.
9 Kelime defteri tutarim. 3.58
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Ust-bilissel Stratejiler Mean
Ingilizce haber yayinlari, film, miizik vb. ile

: . 3.68
kelimeleri calisirim.
Kendimi kelime listeleri ile test ederim. 3.10
Kelimeyi 6grendikten sonra belli araliklarla tekrar 2 61
etmek i¢in bir program ayarlarim.
Kelimeyi atlarim va da es gecerim. 2.40
Kelimevyi zaman icinde 68renmeye devam ederim. 3.61
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Appendix H

Detailed Mean Score Results for FLRA (Turkish)

145

FLRA Mean

1 Ingilizce okudugum bir pargay1 anlayip anlamadigimi diisiinmek beni 3,540
endiselendiriyor.

2 Ingilizce bir sey okurken parcadaki kelimeleri biliyorum ama yine de 2926
vazarin ne dedigini anlayamiyorum.

3 Ingilizce bir sey okurken kafam 6yle karisiyor ki ben ne okuyordum diye 2926
diisiintiyorum.

4 Oniimde koca bir sayfa Ingilizce yazi gérmek beni iirkiitiiyor. 3,040
Bilmedigim bir konuda Ingilizce yazi gérmek beni endiselendiriyor. 3,292

6 Ingilizce okurken bilmedigim gramer yapilari ile karsilasinca 3114
endiseleniyorum.

7 Ingilizce okurken her bir kelimeyi anlayamadigim zaman hem kafam 3257
karisiyor hem de sinirleniyorum.

8 Ingilizce okurken telaffuz edemedigim kelimelerle karsilasmak beni 2881
endiselendiriyor.

9 Ingilizce bir sey okurken bakiyorum kelime kelime| Tiirkge’ ye gevirmeye 5985
baslamisim. T

10 Ingilizce’ deki harfleri ve sembolleri anlamaya ¢alisirken ne okudugumu 2510
unutuyorum.

11 Ingilizce okumak icin 6grenmek zorunda oldugum bir siirii yeni sembol 2525
beni endiselendiriyor.

12 Ben Ingilizce okumay1 seviyorum. 2.248

13 Ingilizce okurken kendime giiveniyorum. 2,649

14 Bir kere aligtiktan sonra Ingilizce okumak o kadar da zor degil. 2,213

15 Ingilizce 6Frenmenin en zor yani okumay1 dgrenmek. 2,475

16 Kendi kendime okurken sorun yok ama sesli Ingilizce okumak zorunda 2797
olmak cok rahatsiz edici bir durum.

17 Ingilizce okuma seviyemden memnunum. 2,802

18 Ingilizce okuyabilmek icin Ingiliz/Amerikan tarihi ve kiiltiiriinden 3,500

haberdar olmak gerekiyor.
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Appendix |

Detailed Mean Score Results for FLRA (English)

FLRA Mean

1 I get upset when I am not sure whether I understand what I am 3540
reading in English. J

2 When reading English, I often understand the words but still 5026
can’t quite understand what the author is saying. J

3 When I am reading English, I get so confused I can’t remember 5 006
what I am reading ;

4 I feel intimidated whenever I see a whole page of English in 3.040
front of me. )

5 I am nervous when I am reading a passage in English when I am 3200
not familiar with the topic. ;

6 I get upset whenever I encounter unknown grammar when 3114
reading English |

7 When reading English, I get nervous and confused when I don’t 2257
understand every word. ;

8 It bothers me to encounter words I can’t pronounce while 5 881
reading English i

9 I usually end up translating word by word when I am reading 5 085
English. i

10 By the time you get past the funny letters and symbols in 2510
English, it’s hard to remember what you are reading about. J

11 I am worried about all the new symbols you have to learn in 5 535

order to read English.

12 I enjoy reading English. 2,248




13 I feel confident when I am reading in English. 2.649

14 Once you get used to it, reading English is not so difficult. 2,213

15 The hardest part of learning English is learning to read. 2.475

16 I don’t mind reading to myself, but I feel very uncomfortable .
when I have to read English aloud

17 I am satisfied with the level of reading ability in English that I 5 500
have achieved so far.

18 You have to know so much about English history and culture in 3500

order to read English
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